MONITORING INFLATION

HEARINGS

BEFORE THE

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

NINETY-SIXTH CONGRESS
FIRST AND SECOND SESSIONS

PART 2

SEPTEMBER 25, OCTOBER 26, NOVEMBER 27,
AND DECEMBER 21, 1979, AND JANUARY 25, 1980

Printed for the use of the Joint Economic Committee

&8

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
59-671 O WASHINGTON : 1980

915



JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTERE
(Created pursuant to sec. 5(a) of Public Law 304, 79th Cong.)

LLOYD BENTSEN, Texas, Chairman
RICHARD BOLLING, Missouri, Vice Chairman

N SENATE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WILLIAM PROXMIRE, Wisconsin HENRY S. REUSS, Wisconsin

ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, Connecticut WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD, Pennsylvania
EDWARD M. KENNEDY, Massachusetts LEE H. HAMILTON, Indiana

GEORGE McGOVERN, South Dakota GILLIS W. LONG, Louisiana

PAUL 8. SARBANES, Maryland PARREN J. MITCHELL, Maryland
JACOB K. JAVITS, New York CLARENCE J. BROWN, Ohio

WILLIAM V. ROTH, J&., Delaware MARGARET M. HECKLER, Massachusetts
JAMES A, McCLURE, Idaho JOHN H. ROUSSELOT, California
ROGER W. JEPSEN, Iowa CHALMERS P. WYLIE, Ohio

JOHN M. ALBERTINE, Ezecutive Director
Lours C. KRAUTHOFF II, Assistant Director-Director, SSEC
RICHARD F. KAUFMAN, Assistant Director-General Counsel
CHARLES H. BRADFORD, Minority Counsel

(Ix)



CONTENTS

WITNESSES AND STATEMENTS

TuEsDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1979

Bentsen, Hon. Lloyd, chairman of the Joint Economic Committee: Opening
statement . - - - o memmm o
Norwood, Hon, Janet L., Commissioner, Bureau of Labor Statistics, De-
partment of Labor, accompanied by W. John Layng, Assistant Com-
missioner, Office of Prices and Living Conditions. oo

Fripay, OcToBER 26, 1979

Proxmire, Hon. William, member of the Joint Economic Committee,
presiding: Opening statement_____ .- .o
Kahn, Hon. Alfred E., Chairman, Council on Wage and Price Stability,
accompanied by R. Robert Russell, Director; and Alfred Fromm, Deputy
Adviser to the President on Inflation. - __ . -

Tuespay, NOVEMBER 27, 1979

Bentsen, Hon. Lloyd, chairman of the Joint Economic Committee: Opening
statement - - - - - e e mmm—— e ————
Russell, R. Robert, Director, Council on Wage and Price Stability -

Fripay, DEcEMBER 21, 1979

Mitchell, Hon. Parren J., member of the Joint Economic Committee,
presiding: Opening statement_ - _ - oo
Russell, R. Robert, Director, Council on Wage and Price Stability .- - .- _-

Fripay, JaNuary 25, 1980

Bentsen, Hon. Lloyd, chairman of the Joint Economic Committee: Opening
statement _ - o o o e e m—m— o —lmm—————— o=
Kahn, Hon. Alfred E., Chairman, Council on Wage and Price Stability_ . - -

SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

TuEsDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1979
Bentsen, Hon. Lloyd:

Charfi reflecting the value of the 1979 dollar as compared to the 1967
dollar . o o e e mmm o

Norwood, Hon. Janet L., et al.:

- Tables reflecting Consumer Price Indexes on—

1. Goods and serviees__ . o oo e
2. Energy.- - - e em oo mmmmom oo
Press release No. 79-673 entitled “The Consumer Price Index—
August 1979,” Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor,
September 25, 1979 oo

Fripay, OctoBER 26,1979
Proxmire, Hon, William:
Press release No. 79-742 entitled “The Consumer Price Index—
September 1979,” Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor,
October 26, 1979 _ e

Page

27

46

69
91

129
149

159
184

28



v

Tuespay, Novemser 27, 1979

Bentsen, Hon. Lloyd:
Chart reflecting percentage increases in the 1979 Consumer Price Index
over the same quarter of 1978___ ______________________________
Press release No. 79-830 entitled ‘“The Consumer Price Index—
October 1979,” Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor,
November 27, 1979_ ___ ____ .
Russell, R. Robert:
Report entitled “Inflation Update” . .. __________________

Fripay, DeceEmBER 21, 1979

Mitchell, Hon. Parren J.:

Press release No. 79-898 entitled “The Consumer Price Index—
November 1979,” Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor,
December 21, 1979_ ___ ______ ___________ o ______

Russell, R. Robert: .

Tables supplementing Mr. Russell’s testimony regarding the 12.6-

percent rise in the Consumer Price Index over the last year________

Fripay, JANUARY 25, 1980
Bentsen, Hon. Lloyd:
Press release No. 80-46 entitled ‘“The Consumer Price Index—
December 1979,”” Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor,

January 25, 1980 ___ ___ . __ .. '

Kahn, Hon. Alfred E.:
Response to additional written questions posed by Senator Bentsen_._

Page
71

72
111

131

151

161
195



MONITORING INFLATION

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1979

ConGrEss OF THE UNITED STATES,
Joint Ecoxomic COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 6226,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Lloyd Bentsen (chairman of
the committee) presiding.

VVPlrjesent: Senators Bentsen and Proxmire; and Representative
ylie.

Also present: John M. Albertine, executive director; William R.
Buechner, professional staff member; Mark Borchelt, administra-
tive ls;gsista,nt; and Mark R. Policinski, minority professional staff
member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BENTSEN, CHAIRMAN

Senator Bentsen. Well, Commissioner Norwood, we’ll get started
this morning.

It looks like we’ve got a downer up here from what I have seen from
this chart. I understand the numbers you’re going to give us this
morning show that inflation is going at an annualized rate of 14 per-
cent and that last month, of course, 1t was at an annualized rate of 13
percent. That means that the dollar since 1967 has gone down to 45
cents in 1979, The Joint Economic Committee, in a staff study, has
also found that if things continue as they are now, in another 10
years the value of the dollar will be down to one-fourth of what it
Was in 1967, and that’s a pretty depressing set of numbers.

For the last 8 months inflation in this country has averaged 12
percent. It’s a little bit like having Hurricane David and Hurricane
Frederick hit at the same time. The number of jobs decreased in
August, while housing prices were going up at an annual rate of 18
percent ; transportation costs up 20 percent; and energy costs up 46

ercent. :
P Did you read Art Buchwald’s column on housing? If you didn’t,
that was last Sunday, you ought to read it. The topic of conversation
now is how much you sold your house for and what you had to pay
for it.

Senator BenTsEx. We are looking for answers for some of these
problems, but in order that we might seek those answers we “:ould
like you to report to us now on what the numbers tell us, Commaissioner
Norwood. -

[The chart referred to follows 1]

(1)
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STATEMENT OF HON. JANET L. NORWOOD, COMMISSIONER, BUREAU
OF LABOR STATISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ACCOMPANIED
BY W. JOHN LAYNG, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
PRICES AND LIVING CONDITIONS

Ms. Norwoop. Thank you, sir.

T'am pleased to present to the Joint Economic Committee a few brief
comments to supplement our Consumer Price Index press release issued
at 9 a.m. this morning.

Prices paid by consumers for goods and services continued to in-
crease at a rapid pace in August. Overall, the CPI rose 1.1 percent—
seasonally adjusted—last month, about the same as the rates of increase
in each of the months since the beginning of this year.

In August, prices of homeownership and energy items continued to
rise sharply and accounted for about 70 percent of the 1.1 percent rise
in the CPI. Prices also increased sharply in several other areas of
consumption. For example, public transportation, partly as the result
of large increases in jet and diesel fuel, rose 2 percent in August.
Prices for such other items as automobile maintenance and repair,
tobacco products, and education also rose.

Despite the large price increases in these items, the data for August
showed improvement in some other areas. The most important of these
is food. Overall, prices of food and beverages were unchanged in
August. Following sharp increases in the early months of this year, the
grocery store food index has actually declined in each of the last 3
months. This recent moderation in food prices has, however, been
almost entirely due to price reductions for meats. As the index for
beef and veal fell 5.4 percent and that for pork declined 4.6 percent,
most other categories of food included in the CPI continued to rise in



August. This was especially true of the indexes for cereal and bakery
products, dairy products, fruits and vegetables, and nonalcoholic
beverages, each of which rose by about 1 to 2 percent. In addition to
the moderation in the overall food index, automobile prices in the CPI
moderated in August as automobile manufacturers instituted a system
of rebates to consumers. The increases of 0.4 percent was the smallest
increase in the automobile index so far this year.

The 1.7-percent increase in homeownership costs in the August CPI
continues the pattern of large monthly increases in this component
that have been taking place most of this year. The increase in resi-
dential mortgage interest rates as well as the rise in the prices of the
houses purchased continue, of course, to be the major causes for these
large rates of price change.

‘PRICES IN 1979

The August rise of 1.1 percent brought the increase in the CPI for
the 8 months so far this year to an annual rate of 13.1. This is the
largest number for many years. It can, in fact, be compared to the 12.4
percent annual rate registered during the first 8 months of 1974, a
period in which the rate of inflation was the largest that it had been
in more than 20 years.

Although, of course, a large number of items are priced each month
for the CPI, and changes in the prices of each of them can affect the
overall index, the data do show that the largest increases and effects
on the index have been as we would expect in the food. housing, and
transportation components. This ean be seen quite readily from the
table attached to my testimony. ‘

The price of energy has been receiving increasing attention, and I
think it is important to understand that the traditional CPI classifi-
cation structure includes varticular kinds of energy consumption
under different components. Residential electricity, natural gas, and
home heating oil prices, for example, are included in the housing
component of the index, whereas expenditures on gasohol purchases
are included in the CPI weight for private transportation. )

In view of the special interest in energy issues today, I thought it
might be useful for me to bring together as a single group all of the
energy items directly purchased by consumers that are priced for the
CPI. "As you can see from table 2, energy items in the total CPI
market basket account for 8.5 percent of the total index weight.

During the first 8 months of this year—December 1978 to August
1979—the CPI as a whole rose 8.6 percent. But various energy items
increased much more: Natural gas, 14 percent; electricity, 11.6 per-
cent; gasoline, 38.5 percent; and fuel oil, 48.5 percent. The combined
effect of natural gas, electricity, gasoline, and fuel 0il, which is what
we include in the CPI as energy, has been an increase of 29.8 percent
for the first 8 months of 1979. Although these energy items constituted
only 8.5 percent of the CPI market basket—December 1978—they
have accounted for about 28 percent of the total increase in the CPI
¢ince December. The greatest impact, as I'm sure you have suspected,
has come from increasing gasoline prices. Gasoline prices alone have
pushed the CPI up 1.6 percent—or almost one-fifth of the total
change—in the last 8 months.
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This information, of course, is based only on the direct effect of the
prices of energy items in the CPI; that is, an increase in the price of
gasoline is used directly only in the calculation of the gasoline com-
ponent of the CPI. We have no effective way to measure the secondary
or indirect effect of that change in price for a gallon of gasoline—on,
for example, increases in taxicab fares or of increases to retailers in
shipping charges from carriers using gasoline.

Even with this caveat, however, we can get some idea of the direct
impact of energy on the CPI by calculating the index without fuel
oil, natural gas, electricity, and gasoline. Had these items not been
included in the CPI, the December to August increase in the CPI
would be 7 percent instead of the actual 8.6-percent increase. On an
annualized basis, the CPI rose 13.1 percent; energy items rose 47.9
percent, while items other than energy rose 10.7 percent.

This is not to suggest that rising prices of energy are not essential
elements of family consumption. They are. But in looking at the
causes of inflation and at policies for dealing with the issues pre-
sented, I think it is useful to see the effect that the prices of energy
have on the CPI.

I would also like to call your attention to another BLS release is-
sued this morning announcing a set of new data on average retail

rices of gasoline, fuel oil, natural gas, and electricity. These data will
e available each month for the Nation as a whole as well as for
selected geographic areas.

Assistant Commissioner Layng and I will now be glad to answer
any questions. '

[The tables attached to Ms. Norwood’s statement, together with the
press release referred to, follows:] -

TABLE 1.—CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

. Relative December 1978 to August 1979
lmDponance,

ecember Percent Effect on all

Category 1978 change 1 items
Allitems 100. 00 8.6 8.6
Food and beverages. ... . 19.24 6.2 1.2
Housmi__._ e eceemeecmcceec—mea 44,26 9.5 4,2
Apparel and upkeep...___ 5.49 3.1 .2
Transportation...______________ [T TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTNT 17.81 12.9 2.3
Medical care 4,96 5.7 .3
Entertainment. _ 3.9 5.0 .2
Other goods and services 4,29 5.0 .2

1Seasonally adjusted;
TABLE 2—CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

. Relative December 1978 to August 1979
importance,

December Percent Effect on all
Category 1978 change 1 items
All items 100, 00 8.6 8.6
Eneriy . . - 8.50 29.8 2.4
uel oil...__. (&) 48.5) . 4;
Natural gas 1.31) 14.0) .2
Electricity 2.05) 11, Sg . 2;
. Gasol - 4.18) 38, & (1.6
All items ‘ess energy. - 91,50 7.0 6.2

Seasonally adjusted,
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Tl.'m CONSUMER PI;ICE INDEX--AUG[;ST 1979
The Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) increased 1.0 percent before
seasénal adjustment in August to 221.1 (1967=100}, the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S.
pepartment of Labor announced today. The Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and
clerical Workers (CPI-W) also increa.sed 1.0 percent before seasonal adjustment in August to
221.5 (1967=100). The CPI1-U was 11.8 percen;: higher and the CPI-W was 12.0 percent higher

than in August 1978.

CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)--Seasonally Adjusted Changes

On a seasonally adjusted basis, the CPI for All Urban Consumers rose 1.1 percent in
August, the eighth consecutive monthly incre;ase of about 1.0 percent. For the third
consecutive month, about two-thirds of the increase was due to hi.g’ner energy and homeowner-
ship prices. On the other hand, food and beverage prices were, on average, unchanged in
August, continuing the slowdown evident since June. Among other major categories of consumer
spending, both the index for apparel and upkeep, which had declined over the previous 3-month

period, and the index for other goods and services rose noticeably in August. The indexes for

Table A. Percent changes in CPI for All Urban Consumers {CPI-U)

Seasonally adjusted Unadjusted’
Compound

Changes from preceding month annual rate 12-mos.
Expenditure 1979 3-mos. ended ended

category Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. |- Aug. '79 Aug. '79
All items 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.1 12.7 11.8
Food and beverages 1.6 1.0 .9 .7 .2 ¢ 1.4 9.6
Housing 1.3 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.4 17.0 12.8
Apparel and upkeep .3 1.5 «5 0 -1 =.1 7 1.9 4.2
Transportation 1.1 1.2 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.5 22.1 16.7
Medical care .6 .6 -6 .6 .7 .7 .8 8.9 9.2
Entertainment .4 .9 .8 .5 .1 .7 .7 6.3 7.2
Other goods and services .7 W6 .5 .5 .5 .5 1.0 7.8 7.1

(Data for CPI-U are shown in tables 1 through 3.)



medical care and entertainment registered pt"i'ce changes in August similar to the previoug
month. '

The index for grocery store foods declined 0.3 percent in Augqust, following declines
of_ 0.1 percent in both June and Jul);. The decrease, as in the previous 2 months, was due
primarily to a sharp decline in the index for meats, poultry, fish, and eggs. Beef prices
declined for the third consecutive month and pork and poultry prices for the fifth con-
seéutive month, following substantial increases during the fourth quarter of 1978 and earlier
this year. Egg prices declined 10.2 percent, following seasonal adjustment. These declines
were partially offset by increases in priées for most other grocery store foods. Prices for
cereal ;nd bake;y products and dairy products registered their largest increases of the year in
August. Prices for fruits and vegetables also rose substantially, but by less than in July.
Restaurant meals rose 0.7 percent in August, about the same as in July, but consid:zrably less
than the -average monthly rate of increase in the first half of the year.The 0.3 percent
increase in the index for alcoholic beverages was the smallest increase this year.

The housing index rose 1.4 percent in August, the seventh consecutive month of large
increases. Rising homeownership costs and household fuel prices continued to account for most
of the increase. In August, house prices rose 1.5 percent. Home financing costs rose 3.0 per=-
cent, reflecting increases in both mortgage interest rates and house prices. Fuel oil prices
rose 7.1 percent and have increased 56.4 percent in the 12 months ended in August. The index
for gas and electricity also rose substantially in August, but by less than in each of the pre-
ceding 3 months.

The index for apparel and upkeep rose 0.7 percent in August, c;mpared with a decline of
0.2 percent in the 3-month period ended in July. Increased prices for women's and girls'
apparel, reflecting the introduction of fall and winter wear, were primarily responsible for the

rise. Charges for apparel services rose 1.0 percent in August, compared with 0.4 percent in

July.



The transportation component advanced sharply for the tenth consecutive month in
August. Gasoline prices rose 4.0 percent and accounted for over two-thirds of the trans-

portation increase. 1In the 12 months ended in August, gasoline prices increased 46.1 per-

--cent. - Yew car-prices rose 0.4 perqent'. on_a seasonally adjusted basis in August, compared

with 0.8 percent in July. The rise in new car prices was moderated somewhat by mnuz;,uxe;s’
rebates offered on some models. Used car prices declined for the sixth consecutive x.nonth.
Charées for automobile insurance rose 1.4 percent in August. The index for p_uhuc transporta-
tion rose 2.0 percent 'in August, following a 1.5 percent advance in July. Airline fares,
intercity train and bus fares, and taxi farés all showed substantial increases for the second
consecutiv;e month;

The medical care index rose 0.8 percent in August, about the same as in July. Charges
for physicians' services and hospital rooms rose 0.8 and 1.2 percent, respectively, '
following increases of 1.2 and 1.0 percent in July. The index for medical care commodities
conti}med to increase at about the same rate as during June and Ju;l.y.

The index for entertalnment rose 0.7 percent in August, the same as in July. The index
for other goods and services rose 1.0 percent in August, following increases of 0.5 percent in
each of the preceding 4 months. Higher prices for tob;cco products, tuition and other school

fees, and bank services were primarily responsible for the rise.

CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W)--Seasonally Adjusted Changes

On a seasonally adjusted basis, the CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical
workers rose 1.0 percent in August, the eighth consecutive monthly increase of 1.0 per-
cent or more. For the third consecutive month, about two-thirds of the 'increase was due
to higher energy and homeownership prices. On the other hand, food and beverage prices were,
on average, unchanged in August, continuing the slowdown in evidence since May. The index for
entertainment rose 0.3 percent in August compared with 0.7 percent in July. Among other

major categories of consumer spending, the index for other goods and services rose sub-




stantially in August. Apparel prices also rose more in August than in July while the
increase in the medical care index was the same as in July.

The index fér grocery store food declined 0.3 percent in August, following no change
in July and a 0.1 ;e;cent decline in June: The decrease was primarily due to a 3.7 percent
decline in the index for meats, poultry, fish, and eggs. Beef, pork, and poultry prices all
declined by more than 4.0 percent, and egg prices declined 10.5 percent, following seasonal
adjustment. These declines were partially offset by increases in prices for most other grocery
store foods. Prices for cereal and bakery products and dairy products registered their largest
increases of the year in August. Prices for fruits and vegetables also rose substantially in
August, but by less than in July. Both the indexes for food away from_home and alcoholic

.beverages showed smaller increases in August than in the preceding month.

The housing index rose 1.4 percent in August, the seventh consecutive month of large
increases. Risiyg homeownership costs and household fuel prices continued to account for most
of the increase. In Rugust, house prices rose 1.6 percént and home financing costs rose 3.1
percent. Fuel oil prices, up 7.1 percent, rose sharply in August for the seventh consecutive
month. Tﬁe index for gas and electricity also rose substantially in August but by
less than in each of the preceding 3 months.

The index for apparel and upkeep rose 0.5 percent in August compared with an increase
of 0.2 percent in July and declines in May and June. Increased prices for women's and girls'

apparel, reflecting the introduction of fall and winter wear, were primarily responsible for

the increase.
The transportation component advanced sharply for the tenth consecutive month.. Gaso-
line prices rose 4.1 percent in August and accounted for over two-thirds of the transportation

increase. Gasoline prices in the past 12 months have increased 46.9 percent. New car prices,



rose 0.3 percent on a seasonally adjusted basis in August, compared with 1.0 percent in July.
The rise in new car prices was moderated somewhat by manufaéturers' rebates on some models.
Used car prices der:tlined in August for the sixth consecutive month. The index for public
transportation rose 1.'6 percent in August, following a 1.2 percent increase in July, as airline
fares, intercity t-.r-ain and bus fares, and taxi fares all showed substantial increases.

The medical care index rose 0.8 percent in August, the same as in July. Charges for
physicians®' services and hospital rooms rose 0.8 'and 1.1 percent, respectively, following
1ncteas_es of 1.3 percent in July.

The index for entertainment rose 0.3 percent in August compared with 0.7 percent in July.
The index for other goods and services rose 1.2 percent in Rugust, compared wiﬁh increases of

0.5 percent or less in each of the 5 preceding months.

Table B. Percent changes in CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers {CEI-W)

Seasonally adjusted Unadjusted
Compound
Expenditure Changes from preceding month annual rate 12-mos.
category 1979 3-mos. ended ended_
Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Aug. '7% Aug. '79
All Items 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 12.7 12.0 .
Food and beverages 1.7 1.2 -8 <4 o3 2 ] 1.9 8.7
Housing 1.3 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.4 17.0 13.0
Apparel and upkeep .2 1.3 .4 -.1 ~2 2 -5 2.2 4.1
Transportation 1.1 1.2 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.5 22.0 17.0
Medical care .7 .6 o7 6 .9 .8 .8 10.6 9.6
Entertainment .2 .9 «5 .8 .1 .7 o3 4.6 7.0
Other goods and )
services .8 .5 .5 +5 4 4 1.2 - 8.1 7.0
.

(Data for  CPI-W are shown in tables 4 through 6.}
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Technical Notes

Brief Explanation of the CPI

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is a measure of the
average change in prices over time in a fixed market basket
of goods and services, Effective with the January 1978
index, the Bureau of Labor Statistics began publishing CPI's
for two population groups: (1) a new CPI for All Urban
Consumers (CPI-U) which covers approximately 80 percent
of the total noninstitutional civilian population; and (2) a
revised CP1 for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers
(CPI-W) which represents about half the population covered
by the CPI-U. The CPI.U includes, in addition to wage
earners and clerical workers, groups which historically have
been tuded from CPI age, such as professional
managerial, and technical workers, the seif employed, short-
term’ workers, the unemployed, and retirees and others not
in the labor force.

The CP1 is based on prices of food, clothing, shelter, and
fuels, transportation fares, charges for doctors’ and dentists’
services, drugs, and the other goods and services that people
buy for day-to-day living. Prices are collected in 85 urban
areas across the cduntry from over 18,000 temants, 18,000
housing units for property taxes, and about 24,000 establish-
ments—grocery and department stores, hospitals, filling sta-
tions, and other types of stores and ssrvice establithments.
All taxes directly d with the purchase and use of
items are included in the index. Prices of food, fuels, and a
few other items are obtained every month in all 85 locations.
Prices of most other commodities and services are collected
every moath in the five largest geographic areas and every

other month in other areas. Prices of most goods and services
are obtained by personal visits of the Bureau's trained repre-
sentatives. Mail questionnaires are used to obtain public
utility rates, some fuel prices, and certain other items.

In calculating the index, price changes for the various
items in each location are averaged together with weights

«, which represent their importance in the spending of the

" appropriate population group. Local data are then com-
bined to obtain a U.S. city average. Separate indexes are
also published for 28 local areas. Area indexes do not mea-
sure differences in the level of prices among cities; they
only measure the average change in prices for each area
since the base period.

The index price changes from a d d re-
ference date—1967——which equals 100.0. An increase of
22 percent, for example, is shown as 122.0. This change
can also be expressed in dollars as follows: The price of a
base period “market basket™ of goods and services in the
CPI has risen from $10 in 1967 to §12.20.

For further details ses the following: The Consumer
Price index: Conceprs and Contemt Over the Years,
Report 517, revised edition (Bureau of Labor Statistics,
May 1978); The Revision of the Consumer Price Index,
by W. John Layng, reprinted from the Statistical Reporter,
February 1978, No. 78-§ (U.S. Dept. of Commerce),
and Revisions in the Medical Care Service Component
of the Consumer Price Index, by Daniel H. Ginsburg,

. Monthly Labor Review, August 1978.

A Note About Calculating Index Changes .

N

Movements of the indexes from one month to
are usually expressed as percent changes rather than
changes in index points because index point changes are
affected by the level of the index in relation to its base
period while percent changes are not. The example in the
accompanying box illustrates the computation of index
point and percent changes.

Percent changes for 3-month and 6-month periods
are expressed as annual rates and are computed accord-
ing to the standard formula for compound growth rates.
These data indicate what the percent change would be
if the current rate were maintained for z 12-month
period.

Incex Point Change
(=} . 189.8
Lass previous index 189.2
Equals index point change: 0.6
Purcent Change
tndex point ditfersnce 08
Divided by the previous index 189.2
Equals: 0.003
Results muitiplied by one hundred 0.003x100
* Equals percent change: 0.3




A Note on Seasonally Adjusted and Unadjusted Data

Because price data are used for different purpose: by
dlﬂ'erem ynups. the Bureau of Labor Statistics p

purposes. Many ini g

q4 di 4 ch

i} 23 well as i) each

month.

For analyzing gencﬂl _price trends in the economy,
seasonally adjusted - changes are usually preferred since
they eliminate the effect of changes that normally occur
at the same time and in about the same magnitude every
year—such as price mo T from ch
climatic conditions, production cycles, model change
overs, holidays, and sales.

The unadjusted data are of primary interest to con-
sumers concerned about the prices they acutaily pay.

and pension plans, for ple, tie fon ch
to the Consumer Price Index unadjunad for seasonal
variation.

Seasonal factors used in computing the seasonally
adjusted indexes are derived by the X.11 Variamt of the
Census Method Il Seasonal Adjustment Program. The
updated seasonal data at the end of 1977 replaced data
from 1967 through 1977. Subsequent annual updates
will replace § years of seasonal data, ¢.g., data from 1974
through 1978 will be replaced at the end of 1978. The
seasonal movement of all items and 35 other aggregations
is derived by bining the 1 of 45

Unadjusted data are also used extensively for i

P
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24 Hour CP| Mailgram Servics

Consumer Price {adex data now are available vy mail-
gram within 24 hours of the CPI release. The new-.servics
is being offersd by the Bursaw of Laber Statistics : through
the Natiora! Tzchnical Information Service of the U.S
Department of Commeres.

Tne CPI MAILGRAM service p-ovxdes anadjusted and
seasonaily adjusted data Soth for the Al Urban Consumers

(CPI-U) and for the Urban Wage Eamers and Clerical
Workers (CPI-W) Indexas as shown =a the CPI-U sample

page’ below. The unadjusted data include the current
moath’s index and the percent changes from 12 moaths

2go and one month ago. The seasonaily adjusted Zata are
the gercent changes from one moath-ago,

NSUF 2"QKCS INDEX SQR ALY URSaN
ERAGE (1987:100)
SROUP

D
FGUD AUAY r?C‘1 '40-'15

HOUsSING
T ?ES[)“IY L1%

£ Ux"L’TIES

<t oans

EL QIL,
GAS (PIPED
HCUSEHQL
APPAREL ND UPX
'i‘NSPOR\AT:UN

'JS‘J ‘AQS
SASGLINE
PUSLIC TRANSPIORTATION

MEDICAL CaRS
MEJTCAL TaRT SERIVICES

ENTERTALKMENT

ON‘ER GUUCs AND SERVICLIZ
C:RE 1/

PEZRISONS

£330 &ND
FLao iNg

Foan
FICO =MD
FEASANILLY 1DIYSTED.

IHERGY

CINZUMERS 1SPT-4): U5, 21TY
UNADY UNADJUS"D S 1D
mEx PER CHG G &
May FIoM 12
1979 b I I B
NEN] 0.4 102 to1 ’
249.19 - - -
<282 -3
235%.3 .3
233.% .7
215.2 .8
242.2 .3
213.3 . .7
225.8 .5 1 ,
2611 1.7 1
222.4 1.3 1.2 1.2
1738 5.8 1.9 1.3
2%5.9 1%.§ t.3 1.3
2i2.2 7.7 2.1 2.2
3853 23.2 it 4.3
2514 3.2 2.5 2.4
139.2 7.3 -3 3
166 .1 3.3 -4 4
7.7 t3.6 2.6 [}

3 1.7 .l 1.1
B t1.3 2.7 -3
2707 29.1 3.5 5.9
93.3 3.t .6 .1
235.3 5.9 .3 -5
2%54.¢ 3.4 -5 -4
147 .2 6.6 7 3
193.9 ;.5 S .5
173.3 7.3 -6 -6
225.8 3 1.2 .3
13209 3 L1 1.9
1387 X 2.2 1.3
1892 3 1 .5
229.5 3 ot 13
263.9 ) 13 [ -
60,3 3 4.2 .2 -
294t 5 3 3

ORDER FROM:

National Technical Information Service, S285 Port Royal Road, Springiield, Virginia 22161

Please enter _____subscription(s) to CONSUMER PRICE INDEX MAILGRAM {NTISUB/158).
Subscription ratzs: $93.00 in contiguous U.S. and Hawaii, $110.00 in Alaska and Canada.

NAME:

STREET ADDRESS:

CITY, STATE, ZIP:

Purchase Order Number

( 3 ENCLOSED N

( ) CHARGE S 10 my American Express Account # -
{ ) CHARGE hY 10 my NTIS Deposit Account #

{ ) BILL ME 3 SIGNATURE REQUIRED
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CPI-U

1ABLE 1. Consumer Price Index for all urbsn consumers: U.S. city avesage, by expenditure category snd comaodity and service group,
19672100

Relatlive Unadjusted Seasonally adjusted

Group leportasce, Unsdjusted fndexes  percent change 1o parcent change froa-
Deceaber July Aug. hug. 1979 froa- May to June to Jduly te
1978 1919 1979 Aug. 1978 July 1975 June July dug.

Ezpenditure category

. 100.000 11.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 i
57-59210 . - - - - - -
Food and beverages . . 19202 9.6 -2 .2 1 .0
Pood. ... ... . 18,161 9.7 -3 .2 o1 -0
Food at home. . 12,616 5.0 -1 -1 N -3
Cereals ane bakery produe 1.583 161 1.6 -8 1.3 2.3
5063 9.9 -3.7 .8 -2 1 -3.6
1,83 12.1 1 -9 .9 1.3
Fruits snd vegetables... . 1,457 78 -1 s 2.3 1.5
Sugar and sweet . . a0 7.3 N .5 1.2 -6
Fats and ofls . . .361 6.7 .1 .0 -1 .0
Nonalcoholic beverage 1.818 6.2 z.0 3 1.2 .
Other prepared foeds . 1.005 9.6 7 1.0 1.1 .5
Food away fros home.. 5.585 1.2 -7 .8 .6 7
Aleabolic beverages 1.080 1.6 -3 .5 5 3
Housing ... an.258 12.8 1E 1.3 1.2 [
Shelter. . . 29.827 15.3 .6 1.2 V3 1.5
Rent, residential.... 5.535 7.5 .9 -5 .8 -9
Other rental costs .13 12.0 .9 .6 1.2 7
Hoseownership..... 23.657 16.0 1.7 1 1.8 1.7
Home purchase 10.166 15,7 1.3 1.5 1.2 1.5
Financing, taxes, and insurance 9.686 19.8 2.5 15 1.8 2.1
Maintenance and repaira... 3.705 10.0 -7 -9 -8 -7
Matntenance and repatr 3 2.8%6 0.8 6 [ .8 .6
Maintenanae and repair commodities 859 8 1.0 2 .8 1
ru.x and other utilitiea ..... 6.326 13.3 1.5 3.0 19 1.8
els .. 8231 19.7 2.0 b3 2.6 2.6
rue1 o1l) coal, ane motilec man. .879 59,1 6.2 7.9 5.1 6.1
Gas (piped) and electrioity . 3.352 12.5 .8 33 [ [
Other utilitiea and pudlic servie 2.096 N .3 A .3 -
Housenold furnishings and opcr-uon 8.105 6.9 o -3 N .5
Housefurnishings ..... 5.857 5.5 .2 .2 .2 .3
Housekesping supplies. 1502 1.5 .5 -5 -3 .8
eeping services 2.106 3.3 .8 .5 N 1.0
Apparel and upkeep. 5.486 I 12 1 -1 -1
Aoparel commooities. a8y 3.3 1.3 2 -1 -6
Men®s and boys' -gpnru. 1532 1.9 .3 RS 4 -9 =2
Women's and girla' apparel. 1 891 1.5 2.4 -1.8 -1.3 1.6
Infante’ an toddlers’ apsarel 118 .9 1o N -9 .a
Footwear. .. .698 8.6 .5 1.5 .6 "
Other apparel com oaitie 580 6.8 1.1 .1 .5 -9
Apparel services 1. .866 1. 1.0 .8 . 1.0
Tranaportation . 17.806 16.7 1.4 1.7 1.8 1.5
Private transportation. 16.782 17.0 1.4 1.9 T 1.5
New cars . 3.938 8.3 - .5 .8 4
3.148 5.2 -1 .2 -.9 -5
. §.183 46,1 4.3 5.6 5.0 5.0
Maintenance and repair 1.515 10.8 i 9 .9 7
Other private tranaportaiien 4.001 8.8 1.0 .6 .8 1.8
Other private tr 30 714 8.6 1.0 .5 -1 1.0
Otner private trans. services 8.8 1.0 .6 .7 1.8
Public transportation . 7.0 1.9 N 1.5 2.0
. 9.2 -8 -7 .7 .8
. 7.3 .6 .6 .6 .7
. 9.6 .8 -7 -7 -8
. 8.7 .6 -6 .8 6
Other medical care .erucu 2.133 10.5 1.1 .8 6 1.9
Entertainment .. 3.963 7.2 6" 1 7 -1
Entertainm o conmodities .. 2.330 7.1 .1 N -9 -9
Bntertain 1.633 7.8 a .2 ] .5
Other gooda tnd services 5.287 7.1 -9 .5 .5 1.0
Tobacea products. . . 1.152 5.1 "7 2 .2 1.5
Personal care 1/. 1.107 7.9 .6 .6 .7 .6
762 6.8 .6 -3 .8 .6
Peraonal care “aervie . . 945 8.8 .5 .8 -9 -5
Personal and oauununu expenses . 1827 7.7 7 N . 1.0
School books®and suppl . 183 6.5 .5 .5 .6 N
Personal and .aue-uonn services ... 1.22% 213.8 215.4 7.9 .7 o b 1.0
Commodity and service group
Al itews. .. 100.000 1.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 1t
Commodities.. . §9.213 2.1 .8 1.0 .9 .9
.- 19.282 9.6 -.2 .2 N .0
Conacdities less food and bev .. 19.972 13 3 1.3 1.3 1.2 [
Nondurables less food and beverages... 16,671 17.8 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.
Apparel comaodities. 4.819 3.3 1.3 -.2 -t .6
Wondurables leas food, bcuruu.
and -pp.nl 1., 11.852 23.7 2.6 35 28 2.6
Durables 23.301 10.1 .5 .8 .7 N
Services.. . - %0.787 11.3 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.2
Ront, reaidential. . . <535 7.5 .9 -5 .8 -9
Household service 20.820 .0 1.6 1.5 1.2 [
fransportation .828 8.9 1.1 N .9 1.3
Medical care 5,115 9.6 .8 .1 N .2
Other aervices 3.889 [ .6 .5 .5 .1
Special {ndexe.
- items less food. B1.839 12.2 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.3
ahelte 70.173 10.7 .7 .9 -8 .8
mortgage interest costs |/. 92 728 10.6 -8 1.1 -9 8
medical care...... . 95.081 1.9 1.0 1.0 e 1.0
Comaodities 1 food . 81,052 3.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.3
Woodurables less foad . 17.751 17.1 2.1 2.3 2.1 1.9
Nondurablea less food snd lpp.rll 1. . 12.932 22.3 2.5 3.2 2.7 2.5
Wondurables 1/ : . 35.912 13. 1.0 i 1.2 1.0
. . 35.252 12,0 1.3 11 1.2 1.3
S sical care 1/ . 36.672 11.8 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.3
Energy 1/. R . 8.502 32.5 3.2 5.6 5.2 3.2
nl iteas less eoergy 1/.... . 91 498 9.8 7 i .8 -1
less food and energy 1/ 73.337 9.9 1.0 .8 .1 1.0
odities 1 foo 35.902 8.5 -6 .5 -7 -5
Znergy cowsoditie 5.150 36.0 L3 6.9 5.6 L3
Services less energy 37.835 n.z 1.3 .8 1.0 1.2
Purchasing power of the consumer aclhr
1967:81,00 1/... - -10.17 -1 .11 "

1957-59481.00 17. .

v onally adjusted,

»
WOTE: Index applies to a month as a whole, not to any apacific date.

59-671 0 - 80 - 2
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CPI-V

¢ Price Index for a1l urbsn consumera: Seasonally sdjusted U.3. city average, by expenditure category and
rvice group, 1967100

TABLE 2. Consu
comsodity and

Seasonally adjusted indexes Sessonally adjusted lnnunl rate
percent change fo
Group Kay  June  July  Aug. 1 months ending in t aontns qnulns 1n
1879 1979 1979 1979 Nov. Pen. May  Aug. e
1978 1979 1819 1979 |919 |919

Expenditure category

i1 ire - - - 9.4 1.3 13. 12,7 0.8 i3.1
Food 4nd beverage 228.2 208.1 229.0 229.0 8.9 17,1 n. 1.8 12,9 6.1
oo, 238.3 2387 235.0 2350 8.9  17.3 1", t.2 13.0 8.1
Food at howe. ceiaan 2331.5  233.2  233.0 z32.3 8.9 19.5 10, -2.0 18,y I
Cereals and bakery product 215.8 217 6 220.5 225.5 5.6 8.8 8. 19,2 6.7 13.8
Meats, poultry, fish, and 200.5 2339  225.5 18,7 3.9 22, «28.1 27.9 -6.3
Dairy produets,.. 206.)  208.0 210.7 9.9 5.1 0. [EN] 12.5 1.7
Fruits and veget 220,40 229.6 2330 30 19 .. 23.5 8.8 6.1
276.6 280.0 2B1.6 6.2 I 12, 9.6 3.6 BN
226,31  221.9 2301 - [N 12, 6.7 3.9 9.5
350.4 354.6 361.8 .2 8.3 1, 15.1 8.2 8.2
208.6 210.8 211.8 6.2 12,2 2. 10.5 8.1 ",
252.9  24d .4 246.0 8.5 ted 13. 8.7 1.3 10.9
Alcuholic beverage 1719 172,17 1733 7.7 0.8 . 0.4 9.0 6.4
Hauaing .. e 225,17 220.4 2316 10,7 10.0 13. 17.0 10,8 5.4
Shelter. . 2370 240,06  283.6 13.80 1.6 15, 17.2 12.7 16.2
Rent, residential........ 1767 17601 1717 8.2 5.3 1. 9.3 6.8 82
Jthec Fental costs ...... 230.5  231.8  236.6  236.3 9.6 19.2 8. 10.5 1.3 9.6
: 255,17  259.1 262.9  281.3 15.0 128 1. 19.4 13.9 18. 8
217.8  220.7  223.) 226.7 158 120 12, 8.2 119 15.3
Finsncing, taies 299.6  304.0  303.3  316.1 15,7 1.3 25, 23.9 15.0 2,8
Maintenance and repairs... 252.1  285.1  251.2 259.1% 1.3 9.2 9. 10.5 19.3 9.8
. 2700 277.1 279.4 2812 10,3 0.0 10. 10.9 10.1 10,7
. 203.0  200.4  205.1  207.3 15.3 6.9 . 8.1 1.0 6.7
Puel and other utilities .....i.....o.0-.. 232,01  235.1  243.7  2V8.10 [ 6.9 18, 30.6 3.4 28,2
Fuels Ceeeibaes . 274.2  #86.1  293.6  301.3 -2 1.0 27, 45,8 5.5 16.2
3647 393.6 .z 3.9 2.5 18,8 68, 9.5 15.6 92.1
3 electriaity - 251.1  259.%  263.7 267.3 -3.0 9.1 1. 28,1 2.9 3.0
and public 159.9  159.9  159.8 ] -5 1.3 -1 }.0
Household furnishing 189.7  190.5  131.3 8.5 1.4 ] 5.2 6.0 5.8
Housefurnishings .. 162.8  163.2  163.7 7.4 6.8 & 3.2 7.1 8.0
221,17  222.3 2238 8.3 5.8 7 5.7 e.5 6.5
ak7.3 2492 25i.8 1.2 8.6 . 9.4 9.9 [N}
165.8  165.6  166.8 5.8 2.0 8. 1.9 3.4 5.
160.3  180.1 11,1 ¥.2 .8 7. 1.0 2.3 a2
160.2  181,0  160.6 2.0 -5 3. 3.8 .3 3.6
d girls’ apparel 181.3 gk 1518 1.9 N 11, -5.6 Nt 2.6
and toddlers’ ipparel 221.8  219.7 220.5 1.1 [ 190, =9 3.0 IR}
o . 174,10 176,17 171.8 177.9 1.2 6 10. 9.0 7.3 9.9
167.3 169.6 10.§ ) 4. 6.1 8.4 5.3
208.8 207.7 9.8 ] 12. 9. 114
211.1 218.1 9.5 I T 22.1 1.7
211.8 216.1 10.2 1 22, 22.3 12.1
167.0 . 169.4 2.4 6 13, 7.4 §.2
2016 199.8  198.7 15,4 9 e5.2 -6k 17.7
262.9  276.1  207.1 16.2 o 776 17.0  20.5
202,0 2w 2459 1.0 3 12.6 10,4 9.7
Other private trampportation . " 197.6  199.1  201.8 7.8 [ 10.6 .S 6.7
Otner privete trans. cosmdities ..., 171.9 172°8 178.0 1160 1.0 .9 1.2 9.9 6.8
Other private trans. services . . 206.2  207.7 210.6 9.0 1 10.8 1.6 6.5
Pudlic transportation:i....... 1986 197.5  201.4 1.5 b 7.8 15,0 2.9
Medseal care . 238.0 1 281Ls 1.5 3 7.2 8.9 10,4
Hediaal care commodi 153.0 185.0 7.7 ] 5.8 7.8 7.8
Meate P 286,3 258.2 260.2 2.2 0 7.4 9.3 ",
1/ 225.17  221.6, a28.9 9.8 [ 6.7 8.5 9.9
Other medical care services 293.4  245.2° 298.1 w5 H 8.2 9.8 12.0
Entertainment ..., 187.6  188.9  190.3 5.8 [ 9.0 6.3 6.8
187.6  189.3  191.0 4.8 A 6.2 1.9 7.1
Enteftatnnent 188.1 188,86  189.6 1.2 9 12,9 3.9 6.6
Other gaods snd 195.3  196.2  198.1 7.1 1 6.1 . 6.9
Tobacco products. 1871 187.% 180, -7 .5 3.3 1.9 3.8
Personel care i/, 1950 196.4  197.5 8.3 .9 7.6 7.8 8.
a.
1 187.9 1886 189.7 7.9 [] 6.9 5.2 7.4
P ervices 1/.. . 202.0 203.9 205.0 8.8 Ll 8.4 9.5 8.6
Perscnal and educational expenses - 21003 2111 212,02kt 12,8 0 6.5 7.4 8.6
School books ahd supplies . 193.0 193.9  195.1  197.3 -3.2 .0 1.1 9.2 (B
Personal amd educational services .. 2187 215.8  216.8  218.5 1.8 Ri 6.2 7.3 9.1
vies group
. . . - - 9.4 113 13,6 12,7 10.4
. 205.7  207.7  209.5 9.4 133 13,9 11,6 1.3
. 228,z 228.7 29,0 8.9 171 1.0 1.8 12.9
Commoditins less food and bever . 192.6  195.2  197.8 9.9 11,5 15,2 11,0 10.7
Nondurables less food and bevars, . 195.9  200.3  200,6 6.7 108 280 29,4 8.8
Apparel commodities,. . 160.7  160.3  160.1 8.2 .5 1.6° .0 2.3
217.2 2208 21).2 1.7 1.0 339 428 10.8 8.1
188.6  190.1  1931.5 1.4 1.6 7.8 9.2 1.5 8.5
230,01 232.5 215.0 9.5 8.3 13,2 1 8.9 136
173.8 170,17 1760 8.2 5.3 7.2 9.3 6.8 8.2
261.2 2651 2689 9.3 10.9 17.3 10,6 10.1 1.0
Tranapertation service 209.9 2111 2131 [N 5.5 10.6  11.9 6.8 1n.2
Medical care servie. 258.5  256.31  258.2  260.2 12,2 10,0 7.0 9.3 1.1 8.3
Other services .... 198.0  198.9  199.9  201.3 9.8 6.9 9.9 6.8 8.3 2.3
Spectal tnd
2118 ne.o 2187 9.9 15,7
210.2  295.9 13 7 9.0 1.8
21,0 213.0 217 8.5 12.6
2309 217.0 219.3 10.5 13.3
Comacdities less food..... 193.9 196,31  198.9 10.6 1.8
Aondursbles less food.... . 197.4 2015 2054 8.7 26,
Nondurables leds faod nd apparel 17 217.0  222.8  228.3 10.6 35.%
e 21857 218.3  220.% 10.1 18.7
. 248.9 289 9.1 w6
seicaicare . 230.6 2336 9.4 13.8
cresen 287.1  296.3 10.0 59.0
411 1teas less energy 17,. 213,80 215.4 9.5 10,2
A1l ftéms less food and energy 1/ 207.3  209.4 8.9 10.9
Commoditiea leas £00d snd snerg. 1895.% 1866 9.1 7
Energy commodities }/ 300.8  3iu.s 15,1 85.2
Bervices less energ 232,17 235.% 9.4 12.8

onally wdju
ior:» Xndux 4PPlies to a moath as » Whole, not to say specific date.




TABLE 3. Consuper Price Index for

area 1/

U.5. eity sverage..

Chicago,
D

Ill.-Nerthwestern Ind.

Anchorage, Alsska .
Baltimore, Md.
Boston, Mass.

Cincinnatt,
Den lr-loulder.

onio-ky.-Ine
Colo.

Nis

Hortheast Peansylvani

Portland, Oreg.-Wash.
Mo .

Atlanta, Oa
Bufralo, N.

Lleveland, onio.
ell Yort Iarbh.

Bonolulu.

Houaten,

Kan:

100

San Prancisco-Oakisnd, Calif

Region 3/

“Northeast.
Xorth Central
South,
Vest.

Negion/population sise olass
cross olassification 3/

Wortheaat/ .
Yorth Ctnlrll/l..

Wortheast/D...
North Central/D.

combination of two SMSA
fve Standard Conaalicat

sinoe 1973,

(] nulry.

2 - Tevruary, dpril

3/ Megions sre defined a
The population size ol

More then
1,250,000 to
385,000 to
75,000 to
Less then

March, Hay,

[
Populatien si

TOTR: Price chan withia a;

Pantly Budgets.

Prioing
schedule b

NBARANNNRRRNNNR RGN

xcept for Denver-Boulder, Colo.

duly,

Ay
the four Cansus r
5308 are aggregations of ar

75,000,
olass 4 is the aggregation of populatioes sise al

a1l urban consumers

ather
1ndex

xxTITX

10767

nsr

NNNNRNNNN

12/11
12/17
12771
12/11

T

12771
12/17
12777
w2/11
12771

L

12/77
12777
12/71
12/17
12/711
12/77
12/71
12/11
12/17
12/71
12/17
12/77
12/77
12771
12/11
2/11

1» generally the Standard n-cropoln:.n Statistieal dre
T

Ar- 3.

Poods, furls, nd several other stems priced every moath in all are

Sept

ar,
Qctol

are found in the Consuser Price Index; differencea in Jiviag costs among are

vhich
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Selected areas, all ftems index, 1967¢100 unlass otherviae noted

Indexes Percent change to Percent change to
May  June  Jul dug. Aug. 1579 froa- July 1979 from-
1979 1979 1979 1979 aug. June  July  July May  June
1978 1979 1979 1978 1979 1979
2tn.1 216,86 238.9  221.% 1.8 2.1 1.0 1.3 2.2 1.
2101 2135 2178 2188 n.2 2. .6 13. 1.9 1
213.9 2150 219.5  222.2 135 3.2 1.2 12.8 2.6 1
. . ) n.6 2.2 1.3 10.5 1.8
215.8 9.0 1.8 1 8.7 V.
2.1 10.8 1.8 .7 0. 2.6
- - - 1.9 -
- - - 2.6 -
- - - 2.2 -
- - - 1.5 -
- - - 2.3 -
- - - 2.8 -
- - - 2.6 -
- - - 20 -
- - - 3.0 -
- - - 7 -
- - - 3.8 -
- - - 2 -
- - - 2.0 -
n.2 2.0 - - -
10.3 2.5 - - -
13.1 -7 - - -
13.0 2.5 - -
1.6 1.8 - - -
13.8 2.2 - - -
15.6 2.3 - - -
1.9 2.1 - - -
9.6 2.1 - - -
6.6 2.1 - - -
- 1182 - 16,2 .2 1.8 - - - -
- N1t - 120.3 13.1 2.2 - - - -
- 171 - 119.2 1.7 2.0 - - - -
- 16,1 - 19.% 12,1 2.3 - - - -
- 1.9 - ur.2 1.2 2.0 - - - -
- 116.9 - 19,1 in.s 1.9 - - - -
- 17,5 - 119.8 12.5 2.0 - - - -
- 117.2 - 119.6 12,0 2.0 - - - -
- 115.8 - 1187 1.9 2.5 - - - -
- - 15,0 9.6 1.6 - - - -
- - 121.0 13.6 2.3 - - - -
- - 18,7 1.6 1.5 - - - -
- - 18,7 0.9 2.3 - - - -
- - 1713 1.1 1.7 - - - -
- - 120.5 13.1 .20 . - - -
- - 12041 12.0 2.2 - - - -
- - 120.9 13.7 1.9 - - . -
- - 120.2 1.9 2.6 - - - -
- - 119.0 12.2 1.9 - - - -
- - 119.9 n.e 2.0 - - - -
- - 118.5 12.6 2.2 - - - -
- - 16.9 10.5 1.2 - - - -
- - 119.5 12.2 2.5 - - - -
- - 118.5 1n.s 2.5 - - - -
- - 118.8 13.5 3.2 - - - -
(3MSA), exclusive of f , Calif,

.Y.-Northeastern N.J. and Chicago,
definitions are those establizhed by the Office of Man.
does not inelyde Douglas County. Definitions do not inatude revisions

in
ade

most other goods and services prioed as indioated:

and Novw .
and Decesder.

whioh h defined belew: .

urban population

s A1 and -2,

are found in

“lmbo



TABLE X. Consumer Price Index ror urbln wege earners and clartcsl workers: U.5. city average, by expenditure category and

conmodity and service group, 1967

Group

All ftea
411 ftems{1957.59:100). ..
Faod and beverages...
Food......

Poo.
ce

s and bakery product
ta, poultry, Cish, end Jsass

Dllry products

Fruits and vegeiables...

Sugar and a

Fate and ofl

Nonaleoholie b

Food away fro
Alcobolic beverages..
Housing
Shelter ceee
Rent, residentisl..
Other rental costs cee
Homeownership

+ &nd {naurance
d repair.
Miaintenance and repair service
Matatenance and repsir commodities
Puel and other utilities .

Apparel nd upkeep.
Apparel conmodities
u-n'- and boya® apparel.
W

Other private transportation .
Other private trans. commoditiea ...
Other private trens. services .

Publiqe transportation

Pro
Other
Entertainament ,...
Entertainsent oommoditi
Entertalnaent services ...
Other goods and aervic
Tobacoo produsts.
Personal care 1/..
Toflet goods and persona
ppliances 1/
Personal care services 1/.
Personal and educationa) ezpenses ....
School booka and supplies ...
Parsonsl and educational mervices

care

7006 and beverages . freeaaana.
Comaodities 1 food and beverage

Nondurables leas food and hcvtrl[ot.
Apparel commodities
Nondurables 1 reca, bever -;

All iteas leas medicel care.

Coasodities less food

r )
1967241.00 1/.
1957-59291.00 |/.

1/ ot ae ally adjustes.
¥OTE: Index -ppllo- to a month

Relative

1mports

Decesber
1978

100.000,

90.915
T1.138
36.552

5.745
39.586
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TABLE 5. Consumer Price Index for urban uage earsers and clerical vorkers: Seascnally adjusted U.S. city average, by expenditure
catesory and cosmodity snd service group, 19672100

Seasonally adiusted indexes Seasonally adjusted annual rate
percent chbange for-
Group May Juse  July Aug. - 3 aontbs ending in 6 soatns ending in
1979 19739 1979 1979 wor. Feb. May Aug. Pab. dug
1978 1979 1979 1979 1979 1979

Expenditure category

411 ttema,.

PRP - 13.5 12.7 0.8 130
228.1 10.3 1.9 132 6.0
238.2 0.8 1.7 135 6.0
. 232.9 9.5 -1.9 18,3 3.6
Cereals and bakery procucts . 216.2 8.0 19.2 6.6 13.8
Meats, poultry, fish, and eggs.. 283.9 ] 19.9 -28.0  28.0 -7.1
PN 208.7 5 10.0 13.3 12.7 1.6
219.0 7 -10.2  26.8 8.9 6.7
273.5 V. 1.2 9.3 3.8 10.3
226.0 9. 10.0 8.2 a5 9.1
Nonalcoholic 38,8 8 1.6 .0 5.2 7.6
Other prepared fooda 206.5 2 1.6 10.5 a.s 1.0
v food away from b 281.8 s 13.0 10.3 1201 "7
Alcoholic beverages 171.6 8.9 5.7 8.5 6.8
Housing . 222.7 10.5 "5 17.0 10.5 15.7
Snelter 238.7 12.% 15.7 17,4 132 16.5
Rent, residential.. 173.7 5.3 7.2 9.0 6.6 8.
Other rental costa . 229.8 19.2 7.7 10.7 8 9.2
Hor 256.8 13.7 18.2 19.7 7 18.9
217.% 12.2 12,7 18,8 .0 15.5
301.6 1.9 26.5  2v.2 1 25.3
Haintenance and repaira. 253.6 12.8 1.3 .5 n.
Maintenance and repair services 276.3 13.8 185 .3 12.7
Maintenance and repair cossoditles.. 203.2 9.2 3.6 . 7.3
Puel and other utilities ... 232.4 7.3 18.2 3.7 254
Tuels ....... . 278.2 1.3 27.0 5.1 36.2
Fuel oil, coal, and bottied ga 18,8 688 15.7 92.1
Gas (piped) and electricity 8.9 7.5 3.1 . 23.0
. Other ytilities and public se .0 .8 .0 9
Housenold furnishinga and operation . 7.0 6.9 7.7 7
6.5 6.8 6.7 8
9.2 6.2 9.2 .3
7.1 3.1 9.2 -9
3.0 6.8 3.8 5
1.8 5.9 . 2.7 7
nd boys' apparel. . -3 2.8 . 1.1
» and girls' apparel. . .5 7.8 5.6 N .2
. -.2 10.9 A 1 .9
. 177.3 10, 2.7 5.0 -6 6.5 7
Otner apparel comandities 170. 7 9.9 -1.2 N 8.9 4
Apparel aservices 1/ . 206.7 1. 12.5 12.3 L3022 3
Transportation 218.9 10. 15,0 21.5 - 22. 12.6
Private cr.n.pur:.:xon. 219.3 10, 5.0 22.2 22.6  12.8
Hew cars.... 168.8 1. 10.9 12.8 8.0 6.3
Used cars...... 198.7 15. 9.9 -5.2 -6.8  17.7
. 288.0 1”7 25.%  18.6 78.0  21.2
. 26,2 10 8.8 1.6 10,2 9.8
ranaportatios 202.3 8. 5.8 10.% 1 1.0
Other private trans. commod 177.0 * 5. nate 7T 9.3 8.2
Other private trans. services .... 211.1 a. s 11.0 12.0 6.6
fudlic tra lpor!llinn.. 201.2 2. a1 8.2 12.8 3.3
252.3 11 8.9 7.8 10.6 10.0
156.2 8. 7.8 5.7 9.2 8.0
260.8 . 9.3 3.3 10.8 10.6
I 231.1 9. 10,0 8.2 10.7 9.9
Other medical care 297.2 13. 8.0 6.3 n.a 10,9
Entertain: 188.9 6 7.8 9.3 a6 6.9
Enterteinnent commoditi 188,38 4 8.5 7.6 an 8.7
Entertainment 190.9 7 7.1 12.3 5.2 7.8
Other goads and 198.1 5 8.3 6.2 8.1 ° 6.8
Tobacco products. 190.5 -. 9.6 4.9 7.9 1.2
Personal care 1/. 197.6 7 9.1 7.1 8.3 8.
nd peraonal care
/ 190.2 6. 9.4 6.7 5.4 8.0
ca 1 205.9 7. 8.8 7.3 10.8 8.2
Peraonal ane eoucetional $xpenses | 2185 " 5.8 6.7 1.0 8.5
School booka and aupplies ... 199.8 13.5 7.1 8.9 6.6
Peraonal and educationsl service. 218.6 13 3.9 1.1 8.8
Commodity and setvios group
411 1t . - - 9.3 12.2 13.5 12.7 10.8 13.
Commodsties. 205.9  2071.9 214.7 9.4 1.2 13.7 11.8 1.8 12.7
Pood and b 228.1  228.8 229.2 8.7 17.9 10.3 1.9 13:2 6.0
Conmodities leas rood and beversge . 192.B , 195.% 200.5 9.9 12.3 15.8 17.0 1.1 16.2
Nondurables 1eas food and beveras . 196.8 7 201.6 210.5 6.5 1.8 210 30.9 9.1 28.9
Apparel commodities 160.6  160.1 161.2 3.6 1.8 5.9 1.5 2.7 3.7
Wondurables less food, beverages,
and apparel 1/ .o218.1 225.9 238.9 7.7 W 350 23,0 1.1 39.6
188.3  183.9 190.9  192.1 10.9 1.8 8.0 8.3 1.1 8.2
230.2  232.7 238.2 9.5 8.5  13.6 m.6 9.0 1o
173,17 tTA.7 177.5 8.0 5.3 1.2 9.0 6.8 8.3
. 2k2.2  266.3 273.9 9.9 .2 18,5 19.1 10.6 18.8
Transportation . 210.5  211.8 216.4 8.5 5.9 10.5 1.7 1.2 na
Medical care service . ash.2 256.4 260.8 1.8 9.3 6.3 10.8 10.6 9.5
Other services ... . 198,399 201.9 9.8 1.6 9.8 7.5 8.7 8.6
Special index.
11 it 216.9 9 .6 15.6 0.2 15.1
214.3 7 13.0 1.0 9.9 12,
215.3 7 13.7 12,8 8.7 13.0
219.5 1] 13.9 12.8 1019 13.3
Commodities 199.1 9 15.3 16,6 1.0 15.9
Nondurables 1 207.0 6 25,7 29.% 9.2 27.4
Bondurables 229.7 7 32.9 w.8 n.o 36.6
Nondurables 1/ 221.3 6. 8.1 16.1 10,8 7.1
Se 1 2%9.5 9 1.1 15.% 9.0 15.1
233.9 10 12.6 15.5 9.7 1.1
298.8 . 51,2 68.7 10.9 61.3
a3 energy 1/.. . . 210.8 215.3 8. "2 8.8 9 10.0
food and energy 1/ 208.0 209.0 10. 1.6 10.2 10.9
Commodities less food and energy. ee.. 18301 186.2 7. 8.0 6.9 8.9 7.5
Energy coumodities 1/. 267.3 315.8 9. 77,7 9.8 15.4 86.1
Services ! energy. 228.7 235.8 10. 13.% 13.0 9.6 13.2

kY4 onally adjuated.
lDTl< Ind'x applies to a month as a whole, not to any specific dat
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TABLE €. Consumer Price Index for urban wage sarners snd clerical vorkers: Selectad sre

otherwise noted

oxtensive Standerd Consolidated Art . Arwa definitions are thase sstadlisl
1973, except for Denver-Boulder, Colp. which dosy not imclude Dougl

by the 0fry

a1l 1tema index, 19672100 unless

or seent
County. Definitions do ot include revisions made

ia

2/ and several other items priced every month in a1l sreas; sost other goods and servicas priasd as indicated
ath. .
} = January, March, May, July, Beptember, and November.
2 - Fedruary, June, dugust, nczobvr, and Decemdsr.
kY ons are defined the four Cansua region

s are aggregations e! eresa which have urban population s§ defined below:
More than 4,000,000

1,250,000 to 4,000,000,
:as 000 to 1,250,000,

L
Population st gregation of populstion site olasses A-1 sad A-2.
FOTE: Price ohun,

within areas are found im the Condumer Prics Index; differencds in living sosts among sresd ars found
Fanily Budgets.

. N chcxo- Percent ohange to Percent ehange to
irea 1/ ¢ ©T Prieing Nay  Jun July  hug. Aug. 1979 from- ' July 1979 from-
schedule 1915 ere 9ry 1979 Aug.  Jume  July  July May  June
2/ 1976 19T 1979 1978 1979 979
V.S, oLty Wversge........ioieenann, 2.3 2169 221.5 12.0 2.1 1.0 .S 2.
Chicago, L -Morthuestern Ing..... N 209.6 2132 218.2 1,3 2.3 6 13,3 3.8
1ah. " 218,y 222.6 3.5 3.3 1.3 2% 2.7 2
.4 -Lonl Beach, dnanein, Caiir N HIA IS H 219,6  _12.8 2.4 (IS IR I 2.1
., u tern W.J. [ 210.3 " 212.2 215.3 9.5 1.5 .6 9.2 1.8
Phil N 2.8 21408 2181 0.5 1.7 6 0.7 2.6
Anchor 1 10767 202.5 - - - - - 9.4 5] -
Baltimore 1 216.0 - - - - - 9.7 2.8 -
Boston, Ma 1 208.7 - - - - - 10.8 2.4 -
Cincinnat, Ontooky 1 223.1 - - - - - 12.7 1.8 -
Denver-Boulder, colo. ' 233.2 - - - - - 1.8 2.6 -
M, rla 0 1 1777 1138 - - - - - 10.7 2.7 -
Vi 1 219.5 - - - - - 5.6 2.5 -
1 209.6 - - - - - 8.9 1.8 -
1 221.9 - - - - - 19.9 2.7 -
1 210.3 - - - - - 13.9 3,4 .
1ego, i t.. 1 226.1 - - - - - 15.6 3 -
Seattle-Evarett, Vash. 1 210.9 - - - - - 1 2.4 -
‘Weahington, B.C.-Md. 1 217.8 - - - - - 10, 1.9 -
2 - 2 219.0 12,2, 2.1 - . - -
2 - 209.7 215.3 10.6 2.1 - - - -
, Onto 2. - 2212 222.% 1316 6 - . - .
~Fort Worth, Tex. 2 - 2180 223.0 13.0 2.3 - - - -
Homolulu, Hawaif, 2 - 2036 207.2 o 1.3 . - .
Houstoa, Tex... 2 - 235 239.0 13.3 1.9 - - - -
Kan na 2 - 218,48 223.1 14,8 2.2 - - - -
Minneapolis-st. r.ux. Nlnn. 2 - 2238 228,5 12,3 2.3 - - < -
Bittsburgh, Pa.... ee 2 - 2150 220.0 0.5 2.3 - - -, -
San Francisco. 2 - 213 L2188 1.2 2.3 - - - -
Region 3/
North, 2 12/11 LR IT I | - 10.5 1.8 - - . -
2 12711 . 1173 - 13.2 2.3 - - - -
H 12/77 - 1173 - tig 2.0 - - - -
H 12417 - 1t - 12.8 2.3 . - - .
2 12/17 - NS - 2.1 - - - .
2 12777 - 1T - t.0 - - - -
2 12/77 - nnt - 2.0 . . - -
2 12/17 - 1172 - 2,2 - - - -
H 12017 - 116y - 2. - - - -
Region/population aise cisss
cross clasaiffesticn 3/
Northe: . 2 12/71 - 113.2 - - - - -
. 2 12/71 - s - . - - -
. 2 12/71 - 117 - - - . -
. 2 12,17 - 1183 - - - - -
he. . 2 12/17 . 1185 - - - - .
Morth Clntrll/! . H 12/77 118.8 - - - - -
South/B..... . 2 12/77 - Nt - - - - -
. 2 12/77 - 1.0 - - - - -
2 12/77 - 1176 - - - . -
2 12/71 - 1165 - . - - -
2 12/71 - 1176 - - - - I3
2 12/77 - 176 - - - - -
lortno-tt/b . 2 12417 - ns.9 - - . - -
Sorth Central/d. . 2 12077 - N2 - . - - .
South/D... 2 12/17 - ST - - - . -
West/D. 2 12717 - 115 - - - - -
a 1s generally the Standard lo:ropalxt-n Statiatiosl Ared (SKSA), exolvelve of farms. L.A.-Long Beach, AMeNess, Calif
conbinakion of two SMSA Y., W.Y.-Ndrtheastérn X.J. and Chicigo, Ill.-Nortaw re the more
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CHART 11 CP! for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers
All ftems and major components by expenditure class, 1868-79
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CHART 2: CPl for Urban Wage .Earners and Clerical Worker

All tems and major components by expenditure class, 1968-79
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CHART 3: CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers: -
All ttems and major components by expenditure class, 1968-79
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CHART 4: CP| for Urban Wage Eaqrners and Clerical Workers:
All tems and major components by expenditure ciass, 1968-79
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Senator BexTsen. Thank you, Commissioner Norwood.

I think that new breakout of data will be very helpful to us in
our evaluation.

Can you identify any specific service or commodity that costs less
than it did 1 year ago? .

Ms. Norwoon. We can certainly go through the records and see.
I cannot offhand identify any. Apparel prices have in general been
less than many others.

Senator BExTsEN. I would be glad to hear about something.

Ms. Norwoon. Pork prices are less than they were 1 year ago.

Senator Bextsexn. All right.

Ms. Norwoop. Poultry. There may be some others, too. We can
submit a small list. I’'m sure it will be small.

Senator BextsEnx. Well, standard economic theory, of course,
teaches that a recession is supposed to cut the inflation rate. The fig-
ures indicate we have been In a recession now for a while. Do you
see any impact of that recession on inflation ?

Ms. Norwoop. I think, Senator, that we really, in looking at the
period of price change that we are in now, how to divide this into
several parts. There are certainly some elements of the rate of infla-
tion that are affected by policies that may be taken for cyclical pur-
poses and interest rates are certainly one thing that are included
in the CPI. There are also a whole set of elements in the CPI that
might be considered exogenous to any steps that are taken in the
economy. They therefore might not be expected to reflect the defla-
tionary effects of some of the events that occur normally in a cyclical
downturn. Energy, for example, is affected by outside forces. Then
I think there is a third element that is exceedingly important and one
which T know you and many others have been trying to address, and
that is the whole question of inflationary expectations.

So I think it gets to be rather a complex set of issues when one
looks at how prices would be affected by any particular turning
down or up in the economy.

Senator BENTSEN. One of the things that has been referred to as
a dissimilarity between the 1973-75 period and this recession is that
business merchants have better control of inventories. Then in July,
as I recall, inventories went up 1.9 percent, which is certainly a matter
of concern, and began to give a little more resemblance to what hap-
pened in 1974-75. Do you have any current numbers on what hap-
pened to inventories in August ?

Ms. Norwoon. No; I don’t have any August data, Senator Bentsen.
There was certainly in the second quarter of 1979 some increase in
inventories and, as you know, there have been some economists who
have argued that there are difficulties in the measurement of inven-
tories. I may be able to find here

Senator Bentsex. That was a big problem in 1974-75. The inven-
tory buildup slipped up on business and they didn’t find out about it
until after the fact, and supposedly they have made some advances
n trying to understand inventory buildup. .

Ms. Norwoon. The inventory situation now is not in the serious con-
dition that it wasin 197375, as T understand it.
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Senator BexTsen. Well, in 1973-75 businesses didn’t think they
were in serious shape either. It wasn’t until afterward that they
found out that their numbers were wrong.

Now, do we have any harder numbers than we did then?

Ms. Norwoop. I can supply those numbers for the record. Those are
published as you know by I believe the Census Bureau. They are not
our numbers. I try to keep up with them, but I don’t seem to have the
list with me.

Senator BENTSEN. But they are not your numbers.

Ms. Norwoop. They are not.

Senator BenTsen. Well, the prime rate has gone over 13 and 2
years ago it was closer to 7 percent. The interest rate is a major factor
in business costs. Is there any way you can estimate how much of our
current inflation is affected by high interest rates that are built in?
Let me give you an example, Commissioner. Let’s suppose you are a
subdivider and you’re borrowing some money to put in a subdivision
of new houses. You want to go get your permit commitment, get in-
terim money and your paying 131/ plus probably 2 points in a floating
prime. Then you ask for your permit and they tell you the estimate
will be 9 points on the front plus whatever rate they arrive at, whether
it’s 11 percent or whatever it may be. That 9 percent goes automatically
into the cost of those houses. That’s just one example. Plus the monthly
payments that go up because of the high interest rates.

Do you have any measurement of how much of this inflation results
from the high interest rates that we have? We have seen the prime
rate virtually double in 2 years.

Ms. Norwoop. No; I do not. What I can tell you is that in calculating
and compiling the Consumer Price Index we do have a component
which includes mortgage interest rates. That component is basically
mortgage costs which takes into account the increase in the rate for
mortgages plus, of course, the increase in cost of houses, since the size
of the mortgages become larger and therefore the mortgage interest
costs become higher.

A 10-percent increase in the mortgage interest rate would be re-
flected roughly in about 0.8-percent increase in all items CPIL.

Senator BENTsEN. Let me have that again.

Ms. Norwoon. A 10-percent increase in the mortgage interest rate
currently would result in approximately 0.8-percent increase in the all
items CPI. That’s just the direct effect of the mortgage interest rate
on mortgage interest costs of consumers buying houses. It does not in
any way get at some of the other things that you were referring to.
We know of no way of doing that.

Senator BentseEN. I see. Now, the inflation rate, from January
through July, was about 1 percent a month.

Ms. Norwoon. Yes, sir. ’

Senator BenTseN. Does today’s data give you any feel that we have
changed that trend ?

) l\fls.dNonwoon. I think that clearly the big change this month was
in food. : :

Mr. Lavw~g. The only real change I think in the inflation picture
from the beginning of the year to the current situation is in food and
beverages where we had a moderation in the last 3 months. Actually,



in housing I think we have had an acceleration and in energy we have
had a continuation of a very high rate of inflation. But the story this
year is really going to be energy, housing, and food in the early part
of the year.

Ms. Norwoop. With the moderation for the end of the period in food.

Senator BEnTsEN. I recall when Barry Bosworth was testifying
before us he said in those industries that had guidelines the prices
were going up less than in those industries not under the guidelines.
As T recall, he said they were trying to track those two groups to verify
whether that’s correct or not. The way you’re flipping through your
charts, I hope that means that you have some numbers.

Ms. Norwoop. Well, we just thought you might ask us that, Senator.
We do calculate a special index and it shows a 0.7-percent rise this
month, seasonally adjusted. The 3-month seasonally adjusted annual
rate is 7 percent.

Senator BENTSEN. Is that for industries under the guidelines? Is
that what you’re saying ?

. Ms. Norwoon. Well, it is an index that is as close as we are able to
make it to those things which would be affected by the actions that
the Council on Wage and Price Stability takes. There is no way for us
to develop a specific index because of the way in which the guidelines
are developed, but it tries to take out such things as food and energy
and home purchase and mortgage interest costs which are not affected
by the guidelines, and then 1t takes the remainder as an index, and
that index is going up at roughly a 7-percent annual rate over the last
3 to 6 months. .

Senator BENTSEN. As compared to—if you take those sectors out——

Ms. Norwoon. Well, there are two ways of looking at it. One is it’s
7 percent as compared to the 12 or 13 that we had in August. Another
way of looking at it——

Senator BENTsEN. If you take the 7 percent sectors out, then the
others must be going up even more.

Ms. Norwoop. Another way of looking at it is to look back, and since
the beginning of the year, there was some acceleration in the spring
and the summer. It’s’a little bit less than it was, If you go back to
January, this index was 5.5. I'm giving you 3-month annual rates now.
Tn April it was up to 7.4 percent. It is now in August down to 7.0

Senator Bentsex. Well, do I understand that it finally gets to the
point that Barry Bosworth stated to us, that those sectors are affected
by the guidelines are substantially better performers than where in-
dustry is not affected by the guidelines; is that correct?

Ms. Norwoop. I think that is correct.

Senator BEnTseN. That is correct ¢

Ms. Norwoop. I think that is correct, yes. ) )

Senator BenTseN. Of course, we're talking about things outside the
guidelines like energy and we're talking about housing. )

Mr. Layne. The statement you made concerning the remainder—
that it has accelerated a great deal more than other things in this
index—is correct.

Senator BenTsen. That’s the point I was trying to make.

Ms. Norwoob. Yes; you’re quite right, sir.
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Senator BENTSEN. I know that in June, gasoline prices rose 5.6 per-
cent. In July, they rose 5 percent, and in August they rose 4 per-
cent. Does that mean a leveling off of gasoline prices?

Ms. Norwoob. I hope so. ’

Senator BENTSEN. I note again the price of gasoline and home heat-
ing oil has gone up at an annualized rate of about 75 percent in the
last 6 months and business firms have been paying more for petroleum-
based materials and energy. These costs get passed on to consumers
in higher prices.

Now of our current rate of inflation of about 18 percent, how much
of that can be attributed to the rise in petroleum prices? If you work
around that number, can you figure out how much that actually
affects the CPI increase ?

Ms. Norwoon. Some of that is, of course, the indirect effect that, as
I indicated earlier, there’s really no way for us to get at. But I think,
Senator Bentsen, that if you look at table 2 that’s attached to my
statement and if we look just at 1979, I think there are really some
rather interesting things that show up, particularly if you look at
the last column, which is entitled “Effect on all items.”

What that really says is that on the 8.6, 2.4 points came from energy,
and that 1.6 of the 8.6 1s gasoline alone. )

Senator BenTsEn. Well, let’s take another component then. New
car prices are about to be announced. Now, if they increase the new car
prices, say, 6 percent, can you give me a feel of how that would affect
the overall CPI?

Ms. Norwoop. We can calculate that.

Mr. Lay~ne. A few tenths probably. A 6-percent increase in new
car prices, which carries a weight in the index of about 4 percent,
would add up to a couple tenths.

Senator BexTsen. I wish we could get a better feel for how much
tﬁeseé interest rates are affecting inflation. Is there any way to find
that?

Mr. Layne. You can do it in a normative way. You could work it
through an analytical process and get a static or normative estimate.
The unfortunate thing with those estimates is that they don’t take
into account the demand and supply situations as they change. I think
it’s one of the most perplexing analytical questions we have facing us.
There are a great many different estimates with respect to the impact
of these different things, for example, energy, which are so pervasive
in the economic system.

Senator BENTsEN. It’s very frustrating. I'm going right down to
the Senate Finance Committee and we’re talking about windfall
profits down there and trying to figure that out, but that’s not enough.
We know there’s an input coming back and an evaluation of that is
just extremely difficult. So we get estimates all over the lot and most of
those estimates are relatively sincere.

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, indeed.

Senator Bentsen. Well, Commissioner, let’s hope next month is a
better month. We look forward to seeing you.

Ms. Norwoop. Thank you, sir.

[ Whereupon, at 10:35 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to the
call of the Chair.]
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Concress oF THE UNITED STATES,
Joint EcoNomic COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 5302,
Dirksen Senate Oftice Building, Hon. William Proxmire (member of
the committee) presiding.

WPI:ese.nt: Senators Proxmire and McGovern; and Representative
ylie.

Also present: John M. Albertine, executive director; Kent H.
Hughes and Paul B. Manchester, professional staff members; Mark
Borchelt, administrative assistant; Charles H. Bradford, minority
counsel ; and Mark R. Policinski, minority professional staff member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PROXMIRE, PRESIDING

Senator Proxmrre. This morning we’ve received the latest release
on the performance of the economy with respect to prices and real
earnings. Inflation last month continued as it has for the past year—
relentlessly. Every month we’ve had another increase at an annual rate
of between 13 and 14 percent. The Consumer Price Index increased at a
rate of 14 percent, last month. For 9 consecutive months the CPI has
gone up at a rate of about 1 percent a month, an annual rate of more
than 13 percent.

The outlook on inflation remains very bleak. Food prices have been
escalating rapidly. After 3 months of relatively slow increases, fuel
oil prices rose at an annual rate of 92 percent. Gasoline prices rose at
an annual rate of 51 percent. Fruit and vegetable prices rose at an
annual rate of 38 percent. Home financing costs were up at an annual
rate of 34 percent. Housing prices were up at an annual rate of 14 per-
cent. Used car prices declined for the seventh consecutive month. The
only other bright spot in the dismal September report is entertainment
prices. So, you are getting beaten to death on the essentials. At least
you can go to the movies and enjoy yourself, but other items increased
at a pace which no consumer will find entertaining.

Before proceeding, and without objection, I would like to place in
the record at this point the press release entitled “The Consumer Price
Index—September 1979.”

[The press release follows:]

@7
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THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX-~SEPTEMBER 1979
The Consumer Price Index for All Urba‘n Consumers (CPI-U) increased 1.0 percent before
seasonal adjustment in September to 223.4 (1967=100), the Bureau o.f Labor Statistics of the U.S.
Department of Labor announced today. The Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and
Clerical Workers (CPI-W) also increased 1.0 percent before seasonal adjustment in September to
223,7 (1967=100). The CPI-U was 12.1 percent higher and the CPI-W was 12.4 percent higher
than in September 1978.

CP1_for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)--Seasonally Adjusted Changes

On a seasonally adjusted basis, the CPI for All Urban Consumers rose l.1 percent in
September, the ninth consecutive monthly increase of about 1.0 percent. Food and bex(etaqe
prices advanced sharply in September Eollow:ing 3 months of very little change. The housing
and transportation components of the index continued to increase substantially as mortgage
interest rates and prices of houses and energy items advanced. Prices for apparel and other
goods and services also rose notably in September. The index for medical care rose about the
same as in August. The 0.3 percent increase in the entertainment index for September, however,

was substantially smaller than in each of the 2 preceding months.

Table A. Percent changes in CPI for A1l Urban Consumers (CPI-U)A

Seasonally adjusted Unadjusted
Compound

Changes from preceding month annual rate 12-mos.

Expenditure 1979 3-mos. ended ended -

category Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Sept. '79 Sept. '79
All items 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 13.2 12.1
Food and beverages 1.0 -9 7 2 .1l 0 9 4.3 9.8
Housing 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.2 16.1 13.1
Apparel and upkeep 1.5 -5 0 =1 ~=.l o7 1.3 7.7 4.9
Transportation 1.2 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.5 1.2 19.5 17.3
Medical care N 6 .6 7 7 «8 .9 2.9 9.5
Entertainment <9 i) 5 o1 .7 .7 3 7.2 7.2
Other goods and services 6 .5 5 5 5 1.0 1.6 12.6 7.4

{Data for CPI-U are shown in tables 1 through 3.}
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During the 3 months ended in September, the CPI-U increased .at a seasonally adjusted
annual rate of 13.2 percent, about the same as in the first and second quarters of the year.

The September rise of 0.9 petcent. in the food and beverage component was the largest
increase since April. Prices of grocery store foods increased 1.1 percent. Fruit and .
vegetable prices rose 2.7 p;excent: after seasonal adjustment and acc':ounted for about one-third .
of the increase. The index for meats, poultry, fish, and eggs, whichA had declined
substantially in each of the preceding 3 months, rose 0.7 percent in September. A turnaround
in beef and egg prices more than offset the continued decline in prices for pork and poultry.
Indexes for cereal and bakery products and dairy products showed. smaller increases in
September. Price‘s of the other two components of the food and beverage index--restaurant meals
and alcoholic beverages--each rose 0.6 percent in September. The increase in restaurant meals
was about the same as in July and August, but considerably less than the average monthly rate
of increase during the first half of the year. v

The housinq_index rose 1.2 percent in September, the eighth consecutive month of large
increases. Risil:)g household fuel prices and homeownership costs continued to account for most
of the increase. Fuel oil prices rose 5.6 percent. The index for gas and electricity also rose
subst’antially in September, but by less than in each of the preceding 4 n;\onths. In September,
house prices rose 1.1 percent. Home financing costs rose 2.5 percent, reflecting increases in
both mortgage interest rates and house prices. Charges for home maintenance and repairs rose
1.0 percent.

The transportation component advanced sharply for the eleventh consecutive month in
September. Gasoline prices rose 3.5 pe:ce.nt and accounted for over four-fifths of the trans-
portation increase. New car prices rose 0.4 percent on a seasonally adjusted basis in
September, the same as in August. The rise in new car prices was moderated somewhat by manu-
facturers' rebates offered on some models. Used car prices declined for ‘fhe seventh consecu-

tive month. The index for public transportation rose 1.6 percent in September, following

59-671 0 - 80 - 3
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inczeases of 118 percent in July and 3.0 parcent in August. Airline fares, intercity bus fares,
and taxi. fares all showsd substantial increases for the third consscutive month.

The index for apparel and upkesp rose 1.3 percent in September compared with 0.7 yot‘cent

' in August and a decline of 0.2 plcrclnt .!.n the 3=month period ended in July. Prices of most
apparel commodities increased substantially in September, reflecting the continued introductien
of fall and winter wear. Charges for apparel services rose 1.2 percent in September compared
with 1,0 vpcucne in Aulquu-

The nedical care 1ndqx rose 0.9 percont in September, about the same as in August.
Charges for physiclians' rervices and ho-lyinl. rooms, roae 0.7 and 0.6 percent, respectively,
to:l..:.ewinq increasea of 0.6 and 1.2 percent in Auq\a:e. The index for medical care commodities
in Ssptember continued to increase at about the same rate as during the preceding ) months.

The index for entertainment rose 0.3 percent in September, compared with increases of
0.7 percent in both July and August. The index for other goods and services rose 1.6 percent

in lapembd, following an increass of 1.0 percent in August, Higher prices for tuition and

other educational expenses accounted for over two=thirds of the increase.

On & seasonally adjusted basis, the CPI for Urban Wage Iarners and Clerical Workers
rose 1.1 percent in September, the n}nth consecutive monthly increass of 1.0 percent eor

mores rFood and beverage prices advanced sharply in September following J months of very

little change. The housing and transportation components of the index continued 0 increase
substantially as mortgage interest rates and prices of houses and snergy items advanced. Most
other major cluqaﬁu of consumer spending registered h:}u price increases in Beptember than
in August. !

The September riase of 0.9 percent in the food and beverage index was the largest

increase since March., Prices of groocery store foods increased 1.! percent. The index for

meats, poultry, fish, and eggs rose 1.0 percent in September. A turnaround in beef and egg
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prices more than offset the continued decline in prices for pork and poultry. Pruit and
vegetable prices rose 2.1 percent after seasonal adjustment, about the same as in August.
Indexes for cereal and bakery products and dairy products showed smaller increases than in
September. Restaurant meals rose 0.5 percent in September, somewhat less than in recent
months. .

The housing index rose 1.2 percent in September, the eighth consecutive month of large
increases. Rising household fuel prices and homeownership costs continued to account for most
of the increase. In September, house prices rose 1.2 percent and home financing costs rose
2.5 percent. Fuel oil prices rcse 5.7 pex_ﬁcent, while the index for gas and electricity rose
1.3 percent in September, the same as in.August.

The transportation component advanced sharply for the elever;t.h cor;secutive mont.h.-
Gasoline prices rose 3.5 percent in September and accounted for over four-fifths of the
transportation increase. New car prices rose 0.5 percent on a seasonally adjusted basis in
September, compared with 0.3 percent in August. Used car prices declined in September for
the ;eventh consecutive month. The index for public transportation rose 1.1 percent in
September, following increases of 1.2 percent in July and 1.6 percent in Augus;, as
airline f.;res, intercity bus fares, and taxi fares all showed substantial increases.

The index for apparel and upkeep rose 1.0 percent in September compared with O».é
percent in August.and a decline of 0.1 percent in the 3-month period ended in July. Prices
of most apparel commo;dities increased substantially in September, reflecting the continued
introduction of fall and winter wear.

The medical care index rose 1.0 percent in September, compared with 0.8 percent in
Rugust. Charges for physicians' services and hospital rooms rose 1.1 and 0.6 percent,

respectively, following increases of 0.8 and 1.1 percent in August.
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The index for entertainment ros; 0.7 percent in September compared with 0.3 percent

in August. The index for other' goods and\services rose 1.2 percent in September, the same

as in August. Higher prices for tuition and other educational expenses accounted for about

two~thirds of the increase.

Table B. Percent changes i

n CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W)

Seasonally adjusted Unadjusted
Compound

Expenditure Changes from preceding month annual rate 12«mos.
category 1979 3-mos. ended ended

. Mar. Apr., May June July Aug. Sept. Sept.'79 Sept.'79
All Items 1.1 1.1 1.0- 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 13.2 12.4
Food and beverages 1.2 .8 4 .3 «2 0 9 4.3 10.0
Housing 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.2 16.3 13.3
Apparel and upkeep 1.3 .4 -1 -2 o2 .5 1.0 7.2 4.6
Transportation 1.2 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.5 1.2 19.4 17.5
Medical care 6 .7 6 .9 .8 .8 1.0 11.2 9.8
Enter*ainment .9 .5 .8 .1 o7 .3 .7 7.3 - 7.2
Other goods and services .5 5 5 .4 «4 1.2 1.2 11.5 7.2

(Data for CPI-W are shown in tables 4 through 6.)
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Technical Notes

Brief Explanation of the CPI

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is a measure of the
average change in prices over time in a fixed market basket
of goods and services. Effective with the January 1978
index, the Bureau of Labor Statistics began publishing CPT's
for two population groups: (1) a new CP1 for All Urban
Consumers (CPI-U) which covers approximately 80 percent
of the total noninstitutional civilian population; and (2) 8
revised CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers
(CPI-W) which represents about half the population covered
by the CPI-U. The CPI-U includes, in addition to wage
carners and clerical workers, groups which historically have
been excluded from CPI coverage, such as p jonal

other month in other areas. Prices of most goods and services
are obtained by personal visits of the Bureau’s trained repre-
sentatives. Mail questionnaires are used to obtain public
utility rates, some fuel prices, and certain other items.

In calculating the index, price changes for the various
items in each location are averaged together with weights
which répresent their importance in the spending of the
appropriate population group. Local data are then com-
bined to obtain a U.S. city average. Separate indexes are
also published for 28 local areas. Area indexes do not mea-
sure differences in the level of prices among cities; they

managerial, and technical workers, the self-employed, short-
term workers, the unemployed, and retirees and others not
in the labor force. )

The CP1 is based on prices of food, clothing, shelter, and
fuels, transportation fares, charges for doctors’ and dentists’
services, drugs, and the other goods and services that people
buy for day-to-day living. Prices are collected in 85 urban
areas across the country from over 18,000 tenants, 18,000
housing units for property taxes, and about 24,000 establish-
ments—grocery and department stores, hospitals, filling sta-
tions, and other types of stores and service establishments.
All taxes directly iated with the purchase and use of
items are included in the index. Prices of food, fuels, and a
few other items are obtained every month in all 85 locations.
Prices of most other commodities and services are collected
every month in the five largest geographic areas and every

only the average change in prices for each area
since the base period.

The index price changes from a designated re-
ference date—1967—which equals 100.0. An increase of
22 percent, for example, is shown as 122.0. This change
can also be expressed in dollars as follows: The price of a
base period “market basket” of goods and services in the
CP1 has risen from $10 in 1967 to $12.20.

For further details see the following: The Consumer
Price Index: Concepts and Content Over the Years,
Report 517, revised edition (Bureau of Labor Statistics,
May 1978); The Revision of the Consumer Price Index,
by W. John Layng, reprinted from the Statistical Reporter,
February 1978, No. 78-5 (U.S. Dept. of Commerce),
and Revisions in the Medical Care Service Component
of the Consumer Price Index, by Daniel H. Ginsburg,
Monthly Labor Review, August 1978.

A Note About Calculating Index Changes

Movements of the indexes from one month to another

are usually expressed as percent changes rather than
changes in index points because index point changes are
affected by the level of the index in relation to its base
period while percent changes are not. The example in the
accompanying box illustrates the computation of index
point and percent changes. )

Percent changes for 3-month and 6-month periods
are expressed as annual rates and are computed accord-
ing to the standard formula for compound growth rates.
These data indicate what the percent change would be
if the current rate were maintsined for a 12-month
period.

iIndex Point Change

(=] 189.8
Lets previous index 1892
Equals index point change: 06

Parcant Change

Indtex point difference 0.6
Divided by the previous index my 2
Equals: 0.003
Results multiplied by one hundred 0.003x100
Equals percent change: 03
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A Note on Seasonally Adjusted and Unadjusted Data

Because price dats are used for different purposes by
different groups, the Bureau of Labor Statistics publishes
seasorally adjusted as well as unadjusted changes each
month,

For lmlyung genenl price trends in the economy,

h are usually preferred since
they ellmlmte the eﬂ'ect of changes that normally occur
at the mame time and in about the same magnitude every
year—such as price movements resulting from changing
climatic conditions, production cycles, model change-
overs, holidays, and sales.

The unadjusted data are of primary interest to con.
sumers concerned about the prices they acutally pay.
Unadjusted data are also used extensively for escalation

‘purposes, Many collective bargainirg contract agreemenis

snd pension plans, for example, tie compenstion changes
to the Consumer Price Index unadjurted for seasonz!
wariation.

Seasonal factors used in computing the seatonally
adjusted indexes are derived by the X-31 Vasisnt of the
Census Method I Sessonal Adjustment Progran. The
updated seasonal data at the end of 1977 repisced data
from 1967 through 1977. Subsequent annual updates
will replace 5 years of seasonal data, e.g., data from'1974
through 1978 will be replaced at the end cof 1278, - The
seasonal movement of all items aad 35 other aggregations
is derived by bining the J of 45
selected components.
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CPI-U

TABLE 1. Consuser'Price Index for ali urbap eonsumers: U.3. aity average, by expenditure category and comscdity and service group,

19672100
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CHART 1: CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers
All litems and major components by expenditure class, 1968-79
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CHART 2: CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerlcal Workers:
All tems and major components by sxpenditurs class, 196879
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CPl for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers:
All items and major components by expenditure class, 1968—79
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CHART 4: CPIl for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers:
All items and major components by expenditure class, 1968-79
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Senator Proxmire. Yesterday Chairman Schultze of the Council of
Economic Advisers said that our basic rate of inflation cannot be re-
duced below 8 or 9 percent in the near future and that this basic rate
may be subject to continuing shocks in the form of higher oil prices.
If we can’t contain these oil price increases we may be subject to
temporary double-digit inflation. )

We also have the shocking disclosure of the Federal Reserve, which
we all regard as, if not perfect, close to it. It made a $8 billion blunder
in reporting the money supply figures; they did this shortly after
Chairman Volcker told us that if we wanted to know what the Fed is
doing, keep your eye on the money supply figures. [Laughter.]

So, we have a disturbing situation.

Mr. Kahn, please proceed in your own manner.

STATEMENT OF HON. ALFRED E, KAHN, CHAIRMAN, COUNCIL ON
WAGE AND PRICE STABILITY, ACCOMPANIED BY R. ROBERT
RUSSELL, DIRECTOR; AND ALFRED FROMM, DEPUTY ADVISER
T0 THE PRESIDENT ON INFLATION

Mr. Kanx. The figures for September demonstrate once again that
inflation is certainly our No. 1 economic problem. I hope you can tell.
us when the administration’s anti-inflation program is going to show
some results,

Let me begin, Senator, by getting to your question indirectly and
talking for about 5 minutes on what the numbers show.

Senator ProxmIre. Let me just correct something. T understated the
mistake the Fed had made. It was a $3.7 billion error.

Mr. Kamn. I am happy to point out that the Fed is an independent
agency [laughter] which I have no res onsibility for. As the line was
in West Side Story, “Officer Krupke, I have problems of my own.” I
wish I could honestly say that it is a pleasure to be here.

The CPI for September continues 1979%s unbroken tring of bad
news. As you foint out there was a L.1-percent increase. That's a 13.9-
bercent annual rate. We’ve gone over this discouraging record so ma,n%
times. Senator Proxmire, that I am going to try not to bore you wit
the laborious repetition. '

Instead, it seems to me that it might be most useful just to make a
few specific observations in the li ht, first, of the record in the first 8
months of 1979 and then in the light of the September figures which
are, as you suggest, essentially more of the same,

In the year preceding the beginning of the first year of the Presi.
dent’s anti-inflation program, that is the year ending October 1, 1978,
" the CPI went up 8.3 percent. Through all of 1979, as you observed, we
are very close month after month to 13 percent. o

First, the preponderant share of this has been and continues to be
energy and I'd like, after making these points, to draw just a few con-
clusions. T haven’t had time to incorporate the September figures, but
in the 6 months immediately preceding, energy alone directly ac-
counted for 88 percent of the increase in the CPI. That was 5 points
of the 13. And that’s only the direct effects that have impacted directly
in the prices of gasoline and fuel oil. That doesn’t include its indirect
effects as they ripple throughout the economy.
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So, it is clear, first of all, that our problem is very heavily an energy
problem.

In September, energy prices, as you point out, behaved very badly,
though in point of fact not quite so badly as in the preceding months.
Energy rose at only a 40-percent annual rate, but gasoline and fuel oil
increased at much higher rates.

Other than that, second, it is not essentially a problem of food,
and I think it is quite essential to point out, in the first 5 months
of the present program—November through April of this year—food
prices did increase very sharply and painfully. Prices went up at a
rate of 15.5 percent. But I am not sure whether people are aware that
since April, food has been helping us enormously. Between April and
August, that is, until this last month, food prices went up an annual
rate of 3 percent. Food for purchase and use at home actually declined
for the last 3 months.

Now, it is true that in September one of the reasons this is indexed
in September as slightly worse than the averages is that food went
up 0.9 points which 1s over the edge of double digit. But you can’t look
at food month by month.

As I observed, even in March, when the food was moving up so
painfully that very largely the prices of food to the farm—those Erices
go up and they go down. We were very wise, I think, to keep our hands
off because foog at the farm has been going down very sharply ever
since.

I will say a word in a moment about food margins, but food has not
really been an identifiable part of our problem. That’s the second point
I want to make.

Third, home purchase and finance—home ownership. The finance
insurance part of that index has been going up at about a 25-percent
annual rate in the last 6 months. It went up 1.8 percent in September
and that has added something like 2 points to the inflation rate. This
component of the index on t%e cost of buying homes, and I want to
come back to that because as you know, Senator, as we have discussed
and I would like to point out briefly that it is terribly misleading in
terms of what inflation is doing for the cost of living of the American
people, And I want to come back to that because that’s two points of,
I think, heavily misleading things in the CPI.

The fourth 1s the point we’ve made many times in that the portion
of the CPI, that is subject to our wage and price standards, that in a
sense what they apply to has been running quite steadily at about 7.5
percent. That is nothing to write home about.

Indeed, it is troubling that in September it was 8.0 percent. But it
is important to recognize that the underlying rate of inflation, that
is to say, continuing cost-related rate of inflation is still well below
the double-digit level. .

Chairman Schultze uses the figure of something like 8.5 percent,
and I think that probably is more accurate in terms of the underlying
rate. And we can go into that if you want. Because the figures that I've
given you here—the 7.5 percent—leave out producer durables. They
leave out construction; they leave out exports. So, I think there is
nothing wrong with saying that the underlying rate is about 8.5
percent.
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Fifth, margins. Food margins for a while were very troublesome
to us. As prices on the farm began to go down very sharply, prices at
retail did not go down. Indeed, for a while, they continued to rise.
As a result, the spread between farm prices and retail prices expanded.
In the 3 months, ending March, they went up 8.6 percent. That’s an
actual increase. In the next 3 months, they went up 6.5 percent.- So,
in that 6-month period they went up over 10 percent, and that means
that at an annual rate, food margins were going up to something like
22 percent.

We were concerned about it. The President and I called in 2 number
of people from food processing and retailing to urge them to pass
these margins on more rapidly, and I am pleased to report that in the
3 months ending in September, food margins have scarcely gone up
at all. As best we can tell, it’s about one-half percent.

So, that the public is beginning to get the benefit of those reduced
prices at retail.

Sixth, energy margins, of course, are our most troublesome, indeed,
urgent problem. And I would just like to give you some rumbers about
the margins of the refiners of petroleum products. And these are
actual percentage increases that we get from the national aggregate
figures. In the 3 months ending March, those margins went up slightly
over 10 percent. Just in those months. That is over 40 percent per year.

In the 3 months ending June, they went up over 15.5 percent. That
is over 65 or 70 percent on an annual basis, and mark this; as best
we can tell, our latest estimate in the 3 months ending September,
those petroleum refiner margins went up 37.5 percent. And that is
just in those 3 months.

If you want to get it on an annual basis, even without compounding,
you are well over 100 percent. So, we have witnessed really sharp,
extraordinarily sharp increases in petroleum refiner margins.

Stated another way, less than half of these very painful increases
in annual rates of 60, 70 and 80 percent that we’ve been experiencing
in the prices of petroleum products are explainable by the price of
crude oil, and more than half explainable in terms of the difference
between the price of crude oil and the finished products.

Now, I wish that I could today give you a more definitive analysis
of what exactly has been happening at that level. Undoubtedly, what.
has happened is that the refiners have been buying refined products
in the spot market, and in some considerable measure that was neces-
sitated by our goals of increasing our storage of home heating oil to
tl'e 240 million barrels. ‘

So, we are having to look very carefully at this. But so far as we can
tell at this time, we cannot reconcile the assertion by the major oil
refiners that they are complying with our voluntary price standards
which require them to hold their gross margins in absolute dollars to
increases of no more than 6.5 percent. And their profit margins in ab-
solute dollars to no more than 6.5 percent.

We are having great difficulty reconciling that with these aggregate
figures that seem to show refinery margins going up very sharply. And,
of course, the profit reports of the oil companies that have been com-
ing in during the last few days have further pushed us into a crash
attempt to go through the financial data that they have supplied to us
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in order to see if we can come up with answers about where the dif-
ficulty lies.

All right. What conclusions does this lead to? The first familiar and
dreary one is that I see no short-term relief in sight. I can’t begin to
tell you what is going to happen to energy prices. The OPEC price
ministers are meeting in December. They seem to have learned the
lesson that less is more, and I can offer no assurances that they may not
increase the prices they charge us. »

Mortgage interest rates are going to keep going up during the next
several months, and that is going to have a direet effect on continuing
the rate of inflation at the double-digit level that I’ve already pointed
to. : :

Second, it seems to me we have to address ourselves to the ways in
which the home purchasing component of the Consumer Price Index
misleads us about what is happening to the cost of living.

The Consumer Price Index does not measure what happens to the
cost of living. This is not a quarrel with the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
They are a totally professional, apolitical group of people, but they
are not measuring what happens to the cost of living. The homeowner-
ship component is the outstanding example of that. .

There is nothing in the Consumer Price Index that measures what
is happening to my cost of living and the continued cost of owning a
house that I bought not this month, but months ago. There is nothing
in there that shows that T am continuing to pay on a 6-percent mort-
gage on the house that T bought in the interim. That is simply not
included in the Consumer Price Index because it is not in the market
of the things that are purchased today. That means that for the over-
‘whelming majority of Americans whoe own their 6wn homes, the CPI1
pretends that their cost of living has gone up by 2—more than 2 points
per month in the last several months—but it hasn’t.

Now, it would be bad enough that people are really misled by that.
But in addition we have indexing built into our economy. We have
cost-of-living adjustment clauses which are based on the Consumer
Price Index. Therefore, there are people who own their homes, have
no intention of buying new homes, whose incomes are going up by 13
percent per year when in fact their cost of living is going up by less
than 11 percent a year. And it seems to me that we must address our-
selves to that, though it is an extraordinarily difficult problem both
conceptually and politically.

The third conclusion: We have to continue to attack inflation wher-
ever we see it, and you’ll forgive me for using this platform as an
occasion for observing that Congress has before it or shortly will have
before it the hospital cost containment bill, and we can go into the
merits of that if you wish.

It is & major opportunity to put a cap on spiraling costs of medical
care and therefore I strongly urge you to vote for that bill.

Fourth, as I’ve said the inflation problem lies very very heavily
on our energy problem and it must be attacked directly through the
various components of the energy program that the President has
introduced in Congress. This you have before you. But let me em-
phasize particularly in light of what the showings are about refiner
margins, in light of the role of energy costs in the CPI, and finally
in what profit figures are showing, I want to underscore the urgent
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necessity for passing that windfall profits tax, the just urgent neces-
sity both in terms of fairness to the American people and in terms of
having a fund which can then be used this winter to help poor people
who are going to have the painful problem of choosing between heat-
ing and eating. And second, to set us on the road toward making our-
selves more nearly independent of the Middle Eastern countries than
we now are. And I guess those are my four conclusions, Senator
Proxmire. Thank you.

Senator Proxmire. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Kahn.

Mr. Kahn, you said that you don’t see any short-term relief in
sight. That implies that you think we are going to have inflation
with us at a double-digit rate for some time to come, maybe for 1 year
or more. You cited the OPEC prospects and the mortgage interest
rates, which are likely to rise. You didn’t say anything about food
prices, but I take it that they are likely to perform as they have over
the last 3 or 4 years, not as they did earlier this year.

Do you expect on the basis of your expert knowledge that we are
likely to be faced with an inflation situation of double-digit propor-
tions for 1 year or more to come ? s

Mr. Kaux. I have been saying, Senator, honestly for several months
that I thought we had a real chance of getting the rate of inflation out
of double-digit levels in the months ahead. I observed that all of the
private inflation forecasts with which I am familiar, predict inflation
in the vear ahead at the 8- or 9-percent rate. When I made those state-
ments it was because of the kind of facts I've been presenting to you.
But I could not believe that energy costs could continue in the year
ahead, continue to go up at 60, 70, and 80 percent annual rates.

Second. we all expected that the cooling off of the economy would
permit a reduction in interest rates which would begin to turn down
this rate of increase in homeownership costs.

Finally we were beginning to see the effects of a tapering off in raw
material markets. I continue to think we have a real chance of doing
that because those three changes alone that I have mentioned, would
quickly get us below 10 percent. We no longer can say to ourselves that
OPEC is unlikely to keep increasing its prices at the 16- to 18-percent
range. I think the critical variable is not the price that they post, but
their production policies. And a couple of million barrels a day cut-
back in OPEC production is just going to keep us at the present rate.

And the second, of course, is mortgage interest rates.

Senator ProxMire. In addition to that, though, you have the very
disturbing fact that your wage guidelines seem to be in the 6- to 8-
percent, range, productivity is decreasing, not increasing, and that’s a
fundamentally inflationary situation—unit wage costs are likely to be
increasing at a rate close to 10 percent. If that’s the case, I just don’t
see how you can get inflation down much below 10 percent for a long
time.

Mr. Kann. T find it hard to quarrel with you. Senator. I’d just like
to make a few observations which have the disadvantage that they
don’t offer much hope, but they are the truth.

The first is that labor may attempt to recover the 13-percent rate of
the CPT increase by increasing wages. But the arithmetic for the coun-
try as a whole is that we cannot recover as a country as a whole.
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that, even staying within their guidelines. The settlements could be
quite modest, and labor could continue to take a Leating, as they have
over the last year-—real income is down 4.3 percent.

Let me ask you this, the administration’s latest official forecast is
that inflation for all of 1979 will be 10.6 percent. For the first 9 months
of this year the CPI has increased at an annual rate of 13.4 percent. In
order to achieve 10.6 percent for the year as a whole, in the last 3
- months you would have to-average 2.5 percent. Now, you know that
that is not going to happen.

So, why doesn’t the administration issue a new forecast in order to
maintain some credibility ¢

Mr. Kanx. I can’t give you a good answer. There is a regular time
at which these estimates are made and then remade, and I don’t even
know at the moment when the next one is due. Do you happen to know,
Mr. Russell?

Mr. RusseLL. No.

Mr. Kaux. I have no difficulty in attempting to maintain our credi-
bility by pointing out that none of us believes that we are going
to have a 2-percent rate of a CPI increase in the next several months,
and we have informally been saying that we would be doing well to
hold December to 11 percent. And now with the September results,
it looks as though even the 11 percent may be impossible to achieve.

But I guess the other side of the coin is that these estimates are
made regularly, and since they are only projections I think it would
be quite foolish for the administration to be chasing around every
week trying to change. I think it clearly is unachievable.

Senator ProxMIre. When will the new wage guidelines be issue?
Can you give us a general idea about likely changes? Is the delay
in issuing the guideﬁines hurting the President’s anti-inflation pro-
gram, since the performance of wage costs is absolutely crucial, as
you know, to getting inflation under control ¢

Mr. Kaux. Well, first, we do, as you observed, in effect have an 8-
percent standard. Part of our understanding with organized labor
that led to the formation of the Pay Advisory Committee was that
we would leave to the Committee the formulation of recommenda-
tions ahout any changes in the standards of living while we would
carry over the first standards with the Council on Wage and Price
Stability redressing any inequities. .

The Council has already made it clear that the workers who com-
plied with the standard in the first year but did not have the benefit
of cost-of-living protection that a 1-percent upward adjustment would
automatically be accepted. So, in effect, we have an 8-percent standard.

Second and finally, we think that bringing organized labor into
collaboration, from the outside to the inside and setting up a kind
of participation in which business members and labor members and
representatives of the public would cooperate in trying to get the
necessary restraint was so important and so hopeful to us that it was
worth delaying the promulgation of new standards which I think
the public would have regarded as largely an empty gesture, anyhow.

Senator ProxM1re. Now, will there be numerical guidelines or not?

Mr. Kauw. I can’t guarantee that, Senator, because the Commit-
tee will be meeting Monday and addressing itself to that question. I
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do find it very difficult to believe that in a program in which 80 per-
cent of the workers covered are nonunion and which we must rely
very largely on self-administration and voluntary compliance, I find
it difficult to believe that we can dispense with a number.

Senator Proxare. It seems hard for me to understand how you can
have effective guidelines without a number. After all, restraint is
fine. Some people would say restraint is 12-percent wage increases,
with inflation as high as it is. So, it seems to me you have to have
a number. But you have to wait until you have further meetings on .
that.

Now, you referred on “Face the Nation,” October 14, to organized
labor as a prodigal son and business as a home-abiding daughter.

Do you mean by this that labor hasn’t abided by the guidelines, but
business has? How do you reconcile this with your claims of success for
the wage guidelines and the recent sharp increases in corporate profits ?

Mr. Kanaw. That was not precisely what I meant. What I meant was
that organized labor was standing aloof from the standards that were,
in fact, attacking them. Its official position was that the voluntary pro-
gram was to be ignored and that they wanted mandatory price and
wage controls. And one labor leader after another was simply saying
we are going to pay no attention to the standards. What we thought 1t
was important to do was to bring them inside and try to enlist their
cooperation. It was only in that sense that I was referring to it as a
prodigal son that we were making great efforts to bring in.

In point of fact even the major union wage settlements, if you look
at the Teamsters, rubber, electrical, and automobile workers, and you
make honest effectual estimates of the increase in wage costs that they
impose, those four settlements did reflect definite deceleration of wage
increases as compared to the 1976 contracts.

Senator ProxMire. I notice in the release on real earnings that
workers in every single industry took a beating, without exception. For
example, for a married worker with three dependents, in September
1978, spendable average weekly earnings were 4.4 percent below the
level in September 1977; in mining this was down 8.4 percent ; in con-
struction, down 3.3 percent; in manufacturing, down 4.7 percent; in
transportation and utilities, down 2.6 percent; in wholesale and retail
trade, down 3.2 percent; in finance, down 4.7 percent; and in services,
down 3.6 percent. Virtually every group in the economy is losing.

So, it would seem to me that the worker is the home-abiding
daughter. If there’s a prodigal here, it’s not the worker, it must be
business.

Mr. Kann. I don’t think that’s correct. I think that the cost of
energy, particularly, is a cost to the economy as a whole. It’s very
largely the scores of millions of dollars that are being extracted from
us by the price increases from OPEC, and they are being extracted
from all of us.

" Just one second point on that, please. Observe that those figures on
real disposable earnings represent figures for money earnings adjusted
for the Consumet Price Index. And please remember that the Con-
sumer Price Index does not measure the cost of living.

For example, two points of that correction is for this—I hate to use
the word “fraudulent,” because it is not an incorrect statistic.
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Senator Proxare. Well, it’s the best we have. You're right, it’s
wrong. I would like to also ask you—what are you doing about it?
After all, these are administration statistics. They aren’t issued by the
Joint Economic Committee. You're dead right. They are fraudulent,
they are wrong, they are distorted. Why not change them, and why not
change them right now, so that they appropriately reflect the propor-
tion of the homebuyers who were affected by the increase in interest
rates? It seems to me that that is a simple mechanical adjustment.

Mr. Kaux. I wish it were, Senator Proxmire.

Senator Proxmire. Why isn’t it?

Mr. Kanx. I would love to have your help in that. I can think of
only two reasons. One is that it is extremely difficult to handle con-
ceptually. The Consumer Price Index measures what happens to the
cost of a given market basket of goods. The market basket includes
the purchase of homes. And so in a particular month you ask yourself
what has happened to the various components of that market basket.
It is very hard to know how to change that to incorporate something
that isn’t in the market basket of what people bought. That is to say
to include the carrying costs of homes that people bought in the past.
It’s just a basic departure from the basic idea of what the Consumer
Price Index is.

Then there’s the second reason, and that’s a political one. As T under-
stand it, the Bureau of Labor Statistics has tried several times to make
a plausible issue—issue a different type of standard. But remember the
CPI, is a political number in the sense not that it’s formulated politi-
cally, but it determines who gets what and how much.

And therefore, as T understand it, there were great political pres-
sures imposed to abort that effort. All T can tell you is that I am going
to try again, and T solicit your help.

Senator Proxyire. You certainly have it.

Congressman Wylie.

Representative WyLie. Thank you very much, Senator.

Last week Mr. Volcker appeared before our committee and attrib-
uted much of our inflation right now to energy costs. As I understand
it, you do, too. Is that a fair statement ?

Mr, Kaun. Yes, that’s true. :

Representative WyrLie. Is there any way, Mr. Kahn, that economists
or other analysts can say with authority what percentage of our pres-
ent rate of inflation originates with energy costs?

Mr. Kaux. Certainly not down to the last decimal point. We can
make the first and most obvious adjustment that I have which is
simply to say if the direct prices of gasoline and home heating oil, jet
fuel and <o on, if those prices had gone up only as much as the rest of
the Consumer Price Index, how much lower would the CPI be? And
that’s what produced the 38-percent figure which I said is the direct
effect of the 38 percent of the total. That leaves out the indirect effects
via the cost of air travel. via the cost of bus fares, via the cost of
drugs, polyethylene bags, fibers, and so on. It goes in indirectly.

Representative WyLie. Can you say with any degree of certainty
what proportion originates with OPEC and the international oil com-
panies and what portion originates domestically ?

Mr. Kan~. Again I’ll have to give you two kinds of ideas. One, is
the direct contribution to those higher product prices of the increased
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cost of crude oil to the refinery is less than 50 percent. Months ago we
did it for gasoline and we estimated that it was only in the 85 to 40
percent range.

Mr. RusserrL. Crude oil is about a third right now. You get close to
half when you include the costs of refined and semirefined products.

Mr. Kaux, May I just make the second point ?

That explains the 856 and 50 percent; 85 is crude oil. But second,
OPEC also directly affects the supply of oil in the world market by
their production policies. And there is no doubt in my mind whatever
that the loss of Iran’s production which contributed to an imbalance
between the available supplies and our demands which were going up
at that time. It contributed also to increasing product prices creating
scarcities, returning to increases in refinery margins at product prices
because in the end the end market price is set by demand and supply.
So, it was not all reaped, that is the scarcity value is not all reaped in
the crude oil price.

Representative Wyrie. Well, if as you say inflation is due largely
to energy inflation, then our monetary and fiscal policy and our wage
and price guidelines are being held hostage by our lack of energy policy.

Mr. Kaux~. I don’t feel fully competent to address myself to the
premise behind your question which is that we lack an energy policy.

Representative WyrLie, Are you saying that we are helpless to fight
inflation without an energy policy ?

Mr. Kauxn, Well, I think we would all agree that the many pieces
of the energy policy that Congress has in fact enacted in the last couple
of years are inadequate, that there is still much more to do. And so,
with that qualification I don’t think it would be fair to say we have
no energy policy. I think the answer to the rest of your question is yes.

Representative WyLik. Do you feel that interest rates will come down
very soon {

Mr. Kamn., Well, my crystal ball is no better than yours, Interest
rates will not come down, I don’t think, until inflation shows clear signs
of coming down.

Representative Wyrie. That’s about the same answer I got from Mr.
Miller. He wouldn’t predict a time either. But that’s the question I get
most frequently.

Mr. Kaux. Just one more point. This latest sharp increase in in-
terest rates was clearly a response to what seemed like an almost spec-
ulative mania, which seemed to spread in the commodity market. And I
think we all agree that that was probably necessary. When I saw the
price of copper which had been behaving in the spring the way you
would expect it to behave, in the slowdown of the economy it began
to move down from the 90-cent range to the 80-cent-and-below range.
- And then in the summer it began to move up into the 80’s, and then
suddenly in 1 week jumped up to 81.17.

Well, that kind of thing which has been spreading to sugar and to
grains and to zinc and lead, I think that made it necessary to put in
this sharp additional increase. Now, if that mania dies down we might
conceivably see some tapering off of interest rates, -

Representative Wyrie. You say if that mania dies down. How much
of our current inflation would you say is due to psychological forces?
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Representative WyLIE. Is it a real economic force?

Mr. Kanx. It is hard to distinguish. I mean psychology doesn’t
spring out of nowhere. It is based rather on past experience. But the
fact of the past experience of people saying, let’s say, that the prices
of houses go up 50 percent per year, then read expectations which in
turn either continue the spiral or accentuate it so the two work to-
gether. If we could turn around the objective situation we might turn
around the psychology, but it is kind of a “catch 22” situation.

Representative WyLIE. I think the last time you were here you said
that you thought a considerable amount of our inflationary rate was
due to food prices. And we have heard that for some time. But food
prices have moderated in the last 3 months and overall inflation did
not. So, can we throw out food prices as a factor in inflation?

Mr. Kanx~. Yes. In my introductory comments I pointed out first
that food prices behaved very painfully between November and April. -
I reminded you, however, that at that time I said very strenuously in
testimony before several committees don’t mess with those prices be-
cause they go up and they go down. And any attempt to impose the
price controls can only be counterproductive.

Now, point of fact they behaved even better than I would have
expected. And I pointed out that in the last 3 months—prior to Sep-
tember—prices of food for sale and use at home have gone down. That
over the 6-month period it has been something like 3 percent. Food
Hrices have been helping us. They may go up again. But they go up and

own. All we should be concentrating on is margins. And I pointed out
that margins behaved very troublesome for awhile, but now they too
are %oirég down. Please don’t misunderstand.

The Government also has policies that boost prices of food at the
farm. And I think that we have to keep an ege on those. We have to
look at price supports and acreage set-asides. But I am happy to point
out that we will have no acreage set-asides for wheat this coming year,
and we will have no acreage set-asides for feed %ra-ins. And that is the
best thing the Government can do in the food evel to help the fight
against inflation. o

Representative Wyrie. Have you made a prediction as to the food
price picture for this winter? . ) i

Mr. Kaxx. No, I have not. And I am sorry that T am not in a posi-
tion to tell you what the Department of Agriculture has said. I would
be very happy to send that to you.

Representative WyLie. All right. If you could send that to ne, I
would appreciate that.

Mr. K&HN. T’d be glad to.

Representative WyrLie. Thank you very much, Mr. Kahn. Thank you,
Senator Proxmire.

Senator ProxMIrE. Senator McGovern ? . _ _

Senator McGoverx. Thank you, Senator. Mr. Kahn, in your opening
comments you’ve made the observation that the CPI is not measurin
accurately the mortgage interest rates, t}nat an average mortgage 0
6 to 8 to 9 percent is not fully reflected in the CPI. What about the
home buyer who takes out a mortgage now, though, with these prime
rates of 15 percent? Does it measure that{
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Mr. Kanx. Yes; of course it measures that. I don’t mean to minimize
the increasing costs of buying homes. All I am saying is that it doesn’t
measure the cost of living for the American people as a whole.

Senator McGovern. What in your judgment 1s the relative impact
of high cost money on the cost of living? Obviously in the short run
it does increase the cost of living. But what really does it do in terms
of any real hopes on tamping down inflation ?

Every one of my constituents has to get a loan every year to put in
the crop, sometimes to buy a new tractor or a2 new combine. Small
businessmen may have to borrow for some other item. But almost
everybody operates on borrowed money. '

Doesn’t the Federal Government’s policy of deliberately raising
those interest rates in effect feed inflation ?

Mr. Kanun. There is no doubt Senator Mc(Govern that the immedi-
ate effect of increasing interest rates is to increase the cost of doing
business to the extent that aggregate demand permits those get passed
on in higher prices. And to the extent that it’s reflected in the CPI,
it immediately gets reflected in higher wages in the indexation of social
security payments, and all the other things that are indexed in the
economy.

Second. this last sharp increase which none of us can be happy about,
has already had a direct and immediate effect on the price of copper,
on the prices of grains because it has helped turn over that crazy
speculative mania. It has also had a direct effect on the foreign ex-
change value of the dollar.

Senator Proxmire. If the Senator would yield, you say it has a
beneficial effect ? It has reduced the price ?

Mr. Kann. Precisely. Thank you very much. The other side of it is
that it has reduced those prices. Immediately it has reduced the cost
of imports to us. The next time we get around to the steel trigger price
mechanism it will have reduced the steel trigger price because of the
fact that the dollar has appreciated relative to the yen.

And the third thing I have to say is that I don’t know how, at a
time when the demand for credit is so insistently great because of
inflationary expectations, I don’t know how you keep interest rates
down except by printing more and more money. And if you try to
do it by printing more and more money then you clearly are going
to fuel inflation.

The only thing I think might be considered—forgive me, but it is
a difficult subject and T am just as worried as you about the possible
effect on our economy—the only thing that T would like to call to your
attention is that the Federal Reserve Board in addition to promul-
mating these new restrictions instructed all the banks to hold down
loans for speculative purposes and for corporate takeovers. And I
dor’t know how influential that is, but I am told by bankers that yes,
when thev come around to horrow at the Federal Reserve they don’t
want to be in a position of having to greatly increase those loans.
And I think that is a very Lopeful sign, because I would rather that
we reserve our limited amounts of credit for farmers’ loans—for
tractors—and curtail loans for essentially nonproductive purposes
even though T guess most of my fellow economists would say I have
just turned in mv professional badge. I have demonstrated that T
want to take over the free market.
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Senator McGoverx. Well, is there anything about the approach
of the Japanese and the Germans and others have taken that’s in-
structive to us? They apparently have not relied on very high inter-
est rates. You referred earlier to the fact that we have to deal with
the OPEC problem, that this is an essential factor feeding the fires
of inflation here. The Germans and the Japanese have to 1mport all
of their oil. We import less than half of ours. Why are they so much
more successful in recent times in controlling inflation than we are?
They don’t have the high interest rates, they import all their oil, and
vet that inflation rate holds pretty steady: What’s the reason for that?
What are they doing differently that we might take a look at?

Mr. Kann. T am not sure that I can give you an adequate explana-
tion. T am going to ask Mr. Russell to help me. But certainly in the
past the Germans and the Japanese have been much more willing to
use restrictive monetary policy than we have. They have, in fact,
relied very heavily on monetary restrictions as well as encouragement
to savings. They have all sorts of ways of encouraging savings, and
their rate of household savings is many, many times as great as ours.
I think it’s partly also that they have been—the Germans particu-
larly—so burned by inflation in the past that they are prepared to
do anything to combat it and you get restraint in wage policies, for
example, in Germany. You get an attitude toward productivity that
seems to be superior to ours.

They also have other advantages. A fact is that their military
spending is a much lower percentage of their gross national product
than ours.

Senator McGoverx. I wish that issue were more clearly understood
here. Other successful economies commit a very small part of their
GNP and their budgets to the military. T am totally convinced and
have been for years, that that’s one of the blindspots in our approach
to inflation. We just refuse to look at the fact that we have these
constantly increasing military budgets and I think that kind of Fed-
eral spending is more inflationary than anything else we do.

Mr. Kanw. I don’t think there 1s any doubt that military expendi-
tures do not produce salable goods and services. And in that sense,
they are inflationary.

Senator McGover~. I agree. No American can consume a subma-
rine. You can’t go out on the market and buv one.

Mr. Kanw. I wouldn’t want to. [Laughter.] But I am not an expert
on the case for and against military spending, and I think every case of
Government spending has to stand on the basis of what the case is to
be made for and against it. But as an objective fact, clearly that has
helped Germany and Japan, just as Germany has been helped by the
ability to absorb workers into its economy when the demand is great
and then to send them home when the demiand declines. That is sort of
the structural difference between their economy and ours that makes
them more willing to have a restrictive growth in their GNP when
prices threaten to get out of hand.

Senator McGoverN. The New York Times on Wednesday, Mr.
Kahn, ran an interesting article. T'll just read the opening paragraph:

Secretary of Labor Ray Marshall, expressing reservations about Federal Re-

serve Board policies, said today that interest rates are a very inefficient way
to deal with inflation.
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Would you generally agree with Secretary Marshall?

Mr. KamN. I’'m pausing not to grope for a diplomatic answer, but
only to recognize that I can’t just agree or disagree with him. I felt
that we had no other device available to us when the Federal Reserve
moved than the device that we took. I don’t see that Secretary Marshall
has mentioned any other device that was available to us. It was a
question of which was the greater evil. And until he’s prepared to tell
me what he would have done in those circumstances, I just can’t agree
with him. And yet I do agree that in the long run high interest rates
are not the best way to fight inflation. I don’t think we should be
discouraging capital formation and discouraging loans for productive
purposes clearly to the extent that they bring closer the threat of a .
real recession. That’s a pretty inefficient way of fighting inflation.
That’s why I think that we must be in the next several months, and
we are, talking about what is our long-range strategy to fight inflation.

So, there are all sorts of components between high interest rates.

Senator McGovern. I think you’ve been right in stressing the im-
portance of increasing capital formation and increasing productivity.
I doubt very much that you are going to achieve that with tight money
and high interest rates.

Thank you, Senator Proxmire.

Senator ProxMire. Along that line, the difficulty is that there is
just no way, as you said, Mr. Kahn, to get interest rates below the
inflation rate. If they get below the inflation rate, you would have a
field day for the speculators. After all, if you have interest rates down
to 10 percent and an inflation rate of 15 percent, what does the specula-
tor do? He borrows a million dollars, he pays $100,000 in interest. If
the speculator’s investment just rises with the inflation rate, he makes
$150,000 on your money. So, he makes a $50,000 profit without using
any money of his own.

So, the fact is that the interest rate is a function of the inflation rate.
You have to get the inflation rate down. I don’t know any member of
the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System who wouldn’t
like to get interest rates to drop. They argue that their policy will
bring interest rates down, because they are going to persist in increas-
ing the supply of credit right through any recession.

Then, as the demand for money falls off, supply will increase and
the price of money or interest will drop more sharly than it has in the
past.

Mr. Kanux. I agree with you. _

Senator Proxmire. Let me just make one other point I think Sen-
ator McGovern has been the leading person in Congress and in the
country in fighting for a more sensible military policy and a reduc-
tion in the terrible burden of defense. I might point out that West
Germany has announced that they will decrease their defense spend-
ing in real terms in 1980, 1981, and 1982, at a time when we say we have
to increase ours at a 3-percent rate above inflation in order to keep our
word with the NATO allies. They’re cutting theirs. But let me get
back to another subject.

A number of items are either not covered at all by price guide-
lines or are only partially covered. I was shocked at what a high
percentage are not covered. In recent months some of the most serious
mflation has occurred in these areas.
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For example, in the 9 months ending September 1879, the Con-
sumer Price Index for gasoline rose at an average rate of 62 percent.
That’s not covered by guidelines, I understand. Food rose at an annual
rate of 10 percent. Home financing, taxes, and insurance rose at an
annual rate of 25 percent. Fuels were up at an annual rate of 80 per-
cent, Home purchase prices rose at an annual rate of 14 percent.

As of December 1978, these five areas accounted for 48.5 percent of
the tIypwal consumer’s budget:’ What can be done to deal with this
problem of serious inflation in these areas which are not covered?
Almost half of what people buy is not covered by the guidelines at
all. So, I wonder how effective they are. ‘

Mr. Kanx. Lot me start and then ask Mr. Russell to supplement.
I don’t know whether that 46.5-percent figure includes all the final
prices of foods and the final prices of gasoline or of other fuels, be-
cause if it does, then it exaggerates the portion of the household
budget that is not covered by the standards.

Two-thirds of the Erice of food is processing and marketing costs;
these margins are subject to standards. And similarly in the case o
petroleum. I do, nevertheless, agree that there is a large part of the
consumer’s budget that is not covered and, what I am saying is, should
not be covered. '

I don't see how you apply standards to the sale price of houses. We
have, I suspose, millions of houses that turn over every year. What
should we dof

Senator Proxumire. If I could just interrupt. My problem isn’t what
you should do. T just wanted to get a notion of how effective these
ghidelines can be. What you're telling us is that in three
areas of necessities—food, housing, and energy-—covering about half
of what people spend their money on, we don’t have m:ly %uidelines.

Mr. Kinx. We don’t have any guidelines for one-third of food and
for about 40 percent of energy, but we do have for the other portions
because of the margins that are subject to control.

But look, I think a case could be made that even the margins of pe-
troleum companies should not be subject to standards, and ultimately
if those prices are going up, it is basieally an imbalance between de-
mand and supply and there is something to be said for letting them go
up and then tax the hell out of the companies. And that’s why I am so
insistent that the real solution is not necessarily to hold down the prices
of petroleum products artificially and to encourage ({)eople to continue
our previous energy consumption habits, but instead to recognize that
we are in a new energy ballgame. We have got to conserve energy. But
there is no reason why all of those profits should be going to the oil
companies. And, therefore, we need those taxes. And that's why, of
course, I urge you to pass the windfall profits tax.

Senator ngoxmm:. One of the best ways to fight inflation and do it
effectively, it would seem to me, is to encourage savings so that peo-
ple consume less, save more, have more available for investment. Pre-
liminary GNP data for the third quarter of 1979 indicate that per-
sonal savings fell to 4.1 percent of disposable personal income. That'’s
lower than the rate achieved in any year since 1949. And in that year
consumers were still restocking with consumer goods after World War
II; it's also much lower than the savings rate achieved in any other
industrialized country.
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In order to stimulate savings, our Banking Committee has reported
legislation, as you know, to phase out regulation Q over 10 years. We
also include a highly controversial proposal to lower the minimum cer-
tificate size for CD’s to $1,000 so that a small saver can invest in that.

Do you support those policies? Would they be helpful? Are they
helpful in fighting inflation ¢

Mr. Kann. Absolutely. They are just a perfect little gem of an illus-
tration of why I spend so much of my energies on regulatory reform.
Here’s a case of Government regulating markets and in this case dis-
criminating against savers. And by the way, also, holding down the
kinds of assets that thrift institutions can acquire.

Senator Proxmire. This is exactly, it seems to me, the response to
the question Senator McGovern raised. Let interest rates work for us.
They work for us by encouraging people to save. On the other hand,
we don’t give savers the benefit of those interest rates. We have a law,
as you know, making it a crime to pay interest rates above 5.25 percent
if you’re a bank, or 5.5 if you’re a S.'& L. So, why should people save?

You have the worst of all worlds; higher interest rates and higher
costs for the borrower, and lower reward for the saver.

Mr. Kann. That’s one of the ways in which the President has moved.
We are already moving to relax regulation Q, and, of course, I know
that you strongly support that.

Senator Proxmire. Now, how can we reduce inflation without hurt-
ing capital formation? T think Senator McGovern made an excellent
point that one of the things that we need so badly in our economy is
more investment. At the same time, a restrained credit policy which
the Federal Reserve is following which I think is right, does have
the perverse effect of discouraging investments because it costs so much
to borrow monev and invest it. What can we do about it?

Mr. Kaun. Well, T think that the monetary tightness has to be seen
as a short-term effort to take some of this inflationary steam out of the
economy. And I think that if that speculative mania had been per-
mitted to continue, capital formation would have been discouraged
even more because that kind of speculation creates inefficiencies, en-
courages people to divert their attention to quick ways of raising a’
buck rather than long-term capital formation.

But surely we have to be looking toward tax incentives, I think,
above all else to see that we encourage more capital formation and also
to see that we encourage more R. & B.

_ I would like to emphasize also to see that we make a better effort

in absorbing the structurally unemployed and retraining people and

helping the technologically displaced because that’s also a major source

of increased productivity. And there is no question that as we look at

2}1111' future budgetary policies that has to play a very large role in
em.

Senator ProxmMre. When Treasury Secretary Miller testified before
this committee the other day, he endorsed monetary policies as a
major tool to combat inflation. Of course, he was the former Chair-
mair} of the Federal Reserve Board, and he supported the Board’s
policy. _

If interest rates continue to climb near the 20-percent range, mort-
gage money dries up, and housing takes a plunge, as Mr. Miller out-
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lined in that same testimony, a countercyclical fiscal policy which
would be triggered when unemployment hits 6.5 percent and remains
at that level or higher for 3 months. That suggests to me that when
tight money really begins to bite and hold down the increase in prices,
the administration is going to come back with a fiscal policy which
might work in the other direction. And I wonder if this is the way to
go. What it means is that the public sector would be expanding and
trying to create jobs for the unemployed while the private sector is
contracting because of the Government’s policy of restraint; this is
just the opposite of what I think most of us think would be most
efficient and desirable.

Mr. Kanw. Yes. But I think it is also the opposite of what this ad-
ministration’s clear intention is.

Senator Proxmire. How do you overcome that ?

Mr. Kann. First of all, as you know. the President has been very
firm in saying that we are not talking about tax cuts, we are sticking .
at a time when there are great pressures as you know in the public
and Congress, to reduce taxes and some people are talking about $35
billion. The President is holding very firinly, and that’s No. 1.

No. 2, when and if it does become necessary to combat the recession
we are determined not to have across-the-board tax cuts, but instead
to make them targeted, targeted at absorption of the unemployed,
targeted at capital formation in the ways that I’ve just mentioned.
Targeted at cost inflating taxes like social security, payroll taxes.

No. 3, we are definitely committed in that the AFT~CIO just signed,
in fact, a national accord which we will not go in for massive increases
in Government expenditures at that time, and we will not have massive
public works programs, but only highly targeted expenditures in par-
ticular areas, because letting unemployment move up sharply in par-
ticular areas is rather a wasteful way of combating inflation. And we
will hear very heavy emphasis on incentives, incentives in the private
economy. The President is very serious about bringing Federal ex-
penditures down as a percentage of GNP.

Senator Proxmire. I am very happy to know that, Mr. Kahn. You
have to leave shortly—how long can you stay ?

Mr. Kann. Another 20 minutes. Is that convenient for you ?

Senator Proxmire. Congressman Wlie.

Representative Wyrie. Thank you, Senator.

Mr. Kahn, we all agree that our primary problem is inflation and
has been the primary problem facing the Nation. So, we have to lick
inflation. We have to start out with that premise. We are just going
to have to kind of grit our teeth and do something about it. Would
you agree with that?

Mr. Kanx. I do.

Representative WywLte. Then you agree that inflation hurts invest-
ments, too ?

Mr. Kann. Yes, it does.

Representative WyrIe. Now, I'd like for a moment to try to sort out
your answer on the impact of energy prices on our inflation, with mone-
tary, fiscal, and wage and price guidelines all held hostage to a lack
of an energy policy. Are you saying that nothing we do will work
short of an energy policy ?

59-671 0 - 80 - 5
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Mr. Kanw. I think that’s an exaggeration. There are obviously other
things we can do.

Representative Wywie. I thought so, too.

Mr. Kaun. Yes. If T said that, I surely did not mean that nothing
would work. In fact, I specifically talked about hospital cost contain-
ment, for example. I specifically mentioned regulation Q and wheat
set-asides and feed grain set-asides, and by passing the bill to deregu-
late the trucking industry.

There are a lot of things like that would help. But clearly, the en-
ergy component is so enormous that we have got to squeeze out the
nonessential uses of energy. And I don’t know by what combination
of policies other than the ones the President has already formulated,
we are going to do that. But I think we are going to do it. It’s terribly
important. That’s the best I can do.

Representative Wyvrie. I happen to think that the root cause of our
inflation is deficit budget spending over a continued long period of
time. And you’re not saying that balancing the budget would be hope-
less, independent of an energy policy which is what would remove our

- dependence from OPEC oil. .

Mr. Kann. No. Of course it would not be hopeless. I would point
out to you that the budget deficit of the government in Germany is
three times as large as ours is relative to their GNP. The same thing
is true in Japan. I don’t have the number, but it’s much higher than
ours.

And total government spending in Germany is much much larger
than spending in the United States relative to GNP. So, that it’s clear
that we are dealing with something in addition to that. That does not
mean that I disagree with you. Particularly in the late 1960’s and early
1970’s under one kind of administration and one under another kind
of administration sharp expansions of spending unaccompanied by tax
increases at the Federal level were very important contributors to this
problem of inflation.

Representative WyLie. What importance do you place on balancing
a Federal budget ?

Mr. Kaun. Well, I think T would have to operate at two levels. One
level is that if the deficit is now projected or that it appears we've
achieved for fiscal 1979 is on the order of $26 billion—maybe it’s $25
billion—at that level a change of $25 billion in a $2-plus trillion econ-
omy is by any measure if you can say put it through your machines,
it’s nothing, it’s negligible.

But the second level is the symbolic aspect of balancing the budget,
what it means to the perception of everybody else’s determination of
the Government to show the kind of restraint that we’re saying every-
body else has to show and what it says about the long-range relation-
ship of Federal spending to GNP. And in that sense it becomes much
more important.

The third point T would make is, however, is that I believe it would
be foolish to pretend that we are going to balance the budget or could
balance it without doing more harm than good. If we are really moving
into a recession, I think we have got to concentrate on the budget
deficit as a percentage of GNP at some level of unemployment, and
not say as we move into a recession that we are going to at that time
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- increase tax rates. That is really silly. But as a long-range proposition
I would emphasize the second point. That is it is important for us to
demonstrate fiscal restraint. .

Representative Wywrie. I think there might be some psychological
impact, as you say. I think the President could put it through. This
is my own feeling now. If he said I am going to send to Congress a
balanced budget, I realize it may have to be modified, and it might
not be the way it will come out, but that’s square one.

T say that because this week I noticed short-term Treasury bills are
now paying something like what, 11.8 percent? Now, that’s a consid-
erable crowding out effect with the private sector. And that money is
used to manage the public debt, which although it may be $26 billion
and seems small, would be part of the gross national product. Still,
that’s a considerable amount of crowding out, and I think that hurts
investment and capital formation.

Mr. Kanx. I think you’re right, but put it in context. The $26 billion
compares with an over $40 billion increase, net increase in consumer in- -
stallment debt in 1978. And I think it was over $100 billion—I hope
I am not double counting—increase in mortgage debt. And something
of the same order of magnitude of increased corporate debt. Now, I
quite agree that this inner elastic demand to finance Federal deficits
is a factor and that’s another reason why we are going to try to control
it. But as I look at the budget for fiscal 1980 or 1981 it seems to me—
well, let’s skip that 1980—that for the President to say I am going to
balance the budget, in those circumstances when our projections are a
slowing in the rate of GNP and even a possible recession, it would not
be believed and would rightfully not be believed. While I think Sen-
ator Proxmire made a good point awhile ago, though, when he said he
thought that some stability could be linked to our economy, if we could
encourage people to put their money in a savings account and leave it
there for awhile. But one of the problems of leaving your money in
a savings account is inflation. If we only pay them 5.5 or 5.25 percent,
they can compound that daily and get up somewhere but they can’t
gossibly get up to 11.8 percent, which is what you can get on Treasury

1lls.

And there has been a considerable amount of disintermediation from
financial institutions just in the last 2 months I’ve noticed. So, it seems
to me as if we ought to come down pretty hard on trying to balance the
budget. That’s the primary problem. And maybe with some of these
other things that come along there will be some temporary dislocations,
but as I say we will just have to grit our teeth, pull in our belt and take
it from there.

Mr. Kaun. The President has been no slouch on that. That is, the
budget deficit has been pretty sharply reduced, thanks undoubtedly to
the expansion of the private economy. And he had been a very firm
exponent of moving in the direction of budget balance.

Representative Wywte. Thank you, Mr. Kahn. Thank you, Senator

"Proxmire.

Senator Prox»ire. Senator McGovern.

Senator McGovern. Mr. Kahn, reading the stories this week about
Exxon’s profits increasing over 100 percent surely supports your case
for the windfall profit tax. Wouldn’t it make even greater sense to do
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something about the high prices that produce those fantastic profits?
Why not just apply the price guidelines to the oil companies, the same
as to everybody else? Then you wouldn’t have 120-percent profit in-
creases. You wouldn’t have the need for the excess profits tax.

Mr. Kann. There are two pieces to that, Senator. One is at the level
of refinery margins and the marketing margins, especially of the in-
tegrated major companies, there the guidelines do apply and weigh-
ing just as fast as we can to find out what the devil is happening. I
know that that sounds superficially like a kind of vapid answer, but
if you had any exposure to the intricacies of oil company accountin
and the possibilities of purchases and sales among themselves, you’
know that it is an extraordinarily difficult thing to find out what is
happening. But we aim to use every weapon available to the Federal
Government to see at least if they comply with the standards. That is
the first one.

The other is the crude oil level. _

Senator McGovern. I intend to support the windfall profit tax with-
out any question. But would you support Mr. Kahn, recognizing that
this is a complex area, some kind of control mechanism on oil prices,
rather than relying on the windfall profit tax ¢

Mr. Karn. Well, the windfall profit tax was devised because of the
President’s decision to decontrol crude oil. And I think it’s publicly -
known that I had a terrible conflict myself on that subject because I
was worried about the effect of decontrol in the middle of a serious in-
flationary problem on our ability to hold people in line and the like.
But I must say that if an economist and if someone who is concerned
about intelligent energy policy, a balance-of-payments policy and re-
lieving ourselves of reliance on the Middle East, I had to applaud the
President’s deregulation. I thought it was a courageous act, and as T
say I had an enormous sense of relief that we were letting that price go
up to the replacement costs to what it costs us. Every time we consume
an additional barrel of oil it leads to more imports. Every time we
hold the American price down, we are encouraging profligacy.

So, I have to say that at the crude oil level T support the notion of
deregulation and taking it away with the windfall tax. At the refining
and marketing levels I don’t see why the oil companies should not be
asked to show exactly the same restraint as the rest of the economy,
and we are going to do our damnedest to see that they do.

Senator McGovern. I'm sure you’d agree that as long as you rely on
voluntary wage and price restraints, success depends to some degree
on public acceptance. Yet, when the public reads about enormous in-
creases in oil company profits, their skepticism grows, making it al-
most impossible to enlist the support of working people for wage
restraint.

T understand you’ve been conducting an investigation to determine
if some of the oil companies have been violating the profit margin
standards. When will that investigation be complete, and if you find
violations, what are you going to do about it?

Mr. RusseLr. Maybe I'l1 answer that guestion, Senator.

We're engaged in a collaborative effort with the Department of
Energy now to try to resolve the paradox, the apparent paradox that
is brought about by the fact that adequate data show that margins of
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refiners are expanding at a very rapid rate—indeed, rates far in ex-
cess of those allowed under our standards. Yet the data supplied to us
by the companies for the most part tends to indicate that they are in
compliance. So, either the average data are incorrect or the data they
are supplying us are incorrect.

‘We have received a lot of data from DOE and are analyzing it now.
I would hesitate to give you a deadline as to when we will complete
the analysis, as it is as Mr. Kuhn pointed out, a very complicated mat-
ter. ]iut we hope to have some answers sometime early in the next
month.

Mr. Kaux. I’d be very reluctant to try to spell out the things that
we might possibly do. I know there’s a danger whether we do that that
they’ll say, well, if you do that we'll do something terrible to you.
At the very least we are going to scream bloody murder to the Ameri-
can people and to the oil companies who sell their products to the
American people. And if they are in fact playing games with us, the
very least we can do, and it would be very injurious, would be to
identify the people who are. But we will be considering every weapon
that’s available to us.

Senator McGovern. Recognizing the difficulty of getting accurate
information from the oil companies, I've felt for a long time that we
ought to have an energy agency within the Government, a corporation
capable of developing and marketing up to 5 or 10 percent of the oil
that’s on public land, and selling it at a fair profit to the Government.

Wouldn’t that be a reliable way to find out whether or not profiteer-
ing is taking place on the part of the oil companies? Maybe it’s not.
Maybe what it would show is that they produce more cheaply than
the Government. I don’t understand why we can’t get more support for
this Federal yardstick concept that we used so effectively with TVA.
Would something like that assist you in your efforts to know what
the profit margins are and whether in fact the oil companies are prof-
iteering at the expense of the public?

Mr. Kaux. I have difficulty giving you a good answer to that ques-
tion, Senator, partly because I never quite understood from what ex-
tent I should be speaking as a private individual and to what extent
as the spokesman of an administration that has not taken a position
on that bill, so far as I know. ‘

T can point out some of my hesitations. In the case of TVA, you
were dealing with the production of electricity—the production and
generation of electricity. I don’t think that anybody can claim that
TVA, which began operating as a multiple-purpose river valley de-
velopment, was a proper yardstick for Con Edison in New York, which
is burning coal and oil. But TV A was based on Senator Norris’ notion,
among others, that there was an enormous demand for electricity that
could be tapped at lower rates and that there were enormous economies
to be achieved if somebody would vigorously probe that great market.

And in that sense, and that’s kind of setting an example, TVA was"
a marvelous institution. The oil situation is in many ways very dif-
ferent. Costs of producing crude oil will vary from one piece of land
to another. And:I don’t know that anybody would argue in the same
way that a Federal corporation exploiting, let’s say, the Baltimore
Canyon, if it didn’t find anything, that that would prove anything
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about the efficiency of operations of other oil companies. So, I have
some difficulty with _the yardstick concept. It seems to be different.

At the same time I must admit to some more than willingness as a
kind of personal opinion, to explore the question of whether we could
really learn something from that that we don’t know now or cannot
more readily learn by investigating what the oil companies are doing
given the equivocal character of that answer. )

Senator McGovern. Just one final question: It’s my understanding
that the committee is going to hold a hearing on Monday, the 50th
anniversary of the great stock market crash of 1929. There has been
more and more pessimistic talk lately from many Americans regarding
our ability to control the economy. I am wondering if we could actually
have another serious depression. What are your views on that ?

Mr. Kanx. Well, I am reluctant to be the Roger Babson of 1979.
The few of you who are as old as I will remember he predicted in the
1920’s that we were in a new era and that we’d never have a depression.
Nevertheless, as best I could see, the economy is in infinitely—strike
infinitely, nothing is infinitely—is in a far stronger position to resist
the kind of cumulative liquidation spiral that we had in the 1930’s.
The Government has a so much larger share of the total economy. Qur
built-in stabilizers take over so quickly that what we have is this
amazing phenomenon, in fact, that this much advertised recession of
1979 and 1980 so far as we can tell started in the early spring of 1979
and ended in the early summer.

Now, that isn’t to deny that we are getting there, but the backing
up of the Federal Reserve, the Federal Deposit Insurance, the willing-
ness of the Government to step in just makes it hard for me to see that

kind of multiple liquidation process that we had then. But there are a
lot of things that are hard to see.

Senator McGoverw. Thank you.

Senator ProxmirE. You have been very patient with the committee,
Mr. Kahn. I would like to ask two very quick questions.

It has been reported that in order to get labor’s participation in the
new Pay Advisory Committee, the administration has agreed to stop
the use of sanctions, including withholding Government contracts,
and also to refrain from ] awboning.”

It seems to me that the nonnumerical, only 50 percent of the economy
guidelines have become a toothless tiger. Maybe you could use them
for a carpet, but it’s hard to see how they could be very effective.

Mr. KauN. One, we have never surrendered the right to jawbone
and we will not.

. Senator ProxMIRE. Well, T hope not, because I think your jawbon-
Ing 1s one of the few really entertaining shows here in Washington.
[Laughter.]

Mr. Kauw. Well, T hope it’s entertaining. Tt keeps me from crying.
The second we do agree that so far as pay is concerned, that we want
to give this cooperative mechanism a chance to operate, and therefore,
while we have not in any way surrendered our legal right to use pro-
curement, so far as pay violations are concerned, we want to operate as
long as the advisory participatory effort is going on, we want to give
1t a chance and try not to use the threat,

Senator Proxmire. You would use it with respect to prices?



Mr. Kanmx. That is right. We have surrendered nothing so far as
using procurement or any other sanctions as far as prices are concerned.

Senator Proxaire. The final question is: What will be the impact
on our domestic inflation of our recently announced grain sales to
the Soviet Union? .

Mr. Kaux. I have no better estimate than that of the Department of
Agriculture. That the effect of the bad Russian harvest and their com-
ing into the world market has already been discounted, and that we
can expect additional inflationary effect. But, of course, you can ask
yourself the question, what would happen to the price of grain had
we cut it off? I think in that case the price of grain would probably
have dropped. The price of grain which had increased in anticipation
of the sales would then have dropped. So, I guess you have to say that
it does directly tend to sustain the prices of grain, but on the other
hand consider what it would have done to our balance of payments
and to the value of the dollar if we were, and to our incentives to the
farmers to continue to produce, and our ability to have zero acres set
aside if we cut off the sales.

Senator ProxmIre. Thank you very much. I think you and your 150
gallant lawyers are doing a magnificent job, apparently so far, even
though it is a losing job. And you are giving us a good show in the
process.

Mr. Kan~N. We need the kind words very badly. Thank you very
much, Senator.

Senator Proxarire. The committee will stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to the
call of the Chair.] '
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BENTSEN, CHAIRMAN

Senator BENTSEN. The committee will come to order.

The good news is that prices in October didn’t shoot up as much as
in September. The bad news is that they didn’t miss it by much. Look-
ing at the color of this chart, we might call it the “greening of
America.” It gives us the Christmas spirit.

But I notice that in the first quarter of 1979 the Consumer Price
Index was 9.8 percent higher than in the first quarter at 1978; for the
second quarter of 1979 it was 10.6 percent above the second quarter
of 1978; for the third quarter of 1979, 11.6 percent higher than the
third quarter of 1978. That escalation of inflation is certainly not
encouraging. Prices have risen by 11 percent since December 1978.
That means that if you have a take-home pay of $100, it has shrunk in
value to about $90 since last December.

The administration revised its inflation forecast for 1979 last July.
They made it more pessimistic. They said at the time that prices 1n
{))eecem'zber of this year would be 100.6 percent above prices in Decem-

r 1978.

Now, that was the bad news the administration had for us back in
July. The bad news today is that even if we had zero—zero—inflation
in the last 2 months of this year, prices in December 1979 would be 11
percent above prices in December 1978.

Here is where Americans find themselves: Home financing costs,
fueled by both higher interest rates and higher home prices, rose at
an annual rate of 41 percent in October; the index for rent was up by
17 percent ; fuel oil prices rose at an annual rate of 17 percent—stilftoo
high, but a substantial improvement over the first 9 months of the

ear.
v I am extremely concerned about practically all the components of
the Consumer Price Index, and especially about the rising cost of

(69)
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shelter in this county. The Joint Economic Committee plans to take a
closer look at that tomorrow when we have some housing experts
scheduled to address the subject of housing costs in another hearing.
Maybe we will be able to get some answers on that subject then.

But for today, Mr. Russell, we will take a look at the broader con-
sumer price picture—a picture which we all must admit is very
discouraging.

Without objection, the press release entitled “The Consumer Price
Index—October 1979” will be inserted in the hearing record at this
point.

[The chart referred to, together with the press release, follows:]
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United States
News @ ¢
of Labor

Bureau of Labor Statistics Washington, D.C. 20212

Patrick Jackman (202) 523-7827 - USDL-79-830
. 523-8416 TRANSMISSION OF MATERIAL IN THIS RELEASE
Kathryn Hoyle (202) 523-1913 IS EMBARGOED UNTIL 9:00 A.M. (EST)
523-1208 Tuesday, November 27, 1979

THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX--OCTOBER 1979
The Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) increased 0.9 percent before
seasonal adjustment in October to 225.4 (1967=100), the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S.
Department of Labor announced today. ‘The Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and
clerical workef,s (CPI-W) increased 0.8 percent before seasonal adjustment in October to
225.6 {1967=100). The CPI-U was 12.2 percent higher and the CPI-W was 12.4 percent higher
than in October 1978.

CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)--Seasonally Adjusted Changes

On a seasonally adjusted basis, the CPI for All Urban Consumers rose 1.0 percent in
October, the tenth consecutive monthly increase of about 1.0 percent. The housing compenent,
primarily reflecting high‘er mortgage interest rates and house prices, continued to advance
sharply and accounted for about two~thirds of the increase in the October CPI. The index for
medical care continued to edge upwards, increasing 1.0 percent in October. The entertainment

index also rose more than in September. Prices for most other major categories of consumer

Table A. Percent changes in CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)

Seasonally adjusted Unadjusted
Compound
Changes from preceding month annual rate 12-mos.
Expenditure 1979 3-mos. ended ended
category Apr. May June July Aug. -Sept. Oct. Oct. '79 Oct. '79
All items 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.0 13.2 12,2
Food and beverages <9 7 .2 .1 1] .9 .7 6.8 2.7
Housing 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.5 17.3 13.5
Apparel and upkeep 5 0 -1l =.1 .7 1.3 .2 9.2 4.7
Transportation 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.5 1.2 .5 13.7 17.4
Medical care 6 .6 .7 .7 -8 .9 1.0 11.3 9.4
Entertainment .8 <5 .1 7 7 .3 -6 7.0 7.1
Other goods and services <5 .5 .5 .5 1.0 1.6 .2 11.7 7.4

(Data for CPI-U are shown in tables ! through 3.}
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spending also increased in October, but by less than in September. The transportation
component rose 0.5 percent in October, following substantially larger increases in each of

the preceding 11 months. The October increase in the index for food and beverages was somewhat
less than in September, while increases ‘in the indexes for apparel and upkeep and other goods
and services were substantially less than in either August or September.

The housing index rose 1.5 percent in October, the ninth consecutive month of large
increases. Rising shelter costs accounted for most of the increase. In October, home financing
costs rose 2.9 percent, reflecting an increase of 1.1 percent in mortgage interest rates and
1.9 percent in house prices. The index for rent increased 1.3 percent. Prices for household
fuels continued to increase in October, but the rise was the smallest since January. Fuel oil
prices road 1.3 percent; this :oﬁpates with an average monthly increase of about 5.0 percent
during the first 9 m&hths of this year. The index for gas and electricity rose 1.1 percent as
a decline in charges for electricity was more than offset by increased charges for natural
gas. The inde; for home maintenance and repairs rose 0.9 percent in October, about the same as
in September.

The October increase of 0.7 percent in the food and beverage component compares with an
increase of 0.9 percent in September and much smaller increases in the summer months. The
increase in grccéry store food prices slowed to 0.7 percent. Most grocery store food categories
showed smaller increases in October. Fresh fruit prices declined 1.2 percent, following a 2.6
percent rise in September. The index for meats, poultry, fish, and eggs rose 1.0 percent in
october, compared with 0.7 percent in September and declines in each of the 3 preceding months.
Increases in beef and pork prices, the first increase in 7 months for the latter, more than
offset the continued decline in poultry prices and a decrease in egg prices. Prices of the
other two components of the food and beverage index--restaurant meals and alcoholic beverages=--

rose 0.9 percent in October, compared with 0.6 bercent in September.
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The 0.5 percent rise in the transportation component was the smallest in 12 months. A
decline of 1.5 percent in new car prices, after seasonal adjustment, and a smaller increase
in gasoline prices were primarily responsible for the deceleration. The 1980 model cars
were included in the CPI for the first time in October and will continue to be phased into
the index over the next several months. (For a report on quality changes for 1980 cars, see
news release USDL 79-766, dated November 1, 1979). The 1.8 percent increase in gascline prices
in October compares with an average monthly increase of about 4.0 percent during the first 9
months and was the smallest increase since December 1978. Used car prices decreased slightly,
continuing the decline which has taken place for eight consecutive months. The index for
public transportation rose 1.7 percent, the fourth consecutive large increase.

The index for apparel and upkeep rose 0.2 percent in October, compared with increases
of 0.7 percent in August and 1.3 percent in September. A decline in the prices for women's and
girls' clothing, reflecting early fall sales, was primarily responsible for the smaller October
increase. Charges for apparel services rose 1.l percent in October, following increases of
1.0 and 1.2 percent in the 2 preceding months.

The medica]: care index rose 1.0 percent in O«.;.taber, the largest increase since January.
Charges for physicians' services and hospital rooms rose 0.5 and 1.0 percent, respectively,
following increases of 0.7 and 0.6 percent in September. The index for medical care
commodities in Octobex“ continued to increase at about the same rate as during the first
9 months.

The index for entertainment rose 0.6 percent in October, compared with 0.3 percent
in September, but about the same as the average monthly incredses during the first 9 months.
The index for other goods and services roseé 0.2 percent in October, following increases of

1.0 percent in August and 1.6 percent in September.
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CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI~W)--Seasonally Adjusted Changes

On a seascnally adjusted basis, the CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical
Workers rose 0.9 percent in October, the tenth consecutive monthly increase of about
1.0 percent. The housing component, primarily reflecting higher mortgage interest rates and
house prices, continued to advance sharply and accounted for over three-fifths of the
October increase. The index for medical care continued to edge upwards and the increase
of 1.1 percent was the 1urgest;. this year. Prices for most other major categories of :

consumer spending, however, showed smaller increases in October than in September. The

tr. portation p s following substantial increases in each of the preceding 1l months,
rose 0.4 percent. The October increase in the index for food and beverages was somewhat less
than in September, while the increases in the indexes for apparel and upkeep and other goods
and services were notably less than in September. The entertainment index rose the same as in
September.

The housing index rose:'1l.4 percent in October, the ninth consecutive month of large
increases. Rising shelter costs accounted for most of the increase. In October, home
financing costs rose 2.2 percent, reflecting an inc'tease of 1.1 percent in morf..gage interest
rates and 1.9 percent in house prices. The index for rent increased 1.2 percent. Prices for
household fuels continued to show substantial increases in October, but the rise was the
smallest since February. Fuel oil prices rose 1.3 percent compared with average monthly
increases of about 5.0 percent during the first 9 months. The index for gas and electricity
rose 1.1 percent as a decline in ch'arges for electricity was more than offset by increases in
charges for natural gas.

The October increase of 0.7 percent in the food and beverage component compares with

an increase of 0.9 percent in September. The index for food at home increased 0.6 percent as

most grocery store food items showed smaller price increases in October than in September.
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Prices of the other two components of the food and beverage index--restaurant meals and
alcoholic beverages--rose 0.9 and 1.0 percent, respectively, in October, following increases of
0.5 and 0.7 percent in September.

The increase in the transportation component was the smallest in 18 months. A decline
of 1.5 percent in new car pricgs, after seasonal adjustment, and a slower advance in gasoline
prices weke primarily responsible for the deceleration. The 1.8 percent increase in gasoline
prices in October compares with an average monthly increase of about 4.0 percent during the
first 9 months and and was the smallest increase since December 1978. Used car prices declined
for the eighth consecutive month. The index for public transportation rose 1.4 percent in
October, the fogrth consecutive largé monthly increase.

The index for uppa;el and upkeep roée 0.5 percent in October compared with an increase
of 1.0 percent in September. A decline in the prices for women's and girls' clothing,
reflecting early fall sales, was primarily responsible for the smaller October increase.
Charges for apparel services rose 1.0 percent in October, following increases of 0.9 and 1.0
percent in the 2 preceding months.

The medical care index rose 1.1 percent in October, the 1a;gest increase this year.
Charges for physicians' services and hospital rooms rose 1.2 and 1.4 percent, respectively,
following increases of 1.1 and 0.6 percent in September. The index for medical care
commodities ié October rose the same as in September.

The index for entertainment rose 0.7 percent in October, the same as in September. The
index for other goods and services rose 0.2 percent in October, following increases of 1.2 per-

cent in both August and September.
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Table B. Percent changes in CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W)
Seasonally adjusted Unadjusted
Compound

Expenditure Changes from preceding month annual rate 12-mos.

category . 1979 3-mos. ended ended
Apr. May June July BAug. Sept. Oct. Oct.'79 Oct.'79

All Items 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.9 12.8 12.4

Food and beverages -8 | .4 .3 .2 0 .9 7 6.4 9.8

Housing 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.4 17.1 13.7

Apparel and upkeep 4 -.1 -2 .2 .5 1.0 -5 8.2 4.4

Transportation 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.5 1.2 4 13.2 17.4

Medical care .7 .6 9 .8 .8 1.0 1.1 12.4 9.9

Entertainment 5 .8 .1 .7 .3 .7 .7 . 7.0 7.3

Other goods and services .5 «5 .4 4 1.2 1.2 .2 10.8 7.4

(Data for CPI-W are shown in tables 4 through 6.)

59-671 0 - 80 - 6



78

Technical Notes

Brief Explanation of the CP]

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is s measure of the
avérage change in prices over time in a fixed market basket
of goods and services. Effective with the January 1978
index, the Bureau of Labor Statistics began publishing CPI's
for two populstion groups: (1) a new CP{ for All Urban
Consurneri (CPI-U) which covers approximately 80 percent
of the total noninstitutional civilian population; and D
revised CPl for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers
(CPI-W) which represents sbout half the population covered
by the CPL.U. The CPI-U includes, in addition to wage
carners and clerical workers, groups which historically have

other month in other areas. Rrices of most goods and services
ars obtained by personal visits of the Buresu's trained repre-
i Mail ionnaires are used to obtain public
utility rates, some fuel prices, and certain other items.
In calculating the index, price changes for the various
items in each location sre g8 with weights
which rep their imp in the spending of the
sppropriste populstion group. Local dats are then comr
bined to obtsin & US. city aversge. Ssparate indexes are
alio published for 28 local areas. Ares indexes do not mea-
sure differences In the level of prices smong cities; they

been excluded from CPI age, such s profi l,

ial, and technical workers, the selfemployed, short.
term workers, the unemployed, and retirees and others not
in the labor force.

The CPt is based on prices of food, clothing, shelter, and
fuels, transportation fares, charges for doctors’ and dentists’
services, drugs, and the other goods and services that people
buy for day-today living. Prices are collected in 85 urban
areas across the country from over 18,000 tenants, 18,000
housing units for property taxes, snd about 24,000 establish-
ments-—grocery and dépaitmént stores, hospitals, filling sta-
tions, and other types of stores and service establishments,
All taxes directly asiociated with the purchase and use of
itéms are included in the index. Prices of food, fuels, and a
few other items are obtained every month in all 85 locati

only the average change In prices for each ares
since the base period, :

The index price changes from a desj d re-
ference date—1967—which equals 100.0. An increase of
22 percent, for example, is showm 3 122.0. This change
can also be expressed in dollars s follows: The price of a
base period “market basket™ of goods and services in the
CP1 has risen from $10 in 1967 to $12.20. .

For further details sse the following: The Consumer
Price Index:  Concepts and Content Over the Years,
Report 517, revised edition (Bureau of Labor Statistics,
May 1978); The Revision of the Consumer Price Index,
by W. John Layng, reprinted from the Statistical Reporter,
February 1978, No. 78-5 (U.S. Dept. of Commerce),
and Revi: in the Medical Care Service Component

11, q

Prices 6f most other commodities and services are

évery mosith in the five largest geographic¢ areas and every

of the C Price Index, by Daniel H. Ginsburg,
Monthly Labor Review, August 1978,

A Note About Calculating Index Changes

Movements of the indexes from one month to another
are usually expressed as percent changes rather than
changes in index points because index point changes are
affected by the level of the index in relation to its base
period while percent changes are not. The example in the

panying box il the ion of index
point and percent changes.

Percent changes for 3-month and 6-month periods
are expressed as annual rates and are computed accord-
ing to the standard formuls for compound growth rates,
These data indicate what the percent change would be
if the current rate were maintsined for a 12.month
period.

P!

Index Point Change
cPl 189.8
Less previous index 189.2
Equals index point change: 06

Parcent Change

Index point diffarénce ) 06
Divided by the previous Index 189.;
Equals: 0.003
Resuits multiptied by one hundred 0.003x100
Equals percent change: 0.3
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A Note on Seasonally Adj

usted and Unadjusted Data

e Neetive b s

Because price data are used for different purp by
different goups, the Bureau of Labor Statistics publishes
seasonally adjusted as well as unadjusted changes each
month.

For analyzing general price trends in the economy,
seasonally adjusted changes are usually preferred since
they eliminate the effect of changes that nmmally oceur
at the same time and in sbout the ame

mdpendonplmfmmmpb mwmpln-douchm
to the Consumer Price Index unadjusted for seasomal
variation.

Seasonal factors used in computing the seasonally
adjusted indexes are derived by the X-11 Variant of the
Cemmhod[lmm Adjustment Program. The
] datas at the end of 1977 replaced dats

year—such as price moveinents resulting from chmd.n:
climatic conditions, production cycles, model change-
overs, holidays, and sales.

The umd;uneddzumofphwymmeﬂtown-
sumers concerned sbout the prices they acutally pay.
Unadjusted data are also used extensively for escalstion

from 1967 through 1977. Subsequent annual updates
will replace § years of scasonal data, o, data from 1974
through 1978 will be-replaced at the end of 1978. The
mﬂmtofmmMJSnmuw
is derived by bining the of ‘45
selected components.
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24 Hour CPI Mailgram Service

Consumer Price Index data now are available Sy maii. (CPI-U) and for the Urban Wage
gram within 23 hours of the CPI release. The new.service Werkers (CPI-W) indexes 2s shown
is being sifered sy the 3ureau of Labor Statisties through page below. The unadjusted data include
the National Technical information Service of he U.S. month’s indéx and the perseat changes from

]
CONSUMER PRICE IMDEX 7OR ALl URSAN CONSUMERS (CPI-ul: U.5. SITY !
AVERAGE {1947:198) !
uNATY unaDLYsTED s 124 ¢
sroup INDEX PER CKG FER MG PER AR
=iY FROM 12 FAm 1 FRem i |
1979 M0 263 MO 130 MO i6d |
Q6.1 1.8 12 1
$¢1957-53=1 29,8 - - - H
£990 AMD BEVERS 123.2 ‘.2 .3 !
£acd 23503 “ 5] :
F9SD AT HORE 253.4 3 )
gedeans aun 2ax 2tz i3 K
FEATS. ® 3422 % R
231RY PROCE 22303 8] 2
SRYITS anND 22%.8 L% Lt
FOOD audAY 73 2611 .7 1t
soustig " 30 T
E 3 ‘A 1
3 s 13
H 7 it
.3 .2 4.t
s 2 2.
dilsthors 2 i3 3
APPAREL AND UPK ot K} % K]
TRANSPORTATION b K 2.4 1.8
NEU CARS T3 ; g e
usEd Sags % 3 27 -5
GASCLINE a 801 5.5 5.2
St Franspamrarion 3 3 % 7
MEDICAL CARE 236.3 5.9 .5 6
MEDICAL CARE SERVICES 25614 9.4 ] ‘
ENTERTAZNMENT .. 6.8 7 .3
QTHER GIODS 4ND SERVICE 135.9 ) .4 .3
PERSONAL CARE 1/ 19309 P8 s 3
225.8 0.9 5.2 3
13209 1803 5] 19
13507 128 213 13
i39.3 19.2 1o -5
229.% 0.3 1ot *3
ic3ly 1005 13 )2
TN 1303 42 W2
3341 335 K] 3
ZasaMALLY 3Uu5TER.

S

12 months
Department of Commerce. ago and one month 2g0. The seasonally adjusted iata are

The CPI MAILGRAM service provides uradjusted and the persent changes ‘rom one month 3go.
seasonally acjusted data both for the All Urban Consumers

ORDER FROM: National Technical Information Service, 3285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia 22161

Please enter —_subscription(s) to CONSUMER PRICE INDEX MAILGRAM (NTISUB/138).
Subscription rates: 395.00 in contiguous U.S. and Hawaii, 3110.00 in Aiaska and Canada.

NAME:

STREET ADDRESS:

CiTY, STATE, ZIP:

{ ) ENCLOSED Purchase Order Numper

{ ) CHARGE to my American Express Account #..

[ 5

{ 3

{ ) CHARGE & tomy NTIS Deposit Account #
{ )BILL ME N SIGNATURE REQUIRED
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CPI-U

TABLE 1. Consumer Price Index for sll urban consumers: U.S. city average, By expenditure category and conaodity ase secvice group,

19675100
tattw Uradjusted
Group nuorunu. Unadjusted uauu percent change to
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TABLE 2. Consumer Price Index for all urban consusers
conmodity end service group, 19672100

Seaaonally sajusted

Seasonally sajusted 1ndexes

CPLU

U.S. city average, by expenditure category and

Seasonally adjusted annusl rate
reent change fors

Group July  Aug.  Sept. Oet. 3 moaths endiag in 6 montns eaging 1n
1979 1979 1979 1973 Jan, pr.  July  Oct. or. N
1979 1919 1973 1979 1979 1979
Expenditure category
A1 ftems. . - - 8.8 1.4 1.0
Fooe and beverage 229.0 12.6 13.9 5.5
Foos . 235.0 .1 1o 5.%
Foo 2323 w0 15.2 1.5
Cereals and bakery producia..... 225.5 6.6 7.6 13.8
Meats, poultry, fish, and eggs.. 225.5 28.6 3.5 -1200
Dairy producta... 21007 15.1 13.2 10.2
Fruits and vegetables 233.1 [} 2.5 180
Sugar and sveet 2816 5.6 5.9 10.1
Fats end oils.. 23001 3.6 8.7 5.6
Nonalcoholio beverage 361.8 6.0 X3 1.5
Other prepared foods 211.8 12.3 10.5 10,0
2004 avsy froe hose 2.0 1. 1200 9.4
Aeotolio beverages. .. 17303 6.9 8.8 1.2
231.6 6.9 0.0 6.7
2036 8.3 12.4 8.0
Bent, resideatiai... 177.7 6.4 5.4 1.5
Other rental costa . 236.3 1.8 15.3 0.8
Homeouneranip.... 267.3 [N 13.9 .
Home purchase . 226.7 9.3 12.0
Financing, tazes, and in 3169 5.7 17.2
Halatensnce and repairs. 259.1 10.7 9.7
Maintenance and repair 281.2 . 0.9
Maintenance and repair 20103 8.9 5.9
Fuel ang other wtilitl 2380) -2 5.7
301.3 .0 (8]
b ! a3y 12,6 31.8
Gas (piped) and electricity - 267.3 -3k EY
Other utilities and public secvices .. 159.8 3 N
Hovaehold furnishings snd operstion . 19t.5 7.5 7.0
Housefurnishings . 163.7 [N 5.8
Housekeaping auppli 223.6 0.7 8.5
Housekesping services 251.6 1.0 6.5
Apparel and upkesp 166.8 1.2 5.8
op 1811 0 a
16006 2.8 1.5
151.8 -4.7 X8
220.5 2.2 1.7
177.9 6.5 1.7
Other apparel comzoditie 169.6 1.5 7.
spparel services 1/ 207.7 5.8 12.1
Transportation 21801 w2 16.3
Private u-n-pon.non 210.7 ny 8.7
169.1 10.2 1.9
198.7 23.7 1
. 2871 22.6 39.3
Maintenance and repair 245.9 8.2 9.8
Other private tranaportation 201.8 1.9 7.3
Other private tr 176.0 2.8 13.1
Other private tra 210.6 6.7 6.0
Pudlic transportation. 201.4 2.1 5.2
Medical car 2015 1. 9.2
Medical care 155.0 a.s 7.0
Medical care 260.2 1.9 9.6
Profeasionsl 228.9 10.7 [R]
Other nedical care 298.1 12 19.0
£ntertainment 190.3 7.3 8.1
191.0 1.5 8.5
109.6 7.1 1.3
198.1 a5 6.0
190.3 2.0 5.5
197.5 7.3 7.8
Totlet goods  and personal care
appliances 1/ 189.7 5.4 6.8
Personal care mervices 1/. 205.0 9.1 9.0
Personal and educationsl up.n-u 211 ae 5.1
Scnool books and suppl 197.3 9.0 8.3
Personal and cﬂunntlenll 218.5 3.9 L
wnd servige group
11 dtems... 8.8 139 12,8 13,2 11 13.0
Commodities 2195 213.8 0.8 15.2 1.7 12,0 130 .8
229.0  231.1 12,6 15.2 [ 6.8 13.9 5.5
00,3 202.7 w2 150 s 12.6 15.0
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Tes 1e3s food, beverages,
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192.8 9.1 1.7 9.7 8.6 8. 10.7 8.5
237.8  240.% 5.8 12,3 185 1500 9.0 1.
7.7 119.2 6.0 s 9.9 131 5.0 s
272.6 2761 5.0 17.8 18,3 n.z 8.7
215.9  217.4 6.3 1.5 .2 1.3 6.9 1.3
260.2  262.8 1.9 7.3 6 12,0 9.6 10.3
Other services .. 201.3  z03.9 6.9 X .3 10.8 7.6 9.1
sp-un index .
teas less food. 216.7  219.2 2218 8.4 136 1h.9 1A .y
ehelter. 2137 215,y 217.2 9.3 128 1.3 el 10.8
mortgage interest costs 1/. 2167 2167  218.3 7.0 127 134 103 1.9
dical car 219.3  221.8  223.% 9.0 13 129 133 13.1
food. 1989 201.3  202.9 10.2  15.0 1s.a 180 .8
rood. e 2050 209.0  210.5 9.3 20,4 26.5  19.1 22.7
#ondurables less food and apparel 1/ 228.3  232.7 23v.8 1.8 25,9 39.0 23.3 30.9
Nondurables 1/... e 220.4  223.1  228.5 9.3 18,9 17.0 1.9 8.0
Services le t. 249.0 2518  254.8 5.8 135 1501 183 15.2
Services less medical care 3/ 233.6  236.7  239.6 6.1 1.3 150 16.5 15.8
Enargy 1/.. 96.3  304.3  307.5 9.1 3k 738 31 51.0
A tte ergy 1/, 215.8  217.3 2132 7.6 120 5.9 10.5 ~10.2
A1l ftems less food and enersy 1/.... 203.8  211.5  213.6 6.3 1.2 0.3 127 )
Cowaodities less food and energy... 186.6  187.8  189.0 9.2 5.0 7. 8.0 7.5
Energy comacdities 1. . 3185 325.3  329.0 6.3 s6.0 99,2 a3 68.8
Services leas energy. 235.5  238.1  2M1.0 6.8 1z 2.6 5.0 3.8

¥ot seasonally ecjusted.

Index applies to & moath as a whole, not to any specific date.
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CPI-U
TABLE 3. Consuser Price Inder for all urbén censumers: Selected aress, all ttess indes, 1967:100 unless othervise noted
Otner Indexes Percent change to Percest change to
Ares 1/ Pricing tadex July  Amy.  Sept.  Oct. ct. 1979 fros- Sept. 1979 from-
schedule 1979 1979 1979 1979 oett sug.  Sept. Sepr. July  Aug.
2 1978 1979 1979 1978 1979 1979
9.3, city average..... 2211 2233 2.2 1.9 0.9 12.1 2. 1.0
Chaicags, 111.-Worthuesters Ind " 221.3 13.5 s 2 2 1.8 1.2
Detroft, Mich ¥ 223.7 130 2.3 e 132 1.9 .1
L.4.-Long " 220.7 2.8 2.0 s g 2.8 15
" 218.1 9.8 2.1 .8 9.7 9 1.3
L] 219.5 0.9 [N .3 nee 1.6 .8
Ancharsge, A1 1 10767 213.2 - - - 10,0 2.8 -
Baltimore, Md.. 1 221,89 - - . 10.5 1.8 -
Boaton, Mase 1 2181 - - - 114 1 -
Cinetonati, Ohio-Ky 1 229.0 - - - 120 .9 -
Den Colo. 1 2108 - - - 15.3 1.8 -
Hia 1 [Rlz4] 1174 - - - 101 1.5 -
Hilw . 1 226.0 - - - 13.9 1.5 -
Northne 3yl . 1 215.% - - - 10.5 1.7 -
fortland, Oreg.-Vash. ] 232.2 - - - 1.3 2.1 -
St. Louts, Mo.«Il1 . 1 222.2 - - - 13.3 2. -
310 Diego, Catil . 1 2v0.% - - - 6.0 1.
tele-Everett, Vash . 1 222.6 - - - 10.7 2. -
bington, D . . 1 222.9 - - - 1.0 1 -
. 2 - 1.2 - - - -
. 2 - 10.8 - - - -
onto...... . 2 - 12,3 - - - -
-Fort Vorth, Tex.. 2 - 1h2 - - -
fSonolalu, Havaif 2 - 1.5 - - -
Houston, Tex. 2 - 1.6 - - -
2 - 16.7 - - -
2 - 121 - - -
» ceae 2 - 1.5 - - -
San Pranelscosoakisng, Caiit 2 - 9.0 - - -
Region 3/
Northeast........... 2 12711 - - g 1. 2.2 - - - -
Worth Ceatral.... 2 12/71 - - 22,6 130 1.9 - - - -
Soutb 2 12017 - - 2ne 12.2 1.8 - - - -
Vest 2 1217 - -z 12.6 2.1 - - - -
Population »
2 12/77 . una2 PRIt ) 1n.s 1.9 - - - -
2 1211 - 1 - 213 12.0 1.8 - - - -
2 12/11 - ns.e - 122 12.9 2.1 - - - -
2 12/77 PN - 222 12.6 2.2, - - - -
2 1277 . e - 22 12.5 2. - - - -
pulation size ot
classification 3/
Northeast/d... . 2 12/11 - - 10.3 2.0 - - - -
. 2 12711 - - 13.3 1.8 B - - -
. 2 1211 - - 12.0 1.7 - - -
. 2 12777 - - 1. 1.0 - - - -
2 12/11 - - 12,3 2.5 - - - -
. 2 12071 - - 13.0 1.5 - - - -
. 2 12771 - - 12.6 1. - - - -
. 2 12771 - - 13.7 2.2 - - - -
. . 2 12/71 - - 13.3 2.3 - - - -
Worth Ceatral/C. . 2 12/11 - - 13.0 2.k - - - -
Zouth/c. . . 2 12/11 - - 12.0 1.8 - - - -
Vest/c . . 2 12711 - - 12.7 2.3 - - - -
. 2 12/11 - - 1 2.0 - - - -
Worth Conreai7h . 2 12/77 - - 2.8 2.0 - - - -
South/D. . 2 21 - - 12.1 1.8 - - - -
Vest/D. . 2 1211 - - LIS B MY - - - -

1» a combination of two SMSA®

extenaive Standard Consolidated ire

1973, except for Denver-Boulder, Co!
97

and Cnicage, Ill.-Northwestern Ind. are the mo
tablished by the Office of Masage:
glas County. Definitlons do not iaglude ¢

ires a-nnxuenn sre tho
0. vhieh does not include

s priced

ry month 1n all ar

1 - January, March, May, July, September, and November.
2 - Pebruary, April, June, dugust, October, and Decesver.
3/ Bsstons are defined a3 the Tour Ceasus re
h, tion size clesses are ags -uuan- "2t aress vbich have urbam population ss defimed belows
00

1, zso 000 ¢ 00,000,
385,000 to 1, zsu 000,
75,000 to 385, ooo. '
Leaz than 5,
repnnnon size class 4 i n:- .ur...uon of population size alasses 4-1 and i-2.

ROTE: Price changed within ar
Fasily Budgets.

are found 1 the Consumer Price Inde

1/ Ares is generally the Standard Metropolitan auzl-uen Area (SMS1), exclusive of farms. L.4.-Long Beach, nsheim, Calif.

at ana Budget in
stoas made

; most otber goods end services priced as indigated:

aifferences in 1iving costs among aress are found ina



TABLE X, Consu
cossodity and

ervice group, 1967:

Aroup

A(3557 85070001
Food and beversge: .

Rent, residentini.
Other rental costs .
Ho

Pinencing, texes, and insurance ....
Maintesance and repatr .
Meiatenance and repatir
Maintenanos and revair commoaitd
Puel and other utilities
Tusls .
uel o
(pip nd electricl
Other utilities ane public
Household furnishings and operatfon ..
Housefurnishings
Housskeeping supplie
keeping aervicas .
tpparel and upkeep
op o

Apparel -erucu
Transportatio:
Pr1 truupor .

Maintensncs and repasr
Other private tranaportation ...
Other private tran

Medical

Other mediosl cars
Entertaioment .......
Entertainaent co
Entertain
Othar goods and services ..
Tobacco produats......
Peracnal care
Tollet goods Lond’ ptnan-l cire
appliances 1/.

173 . .
Personal and educationsl

Commoditi
Nondurables
Apparel commpdits
Nondurables less food, bavers
and apparel 1/.

v
Toal care servics
Otner servic.

3pegtal inde
s 1

Purcha
|957-u n |/
1957-59431.50 1/,

1

sonslly adjusted,

er Price Index for urden wage sarsers and cleriosl vorkers:
100

Not se
oT8: xnau applies to a moath as a whole, Dot to any specific dat

CPI-W

clty average, by expenditure category and

groent o
Oc¢ 19
A
Bxpenditure category
2.0

9.8

1

1

deao o

e
euno i BANTen N EID

a.
9.
9.
8.
1.
7.
6.
8.
0.
1

3.
3.
5

PUENE BEENBLLO NP D ENB O LN S CCW RGN OB ON VOB E S

-7
5
7
L)
9
9
1

.2

-3

.5

.8
1

-7

Liobm oWwnmbol bumb

o

S onally adjusted
percent change fron

July te  Aug. to  Sept. to
dug. Sept. Oct.

(moNme  Now  aa [ N
. woo

VA Y R A M I Y A SV SRS A S RS AR IS S RIS T TS0

-

1.0 1.1 0.9
-9 1.0 .1
0 R .1
13 1.2 .1
2.2 1.6 .8
. 1o N
2.8 2.1 .9
.6 5 N
1.2 1 1.2
.9 i 1.2
1.4 1.4 1.%
12 1 6
.9 1.2 1.2
.6 1 N}

1.2 10
1.0 .6
.9 .1
11 -9
1.2 .1
16 -8
2.0 -9
1.2 -6
1.2 1.2
1.3 1.3
2.7 1.0
.8 .8
10 -9
.5 5
3.4 1.1
T 1.2
-8 -9
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CPI-W

TAMLE 5. Consamer rne- Index Tor urbaa wage Seasonally adjusted U.3. city av by expenditure

category asd ¢ service group, 196

raers and clerical vorker,
00

Seasonally adjusted tudexes Seasonally nnusl rate
percent change for-
Group July  aug. Sept.  Oct. 3 months ending 1n 6 moaths eading in
1979 1979 1979 1979 Jas.  4pe,  July  Oet. apr. et
1979 1979 1579 1979 1979 1979

Expenditure category

1.

a1 1 .
Pood and ncungn

e

BT e B L T Lk L L L L .Y TIPSR AL UV S RIS S AL SRV 4

Food ai b
Cereals and bakery product
Meats, poultry, fish, and egg
Dairy procucts.,
rrun. and veger

13.2

'
RN SRV P ARV ARSI T S SRR IE S T A IS SN A T A A I S S

PR L N PRy g g e R R Tl R S - P - - -F A Sir i Sy o

2
5
i
3
A,
1.
0.
7.
9
5.
12
10
9
7
6.
8,
1.
0.

Lindbhbnnlomobonble

Tinancing, t
Matntenance and repatrs
Malntenance and rapatr service:
Matntenance and rep a1

Fuel and ot

Py
»
&

t1tfties ..

ve. cereee
Fuel 011, coal, and bottled
Gaz (piped) and electricity .
Other utilities snd public services

R mwaTNEN

wd

HBouaehold furnishings and operation 7
Housefurnlsbings “een 6
keeping supplies. ] ;
. 5
163.5 - a
163.3 3 !
151.8 -3 -1, 3.
22101 -1 3
181 2 [ 9
178.3 3 . 2 S.
210.8 . 120 1
222.5 1% 2 3.2 16
222.8 15 2n, 13.2 17.
167.1 10 . -2.8 12.,
196.9 23 -6. ~5.7 1t
303.7 2 8 4.3 9.
. 233.9 [] 10, 9.3 9.
Other private trlnlporll!\on .. 208.2 8 1 9.8 T.
Other private trans. e od 180.5 kL3 . 12.9 1.
Otner private trans. s 212.8 1 9.1 6.
Public tranaportation. 206.3 17.9 5.
AT, 2.0 9.
1576 6.6 1. 1.2
. 267.0 + 13.6 9. 1.6
sional services 1/ . 2349 10.¢t 9. 9.8
medical care services . 306.5 1 17.6 9. 3.7
Eatertainment . . 191.5 7.0 7. 6.8
oaeat e . 190.9 6.8 7. 5.9
ament services ... . 193.5 3 7.3 8. 83
Other go0cs and servives . 200.9 10.8 6. 8.0
. 191.6 . 0.0 5. 5.8
. 199.% . 7.1 2. 7.5
Tollet goods aﬂﬂ pcrlon-l care
applianca: B 191.6 A 7.7 8.2 5.9
Personal ca . 207.3 1.6 5.6 7.9 9.1
Peraonal and . 221.7 6.1 185 5.8 1201
Sel 1 books and wapplise: . 201.8 1.6 7.9 9.2 7.8
Personal and edueatfonal services . 226.7 6.1 20.0 a.5 12.9
A1l ttems . - - 12.8
Ccllodlues.. . 209.8 21,7 213.9 1.5
- . 229.3 229.2 2.2 5.1
. 197.3 2005 202.9 1.9
a rnoa and beverag: - 206.0 210.5 213.9 0.8
1pparel odities... . 160.5  151.2  162.8 30
Hondurables les.
238.9 243.0 3.2
192.1 193.1 7.6
238.2 2%0.8 15.0
1775 17904 1
273.9 2716 19.4
2160 217 10.6
260.8  263.8 1.6
201.9 208.2 9.8

Conmodities
Mandurables
Nondurables
Mondurables

energy 1/.. . 15.3  217.0
less food and energy 1/. 209.0 211.0
186.2 1871,
315.8  326.%
235.8 2308

1/ Not seasonally adj
WOTE: Index applies to a moath as s whole, not to any specific date.



TABLE 6. Consumer Price Index for urban wage earners and clerical workers: Selected areas, all ftess index, 19673100 unles

otherwise noted

Otner Incezes Perceat change to Percent ctan
Ares 1/ Pricing index July  Aus. et Oct. 1979 froa- Sept. 1979 fro
acheduls  bBase 1979 1979, 1979 Oct.  Aug.  Sept. Sept. July
’ 1978 1979 1979 1978 . 1979
U.3. eity avers .. 2198 2215 2237 225.6 12,2 1.9 o.8 2. 2.
Chicago, I11.-Northw " 218.2  220.6 221.1 13.6 1.6 1.3 1.
Detroit, Mich...... H 222.6  22).5 226.9 1301 1.9 1.5 2.8 1.
L.4.-Long Beach, ® 219.6  223.0  228.0 13,6 2.0 REEEEN 2.
N.Y., N.Y.-Northeastern W.J " 2101 215.3 2178 219.3 1001 1.9 7 10.2 1.
Philadelphia, Pa.-H.J..... . " 216.9  218.1  220,3 221.3 .y 1.5 s 12 1.
incrorage, tasta.. . 1 10767 2063 - 21009 - - - 9.1 2.2
Baltiear . 1 221.4 - 2.9 - - - - 10,6 1.8
Boston, e 1 - 217l - - - 1.5 2.0
Clactnnatt, OhiocKy.-Ind........... 1 - 230.8 - - - - [N 1.9
Denver-Boulder, Colo...... | - 236 - - - - 17.2 1.8
Hiami, Pl . 1 17 - ndr - - - - 0.9 1.5
Miluaukee, . 1 - 22007 - - - - a2 1.6
Wortheast Pennsy 1 - a7 - - - - ot 1
Portland, Oreg.-Wash 1 - 232,86 - - - - 1.9 2.1
St. Louts, Mo.-Ill........ 1 - 2225 - - - - 1.3 2.3
San Diego, Calif.......... 1 - 237 - - - - 15.7 2.0
s t, Vash..... 1 - a0 - - - 10.7 2.,
Washington, D.C.-Md.-Ya... 1 - 22y - - - 10.7 )
stlante, Ga 2 219.0 - 2238 12,1 2.1 - - -
Bufrelo, N.Y 2 215.3 - 2146 10.5 1.5 - - -
2 222.% - 22s.5 12,5 1.3 - - -
2 22300 - 22800 1.9 2.2 - - -
2 207.2 - 2t 1.9 1.9 - - -
2 239.0 - 23818 13.1 1.2 - - -
2 2231 - 22109 15.6 2.2 - - -
Minaeapolialat. 2 220.5 - 2330 13,9 2.0 - - -
Pitraburgn, Pa. ceaas 2 220.0 - 226.% 12.2 2.8 - - -
San Prancisco-Oakland, Califl 2 218.6 - 220.8 9.0, 1.0 - - -
Region 3/
Martheast..... 2 12717 - N - g . 2.0 - - -
North Central 2 12777 - 12006 - 22,8 13.2 1.8 - - -
Soutn. 2 12/77 - 96 P IR 12.3 1.1 - - -
vest,. 2 12717 - 9.8 - 1223 13.0 2.1 - - -
2 12471 - 1 - 119.6 12.0 1.8 - - -
2 12771 - e - 1218 12.3 1.8 - - -
2 12771 - 12001 - 225 133 2.0 - - -
2 12777 - 1198 - 220 12,6 IR - - -
2 12177 - uga - 21 12,8 [ - - -
feglon/population c1a
rosa classification 3/ )
Northeast/a. .. e 2 12077 - s - 073 1.9 - - -
2 12/17 - a2 - 1233 1.7 - - -
2 12117 - 119 -zl 1.6 - - -
2 12017 - 15,0 -z 1.8 - - -
(7L 2 12717 - 7.2 - 119 2.3 - - -
Worth Central/f. 2 12/77 - a2t - 123 1.5 - - -
SouthsB. 2 12777 - 12001 - 222 1.7 - - -
Vest/B : 2 12777 - 212 - a2 2.5 - - -
®ortheast/C...... 2 12/77 - 12007 - 1230 1.9 - - -
Worth Central/t.. 2 12417 - s - 22 2.1 - - -
SOULR/C..ui.ai it 2 12771 - 1zoa - 222 1.7 - - -
Veat/C 2 12/77 - 1189 - 1226 2.3 - - -
Northeast/D...... 2 12717 - 1.6 - 2001 2.1 - - -
North Ceatral/D.. 2 12/77 - 12001 - ez 1.7 - - -
South/D.......i.s 2 12/17 - s - 20w 1.7 - - -
West/D IR 2 12/77 - 1195 - 238 3.3 - - -

1/ Area is generally the Standard Wetropolitan Statisttcal Ares (SM34), exalusive of farms, L,A.-Long Bexch, Anabeia,
M.Y.-Hortheastern N.J. and Chicago, Ill.-Northwestern Ind. are Lhe morse

Area definitions are those shed by the Office of Mana t
except for Denver-Boulder, coon which does not inolude Douglas County. Definitions do not iaclude revisions
aince 1973,

veral other {teas priced every month in all area

1 - January, March, May, July, Septeaber, and Novemb:
2 - Pebruary, 4pril, June, August, October, and December.
3/ Reglona are defined as the four Cenaus regions
The population size ol are aggregations of areas which have urban population as defined below:
A re than X,000,000.
) 1,250,000 to 4,000,000,
B 385,000 to 1,250,000.
¢ 75,000 to 385,000,
2 than  75,000.
repnnuan size clazs A is the aggregation of population size cla

A-1 and 4-2.

Panily Budgets.

Price changes within areas are found in the Consuner Price Index; differences in living coats among aress are found in

CPIW

dug.
1979

R

d Budget in
ade

mo3t other goods and services priced as indicated:

caltf. |
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CHART t CPl for Urban Woge Earners and Clerical Workera
Al items and mojor componenis by expenditure claoss, 1868-79

Al ltems
adex. 17=100 s | T
Not seasonaly odjusted) — gg
/' : — 160
Peroent ochange # oor — 100
—_—12— th 12.4 | Percent
------ J—month span. 3l — 40
— 30
. ’ é LY » Fa® 1 m
" e AT Atz | 10
- AT = -4 0
Food ond beveroges 1o
jotes, 1om-0 s | THT
Seasonally odjusted) — 240
— 220
- /'/ — 200
/\-———f — 1680
~1 160
-
Percent change » H wr 100
12-month » 9.8 | Percent
------ 1-month xn E': 821 — 4
A “ ( 4 ‘ N ] ;
1

1868 1869 1970 1871 1872 1873 1974 1875 1976 1877 1978 1878

¢ Unodjusted data used {o calculote 2-month percent change. Percent
changes over +—month epans ore onnual rates oaloulated from seosonally

adjusted data

** August 1972 = 92 percent
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CHART 2: CPl for Urban Wage Earnars ond Clerlcal Workers:
Al items and mojor componenis by expenditure claoss, 1868=79

Tr ortation
é . 1967=100 W}’ns ?:n-
Seasorally adjusted) le %g
/ — 200
| —{ 180
— 160
// — 140
— | —120
/'-—
—e - 100
Peroent change #

—— 12-menth 17.4 | Peroent
------ iy og Lt | et
— 30
A l( ‘a~ - 2

Boahi - e~ Ny

T i L SRR -

: .
10

Medical care :
&ndax. 1967=100 %.1 mv—
Seasonally adjustaed) 2o
- 220

-//
] — 120
- —
Percent change « o 100
12-month 9.9 | Percent
------ 1-month g B33 1 40

1868 1969 1970 1971 1972 1873 1974 1875 1976 1977 1978 1878

¢ Unadjusted duta used to calculate 1Z—month percent change. Percent
@ 99 over +month epons are onnual rates ocaloulated from seascnally
adjusted doto
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CHART 3: CPI for Urban Woge Earnere ond Clerical Workors:
Al ltems ond major comgensnis by expenditurs class, 1988-79

Housi
2:& 1987=100 %.s ?:""
Seasonaly odjusted) — gg
/ — 200
L ~ 180
/" — 180
— 140
Paroent change ¢ ooT — 100
12— th 13.7 § Peroent
------ 1=month lp.:" 7704 10
30
\ " !  Fein . KRN2 ;’6
I3 ” 7 b T S -2 -
M%W Frvmyis S st e
' —-10
Appare! and wpk
ndex, 1”7:'1300@ 0?9-1 m’-
Iy odjusted) — 240
~1220
— 200
—1160
/
_____,_,———-/'_M i
| —120

1868 1969 1970 1871 1872 1873 1874 1875 1976 1877 1978 1878

e Unodfusted data used to calculate T2—month percent change. Fercent
hanges over F-month epane are annuol rates caloculated from seosonally

°
adjusted data
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CHART 4: CPI for Urbon Woge Earners and Clerlcal Workers:
Al items and major componsnis by expanditure clces, 1968=79

1960 1869 1970 1871 1872 1873 1974 1875 1876 1877 1878 1879

e Unadjusted datq used to celculate T2—-month percent changs. Percent
ee over +-month epans are annugl rates oaioulated from seasonally

o
adjusted dota

———
Entertalnment
J"“ 1987=100 %.s mn—
Seamonaly odjusted) e ZB
— — 200
—1 180
,__..,_-—-——/ 10
/ —~ 120
F’-:r;t change ¢ — 100
1= th 7.3 | Peroent
------ ey 7 | P
=4
N =
me . 7 ot torpyaan ._:j_i ¥ : 10
—-10
Other goods and services
Jogex. 1ow7=t00 o | T
Seasonaly adJusted) o
~1220
/ ~ 180
/ —1 160
— 140
-5-"/ — | —{ 120
o
Percant changs » — 100
12~ th 7.4 | Percant
------ 1-1!':;22'1 ww‘ s.0 —
— 30
3 .11 2
i*‘, ‘vf." ' _vv_'gi‘ V-ONY, LY o = SN ST o !‘— 'I) It : lg
—-10
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Senator BEnTseN. Mr. Russell, we are pleased to have you before
us this morning.

I want to ask you the question that is on the minds of every Ameri-
can consumer today, When will we get some relief from these incredi-
ble increases in consumer prices?

TESTIMONY OF R. ROBERT RUSSELL, DIRECTOR, COUNCIL ON WAGE
AND PRICE STABILITY

Mr. RusseLr. Do you want me to begin answering questions now?

Senator BexTseN. I wish you would, beginning with that one.

Mr. RussecLr. I handed out a number of tables. I think two of the
tables, which pertain to the most recent increases in both the Pro-
ducer Price Index and the Consumer Price Index, provide some evi-
dence about what we can expect over the next few months.

I think the amazing thing about the inflation thus far is that al-
though we have been suffering through a very severe explosion in the
uncontrollable exogenous components of the CPI—primarily, food,
energy, and housing—the underlying rate at least thus far has not
exploded as we feared it might.

However, the October figures give us some mixed evidence about
what is happening to the underlying rate of inflation, which provides
a better picture of the possibilities of bringing inflation under con-
trol than does the overall Consumer Price Index which contains
many volatile components that aren’t susceptible to immediate control.

If you look at the table, the Producer Price Index, you will see that
the index for finished goods less food and energy—two volatile com-
ponents that have accounted for such a large part of the inflation
over the last year—has some very ominous indications for what is

‘to come. This index went up six-tenths, six-tenth, and five-tenths in
July, August, and September.

However, in the month of October the Producer Price Index less
food and energy prices went up by one full percentage point. This
acceleration in the price increases of goods produced in the United
States is across the board and, and I think, provides evidence that
maybe the food and fuel price explosion is starting to get built into
the industrial wage-price structure. If that happens, it will take us
even longer than we thought to slow down this inflation.

Senator BENTSEN. Let me understand that. Do you think that the
fuel increases have worked their way through the system yet or not.?

Mr. RusserL. I think that the bulk of the fuel price increases have
worked their way through the system in the sense that almost all of
the direct effects have now been felt. Indeed, the Consumer Price
Index released this morning indicates that fuel price increases have
slowed down markedly. However, what we have yet to experience
are the indirect effects of these fuel price increases. As the increased
prices of fuel, petrochemicals, and others——

Senator BENTSEN. As they get into the byproducts?

Mr. RusseLL. Yes. And then they get buift into the Consumer Price’
Index, and that, in turn, gets built into wage increases. And so, the
ultimate effect of fuel price increases and shocks such as we had this
year is roughly double the direct effect. And we will be feeling the
indirect effects of the fuel price explosion for the next year.
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Senator BenTseN. All right. If you would, please go ahead.

Mr. RusserL. If you like, I would turn to the Consumer Price Index.
That also gives us some reasons to be optimistic, but also some reason
to be pessimistic about the potential for getting things under control
over the next few months. The overall increase was again 1 percent,
about the same as it was in the previous 3 months. However, this over-
all increase in the CPI, I think, conceals more than it reveals with
respect to the components. If we look at the problematic components,
we see that food is again rising. It rose at eight-tenths of 1 percent in
October, primarily because of meat price increases, and roughly the
same increase as in September.

On the whole, food price increases don’t look very good, but they
are not nearly as bad right now as they were in the winter of last year.

The optimistic part of the Consumer Price Index is the evidence
that, indeed, energy price increases are at least for the moment abat-
ing. The energy component of the CPI went up by just 1.1 percentage
point in October. This compares to 2.7 percentage points in September,
3.2 percentage points in August, and 4.2 in July. So, there has been
steady deceleration in the energy component of the CPI.

The bad news is in the housing component of the CPI. We had an-
ticipated a slowdown in this component about now because the anec-
dotal evidence suggests that the speculation in housing has abated a
bit and there is evigence from around the country that home purchase
price increases are starting to slow down. This did not show up because
the inrcease in the home purchase component of the CPI in October
was 1.9 percent, well above the rate of increase that we had experienced
in previous months.

Senator BeEnTsen. How current are these figures? When you say
“for October,” what are you measuring ? , _

Mr. RusseLL. That is a good question because, while the October
CPIT in some cases measures the price increases during October, in the
case of the housing components, that is decidedly untrue.

Senator BexTseN. That is what I was afraid of.

Mr. Russerr. Most of the data in that component come from the
FHA.

Senator BenTsen. Do we have a lag that is taking place in those
housing numbers ?

Mr. Russerr. The lag is about 2 to 3 months, on average. So, if there
is a slowdown in home purchase price increases—-

Senator BenTseN. You see, every day I hear that there is a sub-
stantial disintermediation in funds, and that the commitment windows
are closing on housing. Prior commitments are being funded, but the
pipeline is empty, from what I hear. And I want to see how much
lag is still there, how many of those mortgages were already com-
mitted months in advance.

Mr. RusserLr. Well, yes, there is, of course, substantial anecdotal
evidence of drying up of mortgage credit in various parts of the coun-

“try. However, I should hasten to add that the actions of the Federal
Reserve Board, the recent actions, have not yet had an impact on the
home finance component of the CPI. That also enters the CPT with
alag. T don’t expect they will start to show up until the November CPI,
and then they will show up with a vengeance in the December CPL
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So that the lag is helpful in one respect and harmful in another as
far as determining what the picture looks like in the months ahead,
because if there is indeed a slowdown in home purchase prices, that
has not yet been felt in the CPT or has not yet been reflected in it. Then,
over the next 2 or 3 months, we should see that component slowing
down a bit, although it did accelerate sharply in October.

On the other hand, the home finance part of it is likely to be even
worse over the next few months than it has been, and it is bad enough
already. It could be going up at rates in excess of 2 percent a month
over the next few months.

Senator BExTsEN. How about home financing costs? Are they ex-
aggerated to some degree in the CPI? I have heard charges that they
are.

Mr. RusserL. It is not exactly exaggerated. It is a conceptual issue
of what it is that the CPI is supposed to be measuring. The Bureau of
Labor Statistics has repeatedly said that this is not a cost-of-living
index; it does not measure the increase in the cost of living for most
consumers. Rather, it is a price index for currently produced and pur-
chased commodities.

Therefore, the home purchase and home financing component of
the CPI measures the increased cost of buying a house today and
financing a house today. This, of course, is an increase in cost only
for those who today are buying and financing a house. For others,
when home purchase prices go up, they are in fact wealthier. The cost
of living has not gone up for them at all. They have become richer
through the increase of the value of their assets.

This does, however, tend to exaggerate a bit the effects of interest
rate changes and changes in home purchase prices on both the up side
and down side. So, right now it is probably exaggerating the increase
in the CPI if we want to think of it as a cost of living. But when in-
terest rates turn around, as I am sure they will do in the next year,
it will help us in that the home purchase component will fall by more
than it would if we were measuring something like implicit rent, in-
stead of the cost of currently purchased homes.

Senator BenTsEN. You would say that the inflation figures pub-
lished in January before the Iowa caucuses would be rather unfavor-
able numbers; is that right

Mr. RusseLL. T personally don’t see a very highly probable prospect
of a significant moderation in the inflation rate over the next few
months. T think in looking for moderation we have to take a longer-
term horizon than 3 months. So much of that, of course, depends on
what OPEC decides to do, as well. ,

Senator BenTseN. Last month Mr. Kahn stated that we have to look
toward tax incentives fo encourage capital formation and research
and development. Can you be more specific as to what the administra-
tion is likely to propose and when it will propose it

Mr. RusseLL. No. I can’t be more specific because, as far as I know; -
the administration is not close to proposing any kind of targeted tax
cut program right now because of feeling that it would be—

Senator BenTsen. Don’t you think it will be in the State of the Un-
ion Address? Don’t you think that the administration now is gleaning
ideas along these lines to put in the State of the Union Address?

59-671 0 - 80 - 7
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Mr. Russerr. The administration is always reexamining fiscal
policy with respect to both short-term and long-term impacts. The
problem with a tax cut now is that it would have a deleterious short-
term impact on the inflation rate. In the long run, I think, the admin-
istration is on record with the view that a tax incentive——

Senator BEnTsEN. Well, it’s obvious that they are not going to do it
now, from their actions. But I would assume that you’re going to see
something like that proposed in the State of the Union Address.

Mr. Russerr. I wouldn’t want to speculate about what will be in the
State of the Union Address. '

Senator BexTsexN. Many older Americans feel that the prices of the
items they purchase have risen more rapidly than the overall Con-
sumer Price Index, and they then argue that the automatic inflation
adjusted in social security is inadequate.

Now, have you as the Social Security Administration investigated
this? Would it be preferable—is it feasible—to have a separate CPI
reflecting the buying patterns of the elderly?

Mr. RusseLr. If, in fact, we were trying to measure the increased
cost of living of different people, we should probably have a different
cost-of-living index for every person in the United States, because
the change in the cost of living depends eritically upon what you buy.
And so, I imagine that insofar as the retired buy a different basket of
goods than does the average urban consumer who enters the Consumer
Price Index sample, you might get somewhat different results than
vou would for the overall CPI.

However, the studies that I have seen that construct cost-of-living
indexes for particular subsets of population instead of the overall pop-
ulation don’t show radical differences in the changes in the cost of
living. This is perhaps most obviously evidenced by the construction
of two different consumer price indexes—one for urban workers and
one for all urban consumers—which don’t really vary that much in
terms of changes over time.

As for the basket that the retired people buy, I imagine that most
retired persons already own a home. It is the young who have not yet
bought a home that bear the biggest burden of the big increases in
home finance and home purchase costs. :

So, it’s not clear to me at all that the elderly suffer the most from
the price increases or that the price index is biased against them in
terms of measuring the cost of living. It may go the other way, in fact.

Senator BEnTsEN. Senator Proxmire. :

Senator Proxmire. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I understand that the chairman asked about this a little earlier, but
it really disturbs me very much. I wonder what kind of a Consumer
Price Index we have when you tell us, as you tell us in your release
here, that two-thirds of the increase is due to increased housing costs.
Isn’t that right?

Mr. Russern. I haven’t measured that. You mean, for October ?

Senator Proxmire. Yes, sir.

Mr. RusseLL. Well, let’s see, it is up around 2 percent. That is 20
percent of the index. That is four-tenths. It appears to account for
about four-tenths of a percent, and the overall increase is 1 percent.
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Senator Proxmire. Well, let me read this from the Qctober CPI
release :

The housing component primarily reflecting higher mortgage interest rates and
house prices, continued to advance sharply and accounted for about two-thirds
of the increase in the October CPI.” That is in the second sentence under “CPI
for urban consumers.

Mr. RusseLn. That includes rents as well as home purchases. Rents
went up a lot the last month. They went up 1.3 percent.

Senator Proxmire. Let’s zero in on that. I understand that the
housing component measures three things, primarily. It measures, No.
1, the increase in the mortgage interest rate. And it represents, No. 2,
the increase in the price of houses that are purchased. It represents,
No. 3, the increase in the rent index. Is that right?

Mr. Russerr. That is correct, home purchase is one; finance, insur-
ance, and taxes is second ; and rent is the third.

Senator Proxmire. OK. Now, the difficulty is that only a tiny frac-
tion of the American people bought a home in October. Therefore,
only that small proportion would be hit by the higher mortgage rates.
Right? If you didn’t take out a mortgage in October, it didn’t affect
you.

No. 2, only a small fraction, the same portion, would be affected by
the increase in the price of housing in October. Right ?

Mr. RusseLw. That’s correct. ,

Senator Prox»are. So, those two elements there don’t really measure
the increase in the cost of living for most Americans. Is that right?

Mr. RusserL. That’s correct. This is not meant to be a measure of the
cost of living. The BLS has repeatedly said that.

Senator ProxmIre. I know they say that, but it drives me bananas—
the headlines in the newspapers all over the country today and televi-
sion tonight are going to be that inflation is continuing at a roughly
1-percent rate. And you say in this release here that the housing com-
ponent accounted for about two-thirds of the increase in October, and
now you tell me that this doesn’t really measure the increase in the cost
of living for Americans.

So, I think that there is a deception here. It’s not only deceiving the
people who think that there is a_different inflation rate than they suf-
fer from, but it also is persuading us to following economic policies
based upon a false assumption as to what is happening to inflation,

Mr. Russerr. That’s right. It’s not just a matter of perception. It also
gets built directly into wage increases through cost-of-living escalators.

Senator Proxmire. That’s another element. Tt increases social secu-
rity payments for 40 million Americans. It has a profound effect on
this society. And yet it is not based on an element of cost that the over-
whelming majority of American people experience.

One of the reasons I raise this, too, is that we’re going to get it the
other way. As you know, one of the best pieces of news we’ve had in a
long time occurred yesterday, when the prime rate was reduced, and
many people think that interests rates may peak and may start going
d}(l)wn. I don’t think that they will, necessarily. But they may well do
that.

Now, if that happens—and it may not this month, but it probably
will over the next few months—then we’re going to get the reverse of
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this situation. We may get the notion that inflation is under control
because we will have a sharp drop in housing inflation which won’t
really benefit the great majority of the American people. But we will
get the picture that inflation is improving, when it really isn’t improv-
ng that much. Isn’t that likely to be the effect ?

Mr. Russerr. That’s right. What you’re doing, Senator, is providing
a good argument for looking at what we call the “underl}):ing rate of
inflation” for an indicator in making economic policy, rather than the
overall inflation. rate which includes these very volatile components
which don’t really reflect underlying inflation trends.

Senator Proxmire. Well, is there such a component? Is there some
way we can get this out every month and have people know about it,
and have it reported so that we have some picture of the actual increase
in the cost of living for the American people? You say that the CPI
does not purport to reflect that. But the index is reported that way—
at least it is interpreted that way by most of us, even those of us who
have been around here a long, long time and have a lot of experience
with this.

Mr. RusseLr. If you read the release carefully, I think you will see
they never refer to it as a “cost of living” but rather as a “consumer
price index.” And I guess that one can certainly make an argument
that another method of measuring the cost of home ownership should
be used than the Consumer Price Index.

The most obvious one, recommended by most economists, is the “im-
plicit rent notion.” There is both an investment aspect in owning a-
home and a consumption aspect.

Senator Proxmire. Now, would that particular measurement reflect
the impact of housing costs on the great majority of the American peo-
ple, including those who own their own home and have the same mort-
gage and so forth?

Mr. RusseLL. Yes; it would. The real cost of living in a house that
you own is the opportunity cost of not renting it out to somebody else.
When you buy a house, what you have done is invested in a capital
good whose value typically appreciates, and you get income from that.

Senator PROXMIRE. VVelf, T think that is a little reaching.

Mr. RusseLr. Noj it’s not.

Senator Proxmire. Is the real advantage the lost opportunity cost
or the opportunity cost ?

Mr. RusseLt. You can always, if you wish, rent your house out and
rent somebody else’s house, for example, in which case your standard
of living is not the least bit affected by changes in the cost or the level
of interest rates or in the value of houses.

Senator Proxmire. You can do that, but most of us aren’t in the busi-
ness. Most of us are going to live in our house. We don’t think that
from month to month or even year to year we can make a little better
deal—that’s just not the way we live or the way we think or the way
we operate.

Mr. Russerr. What I am saying is the cost of living in your house
implicitly is the cost of not renting it out. Therefore, an accurate indi-
cator of what it is costing to live in your house is the lost rental, and
the rental component of the Consumer Price Index, therefore, is a very
good indicator of the true cost of living in your house and consuming
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the services of the house that you own for both investment and con-
sumption purposes.

Therefore, 1f we use something like the rental index to impute the
rents to living in the house, we would get 2 much more stable index,
which you can see by looking at the rental component of the CPI,
which is fairly stable. Although, I might add, in October, unfortunate-
ly, it jumped by 1.3 percentage points, the biggest jump in years.

Senator Proxmire. Let me ask you this: What would be the increase
in the cost of living, leaving that very controversial housing element
out of it?

Mr. RusseLL. I have to guess, because I don’t have that calculation
handy, but I think that if you take that alone out, the increase in the
Consumer Price Index over last year would be lower by about two
percentage points, which would knock it down from about 12 to about
10 percent. .

Senator Proxmire. OK, that’s very helpful. What would it be now,
for October, if you can do that? _

Mr. RusseLL. For October? The overall increase was 1 percent and
if you knock-—it would be somewhere around eight-tenths of 1 percent.

Senator ProxMire. Eight-tenths of 1 percent instead of 1 percent?

Mr. RusseLL. That’s right.

Senator Proxmire. Then I can’t understand what this means, when
you say that the housing component accounted for about two-thirds of
the increase in October.

Mr. RusserL. There’s a difference between telling you how much of
the increase it accounted for on the one hand, and simply taking it out
on the other. There is a difference between those two calculations.

Senator Proxmire. I can see where there would be a difference. I
can’t see where the difference would be that great. It seems to me that
if taking it out leaves an increase of only eight-tenths of 1 percent that
would account for only 20 percent of the increase. It would have been
1 percent with it in. With it out, is it eight-tenths of 1 percent?

Mr. RusseLL. It would take a while to go through the arithmetic, but
that is not correct.

Senator Proxmire. Now, at last month’s CPI ‘hearing, Chairman
- Kahn said that the critical variable in the oil situation was not the price
posted by OPEC, but their production policies, and that a cutback in
OPEC production would keep inflation going at its recent rate. Since
that time, our Embassy at Tehran has been taken over, our Embassy
in Islamabad has been burned to the ground, the mosque in Mecca has
been occupied. we have stopped all imports of oil from Iran, and the
Saudis and other Persian Gulf oil producers have expressed concern
about our freezing of Iranian deposits in U.S. banks.

As a result of these factors, are we likely to see the type of produc-
%on cgtback with the repercussions for inflation feared by Chairman

ahn?

Mr. RusserL. I think that OPEC was already planning production
cutbacks next year, quite independently of the political crisis in the
Middle East, and that we have to look forward next year to another
large increase in crude oil prices, without doubt.

Whether it will be as large as last year is hard to know. I don’t, how-
ever, expect the increase in the retail prices of refined petroleum prices
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to be as big as last year, because a great bulk of the increases in energy
prices in the United States during this past year were not attributable
to increases in the price of crude o1l, but rather to increases in the mar-
gins of refiners and distributors of refined products. o

Their margins are now high, so that even if we had a crude oil price
index next year as big as last, that is, 60 percent, I wouldn’t expect
retail energy prices to go up as much next year. ) )

Senator Proxuire. Can you tell what effect our embargoing Iranian
oil and refusing to buy it will have on the CPI? .

Mr. RusseLL. As long as Iran continues to supply oil in the world
market, I don’t think that our embargoing the importation of Iranian
oil would have a major impact on U.S. energy prices. What determines
the prices of energy is what the equilibrium price is in the world mar-
ket. As long as Iran’s oil is being supplied to the world market, there
will be some redistribution of supplies.

Sehator Proxmire. Well, that redistribution process involves a some-
what higher price, doesn’t it ?

Mr. Russerr. That’s right. We would end up having to buy higher
priced oil.

Senator Proxmire. How much higher ¢

Mr. RusseLL. I don’t know, exactly. It would raise the price but not
by a lot. If Iran were to simply stop exporting oil at all, since they
account for I think, around 4 percent of the world oil supply, that
would have a major impact on prices.

Senator ProxumIre. What effect would that have on prices?

Mr. RusseLr. The short-run elasticity of demand is about 0.1,s0a
4-percent cutback in production is likely to cause a 40-percent increase
in the price of crude oil in the short run.

Senator ProxmIre. A 40-percent increase in the price of oil if Iran
was out of the market ¢
~ Mr. RusseLr. That’s right.

Senator ProxMrre. Over the last 3 months, the Producer Price Index
for finished consumer goods has risen at an annual rate exceeding 19
percent. That is the Producer Price Index. Now, does that suggest that
the CPI is likely to rise even more rapidly in the next few months?

Mr. RusseLL. There is a lagged response in the CPI to increases in
the PPI, but it is not very long, particularly if you look only at the
finished goods component of the Producer Price Index. Another thing
to keep in mind is that the Producer Price Index is measuring some-
thing quite different from the Consumer Price Index. Only goods are
included in the Producer Price Index, whereas the Consumer Price
Index includes services. Service prices tend to be much more stable
than the prices of commodities. Therefore, the big increase in the Pro-
ducer Price Index typically do not augur for similarly big increases
in the Consumer Price Index, with the lag.

Senator Proxmrre. Now we have a good leading indicator for the
unemployment rate : the number of people who work part time, volun-
tarily, divided by the number who work part time because they have to,
out of necessity. I understand that this index has been followed, and it

has been a very good advance indicator, with a lag of about 6 months to
a year, for unemployment.
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Are there any leading indicators for the price index? Do you know
of any that we could be aware of, other than the producer prices, which
foreshadow an increased inflation over the next few months?

Mr. RusseLr. No; I know of nothing similar to what you refer to
with respect to the unemployment rate. It is true that looking at crude
material prices gives us some information about intermediate price
increases with the lag, which in turn is a pretty good predictor of
what’s going to happen to finished good prices with the lag. These are
the three different parts of the Producer Price Index, and the finished
goods, or Wholesale Price Index in the Producer Price Index does pro-
vide us with some information about the prices of goods, or Wholesale
Price Index in the Producer Price Index does provide us with some
information about the prices of goods in the CPI. So that we can track
these through the various stages of production, but it is not at all
accurate. :

There is an econometric model built by Joel Popkin that formalizes
these relationships and it works pretty well.

- Senator ProxMIre. What does that indicate for prices over the next
few months?

Mr. RusseLr. I have not talked to him or looked at his forecasts
lately, but I surmise that it does not look very good.

Senator Proxmire. Well, let’s see how good or bad that looks. Could
inflation go to 15 percent in 1980 ?

Mr. RusseLL. No; I would not anticipate that at all. T expect the
inflation rate is almost certain to drop in 1980, compared to 1979, unless
we have an even worse energy crisis next year. .

Senator Proxmire. Why? All the indicators you’ve given me so far
are negative. Certainly the world energy situation does not look good.
The Producer Price Index doesn’t look good. And yet you say infla-
tion will be better in 1980 than in 1979. Why ¢

Mr. RusseLr. I was looking at the next few months. Things don’t
look very good. Looking, however, at the year ahead, I think we
should see quite a bit of moderation in the overall rate of inflation.

Senator Proxmire. Why ¢

Mr. RusseLL. This is partly because I think the energy sector won’t
be as bad next year, nor will food and housing. Almost nobody believes
interest rates could go up again next year as much as they did this, and
most all forecasters are predicting that interest rates not only will
start to fall, but indeed have already begun to fall.

Finally, everybody, including the Government, is now predicting a
recession ranging from mild to severe during 1980 and this recession
is undoubtedly going to have some moderating effect on the inflation
rate. :

Senator Proxmire. Well, I think you may well be right on housing.
But why do you assume that food prices are going to moderate? Aren’t
they very unpredictable ? ‘

Mr. RusseLL. They are very unpredictable. But we have now had
three bad winters in a row and the rational thing to expect of a winter
is an average winter. If we have only an average winter this coming
year, the food price performance will be better than in any of the last
3 years. Now, if it is worse than average, we will get another poor per-
formance, as we had last year. :

But there is no reason to expect a winter worse than average.
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Senator Proxmrgre. Isn’t it possible that the energy situation may
counterbalance the improved housing performance?

Mr. Russern. Of course. That is where most of the uncertainty
lies, but this last year was so bad in terms of energy that T think you
would have to be one of the worst pessimists to expect an even worse
year ahead.

Senator Proxmire. Has COWPS or the Social Security Adminis-
tration investigated the effect of inflation on the elderly ? They arglue
that the automatic escalation of social security benefits don’t really
provide for them. .

Mr. RusseLL. We have not done a study ourselves. In answer to a
question by Senator Bentsen earlier, I indicated that I have no a
priori reason to believe that the Consumer Price Index is a poorer
indicator of changes in the cost of living for the elderly than for
others, primarily because the elderly, for the most part, already own
property.

The increase in the home purchase financing prices hits hardest
those families that are just in the stage of their life cycle where they’re.
buying houses. It is for them that I think the increase in the cost of
living is the worst.

Senator ProxMIre. Right now we have on the floor of the Senate, as
you know, a windfall profits tax. Those who oppose the windfall
profits tax or are trying to reduce it argue that it is an excise tax,
that it’s going to be translated into higher prices for energy for the
American people.

What can you tell us, as a professional, about the likely effects of
a windfall profits tax? Suppose the conference settles close to the
House version, with a windfall profits tax that yields over $200 bil-
lion over 10 years. Would that have a significant effect on prices, or
would it primarily come out of the profits of the oil companies?

Mr. RusseLr. Well, by its very name a “windfall profits tax” should
not have a short-term impact on prices. The reason is that it is
intended to tax away windfall gains or what economists call.rents, of
oil producers, that goes to them because of decontrol of crude oil and
refined product prices.

T guess it would be irresponsible of me, however, as an economist,
not to acknowledge that in the long run a windfall profits tax is a tax
on capital. Insofar as it is a tax on capital it can inhibit investment in
capital and insofar as it does that it can, in the long run, have an
inflationary impact by lowering productivity.

T think, however, that in the short run it is absolutely essential that
this windfall profits tax be passed, so that we do not have a massive
redistribution of income from oil consumers to oil producers, going
along with decontrol of energy.

Senator ProxMire. You say, then, that in the short run, over the
next year or so, the effect on prices should not be perceptible?

Mr. RusserL. That’s right.

Senator Proxmire. But in the longer run it might have an effect
because of the effect on investment ? .

Mr. Russerr. Insofar as it inhibits expansion of plant and capacity.

Senator Proxmire. Now, Mr. Kahn has been quoted as saving that
business is now on trial in the eyes of the American people. What did
he mean by that ?
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Mr. RusseLL. Was this a recent comment ? ’

Senator Proxmire, It was in the November Reader’s Digest.

Mr. Russerr. What I take it he means—although I don’t know
the context—is that——

Senator Proxmire. I presume it relates to the inflation situation
and their increased prices. )

Mr. Russern. I am sure it does. It relates to the theme that in order
to bring the inflation under control we must get restraint from every-
body. “Everybody” includes the business community. “Restraint”
means keeping the prices down; it means keeping prices down even
in an area such as energy, where shortages have arisen over the past
year. I think that that is what he means when he says business is on
trial, in the same way that labor is on trial and in the same way that the
government is on trial.

Senator Proxmire. Well, we have had a performance in the labor
sector which he keeps saying has been pretty good, and I think he’s
right. Wages have increased around 8 percent or so. Obviously prices
have been going up a lot higher than that. Profits have been going up
a great deal.

In view of that, has business failed their trial ?

Mr. Russerr. No, I don’t think so. Looking at the numbers more
carefully we see that the increases in wages plus fringe benefits over
the last year have been about 114 percentage points above the pay
standard. They have gone up about 814 percent, compared to the 7
percentage standard. That is not all due to violation of the standard,
but rather most of it is slippage due to various kinds of exemptions
and exceptions built into the standard.

If we look at prices in the industrial and service core of the economy,
at which the price standard is primarily aimed, this slippage has been
about the same. The price standard would call for increases of about 6
percent overall, in that sector of the economy, with universal adherence.
to the price standard. The actual increase in these sectors of the eco-
nomy has been about 714 percent over the first program year, so on
both the wage side and the price side, the slippage between the standard
itself and the actual increase has been about 114 percentage points.

This is also consistent with the fact that over this first year of our
program, income shares of labor and capital have remained roughly
constant. Indeed, the capital share, the share of profits in total income,
has fallen a little, whereas the share of labor in total income has risen
slightly.

" Senator Proxmire. Now, in the Council’s Inflation Update last
Wednesday vou said, and I quote:

There is considerable debate as to whether we are now in a recession, and, if
so. about the effects that a recession might have on the current rate of inflation.
Looking at the events of 1973-75, we see no guarantee that the underlying rate
of inflation in the present period will be checked, even if we are moving into a
recession. The sharp increase in the underlying rate of inflation in 1974 came
about concurrently with the economy’s relapse into recession.

Is it really worth suffering higher unemployment and other adverse
effects of recession if there is so much doubt about whether or not a
recession will help us reduce the rate of inflation ¢

Mr. RusseLr. No. Certainly I would not recommend an engineered
recession of the type that we suffered in 1975, when the unemployment
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rate went to 9 percent. That did, indeed, break the backbone of the
underlying inflation that we had back then, but at a terrible cost.

No one in the administration is recommending that recession is the
cure for inflation. They are saying, however, that a slowdown in the
real rate of growth is necessary in order to provide enough slack in
both labor and product markets to make the other parts of the anti-
inflation program work to moderate the inflation gradually over time.

But, in terms of using recession alone to fight inflation, the admin-
istration is unalterably opposed to that, because the social costs are
so great.

Senator Proxmire. Well, I wonder if there is any real difference.
You say that we did break the back of inflation in the 1975 period,
with a very high rate of unemployment. :

Mr. RusseLL. For a short period of time.

Senator Proxmire. And you don’t want to do that again? Are we
going to break the back here? What do you have to do, have a higher
rate of unemployment for a longer period of time? Maybe with more
distress? But it 1s going to take a longer period to do it. That means
you have to hold your unemployment at a higher level? Can we blink
at the fact that if you'’re going to do something effective about infla-
tion with fiscal and monetary policy you’ve got to pay a painful price?
People have to lose their jobs ?

It is a terrible thing to have to contemplate. No administration,
especially one running for reelection in less than a year, wants to admit
it. But is this one of the grim facts we really have to face?

Mr. RusserL. No; I don’t think so. I don’t think anybody argues
that recession is a necessary condition.

Senator Proxmire. I think a lot of people argue that. They don’t
argue it if they’re running for office. But they argue it if they’re not.

‘Mr. RusseLL. That’s right, many economists make that argument.
None of us in the administration make that argument. We think slow
growth and moderately restrictive fiscal and monetary policy over a
period of several years together with the pay and price standards can
gradually bring inflation under control If we were trying to do it
overnight, then I think it would take a severe recession. And that is
why we’re not trying to do it overnight.

Senator ProxMIRE. So you’re going to have to have a higher level
of unemployment for a longer period in order to wring out inflation
by a more moderate position ?

_ Mr. Russenr. I don’t think a higher rate of unemployment for a
sustained period of time is necessary to bring inflation under control.
I don’t consider a 6 percent—

Senator Proxmire. You're not running for office. Why do you have’
to take that position?

Mr. RusseLL. I don’t think a 6 percent unemployment rate is too
low. I think if we can’t bring inflation under control gradually over
time with the 6 percent unemployment rate—then I agree with you,
we are in trouble. But I don’t think that is true.

Senator Proxmire. Well? A 6 percent unemployment rate, but a
situation in which we have just about as high a proportion of our
people working as we’ve ever had in our history—because we had such
a tremendous increase in the work force.
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Mr. RusseLL. There’s no doubt about the fact that 6 percent today
may be very analagous to a 4 percent unemployment rate 10 years
ago. But 10 years ago I would have argued that there’s no reason
why we can’t control inflation with a 4 percent unemployment rate. 1
think today we certainly can control it with 6 percent unemployment
rate.

Senator Proxmire. We’re not doing very well now. And it has been
roughly 6 percent for a long, long time, more than a year.

Mr. RusseLL. For more than a year, yes; but it was brought dow:
quite substantially before this last year. -

Senator Proxmire. And inflation is about as bad as it’s ever been.

Mr. RusseLL. I think you will agree, Senator, though, that there have
been some exogenous shocks that have made it hard to control the
inflation, even with a 6 percent unemployment rate. Most of the accel-
eration in inflation, if not all of it, can be attributed to shocks that have
nothing to do with the level of the unemployment rate.

Senator Proxmre. When McDonald’s reduced their prices on ham-
burgers and cheeseburgers in August, they proclaimed this loudly. But
according to yesterday’s Wall Street Journal, they recently increased
prices by 5 percent to 20 percent on almost everything else, without any
such fanfare. Will the Council on Wage and Price Stability investigate
these increases to see if they comply with the price guidelines?

Mr. Russerr. We have certainly got McDonald’s, like all of the other
major companies in the country, under constant surveillance. And we
will make sure that they are in compliance.

Senator Proxmire. Well, I hope for all the junk food addicts that
you do that, because people who don’t jog, and insist on eating that ter-
rible stuff deserve to suffer.

Mr. RusseLL. Of course, it’s been argued by some that that junk food
is more nutritious than a lot of the gourmet foods.

Senator Proxmire. I suppose you can find things that are even less
nutritious, but it’s not easy.

Last month, Mr. Kahn said one reason why inflation was lower in
Germany and Japan was that in comparison with the United States
they spend a smaller percentage of their GNP for military purposes.
I would agree that a sharp increase in military spending is inflationary,
but I don’t understand why the level of military spending per se con-
tributes to the rate of inflation.

Can you explain that to me? I am one of those who is very critical
of our defense spending, and I think it can be reduced, and ought to be,
but I don’t know—I would like to have you explain why this is more
inflationary than any other kind of Government spending. ‘

Mr. RusseLrL. Since this is not a matter of domestic policymaking, I
would like to take a somewhat different tack than Mr. Kahn. I don’t
myself attribute this to the different levels of defense spending in Ger-
many and Japan. The first thing I would like to say is I don’t think
the United States does all that poorly vis-a-vis other countries. Most
OECD countries now have inflation rates at double-digit levels. In
Japan, it’s true the inflation rate is about 5 to 6 percent for consumer
prices. However, that is a very service-oriented economy and service
prices have been fairly steady. If you look at their Producer Price
Index it’s been going up at about 10 percent. So Japan is not doing all
that well, either.
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Then we might ask, “Well, still they are doing somewhat better.
Why is that?” It is often argued that really they should be doing
even worse because of the energy problem, because they have to rely
almost entirely on imported oil in order to fuel their economy. But
in fact, that is not the critical issue.

The critical problem with the oil price increases is that there has
been a worldwide shortage, a worldwide increase in prices, and it
doesn’t matter whether you import it or produce it domestically. En-
ergy prices are going up everywhere. What matters is how energy-
intensive a country 1s. This country is more energy-intensive by far
Shan any of the European countries. And more energy-intensive than

apan.

Therefore, the energy crunch hits the United States harder than it
hits any of these other countries.

Finally, with respect to Germany, I might say that the way that
they can contro! inflation is through induced recessions, since their
Eeople don’t suffer very much through high unemployment rates. They

ave the luxury of being able to export their unemployed, because they
rely very much on alien workers during expansions, and when they
have an induced recession to fight inflation, the workers leave the
country.

A couple of years ago when they had a recession, 500,000 workers
left Germany because they could not find employment. If we were
to do the same in this country, given that our labor force is larger,
that is equivalent to exporting 2 million unemployed workers. That is
equivalent to 2 full percentage points on our unemployment rate.

If we could effectively raise the unemployment rate from 6 to 8
percent, but have no increase in unemployed Americans by simply
exporting the unemployed, as Germany was able to do, then we could
bring our inflation under control very quickly.

Senator Proxmire. How do you know ,we don’t do that? People
argue that our illegal aliens from Mexico have constituted at least 2
million. I’ve seen much higher estimates than that.

They come in and go out. They are foreign labor coming in to some
extent to take up the slack, are they not ?

Mr. RusseLr. Yes, to a certain extent. But that is very regional to
begin with. It is concentrated in one particular part of the economy.

gena,tor Proxmrre. Well, they’re not only in California and Texas,
but also in New York and Milwaukee. We have them all over the
country.

Mr. Russerr.. To a certain extent. But the flow of these persons
across borders is not so free as it is between Germany and its neighbor-
ing countries.

Senator Proxmire. Now last month Mr. Kahn said that he would
supply us with the Agriculture Department’s latest predictions on
food prices. :

Is that available yet? .

Mr. Russern. I read that the latest prediction was 10 percent in
1980.

Senator Proxmire. You know, typically, the productivity rate
growth falls in the early stages of a recession. That tends to raise the
unit labor cost of production and, of course, is inflationary.
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Our productivity record has already been atrocious this year. And
if the usual cyclical pattern prevails, it’s going to get worse as we're
moving into a recession, and that should certainly aggravate the infla-
tion situation.

What is your comment on that ¢

Mr. RussErL. I guess my main response is that what we are going
through right now does not appear to be the usual situation, as you
referred to 1it.

You already have productivity over the last year, during which we
were not in a recession, falling well over 1 percent. Whether or not
that will worsen as we move into a recession is now highly conjectural,
although I agree with you that, typically, productivity follows a
cyclical pattern. The pattern appears to have broken over the past
couple of years, much to our dismay because the falling productivity
growth rate, even while the economy was expanding, has driven unit
Tabor cost up by over 10 percent during the past year, even though wage
increases have been fairly well behaved.

But I guess that we cannot look to a recovery of productivity growth
oveglthe next year to help very much in ameliorating the inflation
problem.

Senator Proxmire. I have been very pessimistic about inflation and
I still am. I think it’s going to continue at a high rate and even going
to be higher in the coming year.

You are more optimistic about it. .

But there is some precedent that inflation could improve quite rap-
idly. We had that after World War II. For instance, it went from 18
percent in 1946 to 9 percent in 1947, to 3 percent in 1948, and prices ac-
tually fell by about 2 percent in 1949.

In Japan, the rate of inflation fell from 24 percent in 1974 to 12 per-
cent in 1975, and then down to about 4 percent in 1978.

What prospect is there, if any, that we could begin to make very
solid improvements in fighting inflation? We always look ahead and
try to project the present situation. And I have talked about how the
situation might get worse.

But is there a reasonable prospect that we might get a substantial
improvement in inflation so that it drops down to, say 6 percent or 4
percent, something like that, or less?

Mr. Russerr. Frankly, I don’t see a high probability for the prospect
of dramatic improvements in the inflation rate over a short period of
time for a couple of reasons. ‘

Senator Proxmire. Well, not a short period of time, but say over a
period of 2 to 3 years.

Mr. RusseLL. Well, T expect gradual moderation in the inflation rate,
but nothing like what we saw right after World War II when, inci-
dentally, I think there was a recession. I think that the problems that
we’re dealing with today just did not exist back then. The energy crisis,
for example.

Second, the economy is now much more highly indexed to the rate
of inflation. That gives the inflation rate more staying power. It is
harder to change it radically in the short period of time because of all
of the indexation.

Therefore, I don’t think it can be brought down terribly quickly
in a short period of time.
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Senator Proxmire. What proportion of the American workers are
on cost-of-living adjustments?

Mr. RusseLn. Directly, only about 10 to 15 percent of the American
workers are covered formally by cost-of-living adjustment clauses.
However, an untold number of workers are indirectly indexed to the
cost of living through the maintenance of relationships between union-
ized and nonunionized workers throughout the economy.

So that, indirectly, I would say that perhaps as much as a quar-
ter to a half are indexed to the inflation rate.

Senator Proxmire. Well, I have a statement here from the staff
that seems to contradict that. I would like your comments.

It says:

The Bureau of Labor Statistics reported on October 29 that for the first 9
months of 1979, 58 percent of workers under settlements were covered by con-
tracts with cost-of-living adjustment clauses.

Mr. RusseLL. Right.

Senator ProxMire. Does “under settlements” account for the
difference ?

Mr. RusseLL. Yes, that is exactly it. You see, 20 percent, roughly,
of the American work force is unionized and a little over half of that
1s covered by cost-of-living indexes. And that’s where I come up with
the figure of 10 to 15 percent that are directly covered.

Senator Proxmire. But that is a big increase—for all of 1978, the
figure was 37 percent and it’s already gone up to 58 percent.

Only in the last few months are we moving very rapidly in index-
ing a much larger share of the work force.

And so it makes it harder to get back into a situation where infla-.
tion could improve rather sharply.

Mr. RusseLr. That is exactly what’s going on and I think it is a
rational reaction to the high inflation rates of the last decade. Not
only are the workers, particularly the unionized workers, indexing
the wages to the cost of living, this is also true of the Government.
’I;hle'm? is, for example, indexing of social security payments to the cost
of living.

More and more indexation is taking place, particularly as we are
learning to try to cope with persistent inflation.

Senator ProxMIre. Now I pressed you last month to see if T could
get an official forecast of inflation for the coming year from the ad-
ministration, and Mr. Kahn said that you didn’t know when the next
official inflation forecast would be made by the administration.

Can you tell us today ?

Mr. RusserL. No; I'm sorry. I don’t know when it will be made.

Senator ProxmMire. Why shouldn’t we have that? It is so important
that we have that kind of estimate for policymaking purposes.

And T would hope that you could give it to us. Could we expect it
over the next—the period of the next month some time?

Mr. Russerr. I'm not certain. That is a question that you should
address to Charlie Schultze, who is responsible for the forecasting.

Senator Proxmire. Is the administration going to take a position -
that they shouldn’t forecast because a forecast would have to be so bad
that it would make us all cry ?
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Mr. Russerr. No; I’'m sure that they’re not going to take that
posttion.

Senator ProxyIre. I'm beginning to think that maybe that’s it. Cer-
tainly if the situation were good, they would be more inclined to give
us a forecast, wouldn’t they? ‘

Mr. Russerr. No. The CEA and the troika have traditionally re-
frained from changing their forecast every time there was a new
development. Rather, they just——

Senator Proxmire. Well, what is the forecast now? You say they
are changing it. What was the forecast that is unchanged, and what
did they predict for the coming year?

Mr. RusserL. I don’t recall exactly. It was about 11 percent for this
year and something less for next year. The last official forecast was
under 10 percent.

Senator ProxmIre. Nine?

Mr. RusseLL. Yes, I think something like that.

Senator Proxmire. Mr. Kahn has indicated that he thinks it will be
higher than that.

Mr. RusseLt. Well, we all have personal opinions and my personal
opinion is 9 to 10 percent for calendar year 1980. ,

Senator Proxmrre. Well, how about the CPI statement on fuel oil.
That assumes that we purchase it throughout the year, but the pur-
chases will be concentrated at the end of the year. Doesn’t it under-
state the cost of fuel oil for consumers?

Mr. RusseLL. It assumes we purchase it throughout the year, you
say? I don’t know about that.

Senator Proxmire. The Consumer Price Index implicitly assumes
consumers are buying fuel oil throughout the year, and it keeps the
same weight for fuel oil in there in July and August and so forth. But
it is toward the end of the year that the prices go up, and when we will

urchase most of our fuel.

Mr. RusseLL. What you say is correct—that’s right. The weights are
kept the same throughout the year, even though most of the purchases
are seasonal.

So what does that do? Well, that gives the home heating oil com-
ponent too big a weight in the summer and too small a weight in the
winter. So in a sense, it will be understating what the real increase in
the cost of living due to increases in home heating oil are in the winter
because of that, but it will be overstating the effect of that component
in the summer.

So it averages out over the year. ‘

Senator Proxmire. One way of getting indexing under control so
that it doesn’t make it so difficult to get inflation down is to provide,
instead of indexing, real wage insurance. That way as inflation mod-
erates, the cost to the Government would tend to moderate. The infla-
tion spurts up, the workers would be protected, and you wouldn’t have
built in an antomatic increase with a lag and so forth.

Can you tell us if the administration is going to have a new proposal
for wage insurance?

Mr. Russert. No. I can’t tell you whether they will have such a pro-
posal. T think it is fair to say that we are always looking at additional
anti-inflation policies that might be either adopted through admin-
istrative policy or sent up to the Hill in the form of legislation.
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I do agree with you that I think real wage insurance is very attrac-
tive because it rewards workers for restraint; whereas indexation es-
sentially rewards the economy as a whole for lack of restraint.

So real wage insurance is the opposite of indexation, which is why
I very much favor real wage insurance myself and oppose indexation.

Senator Proxmire. Well, the administration tried and didn’t make
headway and gave up. I was hoping that they would come back and try
again.

ng. RusseLL. Well, I sense that the temperament of the Congress is
a little bit different this year than it was last.

Senator Proxmire. Well, it is. And I think there’s real sentiment for
some kind of a tax cut. If you're going to have one, you ought to have
one that will help you on the inflation front. And this would.

Mr. Russery. That’s right.

Senator ProxMIRE. So 1t might be worth proposing.

Mr. RusseLr. I find it attractive myself.

Senator Proxmire. What is your best estimate of the current specific
tradeoff between inflation and unemployment ? How much will the rate
of inflation fall for each percentage rise in unemiloyment?

Mr. RusseLL. The estimate that I quote is one that comes out of a
simulation using the Federal Reserve/MIT econometric model of the
economy. And it suggests that in order to lower the inflation rate by 1
percentage point, we would have to have 1 million additional per-
sons unemployed for 2 years.

That is using fiscal and monetary restraint alone. That is what we
measure the tradeoff to be. That is probably the most pessimistic esti-
mate of that tradeoff. Others think that you would have to endure
much less unemployment than that to get the inflation rate down by 1
percentage point.

The monetarists do that. I think the monetarists tend to be a little
bit more optimistic about the efficacy of monetary restraint on slow-
ing down the inflation rate without causing unemployment than do
econometric models.

Senator Proxmire. Well, give us your estimate.

Mr. Russerr. I tend to believe the econometric model builders.

Senator Proxmire. Which would require how much ?

Mr. RusseLr. In order to lower the inflation rate by 1 percentage
point, using fiscal and monetary policy alone, we would have to in-
crease the unemployment rate by 1 percentage point for a period of 2
years.

Senator Proxmire. And that is 1 million jobs?

Mr. Russerr. That is 1 million jobs; yes.

Senator Proxurre. That’s your position ?

Mr. Russerr. I think that that 1s as good as estimate as any ; yes.

Senator Proxmire. Now you were very careful about saying that
would be the result by monetary and fiscal policy alone.

Mr. Russerr. That’s right. :

Senator Proxmire. All right. Now what else? )

Mr. Russerr. T think that the pay and price standard serve as use-
ful complements to fiscal and monetary restraint.

Senator Proxmire. Well, there’s considerable debate about that.
A lot of people don’t think that they’re doing much of anything. But
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maybe they are. Well, then, let’s assume that you have a reasonably
effective pay and price standard. Then what 1s the payoff?

Can you do it, then? Can you reduce the inflation rate 1 percent
by, say, a half-million more unemployed if you also have an incomes
policy that has some bite?

Mr. RusseLL. The best guesses—and these can only be guesses of
the economists that I talk to and my own best guess based upon my
examination of the data—indicate that these guideposts knocked per-
haps one-half to 1 percentage point off of the inflation rate on their
own.

In a sense, what I’'m saying is that with no additional unemploy-
ment, you could knock perhaps one-half to 1 percent off the inflation
rate with pay and price standards alone as long as fiscal and monetary
policy were not stimulative, as long as we were not overly stimulating
the economy.

Senator Proxmire. I’'m concerned about the difference between
inflation indexes. The GNP deflator has been rising at an annual
rate of 9 percent; the CPI, 13 percent.

What is the reason for that huge difference?

Mr. RusseLr. They measure different things. The GNP deflator,
for example, nets out the cost of imported crude oil and refined
products.

On the other hand, the GNP deflator includes cost of producer
goods as opposed to consumer goods.

So they are measuring very different things and producer goods
have been going up at fairly rapid rates recently, which could explain
why the deflator 1s going up more rapidly than the Consumer Price
Index underlying rate.

I don’t know if you’ve got the tables that were handed out, but
one table goes over various measures of the underlying rate of infla-
tion. It includes one constructed from the CPI by excluding housing,
energy, food, and used cars.

The PPI excludes energy and food. There is a fixed weight, non-
price farm deflator. This 1s another possible measure of the under-
lying rate of inflation because it excludes farm products and the
prices of imported crude oil.

And you can see that they give you fairly different measures of
the underlying rate of inflation.

Over the recent past, for example, over the fiscal year 1979, basically
the first program year, the CPI underlying rate is about 7%, percent,
and the PPI underlying rate is about 8%, percent.

The reason for that is that the PPI excludes services, and service
prices have been relatively more stable.

The nonfarm deflator, on the other hand, is very close to 10 percent.
The main reason for this is the big increases in the prices of capital
equipment which do not enter the Consumer Price Index.

Senator Proxmire. Well, the one constant element here is that
everything is going up, regardless of whether you take the CPT under-
lying rate; PPI underlying rate; fixed, weighted nonfarm price de-

ator; fixed, weighted personal consumption, expenditure deflator;
or unit labor cost—1976, 1977, 1978, and 1979—the rate is rising each
year.

56-671 0 - 80 - 8
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Mr. RusseLL. That’s right, in every case.

Senator Proxaire. That is why it is hard for me to be as optimistic
as you seem to be that inflation is going to come under control after,
say, the first half of next year. ,

Mr. RusseLL. I should say that I expect the underlying rate of in-
flation to be worse in 1980 than it was in 1979.

Senator Proxmrre. The underlying rate?

Mr. RusskLL. I don’t see any way to avoid a worsening of the under-
lying rate as workers try to catch up for the lost real income over the
past year.,

Senator Proxmire. And the reason that doesn’t contradict your
statement that overall inflation will be lower next year is because things
like housing costs and so forth will be moderating rather sharply.

Mr. RusseLr. I expect them to come down, the underlying rate to go
up, and the overall rate of inflation to be somewhere close to 10 percent.

Senator Proxmire. And you expect energy not to be out of line.

Mr. RusseLL. That’s correct.

Senator ProxMIRE. One more question. When we instituted the new
index for all urban consumers, the CPI-U, while continuing the CPI
for urban wage earners and clerical workers, the CPI-W, I guess you
call it, we did it because of the fear that the new index would be or
could be radically different from the old one. And hence, the CPT-U
could distort wage agreements and other cost of living indexed items
in the economy.

Looking at this month’s release and comparing the two indexes,
while there’s some differences and some identical figures overall, the
two come out about the same for the last 12 months.

Over a shorter period of time, the components of the old index seem
to have risen at a slightly higher rate than the new one.

Now that you have had considerable experience with both, what can
you tell us about how they compare ?

The fear of some of the labor groups is that the new index would
show a smaller increase when there were increases than the old index.
Blut a casual look at it would indicate that the opposite was taking
place. .

Mr. RusseLL, I think that the construction of this new index for all
urban consumers confirms what I would have suspected in the first
place; namely, that there would not have been a big difference in the
two indexes, that the market baskets of urban consumers and urban
workers are not so different that we need two different indexes for the
two types. ) i

And T think the same is true of retired workers. If we constructed
an index for retired persons, I don’t think it would be radically differ-
ent than the overall Consumer Price Index.

I recall a controversy at Harvard, when the faculty was trying to tie
its increase to the Consumer Price Index and they thought their cost
of li{ving was going up more rapidly than that of the average urban
worker.

And so Arthur Smithies, an economist at Havard University, con-
structed his own index and found out it was going up just almost
identically with the overall Consumer Price Index. And this was 20
years ago.
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And I don’t think that things have changed since then.

Senator Proxmire. Well, what you have told us this morning is that
the underlying rate of inflation is going to continue perverse for some
time and you expect it to worsen in 1980.

However, you expect the overall CPI to improve; at least not to be
as bad in the last half of this coming year as it was this year.

And you, I think, have given us a highly competent series of re-
sponses to the questions and we are very grateful to you.

Mr. Russerr. Thank you, Senator.

[Whereupon, at 11 :15 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to the
call of the Chair.]

[The following report was subsequently supplied for the record by
Mr. Russell :]

InFLaTION UPDATE !

INTRODUCTION

All of the conventional macroeconomic data on prices and wages for the first
vear of the President’s anti-inflation program (roughly, the period extending
from the third quarter of 1978 to the third quarter of 1979) are now available.
This “Inflation Update,” therefore, focuses on price and wage trends during this
first program year.

During the past year, the inflation rate accelerated to double-digit levels.
Yet much of this acceleration is attributable to factors that were not and could
not have been controlled by this, or any other, anti-inflation program. In those
areas where the price and pay standards were directly applicable, the aggregate
data suggest that these standards—by preventing the food and fuel price explo-
sion from being built into the industrial wage and price structure—have kept a
very bad situation from being appreciably worse. It should be emphasized, how-
ever, that this report is not a comprehensive evaluation of the anti-inflation
program. A thorough analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of the pay and
price standards during the first year depends on the availability of data supplied
by individual companies on their price and wage changes during the year. These
data will be available at the end of the calendar year, and a report of our find-
ings will be published in early 1980.

At the time the program was announced, most economic forecasters were pre-
dicting a marked slowdown in the rate of growth of the economy. Indeed, most
private forecasters were predicting recession by early 1979. These anticipations
should be borne in mind because pay and price standards can be expected to be
most effective in moderating wage and price increases in an economy character-
ized by slack rather than tight market conditions. .

With the expected slowdown in the economy, it was also anticipated that th
Federal Reserve would be able to relax somewhat its policy of monetary restraint,
reversing the two-year climb in interest rates. This was important because, in
the short runm, restrictive monetary policy has inflationary effects. Interest ex-
penses are costs of doing business, and rising interest rates, therefore, exert
upward pressure on prices. Perhaps more importantly, rising mortgage interest
rates enter the home-purchase component of the Consumer Price Index (CPI),
and they enter with a vengeance because this component, like others in the CPI,
measures the increased prices of currently purchased (and, in this case, currently
financed) commodities. )

Third, the Department of Agriculture predicted food-price inflation of about
7 percent, assuming an average winter.

Finally, on the basis of OPEC pricing plans, expectations of a fourth straight
year of relative energy price stability were common.

"All of these expectations were proven incorrect. The consequences for the over-
all rate of inflation are all too well known. As measured by the CPI, inflation
reached double-digit rates—12 percent for the entire program year—for the first
time since 1974. The various components of the Producer Price Index also

1 Council on Wage and Prlée Stability, Nov. 21, 1979.
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increased at rates above 10 percent, significantly higher than those recorded
in the previous year (except for crude-material prices, which rose by almost
18 percent in both years).

In analyzing price trends (and, at least by implication, the impact of the anti-
inflation program), it is essential to distinguish between price increases emanat-
ing from exogenous influences and those increases that more accurately represent
basic price trends in the industrial and service core of the economy. Such dis-
tinctions are developed in some detail throughout the report. For example, rates
of price increase for the food, housing, and energy components of the CPI are
contrasted with the underlying rate of consumer-price inflation. Possible alter-
native measures of the underlying rate of inflation are also considered.

Perhaps the major point that emerges from the data is that the underlying rate
of inflation, however measured, was significantly below the 12-percent increase
in the CPI during the program year (or the rates of increase in the Producer
Price Index). The various indices of the underlying rate range from about 7%
to 10 percent.

Labor-cost inflation showed no signs of acceleration during the program year.
despite the large increases in the CPI. In fact, most of the measures of wage-rate
increases show slight deceleration compared to the previous year. This is true
of the wages of both union and nonunion workers. and is reflected in the recent
round of major collective-bargaining settlements.

The moderation of wage-rate increases, however, was offset by the dismal pro-
ductivity performance. A 1.3 percent fall in output per manhour during the pro-
gram year, together with the 8.8 percent rise in total labor compensation
(including employment taxes), resulted in a 10.2 percent increase in unit labor
costs. .

The productivity collapse, the large increase in social security taxes, and the
explosion in energy prices resulted in a significant decline in average real earn-
ings. Nevertheless, labor’s share of national income did not deteriorate. This
is consistent with one of the equity goals of the anti-inflation program—namely,
that the burden of combatting inflation be shared equally.

These points are developed in more detail below.

A. PRICES
1. Consumer prices

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) rose 12 percent during the first program year,
a rate of inflation almost 4 percentage points higher than that in Fiscal Year
(September to September, hereafter fiscal year) 1978 (see table 1). Since January.
consumer prices have been rising at an annual rate of more than 13 percent.
Current rates of inflation in consumer prices are almost double those anticipated
at the program’s inception, based on the assumptions of widespread compliance
and no exogenous shocks. Much of the discrepancy can be attributed to changes
in the economic environment that were largely outside the program’s influence.
Escalating prices for energy, food, and home purchase and finance, due largel;v
to exogenous shocks to the economic system and to a more robust economic cli-
mate than had been expected, account for much of the acceleration in the rate of
price increase.

The following discussion of trends in consumer prices during the first program
year attempts to separate price behavior emanating from exogenous influences in
sectors of the economy not covered by the basic price standard from rates of
inflation that are more representative of price trends in the industrial and serv-
ice core of the economy. More specifically, rates of price increase for the foo.d.
housing, and energy components of consumer prices are contrasted with those in
areas covered by the standards as well as with the underlying rate of consumer-
price inflation. "

a. Food prices. After 2 successive years of worse-than-usual weather conditions,
food-price inflation was expected to moderate during the program year, thus
helping to offset adverse price behavior in other sectors of the economy. Although
the rate of increase of food prices fell somewhat—from 10.8 percent in fiscal year
1978 to 10 percent over the program year (roughly equivalent to fiscal year 1979)
—the decline was smaller than had been expected.

Most of the escalation of food prices was concentrated in the first two quarters
of the program year, when food prices rose at annual rates of 10.2 and 17.7 per-
cent. In January alone, food prices increased 2.1 percent—the largest l-mopth
change since July 1975. Major factors in the overall rise of food prices during
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TABLE 1.—CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

December
1978
relative Fiscal year—1 Program year—3 mo. ending— *

importance
(percent) 1976 1977 1978 1979 Dec. Mar.  June Sept.

Allitems__..____..._.____ 100.0 5.5 6.6 83 121 85 130 13.4 13.2
Food_ ... . o 18.2 2.1 71 1.8 100 102 17.7 1.5 4.2
Food at home._ 12.6 1.0 6.8 1.4 9.6 109 19.2 517 2.8
Domesticall 10.4 -9 2.8 13.5 9.7 .7 215 .8 =21
Imported. . 2.2 150 323 2.5 9.0 5.1 8.6 6.9 15.5
Food away from 5.5 6.9 1.9 9.6 10.9 8.7 156 1.8 1.6
Housing (less fuel)? 40.1 5.8 6.6 9.6 12.2 9.6 12.0 13.1 141
Home purchase. - 10.2 4.8 720 10,1 142 143 10.8 155 16.5
Finance, insurance, and taxes. 9.7 5.9 8.0 15.6  20.1 7.0 25.8 2.1 25.4
Rent. 5.5 5.6 6.3 7.1 1.6 1.7° 3.6 8.7 10.7
Energyt____ . 8.5 5.2 9.2 7.0 35.2 5.8 246 700 49.1
Transportation (less gasoline)34_ _ 13.6 1.6 5.6 5.8 8.6 8.2 6.6 15.5 57
Public transportation. ______. 1.0 4.4 4.1 2.2 9.0 1.9 5.9 7.1 22.2
New cars 3.9 6.1 5.1 8.8 8.2 1.0 1.8 127 6.9
Apparel and upkeep 5.5 4.7 4.0 3.6 4.9 2.3 8.7 L5 1.7
Medical.________ 5.0 9.1 9.8 1.9 8.5 10.8 9.4 1.1 9.9
Entertainment 4.0 4.9 5.1 5.1 1.2 9.1 6.8 5.8 1.3
Other goods and services 4.3 5.9 6.1 1.7 1.2 2.2 9.7 5.5 11.5
All items less food.....______._. 81.8 6.6 6.4 .8 12.6 85 120 149 15.4
All items less energy. . __________ 91.5 5.5 6.4 8.5 10.0 1.7 11.6 10.6 10.0

Underlying rate of consumer-
price inflations_ .. ________.__. 50.3 6.7 6.0 6.1 1.5 1.2 1.5 7.4 7.9

t September to September percent: h not Ily adjusted.

2 Seasonally adjusted, annual percentage rates of change.

3 Calculated using growth rates rather than percentage changes.

4 Not seasonally adjusted. X

5gon:umer Price index excluding the costs of home purchase, finance, taxes, and insurance; and food, energy, and
used cars,

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

this period were large increases in the prices of meats, poultry, fish, and eggs.
The price index for those commodities rose at an annual rate of 40 percent from
December 1978 to March 1979, in large part because of the substantial reduction
in the availability of beef. The 4 percent increase in February was the largest
1-month change in the index for meats, poultry, fish, and eggs since July 1975.
In addition, the harsh winter, particularly a citrus freeze in Florida, contributed
to shortages in fruits and vegetables that resulted in rapid rates of price in-
crease in these commodities during the early months of 1979.

In the final two quarters of the program year, the rate of food-price inflation fell
to 7.5 and 4.2 percent, respectively, in large part because of expanded supplies of
pork and broilers and a good spring crop of fruits and vegetables. Further modera-
tion might have occurred if favorable developments on the domestic front and not
been offset by rapidly increasing prices for imported food, especially coffee. Coffee
prices began to rise during the summer in response to a freeze in Brazil that cre-
ated expectations of significantly reduced coffee supplies during the coming year.

b. Housing.—Housing costs advanced significantly during the program year,
even after eliminating the effect of rampant increases in home-fuel costs (which
are included in the energy index, discussed below). Those housing costs rose by
more than 12 percent in fiscal year 1979, compared to 9.6 percent in 1978, and
reached annual rates of 13.1 percent and 14.1 percent in the second and third
quarters of 1979.

The behavior of housing prices is attributable primarily to increases in pur-
chase prices and the costs of home finance, insurance, and taxes. These compo-
nents of housing costs are largely investment expenditures, as opposed to outlays
for housing services per se, and are affected by speculative buying patterns.
Home-purchase prices advanced 14.2 percent during fiscal year 1979, 4 percentage
points higher than a year earlier, and reached annual rates in excess of 15 per-
cent in the last 2 quarters of the program year. The costs of housing finance, in-
surance, and taxes accelerated similarly, rising from an annual rate of 7 percent
in the first 3 months of the program year to an annual rate of 25.4 percent in the
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final quarter. For the program year as a whole, the index rose more than 20 per-
cent, compared to a 15.6 percent increase in fiscal year 1978.

On the other hand, the rate of increase in rental prices, which do not contain
an investment element, rose only slightly, from 7.1 percent in fiscal year 1978
to 7.6 percent during the program year. Over the last 2 quarters of fiscal year
1979, however, the increase in rental prices accelerated to annual rates of 8.7
percent and 10.7 percent, respectively.

¢. Energy prices.—Although energy expenditures comprise only 8.5 percent of
average consumer outlays, increases in the prices of energy commodities and
services accounted for about 25 percent of the total CPI increase during the
program year. OPEC crude-material price actions were, of course, a major cause
of these price increases. In January, the benchmark price for a barrel of crude
oil was $13.34; in April, it was raised to $14.55 per barrel. Between April and
July, several of the oil-producing countries added surcharges to the benchmark
price. By July, prices ranged from $18 to $23.50—plus surcharges. These price
actions are reflected in rapid rates of increase in the energy-price index. The
index rose 35.2 percent during the program year, a dramatic acceleration from
the 7 percent of a year earlier. Moreover, energy prices increased even more
rapidly during the last three quarters of fiscal year 1979, rising at annual rates
of 24.6, 70, and 49.1 percent, respectively.

d. The underlying rate of consumer-price inflation—A measure of price in-
creases that is more indicative of underlying trends in consumer prices than
the overall CPI is constructed by excluding food prices; costs of home purchase,
finance, insurance, and taxes; energy costs: and the volatile used-car price index.
This measure also provides a rough proxy for price behavior in those sectors
of the economy that were covered by the basic price standard. (Agricultural
products, crude petroleum, and interest rates are excluded, from the price
standard, and gross-margin standards are available for food-processing, pe-
troleum-refining, wholesaling, and retailing activities.) Purchases of commod-
ities included in this measure of the underlying rate of consumer-price inflation
comprise slightly more than one-half of the average consumer’s expenditures.

While exogenous shocks and speculative demand contributed to the rapid
rise in prices in food, housing and energy sectors of the economy, the underlying
rate of inflation remained relatively stable, rising from 6.1 percent in fiscal year
1978 to 7.5 percent during the program year. Used-car prices, however, rose only
3.6 percent during the program year, compared to 7.3 percent in fiscal year
1978. Inclusion of used-car purchases (about 3 percent of consumer expendi-
turef) in the underlying-rate calculation would thus yield more favorable
results.

Some of the prices included in the index of the underlying rate of consumer-
price inflation accelerated during the program year, while others decelerated.
The rates of price increase for new cars and for “other” goods and services
decelerated ; however, the deceleration in the “other” category occurred only in
the goods component, while rates of changes of prices of services accelerated to
an annual rate of 10.4 percent in the fourth quarter. Public-transportation costs,
and nonfuel prices for transportation generally, rose significantly during fiscal
year 1979, increasing at rates of 9 and 8.6 percent, respectively, compared to 2.2
and 5.8 percent a year earlier. Finally, both medical and entertainment prices in-
creased at rates about 2 percentage points higher in fiseal year 1978.

In short, the surges in fuel, housing, and food-price inflation this year have
not yet become built into the industrial wage/price structure.

e. Comparison with 1973-75.—The economic parallels between 1973-75 and the
current period are deeply disturbing (see figure 1).! The earlier period was
characterized by a similar explosion in food and energy prices, which eventually
worked their way into the underlying rate of inflation. By the time the recession
began in the first quarter of 1974, the underlying rate of inflation had moved up
by 214 percentage points (from 3 percent in 1972 :IV to 51 percent in 1978 :IV).
This contrasts with the acceleration in the underlying rate during the past year
of about 11% percentage points (from 614 percent in 1978 :IIT). Current price

1Figure 1 provides a comparison of price and unemployment developments during the
periods 1972-75 and 1978-79. The top chart tracks changes in food and energy prices as
measured by the Consumer Price Index. The second displays changes in the underlying
rate—the Consumer Price Index excluding food ; energy ; home purchase, finance, insurance,
and taxes; and used cars. The final chart shows trends in the unemployment rate for the
total civilian labor force. All series are seasonally adjusted. The figures have been con-
structed by CWPS, using Bureau of Labor Statisties data. .
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behavior thus suggests that the voluntary pay and price standards may have
been instrumental in preventing an acceleration in the underlying rate in 1979
comparable to that of 1973 (although the difference could be explained by other
factors as well, including the fact that inflation developments during the 1973-74
period were affected by the transition from phase II to phases IIT and IV of the
economic stabilization program.)

It must be pointed out, however, that the real explosion in the underlying rate
in the previous period did not occur until 1974. Between the fourth quarter of
1973 and the third quarter of 1974, the underlying inflation rate accelerated
from 5% percent to 13 percent. If economic history were to repeat itself, a sharp
increase in the underlying rate—well into double-digit levels—could be expected
about now.

There is considerable debate as to whether we are now in a recession and, if
so, about the effects that a recession might have on the current rate of inflation.
Looking at the events of 1973-75, we see no guarantee that the underlying rate
of inflation in the present period will be checked even if we are moving into a
recession. As Figure 1 indicates, the sharp increase in the underlying rate of
inflation in 1974 came about concurrently with the economy’s relapse into re-
cession. Between the fourth quarter of 1973 and the third quarter of 1974, the
unemployment rate rose from 4.8 percent to 5.6 percent, eventually climbing to
9 percent in early 1975 as the recession deepened. By that time, the underlying
inflation rate had abated to about 5 percent.

If our anti-inflation efforts are not successful, therefore, there is the clear
danger that we may face both higher unemployment and an exploding under-
lying rate of inflation.

2. Producer prices

Thee Producer Price Index (PPI) tracks the cumulative effect of price increases
through the stages of production. The PPI shows that finished-goods prices in-
creased by almost 12 percent during the last year. But, over the same period.
the intermediate-goods index rose 1414 percent and the index for crude materials
jumped about 171 percent (see table 2). This pattern of attenuation of crude-
material price increases through the various stages of production is to be ex-
pected so long as prices of other inputs are rising less rapidly than those of
crude materials.

a. Finished goods.—The 11.8 percent rise in wholesale prices of finished goods
during the program year contrasts with an 8.4-percent increase in fiscal year
1978.

TABLE 2.—PRODUCER PRICE INDEX

December
1978 .
relative Fiscal year—1 Program year—3 mo. ending—?

importance
(percent) 1976 1977 1978 1979 Dec. Mar.  June Sept

Finished goods__.__.._____ 100.0 2.7 6.6 84 1.8 105 143 7.5 15.0
70.6 16 6.5 84 133 1Ll 160 6.7 19.6
25.4 4.5 6.7 10.2 88 153 21.0 -1L3 13.1

6.4 5.4 10.0 39 559 227 3.4 775 1067
38.8 5.5 5.6 8.1 8.4 6.5 10.0 8.4 8.9
29.4 6.1 6.7 8.4 8.3 8.8 103 9.8 4.3

100.0 6.4 6.0 7.1 16 115 141 144 18.9

5.4 -19 88 165 1.4 148 132 -1§ 20.3
10.3 6.6 13.5 24 355 1.6 132 56.8 7.2
84.3 1.2 6.0 7.2 120 1.1 142 105 12.4

100.0 -—.5 .7 1.8 1.6 20.6 30.1 4.3 17.0
58.5 -7.8 -—3.7 2.0 139 2L2 3.0 -7.1 13.9
24.8 7.1 212 135 286 122 21.6 35.4 48.0
6.7 129 -44 17.0- 186 37.0 7.3 .3 =159

1 12-mo percentage changes, not seasonally adjusted.
2 Seasonally adjusted, annual percentage rates of ch
2 Not seasonally adjusted.

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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Prices of finished consumer goods increased 13.3 percent, as opposed to 8.4
percent a year earlier; and the annual rate of increase in the last 3 months of
the program year accelerated to 19.6 percent. The contribution of energy-price
increases to these trends is clear: wholesale prices of energy-related consumer
goods rose by 55.9 percent during the program year and at an annual rate of
more than 100 percent in the last 3 months. The rate of increase of food prices
fell from 10.2 percent in fiscal year 1978 to 8.8 percent in 1979, despite a 13.1
percent annual rate of increase in the final 3 months of fiscal year 1979.

Wholesale prices of consumer goods other than food and energy increased
8.4 percent over the program year, slightly above the increase of 8.1 percent in
fiscal year 1978. This group of prices constitutes an alternative measure of the
underlying rate of inflation (see section 4 below), and includes many of the
basic staples in the American home. Price increases of some of these products
were modest. For example, the price indices for apparel, household appliances,
and floor coverings each rose about 5% percent for the year. Prices for house-
hold furniture and textile home-furnishings rose 6.8 percent and 7.5 percent,
respectively. On the other hand, prices of soaps and synthetic detergents rose
about 11 percent. Footwear products increased more substantially, rising by
21.6 percent over the program year, reflecting earlier sharp increases in hide
prices as a consequence of the substantial reductions in cattle slaughter.

There is an apparent inconsistency between the 6.7 percent increase in the
producer price index for passenger cars and the 8.2 percent increase for this
component of the CPI. This apparent inconsistency is explained by the fact that
the PPI, unlike the CPI, does not include prices of imported cars, which have
risen more rapidly than the prices of domestically produced cars because of the
devaluation of the dollar vis-a-vis the currencies of many of the countries from
which we import automobiles.

Finally, producer pices of capital goods, the “producer goods” segment of the
finished-goods index, rose by 8.3 percent in fiscal year 1979. This compares favor-
ably with the 8.4 percent increase of fiscal year 1978.

b. Intermediate goods—The rate of increase of producer prices for interme-
diate goods more than doubled during the program year rising from 7.1 percent
in fiscal year 1978 to 14.6 percent in fiscal year 1979 and reached an annual rate
of almost 19 percent in the last 3 months. Again exploding energy prices was the
dominant factor as prices of intermediate energy-related goods rose by 35.5 per-
cent during the program year and at an annual rate of 71.2 percent in the last
3 months compared to 2.4 percent over fiscal year 1978. Price increases for foods
and feeds decelerated from 16.3 percent in fiscal year 1978 to 11.4 percent in
fiscal year 1979 but rose at an annual rate of 20.3 percent between June and
September, when the shortfall of world wheat production (mostly in Russia)
drove up prices for all grains. )

¢. Crude materials.—Crude-materials prices rose 17.6 percent in fiscal year
1979, as compared with 17.8 percent a year earlier. Much of the decline is attrib-
utable to a significantly lower rate of increase in prices for foods and feeds,
from 20 percent during fiscal year 1978 to 13.9 percent in fiscal year 1979. How-
ever, as in all other stages of processing, the increase in the price of energy
products has been dramatic. During fiscal year 1979, the index rose by 28.6 per-
cent, roughly double the 14-percent increase in fiscal year 1978. Further, the
acceleration in the rate of increase of crude-energy prices throughout the program
year (they rose at an annual rate of almost 40 percent during the last 3 months)
suggests that it will be some time before any deceleration will be observed in
the rate of increase in energy prices at the intermediate- or finished-goods stages.

3. Crude retail price spreads :

Two major sources of inflation during the first program year were rising food
and energy prices. Although a large part of these price increases can be attrib-
uted to increases in prices for food products at the farm level and crude petro-
leum, there has also been a concurrent widening of the spread between crude
and retail prices. Because farm-price movements primarily reflect volatile supply
conditions and since crude-petroleum prices are set in the international market-
place, these prices are not covered by the price standards. Processing and retail
margins for food and petroleum products, however, are covered by standards
designed specifically for firms in these industries. The expansion in the spreads
beween crude and retail prices for these items is examined below.
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TABLE 3.—SELECTED COMPONENTS OF GASOLINE AND HOME HEATING OIL PRICES

Average price (cents per gallon) Percentage
changes

Dec. Dec.to June to
1978  Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug! Sept! June  Sept.

Gasoline:

Retail price2.....____ 68,5 69.5 70.7 73.3 78.0 823 8.8 93.0 9.7 99.6 29.6 12.2
Wholesale-retail spread 8.4 85 7.5 80 100 10.8 13.8 140 13.9 140 64.3 1.4
Home heating oil:

Retail price___________ 54.5 555 57.7 60.5 62.7 656 70.9 75.2 80.0 852 30.1 20.4
Wholesale-retail spread 14, 147 147 150 149 142 149 158 162 17.8 4.2 195
Refined petroleum

Products:

Refiners' price..____._341.9 43.3 44.6 47.0 49.5 525 559 60.1 NA NA  33.4 NA
Crude and Imported

Product Costé. ... __ 3311 322 329 343 37.3 39.8 41.2 447 NA NA  32.5 NA
Gross Spread.________ 310, 1L1 1L7 127 122 127 147 15.4 NA NA 36.1 NA
1 Estimated. .

3 Average of 7gremium, leaded regular, and unleaded regular gasoline prices.

8 Price in 1978:1V,

¢ Does not include purchase of refined product from domestic refiners.

Sources: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics; American Petroleum Institute; Department of Energy; and
the Council on Wage and Price Stability.

a. Petroleum-product price spreads.—Energy prices have been rising rapidly
since January 1979. Although retail price data are available through September,
refinery prices and spreads are available only to J uly 1979. From December 1978 to
July 1979, retail gasoline prices jumped 2414 cents per gallon—from 681% to 93
cents—and retail prices for home-heating oil rose 20% cents per gallon—from 54.4
to 75.2 cents (see table 3). These large retail price increases were caused in part
by crude and imported-product cost increases (13% cents per gallon—from 31
cents to almost 4414 cents) and an expansion of the refiners’ spread, essentially
refining costs plus refinery profits (up 4.6 cents, from 10.8 to 15.4 cents per
gallon). The remainder of the increases in retail prices for gasoline and home-
heating oil can be explained by changes in the wholesale/retail price spread and
by changes in the margins added by jobbers (who distribute refined products).
Wholesale/retail spreads increased 5.6 cents per gallon for gasoline and 1.5 cents
per gallon for home-heating oil over this period.

Since July 1979, gasoline and home-heating-oil prices have continued to rise.
During the first nine months of 1979, retail gasoline and home-heating-oil prices
each rose 31 cents per gallon. The temporal patterns of increases were quite
distinct, however; although gasoline and home-heating-oil prices have risen
steadily throughout the year, the wholesale/retail margin for gasoline increased
substantially during the early months of the year and levelled off in June,
whereas most of the increase in the wholesale/retail margin for home-heating
oil has occurred since June. These divergent trends are in part due to seasonal
factors. Changes in Department of Energy regulations have also played a role.
Since February, DOE has permitted more of the cost of producing gasoline to
be reflected in its price. However, this change affects retail prices with a lag
because of the time it takes for refined products to pass-through the distribution
system.

b. Food-price spreads.—In the early months of 1979, rises in retail food prices
were caused primarily by sharp increases in prices at the farm (rather than the
farm/retail spread). Farm-level prices jumped 10% percent during the first
quarter of this year, forcing grocery prices up at a seasonally adjusted annual
rate of almost 20 percent. Since March, farm-level food prices have fallen sig-
nificantly, and grocery-price increases have moderated to a 4.3 percent annual
rate (see table 4).

Typically, farm/retail spreads for food are compressed temporarily when
farm prices increase rapidly, and these spreads widen somewhat when farm
prices decline. The experience in 1979, however, was atypical. The 101 percent
jump in farm-food prices during the first quarter of this year appears to have
had little impact on processor and distributor price spreads. The farm/retail
spread increased 3.6 percent, compared to 1.1 percent in the previous quarter.
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TABLE 4.—RECENT TRENDS IN COMPONENTS OF CONSUMER FOOD PRICES

{P t h not Ily adjusted]
3 mo ending—

December 1978 March June September Program year !

Food at home?2. .. . ... 2.6 4.5 1.4 0.7 9.6
Domestically produced farm food:

Retail valve______________________ 1.9 6.3 1.9 -.5 9.7

Farm value__._.____ 2.7 10.5 —4.5 —1.8 6.0

Farm-retail spread 1.1 3.6 6.4 .3 12.2

Imported food 1.2 21 1.5 3.8 9.0

1 September 1978 to September 1979.
2 Seasonally adjusted.

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economics, Statistics
and Cooperatives Service.

Farm/retail margins continued to increase in the second quarter, advancing 6%
percent as farm-food prices fell 414 percent. The continued expansion of price
spreads heightened food-price inflation during the early months of the year and
offset the declines in farm prices during the following months. Between June and
September, the expansion of food-price margins moderated significantly and food
prices tended to stabilize.

These atypical movements in spreads may be due in part to the design of the
percentage-gross-margin standard. By allowing margins to widen (and requiring
them to contract) proportionally with the cost of goods purchased, the standard
tends to accentuate price swings at farm and wholesale levels.

4. Underlying rates of inflation

The preceding discussion has considered two measures of the “underlying rate
of inflation”—one derived from the CPI and the other constructed from the PPI.
These indices represent attempts to measure the rate of inflation that would
occur in the absence of exogenous shocks to the economy.

In theory, it is possible to distinguish at least three basic components of the
overall rate of inflation: the underlying-rate component; the shock component;
and the demand-induced component. The underlying rate of inflation essentially
measures those price increases necessitated by increases in production costs, as-
suming that the economy is free of exogenous shocks and that aggregate demand
is neither excessive nor deficient. Except for its interest-rate component, the
underlying rate also represents that part of the inflationary mechanism that can
be influenced by the price and pay standards. The shock rate measures the infla-
tionary impact of cvents like world oil-price hikes, unfavorable weather, and
changes in tax rates or government regulatory policy. The aggregate-demand
rate.is that part of the overall rate of inflation that can be attributed to excess
aggregate demand.

Shock and aggregate-demand effects in any given period, however, may be in-
corporated into subsequent underlying rates through their influence on infla-
tionary expectations and, thus, on costs of production. Production costs, both
capital and labor. are largely a function of price expectations that become em-

- bodied in nominal interest rates and wages. In this sense, the underlying rate of
inflation reflects the extent to which the economy is effectively indexed. Relatively
equal increases in price and labor-cost (evaluated at trend productivity growth)
measures of the underlying rate would be evidence of equivalent degrees of pro-
tection of labor and property income against inflation. In this case, changes in
the underlying rate would thus have relatively little impact on the distribution
of income (see section C below).

The underlying-rate concepts employed earlier implement these theoretical
distinctions in a rough but serviceable fashion. Neither really attempts to elimi-
nate the influence of aggregate demand from the overall rate of inflation. The
CPI-based underlying rate removes from the CPI the largely exogenous effects
~f increases in the prices of energy and fond. It also excludes the costs of home
purchase, finance, insurance and taxes, as well as the volatile index of used-car
prices. The exclusion of the items relating to the costs of homeownership is based
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on the fact that these are primarily household investment expenditures and
therefore are not apnropriate proxies for the annual costs of housing services for
homeowners. The PPI-based underlying rate is the producer price index for
finished consumer goods other than food and energy. These wholesale prices cor-
respond to the commodity retail prices included in the CPI-based measure, but do
not include services.

Two alternative measures of the underlying rate of inflation are the (fixed
weighted) nonfarm gross domestic product (GDP) deflator and the (fixed
weighted) personal consumption expenditures (PCE) deflator. These two
measures differ from CPI- and PPI-based indices (and from each other) because
of different coverage. The nonfarm deflator excludes prices of food at the farm
and imported crude-oil prices. The CPI- and PPI-based indices exclude all food
prices and energy costs and thus may underestimate the controllable portion of
the inflation rate. The PCE deflator encompasses some of the items not in the
nonfarm GDP deflator while excluding others. Farm prices and fuel prices are
included in the PCE deflator but the prices of investment goods such as new houses
are not. That is, both the nonfarm GDP deflator and the PCE deflator include the
cost of housing services (which the CPI does not) but the nonfarm GDP deflator
includes prices of investment goods, which the PCE deflator does not. Thus, the
nonfarm GDP deflator includes the cost of new houses.

The changes in these four measures of the underlying rate of inflation are dis-
played in table 5 for fiscal year 1976-79, with a quarterly breakdown for the
rrogram year. Also included are unit labor costs, another possible measure of the
nnderlying inflation rate (since labor costs account, on average, for about two-
thirds of total costs). Figure 2 presents the various indices pictorially.

Perhaps the major point that emerges from these data is that the underlying
rate of inflation, however measured, is significantly below the 12 percent increase
in the CPI during the program year, The increases in the various measures of
the underlying rate during fiscal year 1979 range from a low of 7.5 percent for
the CPI-based measure to 10 percent for the nonfarm deflator, the PCE deflator.
and unit labor costs. The 8.4-percent increase in the PPI-based index falls within
this range.

. B. WAGES
1. Overall trends

All measures of labor-cost inflation in the private nonfarm sector reveal ac-
celeration during the year before announcement of the pay standard and either
deceleration or virtually no acceleration during the first program year (see table
6).

The three measures of change in the hourly wages paid to production and non-
supervisory workers—average hourly earnings, the average hourly earnings in-
dex, and the employment cost index—suggest that wage-rate growth decelerated

TABLE 5.—SELECTED MEASURES OF THE UNDERLYING RATE OF INFLATION

Program 'year—Change over

Fiscal year previous quartert
1976 1977 1978 1979  1978:1V 1979:1  1979:11 1979:M1
CPI—Undertving rate34_.____ 6.7 6.0 6.1 7.5 7.2 1.5 1.4 1.9
PPl—Underlying rate3¢._____ 5.5 5.6 8.1 8.4 6.5 10.0 8.4 8.9
Fixed-weighted nonfarm
_price deflators____________ 5.0 6.8 7. 9.7 1.7 8.5 1.3 1.1
Fixed-weighted  personal
consumption expenditure R
deflators. ... _.__________ 4.7 6.1 7.4 10.0 7.4 11.0 10.3 11.4
Unit labor costs 5. _______.__ 6.6 5.8 8.2 10.2 7.6 14.1 12.8 . 6.7

! Seasonally adjusted, annual percentage rates of change.

2 Consumer Price Index excluding the costs of home purchase, finance, taxes, and insurance, and food, energy, and used
cars,

3 Producer price index for finished goods excluding food and energy costs.

¢ The CPI and PPI measures of the underlying rate are based on monthly data; annual figures are September-to-Septem-
ber changes and program-year figures measure 3-mo changes during the vear,

5 Fiscal year figures measure 3d-quarter-to-3d-quarter changes in unit labor costs for the nonfarm business sector.

A S¢I>ur_ce: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic
nalysis.
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. Figure 2
SELECTED MEASURES OF THE UNDERLYING RATE OF INFLATION Y
(Percentage Changes for Fiscal Years 1976-1979)
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Bureau of Economic Analysis. .
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TABLE 6.—SELECTED MEASURES OF EMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION (PRIVATE NONFARM SECTOR)
[Seasonally adjusted, percentage changes)

Fiscal year
Program
1976 1977 1978 year 1979
Average hourly earnings. ... ... ____________________________ 1.6 117 8.6 8.1
Average hourly earnings index_ 7.4 7.3 8.4 7.9
Employment cost index 7.2 7.2 8.0 7.4
fon_._ 8.5 1.7 7.9 8.1
- 6.5 6.9 8.0 7.0
Total hourly compensation. .. 8.4 19 8.6 8.8
Private hourly compensation_______. 8.1 7.8 8.4 8.5
Wages and salaries per hour____________ . __________ 7.4 7.1 8.2 8.1
Fringe benefits per hour. .. ________ ... ___________. 14.7 13.8 10.3 12.1
Employer contribution to social insurance. [ 13.4 9.8 1.6 12.2
Labor productivity. .. .o ._ R 17 2.0 .3 -1.3
Unit laborcosts_____________ . 6.6 5.8 8.2 10.2
Real hourly earnings index. .. .. ____ . ___________ 1.8 .7 .1 -3.9
Real spendable earnings (weekly)... O —.4 4,2 -3.2 —4.3

tamh Cantarmh

to Sep

t The employment cost index and all hoqu{ and real-earnings series measure ch from Sep
Hourly compensation, productivity, and unit-{abor-cost data measure 3d-quarter-to-3d-quarter changes. i

2 Data are available through June 1979 only; thus, program-year changes reflect annual rates of change for the period
September 1978 to June 1979,

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S, Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic
Analysis and the Council on Wage and Price Stability.

during the first program year. Both average hourly earnings and the average
hourly index (which adjusts average hourly earnings to eliminate the effects
of changes in manufacturing overtime and inter-industry employment shifts),
advanced by about 8 percent over the program year. These increases are one-
half of a percentage point below the respective increases in the previous fiscal
year.

The rate of increase in the employment-cost index (another measure of
straight-time hourly earnings, which corrects for changes in the occupational
mix) displayed a similar one-half-percentage-point deceleration, from an 8 per-
cent rate of growth in fiscal year 1978 to approximately 7% percent during the
program year. The slight overall deceleration in the growth of this index was
the result of a one-percentage-point deceleration in nonunion-wage growth (from
8 to 7 percent) and a roughly constant rate of growth in union wages (at 8 per-
cent per year).

Because collective bargaining generally follows a three-year cycle—2 years
in which contracts covering many workers are negotiated followed by a year
in which relatively few large contracts expire—and since deferred increases
tend to be smaller than first-year increases, the fiscal year 1979 increase in
union wages is more properly compared with the increase in the corresponding
years of the previous cycle (fiscal year 1976). Union wages, as mentioned by the
employment-cost index, increased 8.1 percent during the program year, about
one-half of a percentage point below the rate of growth in fiscal year 1976.
This slight deceleration suggests that the major contracts may have provided
for slightly lower wage increases in the recent round of settlements. More
specific evidence of this tendency is presented in the following discussion of
major collective-bargaining agreements.

The most comprehensive measure of labor costs—total hourly compensation,
which includes employment taxes and private fringe benefits as well as wages
and salaries—increased by 7.9 percent in fiscal year 1977 compared with 8.6
percent during fiscal year 1978, and increased slightly to 8.8 percent during the
first program year. While wages and salaries expanded at a slower pace in
fiscal year 1979 than in fiscal year 1978, employer contributions for social in-
surance grew 12.2 percent during the first program year, compared to 11.8
percent in fiscal year 1978. Private fringe benefits also grew at a 12 percent
rate during the program year, up from the 10.3 percent growth recorded in
fiscal year 1978. Much of the acceleration in social-insurance payments can be
attributed to the January 1979 changes in social security taxes—an increase in
the rate from 6.03 percent to 6.13 percent and an increase in the maximum
taxable income from $17,000 to $22,000 per year.

‘Moderation in the growth of labor compensation might have been expected
to help dampen price inflation. However, a dismal productivity perforance pre-
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vented this from occurring. Output per manhour fell by 1.3 percent during
the program year, driving unit labor costs up 10.2 percent and pufting addi-
tional upward pressure on prices.

Declimng productivity growth provides the primary explanatlon for the
slowdown in recent years in the rate of growth of real earnings (computed by
dividing actual hourly earnings by the CPI), which fell almost 4 percent during
the program year. Also contributing to this decline is the increasing redistri-
bution of income from the working population to retirees (through growing
social security taxes), as well as the redistribution of income from the United
States to oil-producing countries. As detailed in the last Inflation Update
(June 13, 1979), with relatively constant shares of national income accruing
to labor and capital, growth in nominal hourly compensation, in whatever form
will not result in growth of real hourly income unless accompanied by produc--
tivity growth. Instead, such increases in nominal compensation will be dissi-
pated in increased unit labor costs and increased price inflation. For example,
as the growth rate of unit labor costs (the difference between the growth rates
of nominal hourly compensation and productivity) accelerated from an average
of 1.9 percent between 1948 and 1965 to 4.6 percent from 1965-73 and to 8.1
percent from 1973-78, the inflation rate (as measured by the CPI) accelerated
from an average of 1.6 percent to 4.4 percent and to 8 percent over the same
periods.

The historical relationship between productivity levels and real hourly com-
pensation levels, and the lack of an historical relationship between nominal
hourly compensation and real hourly compensation, can be seen in figure 3

FIGURE 3
PRODUCTIVITY AND HOURLY COMPENSATION
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics. Hourly compensation and productivity
series are for the nonfarm business sector. Real
hourly compensation and real average hourly earnings
are obtained by deflating their nominal counter-
parts by the CPI.
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for the 1960-78 period The figure also depicts the corresponding growth in hourly
earnings (exclusive of employer social-insurance taxes and fringe-benefit costs).
‘While trends in real hourly compensation levels closely match productivity gains,
the real average-hourly-earning index falls substantially behind over this period.
This shortfall reflects substitution of private fringe benefits for wage-rate gains
and the rapid increases in employment taxes over this period. As already noted,
this trend continued during the current program year. These nonwage increases
have driven a wedge between real hourly compensation levels—dominated by
productivity growth—and real hourly-earnings levels.

The real spendable earnings series, which adjusts real weekly earnings by
removing social-insurance and income-tax payments indicates that real spend-
able incomes have declined even more dramatically than real hourly earnings.
Moreover the almost 4.5 percent drop in real spendable earnings in Fiscal Year
1979 followed a decline of about 3 percent in fiscal year 1978.

At the outset of the first program year a target rate of 71, percent was set
for growth in overall labor compensation (i.e. the 7 percent standard plus slip-
page due to large employment tax increases and various exemptions and excep-
tions). The fact that the actual increase was only a little more than 1 per-
centage point higher is encouraging in light of the severe double-digit inflation
encountered during the year. A portion of this slippage can be attributed to the
recent increase in the minimum wage. In January 1979 the minimum hourly wage
was raised from $2.63 to $2.90—a 9.4 percent increase. This legislated wage hike
may have caused more than one-half of a percentage-point slippage as companies
not only raised wages of workers covered directly by this clause of the Fair
Labor Standards Act but also adjusted the pay of “uncovered” employees near
the minimum-wage level in order to maintain equitable distribution of wages
within their firms.

2. Major collective-bargaining agreements

About 4 million workers are covered by major collective-bargaining agree-
ments signed during the past year. The five contracts summarized in table 7
cover more than 1.6 million workers. Of these five contracts the Oil, Chemical
and Atomic Workers (OCAW) agreement is unique in that it is a two-year rather
than a 3-year contract and does not have a cost-of-living-adjustment (COLA)
clause. The remaining. four agreements covering members of the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters (IBT) United Rubber Workers (URW) a coalition
of electrical industry unions led by the International Union of Electrical Work-
ers (IUE) and the United Auto Workers (UAW) are all for three years and all
contain COLA clauses.

The rate of increase in wages (note that fringe benefits are not included in
table 7) provided by contracts with COLA clauses is calculated under assumed

TABLE 7.-—-MAJOR COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING CONTRACTS

[Percentage increase in wages]

. 1979 contracts—Inflation rates
Previous
contracts t 6 percent 8 percent 9 percent

Petroleum: 2
2yrterm. ..
Annual rate

Trucking: .
3-yrincrease. ... o oooiooooi.o...
Annual rate____ .. ...

Rubber:
3-yrinerease. ... eaean.
Annual rate. . __.

Electrical;
3-yr increase.
Annual rate

Autos:
3-yr increase
Annual rate
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! The previous OCAW contract was signed in 1977; all of the others were signed in 1976,
2 The OCAW contract is a 2-yr agreement with a reopener in the 2d year. Because the contract complied with the pay
standard and did not have a COLA, additional increases may be allowed.
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rates of inflation. (Varying inflation rates were in fact assumed by the parties
to the different agreements.) Problems of comparison are compounded further
by differences in the terms of the agreements. In table 7 each of the agreements
is evaluated on both an annual and contract-term basis and compared with the
actual increases in wages over the lives of the most recent previous agreements.
The cost of each of these contracts is in turn shown for three different rates of
inflation: the 6 percent rate assumed in .measuring compliance with the pay
standard and 8 percent rate approximating actual inflation over the period of
the 1976 contracts and the 9 percent raté assumed in public descriptions of the
contracts by many of the signatories.

Comparison of the actual percentage increases in wages provided by the previ-
ous agreements with the increases embodied in the new contracts under a pro-
jected 8 percent annual inflation rate shows that the pattern of wage .growth
established by the 1979 contracts is below that of the previous agreements. This
is, of course, also true with the 6 percent compliance rate and even under an as-
sumed inflation rate of 9 percent for all but the auto agreement. This pattern of
lower settlements is consistent with the deceleration in the growth of the union
employment cost index in fiscal year 1979 compared to fiscal year 1976, described
above. )

C. INCOME SHARES

The anti-inflation program was designed to ensure that the burden of de-
celerating wage and price increases falls evenly on wage and property income.
At the aggregate level, this implies constant labor and nonlabor income shares.
It is possible to monitor-the movement of these shares on a very broad basis
using the National Income Accounts, which distinguish labor income (compen-
sation of employees), corporate profits, proprietors’ income, rental income, and
net interest. The traditional-analysis of income shares emphasizes labor com-
pensation and corporate profits.

1. Measuring profits

In the National Income Accounts, the book profits of corporations—profits on
which corporations pay taxes—are referred to as “before-tax profits.” The ac-
counts also make two important adjustments to the profits data: the capital-
consumption adjustment (CCA) and the inventory-valuation adjustment (IVA).
The resulting concept (profits with CCA and IVA) is the appropriate profit
definition for discussing income shares, and it is this concept that is used below.

The CCA alters profits by adjusting tax-return-based depreciation costs (the
capital-consumption allowance) in two ways. First, it eliminates the influence
of changes in depreciation accounting practices. Second, the CCA adjusts book
depreciation on a replacement-cost basis. On their books, firms depreciate capital
items on the basis of original purchase price rather than on the basig of the cur-
rent market cost of replacing the capital used up in the production process. During
periods of inflation, this accounting practice understates the replacement costs
of depreciated capital and therefore shifts the income of capital from depreciation
to taxable profits.

The inventory-valuation adjustment to before-tax profits is intended to re-
value the recorded acquisition cost of goods taken out of inventory on a replace-
ment-cost basis. On their books, firms may value the cost of goods at their original
acquisition cost or on some basis other than at current market prices—the
replacement cost of goods taken out of inventories. In periods of inflation, these
accounting practices understate the replacement cost of items taken out of
inventory and therefore overstate profits from current production.

2. Historical perspective .

Figure 4 shows the income shares of the different components since 1960. Al-
though income shares fluctuate over the business cycle, with labor’s share in-
creasing during business slowdowns and the share of corporate profits rising
during recoveries, this figure graphically indicates two prevalent trends: cor-
porate profits as a share of national income have declined slightly, and the
share accounted for by labor compensation has risen. However, most of the in-
crease in the labor-compensation share is attributable to large increases in social-
insurance taxes. Labor’s share exclusive of social-insurance taxes has been vir-
tually constant over the past 20 years. N

Table 8 fills in some of the détail that might not be clear in the figure. As
indicated, labor’s share of national income increased significantly between 1965

59-671 0 - 80 - g
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' FIGURE 4

SHARES OF HATIQNAL INCOME®
TR kN

oy ¢ 100

Corporate Profits

N‘“’JW—’\N
80 L ¥ " ) -t 30
Proprietars Income
W

Vhabnind Y28 ”~e
X Y ) - - sae -
o i LT L L N T o Lt S it 14
.

© 60 -t - =T 60
Total Labor Wages, Salaries,
Compensation and Fringe Benefits
. - other than Social -
40 A Insurance Taxes 40

20— ‘ —— 20

! L1 A R
8 R e N DU e e e m— 0

€8 €2 64 65 68 78 72 74 76 78

1/ See footnotes at the bottom of Table 8.

SOURCE: Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Economic Analysis. :

and 1970, regardless of whether social-insurance taxes are included. This in-
crease was balanced by an almost identical reduction in the share of corporate
profits, while the rise in the share of interest and rental income was offset
by a similar decline in that of proprietors. During the 1970’s, the share of total
labor compensation has fallen slightly (that of wages, salaries, and fringe bene-
fits declined more significantly, but the social-insurance component rose in rela-
tive importance), while the profit share rose by about 1.5 percentage points. The
shares of interest and rental income and proprietors’ income continued along
their respective rising and falling paths described for the 1965-70 period. The
decline in the profit share and the rise in labor’s share during the 1974 reces-
sion confirm the general cyclical pattern noted above.

3. Income shares during the program year

« Table 8 also presents a quarterly breakdown of these income shares for 1978
and the first three quarters of 1979. Labor’s income share fared somewhat better
than the nonlabor shares during the program year. From 1978 :II1 to 1979 :III,



127

TABLE 8.—NATIONAL INCOME SHARES (SELECTED PERIODS)
{in percent]

Labor compensation

Net interest Social Wages, salaries
Corporate and rental Proprietors Total labor insurance ~ and fringe
profits ! income? income !  compensation taxes benefits ¢
13.6 6.3 10.0 70.1 5.3 64.8
8.5 1.0 8.2 76.3 7.4 68.9
9.0 1.3 1.9 15.8 1.6 68.2
9.7 1.2 8.0 5.1 7.1 -67. 4
9,3 6.9 8.7 75.1 8.6 66.5
1.4 8,0 1.8 m1 9.1 68,0
1.9 8.3 1.2 76.6 9,1 27,5
9.3 1.8 6.6 76.3 9.2 7.
9.8 7.8 6,6 75,8 9,2 66,
9.7 1.8 6.8 75,7 9.6 66,
8.7 1.8 6.7 16,7 9.7 67,0
9.9 1.1 6.7 75.6 8.5 66,1
10.0 1.9 6.7 75,4 9.5 £5.9
10.2 8.0 6.9 75,0 0.4 65. 6
9.6 8.0 6,9 75,5 9.9 65,6
9.3 8.0 6.8 75,9 9.9 6.0
9.3 8.1 6,7 75,9 . 9.8 66.1

f
i
H

1 With inventory valuation adjustment and capital consumption adjustment.

1 With capital consumption adjustment. . i .

_3Fringe benefits include employer payments for private p , health, and welfare funds, compensation for injuries,
directors’ fees, and pay of the military reserves, ) )

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis.

the fraction of national income accounted for by total labor compensation rose

" by one-half of a percentage point. Most of this increase was the result of the
growth of social-insurance taxes, whose share rose by 0.3 percentage pointg; the
share of wages, salaries, and private fringe benefits increased by 0.2 percentage
points. Net interest and rental income also increased by 0.2 percentage points
in relative importance in fiscal year 1979,

The rising shares of labor and interest and rental income were balanced by a
0.7-percentage-point decline in the profit share during the program year, The share
of proprietors’ income held steady during this period. Corporate profits, however,
fell from 10 percent of national income of 1978:III to 9.3 percent in 1979:II1,
after rising to 10.2 percent in 1978:1V. Atlhough these shifts in income shares are
relatively large, several points should be borne in mind: First, when social-insur-
ance taxes are excluded, labor’s share remains relatively constant, Second, by the
end of 1978, the corporate-profits share had risen by about one-half of a point
from its prerecessionary level of 0.7 percent in 1972 (or by close to 1 percentage
point from its level of 9.3 percent in 1978). During the same period, the total labor
share held relatively steady, and the wages-and-salaries component fell by about
2 percentage points; the share of net interest and rental income increased by
almost 1 percentage point; and the proprietor share fell by a slightly greater
amount. Third, the statistical discrepancy in the national income accounts for
1979 :111 was almost $8 billion, compared to a negative $1.3 billion in 197911,
Subsequent revisions in the data may thus require modification of these
conclusions. o



MONITORING INFLATION

FRIDAY, DECEMBER 21, 1979

Conaress oF THE UNITED STATES,
Joint Economic COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2128, Ray-
burn House Office Building, Hon. Parren J. Mitchell (member of the
committee) presiding.

Present : Representative Mitchell. '

Also present: William R. Buechner and Paul B. Manchester, profes-
sional staff members; and Betty Maddox, administrative assistant.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE MITCHELL, PRESIDING

Representative MrrcaeLL. Good morning. This hearing will now
come to order.

Mr. Russell, thank you for being here. I am very much afraid that
you’re not going to bring us much good news. However, I have learned
lr)lo_t to anticipate; it may well be that you do have some good news to

ring us.

T}%e Consumer Price Index figures released this morning show that
we are still on an inflation treadmill. Prices in November rose 1 per-
cent, the 11th month in a row that inflation has been at or above 1 per-
cent. Half of November’s rise is due to higher housing costs, with much
oflt_he blame resting on the Federal Reserve Board’s high-interest-rate
policy. :

The only real good news today is that energy prices have begun to
moderate and aren’t going up as badly as they did during the summer
and fall, but the recent OPEC price increases promise to make this
lull a short-lived one. : )

Last month the Consumer Price Index was 12.6 percent higher than
the Consumer Price Index in November 1978. This is the worst 12-
month rate of inflation in more than 80 years—since the immediate
postwar period—when we lifted price controls and had a massive shift
of demand from military outlays to consumer spending. :

This inflation has been devastating for people across this Nation
who must eke out their survival on a fixed income. I'm talking pri-
marily about those who are old and those who are poor. Compared with
1967, the value of today’s dollar is exactly 44 cents, and the poverty
line income level keeps rising.

I, for one, am very concerned that our primary weapon in the fight
against inflation still appears to be a recession. And even though econ-
omists’ predictions of the date when the recession will begin have been

(129)
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wrong, I think this time they probably will be right. It may not begin
this quarter, if not, probably next quarter, but high-interest rates, dis-
ruptions in oil supplies, and recent price increases by the OPEC coun-
tries mean that the recession will be even deeper than previously
forecast.

Without objection the press. release entitled “The Consumer Price
Index—November 1979” will be inserted in the hearing record at this
point.

[The press release referred to follows:]
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United States

Department @
of Labor

Bureau of Labor Statistics- Washington, D.C. 20212

Patrick Jackman (202) 523-7827 UsSCL-79-898
523-8416 TRANSMISSION OF MATERIAL IN THIS RELEASE
Kathryn Hoyle (202) 523-1913 IS EMBARGOED UNTIL $:00 A.M. (EST)
523~1208 Friday, December 21, 1979

THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX--NOVEMBER 1979
The Consumer Price I_ndex for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) increased 0.9 percent before
seasonal adjustm‘ent in November to 227.5 (1967=100), the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the, U.S.
Department of Labor announced today. The Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and
Clerical Workers (CPI-W) increased 0.9 percent before seasonal adjustment in November to
227.6 (1967=100). The CPI-U was 12.6 percent higher and the CPI-W was 12.8 percent higher
than in November 1978.‘

CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)--Seasonally Adjusted Changes

On_a seasonally adjusted basis, the CPI for All Urban Consumers rose 1.0 percent in
November, the eleventh consecutive monthly increase of about 1.0 percent. The housing compo-
nent accounted for a little more than one-half of the increase in the November CPI. Appfoxi-
mately 35 percent of the November increase was due to rising house prices, while about 15 per-
cent was due to increased mortgage interest rates. The transportation component advanced
'sharply in November, following a moderate increase in October. Other major categories of

consumer spending registered price rises similar to those of the previous month.

Table A. Percent changes in CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)

Seasonally adjusted Unadjusted
Compound
Changes from preceding month annual rate 12-mos.
Expenditure 1979 3~mos. ended ended
category May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Nov. '79 Nov. '79
All items 1.1 1.0 1.0 .1 1.1 1.0 1.0 12.9 12.6
Food and beverages .7 »2 .1 0 .9 o7 6 9.2 9.7
Housing 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.5 1.3 16.7 14.3
Apparel and upkeep 1 ¢ -1 =.1 .7 1.3 .2 .2 6.9 4.6
Transportation 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.5 1.2 *5 1.4 12.9 17.5
Medical care .6 .7 <77 .8 .9 1.0 .9 11.7 9.3
Entertainment .5 -1 .7 -7 .3 .6 .6 6.2 7.4
Other goods and services | .5 .5 .5 1.0 1.6 .2 .2 8.5 7.5

(Data for CPI-U are shown in tables 1 through 3.)
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The 1.3 percent rise in the housing index in November was the tenth consecutive large
monthly increase. In November, home financing costs rose 3.7 percent, reflecting an increase
of 1.9 percent in mortgage interest rates and 1.8 percent in house prices. Prices for house-
hold fuels declined 1.3 percent, t}ne first decline s_ince November 1978. The index for gas and
electricity declined 2.0 percent, reflecting a reduction in charges for both electricity and
natural gas. Fuel oil prices rose 0.4 percent; this compares with an average monthly increase
of over 4.5 percent during the first 10 months of this year. The index for household
furnishings and operations rose 0.9 percent in November compared with 0.6 percent in October,
primarily reflecting higher prices for housekeeping supplies and higher charges for house-
keeping services.

The 1_.4 peércent increase in the transportation index for November was substantially
larger than in October. Gasoline prices rose 1.7 percent in November, about the same as in
October and considerably less than the average monthly increases of about 4.0 percent during
the first 9 months of this year. Prices for new cars advanced sharply--up 1.1 percent--
following a 1.5 percent decline in October. Used car prices rose 1.3 percent, following
seasonal adjustment, the first increase in 9 months. The index for public transportation rose
3.6 percent in November, the fifth consecutive large increase. Airline fares, in.tercit.y bus
and train faxes, intracity mass transit fares, and taxi fares all showed substantial increases.

The food and beverage index rose 0.6 percént in November compared with 0.7 percent in
October. Prices for grocery store foods rose 0.5 percent. Prices for déiry products increased
1.1 percent in November, following increases of 0.5 percent in each of the preceding 2 months.
Prices of poultry and eggs increased, following declines in October. On the other hand, prices
of fruits and vegetables declined 0.9 percent in November as fresh fruit prices declined 5.4

percent. Beef prices declined slightly in November, following 2 months of increases. Prices
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in the remaining components of the food and beverage index--restaurant meals and
alcoholic beverages--rose 0.7 and 0.8 percent, respectively, compared with increases
of 0.9 percent in October.

The index for apparel and ‘upkeep increased 0.2 percent in November, the same as in

October. Prices for women's and girls® clothing, reflecting pre-holiday sales, declined in

November, although not as much as in October. Prices for other apparel commodities--men's and

' boys', infants' and toddlers'’, and footwear--increased in November but by iess than in
October. Charges for apparel services rose 0.8 percent in November, following increases of

1.0 percent or more in each of the 3 preceding months.

The medical care index rose 0.9 percent in November, about the same as in September and

October. Charges for physicians' services and hospital rooms rose 0.4 and 1.3 percent,
respectively, following increases of 0.5 and 1.0 percent in October.
The index for entertainment rose 0.6 percent in November, the same as 'in October.

The index for other goods and services rose 0.2 percent for the second month in a row.

CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W)--Seasonally Adjusted Changes

On a seasonally adjusted basis, the CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers
rose 1.0 percent in November, the eleventh consecutive monthly increase of about 1.0 per=-
cent. The housing component, primarily reflecting higher mortgage interest rates and
house prices, increased 1.3 percent and accounted for a little more than one~half of the
increase in the November CPI. The transportation component advanced sharply in November,

.

following a moderate increase in October. Most other major categories of consumer spending

also increased in November, but by less than in October.
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The 1.3 percent rise in the housing index in November was the tenth consecutive large
ronthly increase. Rising homeownership costs accounted for most of the increase. In
November, home financing costs rose 3.8 percent, reflecting an increase of 2.1 percent
in mortgage interest rates and 1.9 percent in house prices. Prices for household fuels
declined 1.3 percent, the first decline since November 1978. The index for gas and
electricity declined 2.0 percent, reflecting a reduction in charges for both electricity
and natural gas. Fuel ;il prices rose 0.4 percent, this rise compares with average monthly
increases of over 4.5 percent during the first 10 months of this year. The index for
household furnishings and operations rose 0.8 percent in November compared with 0.5 per-
cent in Octobker, primarily reflecting higher prices for housekeeping supplies.

The 1.4 percent increase in the transportation index for November was substantially
larger than in October. Gasoline prices rose 1.7 percent in November, about the same as in
October and considerably less than the average monthly incteages of about 4.0 percent during
the first 9 months of this year. Prices for new cars advanced sharply--up l.4 percent--
following a 1.5 percent decline in October. U;ed car prices rose 1.3 percent, following
seasonal adjustment, the first increase in 9 months. The index for public transportation
rose 3.3 percent in November, the fifth consecugive large increase. Airline fares, intercity
bus and train fares, intracity mass transit, and taxi fares all increased substantially.

The food and beverage index rose 0.5 percent in November, compared with 0.7 percent
in October. Prices for grocery store foods also increased 0.5 percent. Priges for dairy
rroducts increased 1.2 percent in November compared with 0.3 percent in October. Prices
of poultry and eggs increased, following declines in October. On the other hand, prices
»f fruits and vegetables declined 1.3 percent in November as fresh fruit prices declined

7.0 percent. Prices in the remaining components of the food and beverage index--restaurant
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meals and alcoholic beverages--rose 0.6 and 0.7 percent, respectively, compared with increases

of 0.9 and 1.0 percent in October.

The index for apparel and upkeep was-unchanged in November, following an increase

of 0.5 percent in October.

Prices for women's and girls® and infants' and toddlers'

clothing, reflecting pre-holiday sales, declined in November.

commodities-~-men's and boys' clothing,

Prices for other apparel

and footwear--increased in November but by less than

in October. Charges for apparel services rose 0.6 percent in November, following increases

of 1.0 percent or more in each of the 2 preceding months.

The medical care index increased 0.8 percent in November, compared with increases’ of

1.0 percent or more in Septeémber and October. Charges for physicians' services and hospital

rooms rose 0.4 and 1.1 percent, respectively, following increases of 1.2 and 1.4 percent in-’

october.

i

The index for entertainment increased 0.5 percent in Novein!')er, about the same .as
. .

the average monthly increases during the first 10 months. The index for other goods and

services rose 0.2 percent in November, the same as in October.

Table B. Percent changes

in CPI1 for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W)

Seasonally adjusted Unadjusted”
- Compound : - .

Expenditure Changes from preceding month annual rate 12-mos.
category 1979 - - 3-mos. ended ended

May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Nov.'79. Nov.'79 .
All Items 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.9 1.0 12.9 12.8
Food and beverages -4 .3 .2 o 9 .7 o5 8.8 9.7
Housing 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.3 16.7 14.6
Apparel and upkeep -.1 -2 «2 .5 1.0 «5 1] 6.1 4.5
Transportation 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.5 1.2 - .4 1.4 12.8 17.6
Medical care .6 .9 .8 .8 1.0 1.1 +8 12.1 9.8
Entertainment .8 .1 o7 W3 .7 .7 .5 7.8 7.4
Other goods and services .5 -4 +4 1.2 1.2 .2 .2 6.8 7.3

(Data for CPI-W are shown in

tables 4 through 6.)
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Technical Notes

Brief Explanation of the CPI

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is a measure of the
average change in prices over time in a fixed market basket
of goods and services. Effective with the January 1978
index, the Bureau of Labor Statistics began publishing CPI's
for two population groups: (1) a new CPI for All Urban
Consumers (CPI-U) which covers approximately 80 percent
of the total noninstitutional civilian population; and (2) a
revised CP1 for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers
(CPI-W) which represents about half the population covered
by the CPI-U. The CPI-U includes, in addition to wage

earners and clerical wnrkers, groups which historically have .

£

been fuded from CP! ge, such as p
managerial, and technical workers, the seif-employed, shon-
term workers, the unemployed, and retirees and others not
in the labor force.

The CP1 is based on prices of food, clothing, shelter, and
fuels, transportation fares, charges for doctors’ and dentists’
services, drugs, and the other goods and services that people
buy for day-to-day living. Prices are collected in 85 urban
areas across the country from over 18,000 tenants, 18,000
housing units for property taxes, and about 24,000 establish-
ments—grocery and department stores, hospitals, filling sta-
tions, and other types of stores and service establishments.
Adl taxes directly d with the p and use of
items are included in the index. Prices of food, fuels, and a
few other items are obtained every mopth in all 85 locations.
Prices of most other commodities and services are collected

every month in the five largest geographic areas and every -

other month in other areas. Prices of most goods and services
are obtained by personal visits of the Bureau's trained repre-
sentatives. Mail questionnaires are used to obtain public
utility rates, some fue! prices, and certain other items.

In calculating the index, price changes for the various
items in each location are averaged together with weights
which represent their importance in the spending of the
appropriate population group. Local data are then com-
bined to obtain a U.S. city average. Separate indexes are
also published for 28 local areas. Area indexes do not mea-
sure differences in the level of prices among cities; they
only measure the average change in prices for each area
since the base period.

The index measures price changes from a designated re-
ference date— 1967—which equais 100.0. An increase of
22 percent, for example, is shown as 122.0. This change
can also be expressed in dollars as follows: - The price of a
base period “market basket” of goods and services in the
CP1 has risen from $10 in 1967 to $12.20.

For further details see the following: The Consumer
Price Index: Concepts and Content Over the Years,
Report 517, revised edition (Bureau of Labor Statistics,
May 1978); The Rewvision of the Consumer Price [ndex,
by W. John Layng, reprinted from the Staristical Reporter,
February 1978, No. 78-5 (U.S. Dept. of Commerce),
and Revisions in the Medical Care Service Component
of the Consumer Price Index, by Daniet H. Ginsburg,
Monthly Labor Review, August 1978,

A Note About Calculating Index Changes

Movements of the indexes from one month to another
are uswally expressed as percent changes rather than
changes in index points because index point changes are
atfected by the level of the index in relation to its base
period while percent changes are not. The example in the
accompanying box illustrates the computation of index
point and percent changes.

Percent changes for 3-month and 6-month periods
are expressed as annual rates and are computed accord-
ing to the standard formula for compound growth rates.
These data indicate what the percent change would be
if the current rate were maintained for a 12-month
period.

index Point Change
[=4] 189.8
Less previous index 189.2
Equais index point change: 0.6

Percent Change

Index point ditference .
Divided by the previous index .2
Equais: 0.003
Resuits muitilied py one hundred 0.003x100
Equals percent change: 0.3




137

A Note on Seasonally Adjusted and Unadjusted Data

Becauss price data are umd for different purpo.a by
different groups, the Buresu of Labor Statistics publish

e eive h

purposss. Many ini ag

seasorally adjusted a3 well as unadjusted changes each
month.

For analyzing general price trends in the economy,
seasonally adjusted changes ars ususily preferred since

they climinate the effect of changes that normally ocour -

at the samw time and in about the same itud

and pension plans, for ple, tie lon chang
to the Consumer Price Index unldjumd for seasonal
variation.

Saagonal factors used in computing the seasonally
adjusted indexes are derived by the X-11 Variant of the
Census Method I S I Adj Program. The

datad

every

year—such as prics mo: iting from
firmati diti cycles, model change

Araopd

overs, holidays, and sales.
The unadjusted data are of primary interest to con-

sumers concerned about the prices (h'y m.ully pey.

Unadjusted data are aloo used ively for

| data at the end of 1977 nplaced data
rmm 1967 through 1977. Subsequent annual updates
will replace S years of seasonal data, 3., data from 1974
through 1978 will be teplaced at the end of 1978. The
seasonal movemnent of all itemns and 35 other aggregations
u dcnnd by bining the of 45
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24 Hour CPl Mailgram Service

Consumer Price Index data now are available by mail-
gram within 24 hours of the CPI release. The new.service
is being sifered by the Bureau of Labor Statistics through
the National Technical [aformation Service of the U.S.
Departmenc of Commerce.

The CPI MAILGRAM service prov\des unad)usted and
seasonally adjusted dats doth for the ARl Urban Consumers

(CP1-U) and for the Urkan Wage Eamers ind Clerical
Workers (CPl-W) Indexes 23 shown on the CPI-U sample
page below, Tke unadjusted data include the current
manth's index and the percent changes {rom 12 months
ago and one month 130. The seasonally adjusted Jata are
the percsnt changes from one month ago.

VERAGE (1947:

SROUP

ALL ZITEMS
ALL ITEMS{1987-859513Q)

FQ00 AND 2EVERAGES
£5C3

FRUITS aND l'G:'i'L:’

00D iUAY F20OM <Qng
HOUS IH

ENT . i‘SK:‘)lf AL
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!OYYL'D 348
TRISITY
R3S AND 3OERAT
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TRANSPORTATION

NEU CARS

USED ZARS

GASGLINE

PUSLIC TRANSPORTATION

MEBICAL CA
MEdLCAL ‘A!' SERVICES

INTERTAINMENT

QTHER GOOCS AND SERVICES
PERSANAL C/RE 1/

\.JF‘IODI'IES

330 &80
20 AND

wn

G

Q20
FQCO and IHEAGY

NeT §$&

.HNSUFE! PRICE "”JEX 'OK ALL URSAN CINSUMERS 1282-u1:

j 4]

ASONALLY 1DJUSTED.

¢.s. C17Y
UNAJJUSTED 5 204
2€2 CHG FER ZMG PER IMG
FROM 12 FREM L FROM L
M0 AGQ Y0 160 MO 16D
J16.1 10.8 12 1t
269.9 - - -
228.2 tr.2 .3 .7
2343 it.e 3 .7
233.6 13 .7 .3
2'8.2 3.3 .8 1.3
2%2.2 19,5 .9 B
233.8 (R .7 .3
228.8 3.6 o -2
6t .7 11 t1
K Gy L 12 1.2
.8 §.3 t3 .3
.3 16§ 1281 1.3
e 7.7 2.1 2.2
3843 23.2° 4.1 4.3
50.4 5.2 2.8 2.8
49.2 1.3 .3 .4
86.) 3.9 .4 .3
7.7 15,6 2.4 1.8
18%.4 1.7 .3 1.t
3.5 1y 2.7 -5 |
a7 29.1 5.3 5.2
93.3 3.t .4 .7
38.3 8. .3 -4 "
56. 4 3. .5 .8
t87 .8 5.6 .7 .3
i93.9 7.5 g .2
173.9 7.3 .4 .8
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ORDER FROM: National Technical [nformation Service, 5285 Port Royal Road, Springfieid, Virginia 22161
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STREET ADDRESS:

CITY, STATE, ZIP: -

() ENCLOSED S Purchase Order Number

( ) CHARGE s. to my American Express Acsount #
( ) CHARGE & tomy NTIS Deposit Account §
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CPI-U

TABLE 1. Consuser Price Inder for all urdan consumera: U.3. city average, by expenditure category sad comsodity and service group,
1967100

Uoad justed Seascaally adjusted
. Unldjuxtcd tadexes  percent change to peraent change fros:
Oat 197§ dug. to Sept. to
1978 978 detn “Vors sepes Oot.
Expenditars cstegory
0.9 1. R 1.0
-6
-5

B .

1s #od dakery preduc
poultry, fish, asd eggs

D-lry product: e

Rent, re sidentiai.
otn ntal costs .
1p

Nan

. 0d tnsurance .

Naintensnae sad repair,
Maiatenance and repaie
Maintenance and repair coamoditi

Puel and other utilities .

®

N

3
.7
-9

3
A
.0
.2

3
-9
1

8
-3
-7
)
-8
1
1

9
.6
.6

T A R R U ET T UL LT T RT PP S S AWV A

O R R N T LT VM SR S X S S S e

orsansdbowovhwaraDoNN IR I BN O

'
LAk
PRrTRTY
'
P

-k

2 11
and girls’ app
e toddierss wpparei |

. 1. 1

1. 1 * 1

1 . 1 1.1
1 1 1 .5 1
1 1 x 1
.5 1
. . I8
5 L) 1.
Malntenance aad repair . . -9 .

Other private tranaportation . .6
Other private trans. commodities . 1 . [ 1.
Other privete trans. servis: - . 3 .
Publie tramsportation. 3 1 1.7 3
[3 .

-t
Lonll mubehriobmolombubBLLOBWNNNI F RO OO Mo X

. 1 1 -
. L .
"n. 1 1.6 1
. . .6
.8 . .8
) . A
Olhcr goods acd 5 . ' 2
200 produc 9 a -
Fersonal 1 5 a
Toilet foods and personai sare
appliznces 1/ 762 6 . .6 .
1 eare services 3/ 95 3 -3
Personal and educational expen vy .6 3. .2
School books and supplies ....... 183 7 [N -3.5 -
Personal and educationsl service 1,205 .8 1. .2 -
viee group
11 ste . 221.5 126 0.9 1 1.0
Commoditini 2170 12.7 1 -5
00d and Deverages 233.1 7 K] -6
Commodities less food ne beverads 208.9 (15} 1.2 11
Wondurables less food sad bevera 216.6 9.6 .7 .7
165.9 1.7 1.2 N
2062 26.1 .9 2.1 -9
198.4 1.2 1.2 7 1.5
246.2 12.6 1 11 11
182.1 8.1 & .8 .
281.6 16.2 1.8 1.3 [
221.5 9.5 1.8 .7 10
267.6 9.6 9 1.0 -9
206.5 " 1.3 -5
2201 1.0 1.2 1.1
218.6 -4 1.0 -1
219.8 -1 R} .7
226.2 -9 1.1 1.0
Commodities 1. . 205.8 1.0 1.2 L]
Woodurabl 212.9 .8 1.8 .6
Nongurables 1 236.8 .9 1.9 -9
Nonduradles 1. 225.8 .6 2 .6
Services less reat. 288.2 1.2 1 1.2
Servioss d1cel care 2823 1.1 3 L]
Toergy 3/. 307.8 a 2.1 .1
2218 1.0 .9 1.0
216.1 1.2 1.0 1.2
1918 B4 -§ 1.0
132.5 1 3. 1.1
.6 1. 1 1.
b0 -1 -5 -.9 -9
378 . - -

not to any specific date.
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CPI-U

TABLE 2. Commu by expesditure category amd

commodity snd

¢ Price Index For ull
vice groul

urban consussrs: Seasonslly adjusted U.3. oity average,

onally adjuated indexes Se

onaily adjurted anoual rate
t change fo!
3 months onau; io

2y
1978

H -en:u .n.nn; 1n

1911

group

Sept.  Oct. oy,
979 1979 1979 Ted.
- 1979

Aug.  Wos.
1979 1979 e

Bxpanditure category

1» snd bakery pruueu
Meats, poultry, fish

Wonaleoholio beverages 17.
Other prepared faods ...
Food away fros h
Alooholie be: erase
Housing
Shelter
Reot, resideatiel..
Other rental costs -
Homgowneranip. .

LobmhmoomniaNmnL e

Puels ..
Tuel 01, ooal, nd bottied gas..
Gas (piped) and electricity .

w3

Other utilities and pudlic servic
and operation .

uppl
espiug services .
Apparel and upkeep

“commoditi
1

oa:
Apparel service
Transportation

Public cr-n-peruuen
Medical care
Medical cere commodities
Medical care
Prof.
Othy
Entertain
Entertainment oo

Personal care 1
Personal and educational !chnl 8

Sohool books and supplie
Personal sed educationar services

Apparel comsodities.
Wosdurables less food, beverag
pparel 1/.

idential.
Household servic

less rent .

Transportstion services.
Medionl care
Other

ervices .

interest costs 17...

dical care

s food

1 onelly adjusted.
WOTE:

»
uau applies to a ®oath as a whole, mot to any specific date.
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13.
7.

206.7 11,

10.

Lowobwoo wenlub
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TABLE 3. Conacmer Price Index fer all urbas consw

other Pereest cnange to

Area 1/ Prioing  index Bov. 1979 fr
. le base 1979 Mov.  Sept, Ot.
1978 1979 1979

2234 225.% 2215 12.¢ 1.8

" .o 2.1

n n.s 3.4

[ 13.2 1.6

n 10 1.5

] 1. 1.3
1 10/67 .2 -
' 1.0 -
1 2.4 -
1 1.9 -
3 2.1 -
1 171 1.7 -
1 1.7 -
1 2. -
1 1.9 -
t 1.6 -
' 30 -
1 2.2 -
' [N -
2 - - -
2 - - -
2 . - .
2 - - -
2 - - -
2 . - -
1 2 - . -
11a-3¢.Faul, Hina. 2 - - .
lllniur'h, ». 2 - - -
Sas Pra 2 - - -
2 271 - st - - - -
2 12/11 - w26 - - - -
2 /11 - 121 - - - -
H 12 - g - - - -

e elans 3/
2 12771 1112 - s - - . -
2 12T 1198 - 1213 - - - -
2 127717 1138 - 1223 - - - -
2 1217 119.6 - 222 - - - -
2 12/11 1.7 - a2 - - - -
Negion/population sise clase
eross claasifteation 3/
2 12/11 315,90 . - - - -
2 12/11 121.0 - - - - -
2 1211 ey - - - . -
2 12/71 LT - - - - -
2 12/71 1113 - - - - -
2 12/11 12005 - - - . -
2 12011 1201 - - - - -
2 12/11 20,9 - - - - -
2 12717 120.2 - - - - -
2 12/1T N9.0 - - - - -
2 12/11 1.9 - - - -
2 12/17 119.s - - - - -
2 12/11 16,9 - - - . -
2 1217 119.5 - - - - -
2 12771 18.s - - - - -
2 12/11 e - . - - -
s
Vv a1ty the Standard Watropolite Area (SM34), excluaive of faras.
N tera W.J, and Chicago, I1l.

1.
Ares definitions are thoae established by the orru- of Wanage

xn). excest for Denver-Boulder, Cole. vhieh does not inalude Dougles County. Definitions do mot inelu
1873

priced every month ia all are

2/ ral sther it

July, Sept end W
suguat, naunr. and De
the four Ceosus P
claszes are -"uuuau. ©f sreve wbioh Bave urban population as defimed below:

More than %,000,000.

1,250,000 to ¥,000,000.
385,000 to 1,250,000
15,000 1o 315,00

t

e f1ne:

o00.

15
Population sise class 4 is the aggr

ulstion size el s 4-1 and A-2.

WOTE: Price &es withia areas are found (n the Conauser Price Index; differsaces in living costs among &
Family luun-.

CPI-U

1tess 1ndex, 19675100 unless otherwise noted

¢t and
revizions m

are found in

Percent ehange to
ot. 1974 fro

oet. 2 Sept.

1978 1979 1979

12.2 19 0.9

1.5 1.5
131 2.3
12.1 2.0
2
1.1

1.8 -

1.9 -

1.5 -

2.4 -

1.6 -

1.5 -

2.0 -

1.9 -

3 -

1s -

1 2.2 -

131 1.9 -

12.2 1.8 -

12.6 2.1 -

ns 19 -

2.0 1.8 -

2. 2.1 -

2.6 2.2 -

12.8 2.1 -

wost other goods asd services priced a3 indisated:
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CPI-W

TABLE 3. Consuser Price Index for urdan wage esraers and clerical vorkers: 0.3, city aversge, by expenditure category and

commodity and service group, 19672100

Nelatis Gnadjusted Sessonally adjusted
Aroup llpertlnn-, nnuunnu 1nnn- psrcent change to P t che
ov. 1979 frol Aug. to
1919 1975 Wows 1978 Oet. 1979 Sept.

Kxpenditure category

451 ftema{1957.592100)
Food and deverage

£
y froa hoa
4lcohalic baverage

N

Maintensnce and repair
“Matotensnce and npnr service
Maiatenance £nd repair com odities

Fuel and other vtilitie

and public servioes ..
uouuheu rnrnnnnn snd operation

Neohl BaneuulLphnalenLirpalikrosloruriankarlihionarsbunemoblonhubok

3
Infnnn' e toddlers -ppu ol

Footvesr . . .
Other spparel commsditias - ... . .9 .
Apparel services 1/..... . . .
100 .2 1.
.2 1.
-5 -1 T
-3 - 1.3
3.5 1 7
Hafntenance #nd repei . 1 7
Other private zun.poruuu .. § ]
Other private trans odit . 1 1
-6 -7
1 1 3.3
1.0 1. K]
.8 Bl
1.2 t -7
I A
Otner sedical care [ . 1.0
Entertains. . -5
Entertal N] -5
-5 .6
1.2 .2
-5 -.2
Bl -6
.3
6 .
Bl 3.3
Sckool books -0 (X -3
Persooal and educatlonsl -t 3.c

serviee group

225.6 0.9 0.9

215.8 N3 -1

232.3 .3 -1

205.0 -9 7

216.6 .1 [

185.3 .2 R

215.9 -9 ..

1.1 .6

1.9 1.2

N 1.2

1.0 1.5

Transportation vie 1.3 3

Medieal sare ervioes: K3 1.2

Other servia R .8

Special index:
411 1te 80.223 222.0 13.5 1.0 1.0 ()
A11 1t 73.031 217.9 1.8 .6 .6 .6
A1 1t 93.132 218.7 1.3 .6 -1 N3
421 itens lees madicad car P 95.511 2282 12.9 -9 -9 1o
Commodities 1. food. . 203.5 wo -9 1 ()
Fondurables 1 foo . - 212.9 19.6 -1 -8 -6
lonaunnu 1 f006 and apparel 1/...... 236.3 25.3 -8 -9 -8
1 o 225.3 .6 .5 N3 .5
mb. ..., . . 255.7 13.8 1.2 1.2 1.2
digal ears ). . 239.9 13.3 11 1.3 1
lnoru 1. . 310.2 7.5 2 1.0 -2
411 Stess less energy 1. s 218.8 10,0 1.0 .8 10
411 items less food -nu «n .- 213.0 10.5 1.1 .9 1
Commodities i fool and B 188.7 8.2 -9 -5 -9
com . . 130.2 51.% 1.1 1.3 1.1
ces less o " . e 2.9 1 1.2 1.8
‘Purchasing power of the consumer dollar
1967+81.00 1/ . - $.303 -11.5 -9 --9 -9
1957-59581.00 1/ - -381 - - - -

1/ seasonslly adjusted.
IOTI' !ndll applies to a month as a whole, not to any specifio dete.
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7 BLE 5. Consuaer Price Ingex for ueban vags saroers and clerical vorke
oey and commodity and service group, 1967x

Sessonally sdjusted indexes

Group Aug. Sept. Oct.
a579 1919 99
11 iteams..
229.2
2315.2
.. 2318
wery prozucts T X
Meats, poultry, Tish, ..o 2207
Dairy products ..o 210.2
Fruits and veget, . 232.%
Suger 2w . 280.7
Fats and oil oozt
Wonalconolie be L 36000
Other prepared foeds .27
Food away from ho L oanra
Alecoholic beverages . 116
. 236
.ol
171.5
. Loasset
Homeounerant D o288
Home pureh: . . 226.8
Financing, taxes, end iasurance . 318.8
Haiotensnce and repatirs. . 260.3
Maintenance and repair . o283%
Maintenance and repair coms adl!lt!.. 208.6
Puel and other utilities . 24

Fuels
Puel oil, coal, and bottled g
Gas (piped) and electricity . -

Otner utilicies and pudlic services .

Household furnishings and eperation

Housefuroishings

Housekeaping luypli':
vicea

Women's and girl

arel.
Infants' and toddlers' apparel

Maintensnce and repair ..
Other private tranaportation .
Other private trans. coasoditles .
Other private trans. servie
Publie transportatio:
Medical ca .
Medical care comsoditles .
Medical care services
Professtonal servic
Other medica) care nruee.
Entertatnweat
en

Tobacco praduets.
Personal care 1, .
Toilet gouds and persansi care

appliances 1/.
Personat care
Personal and educational
Schoot bocks and suppl

Peraonal and educations
111 frems. -
Conmoditie: 213.9  215.5
Pood and beverages 231.2  232.9
Commadit 202.9  204.%
Nondurad 213.9  215.1
Apparel cossodittes.. 162.8  183.5
Mondurables less food, bevera
ana spparel 1/..... 243.8  2%5.9
193.1  198.2
2%0.8  233.8
179.1  181.2
277.6  281.8
217.9  219.1
263.8  267.0
2002 205.9
Spectal indezes:
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a1t 1 rtgage interest costs i/. 218.7
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Nonduradl 2108 212.%
2302 236.3
223.9  225.3
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236.9  239.9
307.0 310.2
217.0  218.8
2110 213.0
187.1  183.1
328.5 330.2

Services !

1/ Mot seasonally adjuste
WOTE: Index applies to a .enl! as a whole, not to asy specific date.
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TABLE &. Consumer Price Index for
othervise noted

0.3, oity

Chicago, I21.-Nerthw,
Detroit, Mick

3.
Cineinnati, onu-ly ~Ind.
Denver: Ia

r

t .
Washingtoa,

D.C.cie
Atlants, G
Buffelo, N.T.
Claveland, Onfo....
Dallas-Fort Worth, Tex
Honolulu, Hawaii
Houston,

Region 3/

Northeast.
North Centrai.
Soutn
Vest

Population size claes 3/

Region/population size alass
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xtw
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ad clarical worke

Other Indexes
Pricing  indexr  Aug. ept.  Oct.
achedule base 1979 1975 1979

’

1.5 223.7 22,
] 2206 221,
] 223.5
" 223.0
Ll 217.8
L} 220.3
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1 2209
1 217.9
1 230.8
1 243.6
1 17 118.7
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1 217.1
1 232.6
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2 -
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2 .
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CHART 1: CPl for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers
All items and major components by expenditure class, 1968—79

All items _
Index, 1967=100 .6 | oot
(Not seasonally adjusted) — 240

. — 220
— 200
| ] — 180
» ) /”/,—”—‘ “‘180
____—_”‘,— — 140
- — 120
— 100
Percent change » NOV
12—month span 12.8 | Percent
------ t~month span 13.00 — 40
' i — 30
A "‘l DV, ” P 1
NEXONEVE o A G o S o - 10
= = — 0
— -10

Food and beverages ;
Index; 1967=100 9 Y i
(Seasonally adjusted) — 240

//’ {220
. — 200
] ~ 180
] | 180
— 140
—— — 120
- I
Percent change * L] NoV 100
n
12-month span H 9.7 | Percent
------ f~-month span n 6.41 — 40
P . ) — 30
. ," T ‘ n,o4 'l"l" P X -1 20
v a4 T 11 ¥ g M ] 0
—~10

1968 1969 1870 1971 1872 1873 1874 1975 1976 1977 1978 1879

* Unadjusted dats used to calculate 12-month percent change. Percent
changes over 1—month spans are onnual rates calculated from segsonally
ad justed data.

** August 1972 = 92 percent

59-671 0 - 80 - 11
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CHART 2: CPl for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers:
All items and major components by expenditure class, 1968-79

Transportation NOV i-
Index, 1967=100 22,6 | Tog
(Seasonally adjusted) — 240

. — 220
s — 200
/—— — 180
— 160
/ ~ 140
" —1120
Percent change = Nov
12-month span 17.6 | Percent
------ 1~month span 1811 — 40
R — 30
i\ . ﬁ"‘ A\ \1’ p - 20
.. 1Yy, ' 1
l“ { lllz' TS 1’ =N Y W‘\" I“' ‘l ] 10
s m AEERVATY D, ¥ A E 1 0
Vgt Ty \i i T ~r
Medical ol
€dical care Nov i-
Index, 1967=100 : 2103 | Toq.
(Seasonally ad justed) — 240
. / — 220
/ — 200
’ — 180
/ —{ 160
L] — 140
// — 120
— 100
Percent change = NOV
12-month span 9.8 | Percent

------ 1-month span %6 — 40

: — 30
. — 20
frrevmteets Bl meadaens oo ol B 13
y N ]
—-10
1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
* Unadjusted data used to calculate 12—month percent change. Percent

changes over 1-month spans are annual rates calculated from seasonally

adjusted data.
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CHART 3: CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers:
All items and major components by expenditure class, 1968-79

Housing
|ndex, 1967=100
(Seasonally. ad justed)

’_____,._,/

/

—/

240.7
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CHART 4: CPl for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers:
All tems and major components by expenditure class, 1968—79

Entertainment :
Index, 1967=100 Mea.s | Tog~
(Seasonally adjusted) ) — 240

— 220

|| g

‘ ' 180

' | — 160

____,--/ — 140
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Representative MrrcHeLL. And with that cheerful holiday introdue-
tory statement, I would now like to hear from you, Mr. Russell.

STATEMENT OF R. ROBERT RUSSELL, DIRECTOR, COUNCIL ON WAGE
AND PRICE STABILITY

Mr. Russerr. Certainly, you’re not turning to me for any cheer.

I’ll spend about 2 or 3 minutes going over a table that I have handed
out to you and then give you the opportunity to ask questions.

Table 1 that I have handed out to you tells the story of both the
last year and the story of the last month. You have alluded already
to the fact that over the last year, November to November, the increase
in the CPI was 12.6 percent, well in the double-digit range.

However, the real story lies primarily in two problem areas that
account for the substantial portion of this inflation and for the great
majority of the acceleration. These two areas are, of course, energy and
home mortgage financing costs.

The energy price increases over the last year, as can be seen from
the November to November column of table 1, were 36 percent. This is
attributable in large part to an increase of about 70 percent in inter-
national crude oil prices, which is, in turn, due to an excess demand
in the market for international crude oil.

These energy price increases can also be attributed in large part to
expanded margins of domestic refiners and domestic distributors of
refined petroleum products. The 36-percent increase in energy prices
over the last year accounts for over one-fourth of the total increase in
the CPI, despite the fact that energy accounts for only 8.5 percent of
the typical consumer’s budget.

Moreover, the direct impact of the higher energy costs on the CP1
understates it significantly. Energy costs show up in many other areas
as well. For example, you can see from this table that public trans-
portation costs, which have been stable for years, went up in fiscal
1978 by only 2 percent; they have accelerated sharply, going up by
14 percent over the last year and in the last 3 months at a 31-percent
annual rate. :

So these rapidly accelerating public transportation costs, which
again hit the poorest the hardest, are directly attributable to the higher
energy costs. If we were to abstract from these higher energy costs,
the increase in the CPI would be much lower.

The third line from the bottom of table 1 indicates that over the
last year, the increase in the CPI for all items except energy would
have been 10.5 percent. This is not great, but it is still 2 full percent-
age points below the actual increase in the CPI. Over the last 11
months, it would have been 11.6 percent.

The other important aspect of this inflation is the higher interest
costs. The ironic aspect of restrictive monetary policy is that in the
very short run it is inflationary, although in the intermediate run it is
anti-inflationary. ’

It is inflationary in the short run because interest rate expenses are
a cost of doing business, and higher interest expenses get passed
through in the form of higher prices.
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In addition, the higher interest costs enter the CPI directly through
the home purchase component of the CPI, and they enter that com-
ponent with a vengeance because of the way the CPI is calculated.

Housing costs over the last year have gone up 13.5 percent, and the
great bulk of this increase can be attributed to a 33.1-percent increase
in mortgage interest costs over the last year.

During the last 3 months, mortgage interest costs have gone up at
an annual rate of about 43 percent. And in November we began to feel
the effect of the October 6 increase in interest rates by the Federal
Reserve.

And mortgage interest costs for homeowners went up by 3.7 percent
in 1 month alone. We have yet to feel the full impact of that Federal
Reserve action; in December we can expect yet another big increase
in this component of the CPI.

If we eliminate mortgage interests costs from the CPI, we can see
from the second line from the bottom of the table that the increase in
the CPI over the last year would have been 11.1 percent, about a point
and a half lower than the actual increase in the CPI.

If we were to eliminate both energy and mortgage interest costs
from the CPI to find out how much inflation there is in the other
sectors, accounting for the great bulk of consumer expenditures, the
increase in the CPI over the last year would only have been 7.5 per-
cent. That 7.5 percent is barely above the increases in the CPI of
previous years.

Therefore, almost all of the acceleration in the consumer prices
during this past year can be attributed to the explosion in energy
prices and to the need to boost interest rates in our effort to control
inflation in the long run. Eliminating those two components alone
would give us an increase of 8.4 percent; if we eliminated all home-
ownership costs and food and energy, then the increase would be 7.5
percent.

This is what we refer to as the “underlying rate,” which accelerated
by about 1 percentage point over a year earlier.

I have other tables which you may wish to allude to, but rather
than take you through them, I will just say that table 2 breaks the food
price increases down into components. The main story there is that
finally the increase in the farm-retail spread, which is the cost added
to food products by food processors and food distributers, has started
to moderate, so we are getting some relief in food prices in recent
months, although the relief in farm prices began clear last spring.

Table 3 breaks down the increase in energy prices into that attribut-
able to the increased cost of crude and imported product cost. And of
the 35-cent increase in gasoline prices from the fourth quarter of
1978 to the fourth quarter of 1979, only 21 cents, approximately, can
be attributed to the increased cost of imported products in crude oil.

Seven cents of that 35-cent increase can be attributed to the ex-
panded margins of wholesalers and retailers, and about 6.5 cents can
be attributed to expanded margins of refiners. A similar story can be
told for home heating oil. So a substantial part of the energy prob-
lem i? right here at home where margins have been expanding very
rapidly.
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Table 4 goes over some measures of wage inflation, and it can be
seen from an examination of this table that wages have remained re-
markably stable, despite the soaring increases in the cost of living.

How long this stability in wage inflation can persist in the face of
such rapid increases in the cost of living is problematic at best.

I fear that we are on the verge now of an explosion in wage rate in-
flation as workers try. to catch up with inflation ; as they try to recoup
their losses in their standard of living, which would lead to a spread
of the food and fuel price explosion into the other sectors of the
economy.

And the principal challenge that we have in the year ahead when
we can expect another big increase in energy costs is to prevent.these
extraneous shocks from getting built into the industrial wage-price
structure, ratcheting it up another notch so that the underlying infla-
tion rate becomes higher and it will take us that much longer to get
it under control.

With that, I would like to stop and ask for questions.

[The tables referred to follow:]

TABLE 1.—-CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

[Seasonally adjusted, percentage changes)

December
1978 relative November October
importance Program to Last to
(percent) year! November 3mo? November
Allitems. . 100.0 12.1 12,6 12.9 L0
18. 10.0 9.8 9.1 .5
(12.6) 9.6 9.2 9.4 .5
(10.4) 9.7 9.0 1.8 .2
Imported._ 52. 2) 9.0 9.6 1.2 .4
Food awa%« from hom 5.5) 10.9 11.2 8.9 .7
Housing (less fuel)s___ - 40,1 12.2 13.5 1.3 1.6
Home purchase___ ... ... (10.2) 14.2 15.9 21.1 1.8
Mortgage interest costs4. ___.._____ ?. 3) 28.3 33.1 42.8 3.7
Y 1 5.5) 1.6 8.1 10.8 4
Energy¢ __________________. ——— 8.5 5.2 - 36.3 16.5 .1
Transportation (less gasotine)s._________ 13.6 8.6 838 7.8 L3
Public tranWation.... - (1.0) 9.0 14.1 3.3 3.6
New cars..2______ ——- 3.9) 8.2 7.6 0 1.1
Apparel and upkeep. ... .._._._.... 5.5 9.9 4.6 6.9 .2
edical. e 5.0 9.5 9.3 1.7 .9
Entertainment. . ______________________ 4.0 1.2 7.4 6.2 .6
Other goods and services_ ... ... 4.3 1.2 1.5 8.5 .2
Allitems less energy. . .. . ...o.._... 19.5 10.0 10.5 11.6 1.0
All items less mortgage interest costs4__. 92.7 10.8 11.1 9.8 .7
Underlying rate of consumer-price
inflations______ . ... 50.3 7.5 1.5 8.0 .8
1 Sept to September p tage ch not ally adjusted.
1S ally adjusted, annual p tage rates of chang

3 Calculated usn'ng gro'wth rates rather than percentage changes.

4 Not seasonally adjusted.

5 gonsumer Price Index excluding the costs of home purchase, finance, taxes, and insurance; and food, energy, and
used cars.

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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TABLE 2.—RECENT TRENDS IN COMPONENTS OF CONSUMER FOOD PRICES
[Percentage change, seasonally adjusted]

December
1978 relative 3 mo ending—
importance
percent) January April July October
Food. ..o 100.0 30 3.7 Lo L7
Food at home._.___.__ 69.5 3.3 3.9 .3 LS
Domestically prod
Retail value ! (51.1 4.0 4.3 1.6 -.8
Farm value!. 22.6 1.9 4.3 —-4.6 ~-3.1
Farm/retail spre: 34.5 1.4 4.2 58 .6
Imported food 1 12.4 19 1.6 2.1 35
Food away from home. . __ 30.5 2.7 3.3 26 21

t Not seasonally adjusted.

Source: U.S. Degartrpam of Labor, Bireau of Labor Statistics, and U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economics, Statistics
and Cooperatives Service,

TABLE 3.—SELECTED COMPONENTS OF GASOLINE AND HOME-HEATING OIL PRICES

{in cents, except percent}

Quarterly averages (cents per gallon)! 197§:IV to 1979:1v

1978:1V 1979:0  1979:1  1979:441  1979:V Cents Percent
change change

Product M) @) [6)) ) ) ®) @
Gasoline:
Retail priced. .. _____ ... . ______ 67.7 71.2 82.3 86.4 102.7 35.0 51,7
Wholesale/retail spread..._ _______. 1.2 1.7 1.1 14.0 14.3 7.1 98.6
Home heating oil:
Retail price__.____________________ 53.3 57.9 66.4 80.0 87.1 33.8 63.4
Wholesale/retail spread._ ____.___.__ 13.9 14.8 14.8 19.1 18.5 4.6 33.1
Refined petroleum products:
Refiner's price.. . ________________ 41.9 45,0 52.6 63.5 69.3 27.4 65.9
Crude and imported product cost?®. _ 3.1 33.3 39.4 46.4 51.9 20.8 66.9
Domestic crude. .. ____...._._. 26.9 27.7 30.2 36.3 40.7 13.8 5L.3
Imported crude._ ... .. ... 35.1 37.9 4.4 56.6 68.3 33.2 94,6
Imported product. .. __________ 3.8 40.0 50.7 56.6 60.7 26.9 79.6
Refinery spread___..______________ 10.8 11,7 13.2 17.1 17.4 6.6 61.1

Il Figures in cols. (1) to (3) are determined from weighted averages; figures in cals, (4) and (5) are determined from sim-
ple averages.

* Averages of premium, leaded-regular, and unteaded-regular gasoline prices.

3 Does not include purchase of refined product from domestic refiners. -

Source: Department of Energy and the Council on Wage and Price Stability.

TABLE 4—SELECTED MEASURES OF EMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION (PRIVATE NONFARM SECTOR)
[Seasonally adjusted, percentage changes]

Fiscal year1—
Program {ear
1976 1977 1978 979
Average hourly earnings. ... _. ... . _____________ 1.6 7.7 8.6 8.1
Average hourly earnings index - 7.4 1.3 8.4 1.9
Employment cost index. . _.__ - 1.2 1.2 8.0 1.7
nion___ .o . - 8.5 1.7 7.9 8.4
Nonunion._..________ - 6.5 6.9 8.0 L5
Total hourly compensation. .. - 8.4 1.9 8.6 8.9
Private hourly compensation...._.________________ 8.1 1.8 8.4 8.5
Wages and salaries per hour. O 1.4 .1 8.2 8.1
Fringe benefits perhour. .. ___.______..__.... 14.7 13.8 10.3 12.1
Employer contribution to social insurance..______._ 13.4 9.8 1.6 12,2
Labor productivity... ... __________________. - 1.7 2.0 .3 -L6
Unit labor costs.______. - 6.6 5.8 8.2 10.6
Real hourly earnings index. __ - 1.8 .7 .1 -3.9
Real spendable earnings (week e -4 4.2 -3.2 —4.3

1 The employment cost index and all hourly and real-earnings series measure changes from September to September.
Hourly compensation, productivity, and unit-fabor-cost data measure 3d-quarter-to-3d-quarter changes.

Source: U.S. De&artmm of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economics
Analysis, and the Council on Wage and Price Stability.
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Representative MrrcueLL. Thank you very much. I think you're
uite rlght with reference to a wage rate explosion. I just don’t think
the guidelines are going to be able to hold much longer. I think it is
unfair to ask workers to continue to bear an extra brunt of pressure
holding their wages pretty steady while inflation is just rampant,
_ I could not help but think in my mind as you were talking that this
is Christmas, and T was thinking about “We Three Kings of Orient
Are.” And there is a line in there that goes: “Myrrh is mine, its bitter
perfume.”

And that’s what you offer us this morning, not any burnished silver,
but bitter myrrh. And that’s what I think this Nation has to face up to.
b 1Y.'ou talked recently at the National Economists Club conference, I

elieve.

Mr. RusseLL. I may have; I forget which talks I've given.

Representative MiTcHELL. You indicated that the impact of the
Fed’s October tightening of the money supply didn’t show up in the
October CPI, and that it had some impact on the November CPI;
but it would show up “with a vengeance” in the December CPI1.

Now, I’m not asking you to make a specific forecast, but can you give
us a ballpark estimate of what the CPI figure for December might
show if other costs continue to rise at recent rates and the higher in-
terest rates show up with a vengeance? Can you give us an estimate
on that? :

Mr. RusseLr. I don’t see any hope for moderation in the Consume
Price Index in the month of December for 2 reasons, one of which
you mentioned. -

One, because the higher interest rates get built into the CPL with
a lag because of the reporting process to the BLS from the FHA,
primarily, they get spread out 2 months, typically, after a Federal
Reserve action.

And I would expect that in December we’ll see an increase in mort-
gage interest costs not at all dissimilar to what we saw in November.
The increase in November is a little higher than I thought, so I think
we’ve already felt a very large portion of the impact of that action by
the Federal Reserve.

And the increase in December should not therefore be substantially
larger than what we have seen in November.

However, we can’t expect another month of energy price stability
in December because the recent increase in gasoline prices—althoug
they also enter somewhat with about a 1-month lag—should show
up, I think, in large part in the December CPL.

So energy, which was very stable this time, primarily because of
decreases In many utility rates, should show another fairly big in-
crease in December.

So another 1 percent month for the CPI in December is perhaps
about the best we can look for. )

Representative MrrcHELL. One percent ?

Mr. RusseLL. I don’t see any reason for it to be lower.

Representative MrrcHELL. That’s your minimum forecast ?

Mr. Russert. That’s right. The underlying rate has been steady
anywhere from 0.6 to 0.8 month after month. )

Representative MrrcHELL. As a high would you project a 2-percent
increase?

Mr. RusseLL. No, no.
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Representative MircHELL. As the staff and the members of the Joint
Economic Committee know, since I have been on this committee I have
been worrying and fretting about recession.

In a recent editorial, the New York Times stated :

To arrest inflation, policymakers—and that's the Congress and the executive
branch and the Federal Reserve—are now creating a recession.

And one thing is certain: In recessions, real incomes fall, which means real
pain, objective and subjective pain; destroying the village in order to save it is
not economic wisdom.

It says in essence that the policies Congress and the executive branch
are now pursuing will create a recession.

What are your comments on this, Mr. Russell ?

Mr. RusseLL. I think that factually the statement is correct. The
restrictive monetary and fiscal policy of the last year or two designed
to slow down the economy and reduce inflation along with the energy
price increases, is likely to result in a mild recession in 1980.

The question is, Is it worth the cost? Right now, I think it is still
the case that inflation, not unemployment, is our No. 1 economic
problem. Inflation hits the poor just as unemployment hits the poor
very hard.

Since it is so socially divisive and hits hardest those who are least
able to bear the brunt of it, bringing inflation under control ought to
be our highest priority.

I don’t think, however, that we should pursue policies that are so
restrictive that they throw us into a very deep recession causing a
large amount of unemployment.

Moreover, I think restrictive fiscal and monetary policies have got
to be complemented by other policies, such as guidelines and other
policies that make this fiscal and monetary restraint work as much
as possible toward lowering the inflation rate and as little as possible
toward throwing people out of work.

We have estimated, using the Federal Reserve MIT model that to
use fiscal and monetary restraint alone to try to cure the inflation
problem involves some very perverse tradeoffs; in particular, in order
to lower the inflation rate by just 1 percentage point, using fiscal and
restrictive monetary policy alone, we have to throw a million people
out of work for 2 years.

That’s why we think the other policies we are pursuing are better.

Representative MrrcHELL. I continue to resist the notion that we
have just one problem, one major problem, and that is inflation. I agree
that that is a major problem, but from my perspective, unemployment
ranks equally as high. It is always difficult when I say that, because
for white adult America, there is not an unemployment problem. But
I simply would ask you to review the data on black unemployment
across the board, not just black youth unemployment.

We’re dealing with an enormous problem when you consider the cost
of each 1 percent of unemployment.

I’ve been talking about recession on this committee, and yet the
Speaker in the meeting the other morning and others continued to ad-
vise me that the unemployment rate has not yet risen.

The Conference Board’s index of “help wanted” advertising has in-
créased by more than 8 percent in the past 4 months, and by more than
20 percent since early 1978. :
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Some analysts have suggested that this apparent increase in the de-
mand for certain types of labor in today’s economy suggests that, No.
1, there are serious labor shortages in some areas; and they further
suggest that these shortages may have been caused by wage guidelines.

What is your thinking on that? Is there a correlation between ex-
isting wage guidelines and the “shortage of labor in certain areas”?

Mr. RusseLL. First, let me go back to your previous statement and
say that I agree very much that a 5 percent—5.8-percent unemploy-
ment rate is not good enough, particularly when you look at the dis-
tribution of the unemployment rates across different parts of the
population.

‘What I would like to emphasize, however, is: Using fiscal and mon-
etary stimulus now to try to lower the unemployment rate would prob-
ably be futile, and that further stimulus would probably result in
greater inflation and very little decrease in the unemployment rate.

And in order to solve this structural unemployment problem, I think
we need new training programs, and that sort of thing, to make more
employable many of those segments of the work force that have so
much trouble finding a job.

As for shortages, yes, there are some shortages, particularly for some
highly skilled occupations. Engineers are in short supply around the
country.

I do not believe, however, that the pay standard is causing any of
these shortages. As a matter of fact, we built into our pay standard an
explicit exception for what we call acute labor shortages. If it can be
demonstrated that the holding down of wages is causing a shortage of
supply in any particular occupation in a labor market, than we pro-
vide an exemption for that market, and we have provided some of these
exemptions in the first program year.

So we took that into account in designing the standards, and I don’t
think they’re causing any shortages.

Representative MrrcueLL. For the first time this morning I'm in full
agreement with you; I don’t think that the labor shortages can be
correlated with the wage guidelines. I think that the shortages may
have been caused by the educational objectives of the last 10 or 15
years, and similar factors.

Over the last 3 months, the Producer Price Index for finished con-
sumer goods has risen at an annual rate of 16 percent. The PPI for
intermediate—semifinished—goods has gone up at an annual rate of
18 percent. And the PPI for crude goods has risen at an annual rate
of 25 percent.

With figures such as 16, 18, and 25 percent, does this suggest to you
that the Consumer Price Index is likely to rise even more rapidly over
the next few months?

Mr. RusseLL. Right. I don’t think that these big increases in the PPT
in recent months necessarily portend big increases in the CPI in future
months. The Producer Price Index, of course, measures a different
thing than does the Consumer Price Index. Services are left out of the
PPI. and service prices tend to be much more stable, less volatile than
are the prices of the commodities that are measured in the Producer
Price Index.
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In addition, the Producer Price Index is itself much more volatile
because the samples are not as good as those in the Consumer Price
Index.

And short-run movement in the PPI should not be taken, in my
opinion, as seriously as short-run movements in the CPI. This is——

Representative MrrcHELL. May I interrupt for a moment. The data
that I suggested to you was over a 3-month period.

Mr. RusseLL. But we'’re talking——

Representative MircHELL. Do you call that short run ?

Mr. RusseLL. No; not at all. T thought—more recently it’s been going
up at a more rapid rate than it was earlier.

The biggest reason for the increase in the PPI is again energy com-
modities. If you take energy commodities out of the PPI and take food
‘commodities out, which have not been going up all that much above the
average, then you get an increase in the PPTI over the last year of less
than 10 percent. I believe that the number is 8.5 percent.

So almost all that problem is energy. The energy price increases
show up much more dramatically in the PPTI than they do in the CPIL.
Now, all this is already reflected in the CPI. Finally, let me say that
if you’re looking at a year’s time, most of those increases in the PPI
have already been built into the CPI. There’s not a year’s lag between
the PPI and the CPI. So if you’re looking at the past year, I don’t
think that this portends big increases in the CPI at all.

Representative MircHELL. Thank you for your response. I live in
Baltimore central city, and I drive over every day and I drive back
every night in a six-cylinder Ford Granada. I had a very traumatic
experience recently because someone suggested a gasoline tax of 50
cents per gallon would be useful in our energy conservation efforts.

Is the administration likely to propose this?

What is your personal view on this hefty increase of 50 cents per
gallon in order to facilitate our energy conservation ?

Mr. RusseLL. First, let me say that I don’t know whether the admin-
istration will propose such a tax. I do know of course that the admin-
istration is considering a number of measures for encouraging conser-
vation and increased supply of petroleum products and other energy
sources and reducing our dependence on foreign oil.

As for whether I personally believe that a 50-cent increase in the
price of gasoline makes sense, T must say that as an economist I remain
to be convinced that that makes any sense at. all.

I do think that we ought to at least eventually decontrol crude oil
and refined product prices in order to allow the prices to rise to the
equilibrium level to encourage expanded production and conservation
of energy and to reduce our dependence of foreign oil. We must stop
pretending that the price of a barrel of oil is $12 or $15 when really
it’s costing us $24 to buy a barrel of oil on the international market.

However, one would have to make some very extreme arguments
about the social cost of consumption of gasoline to justify a 50-cent tax
on a gallon of gasoline.

And T don’t see that the social costs are anywhere near that high.

Representative MrrcHeLL. I think that if such a proposition is sent
to the Congress from any source, it wouldn’t even get into a subcom-
mittee, much less get out. I think the entire Congress would be up in
arms against any horrendous increase of that nature.
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It just doesn’t make sense to do it because it seems to me that in and
of itself it is inflationary. In addition to that, it doesn’t make sense to
do it because by so doing we would once again place an extra burden on
people who are already overburdened, and that is the working poor and
the poor of this Nation.

So for whatever it is worth, I think there would be a maximum,
harmonious, bipartisan posture on the part of the Congress against a
proposal for a 50-cent increase per gallon tax on gas.

I’'m not quite sure in my own mind what the real relationship is
between the cost of gold and our whole problem of inflation. I do know
that we got pretty close to $500 an ounce for gold; I think it dropped a
little bit as of last night or yesterday. .

But is the price of gold of major significance to our economy, or is
it something that is given maximum exposure in the press, and in so
doing its importance is overstated ¢

Mr. RusseLL. I think the most straightforward answer to your
question is that gold is not one of the most important commodities in
our economy, and therefore changes in the price of gold, per se, should
not be seen as very important.

However, what the selling price of gold reflects is a lot of specula-
tion in precious metals because of the uncertainty about inflation
worldwide and about the values of various foreign currencies.

And when the price of gold soars, it typically means—it reflects a
lack of confidence in the dollar; a lack of confidence in the dollar can
result in 'runs on the dollar, which in turn forces the Federal Reserve
to move to bolster the dollar on international markets.

And the way that it does this is through even more restrictive mone-
tary policy and higher interest rates which wreck havoc, as you pointed
out, on the economy. '

So it is something to be concerned about, primarily because it
symbolizes something more fundamental ; namely, the viability of the
dollar in international markets. - '

Representative MrrcaeLL. You mentioned that obviously the price
affects policies of the Federal Reserve Board.

With reference to those policies, let me go back to the major changes
that were made as of October 6 this year. . '

As a result of those changes, we saw the prime rate go up to about
15.5 percent. The Federal Reserve governors and other economists
suggested that that was only a very temporary situation and that
there would be a decline in the prime interest rates.

Well, indeed there has been some slight decline in those rates, but a
recent forecast says that the recent decline in the prime interest rate
is only temporary, and those rates will begin to go up again, maybe
to the 16 to 17 percent range.

What is your thinking on the reversal of the slight decline in prime
rates and the possibility of their movement back upward to a 16 or 17
percent range ?

Mr. RusseLL. Well, if T could forecast accurately what interest rates
would do, I would not be in the Government, but would rather be out-
side the Government speculating and making a fortune on that.

But since I am not, with that caveat, let me say that I don’t see
that much higher interest rates are in the cards. They’re already at
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record levels. High interest rates are as much a reflection of high
inflation rates as anything. And over the next year, barring some
crisis that is even worse than anything we can forsee, the inflation rate
should abate a little, particularly as we move into a recession and both
product and labor markets soften.

As that happens, the Federal Reserve can afford to take its foot
off the brakes a little bit, and I think that interest rates should start
to moderate over the next year. So I don’t see increases in the interest
rate unless there should be another serious crisis with respect to the
dollar on international markets. That is the only scenario under which
I see yet higher interest rates.

Representative MircaeLL. You can’t have a forum like this without
voicing your major concerns, and I must say, as I have said 20 times
or more in this committee, that I think this country is in serious
difficulty, not just because of its economic condition, per se, but be-
cause we have permitted unemployment to remain devastatingly high
for far too many years for far too many people.

I remember a meeting in July when Mr. Kahn expressed his con-
cern and the President’s concern about structural unemployment.

He talked about incentives and expanded programs to deal with
‘this. T listened and I was encouraged, but I have been hearing this
for the last 15 years.

But there have been no major changes, it seems to me, in this
Nation’s posture vis-a-vis minority-black unemployment. I read a
very fascinating statistic the other day that stated that since the end
of World War II, the black rate of unemployment in America has
always been at least twice as high as the white rate of unemployment,
in good times and bad times.

In my opinion, I don’t think we have made any progress at all in

changing that, and frankly I’'m not optimistic that we’re going to
make any significant changes.
- What the Congress has done and what the President has done in
the budget is to anticipate an increase in unemployment. It seems to
me that that is going to fall disproportionately on the backs of black
people and other minorities who are already disproportionately
unemployed. : '

You spoke to this briefly before, suggesting that it is a major area
of concern. I am reinforcing your statement, but I must confess that
I am not at all sanguine about this Nation, this Congress, really doing
anything significant to reduce a problem that is equally as threaten-
ing from my perspective as is the problem of inflation.

Thank you for being here. Are you planning to go home early and
enjoy your family?

From all of us here in the hearing this morning, a Merry Christmas,
whatever that means, with inflation being double-digit and unemploy-
ment moving back up again.

But for whatever it is worth, Merry Christmas and thank you very
much for being here.

[Whereupon, at 10: 34 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to the
call of the Chair.]
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assistant; and Stephen J. Entin and Mark R. Policinski, minority
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BENTSEN, CHAIRMAN

Senator BEnTsEN. This hearing will come to order. _

Mr. Kahn, we are delighted to have you here this morning. I can’t
help but state my deep concern about the numbers I’'m looking at
because what we’re being told is that the administration is confirm-
ing what Americans have been suspecting ; that this has been the worst
year for the American pocketbook in almost 35 years, that we'’re talk-
ing about an inflation rate of some 13.3 percent. You have to go back
almost 35 years to see something comparable. I can recall about 5 years
ago, in 1974, we were looking at a rate of 12.2 percent and we thought
- we’d never have to see a repetition of that, but now we have exceeded
it.

What really worries me is that we have ended the year worse than
we started the year. We didn’t have 1 month that I can recall that
inflation wasn’t 1 percent or higher in 1979. We saw gasoline go up
52 percent from a year ago. Heating oil was up 57 percent. The price
of a new home jumped up 16 percent, and the cost of financing that
home went up 27.5 percent. Gas and electricity rose 15 percent. Prices
were 10 percent more for food than a year ago. Real take-home pay
was down 5.3 percent.

The only thing I can see that has gone down is the value of the
dollar. Compared to when we first started collecting the current Con-
sumer Price Index figures back in 1967, we have now seen the value of
the dollar go all the way down to 43 cents.

T hear people tell me that high inflation is endemic to this country.
I don’t believe that. I think we can turn it around and that we abso-
lutely have to turn it around. We’'re looking at a situation where the
Japanese, as I recall, had their inflation rate up to some 22 percent at
one point and they now have it down to just over 3 percent. One of

(159)
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the major reasons for that, I'm sure, is because of the increase in pro-
ductivity in Japan. That means we have to make some major or sub-
stantive changes in some of our economic programs, in some of our
tax incentives, to try to increase productivity in this country.

I think it’s one of the deepest concerns that we have and one that
we are going to have to move on. We are going to have to move on it
in a way much more substantively than we have and it demands our
earliest attention.

Before proceeding and without objection, the press release entitled
“The Consumer Price Index—December 1979,” will be made a part of
the hearing record at this point.

[The press release referred to follows:]
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United States
Department X
of Labor

Bureau of Labor Statistics Washington, D.C. 20212

Patrick Jackman (202) 523-7827 USDL-80-46

523-8416 TRANSMISSION OF MATERIAL IN TH1S RELEASE
Kathryn Hoyle  (202) 523-1913 IS EMBARGOED UNTIL 9:00 (EST)

523-1208 Friday, January 25, 1980

THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX--DECEMBER 1979
The Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) rose 1.1 percent before
seasonal adjustment in December to 229.9 (1967=100), the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the
U.S. Department of Labor announced today. The Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and
Clerical Workers (CPI-W) also increased 1.1 percent before seasonal adjustment in December to
230.0 (1967=100). The CPI-U was 13.3 percent higher and the CPI-W was 13.4 percent higher
than in December 1978..

CPI for All Urban C rg (CPI~-U)--Seasonally Adjusted Changes

On a seasonally adjusted basis, the CPI for All Urban Consumers rose 1.2 percent {n
December, somewhat more than the average monthly increase during 1979. The increase in the
food and beverage index in December, 1.3 percent, was the largest monthly rise since
February. The housing component accounted for somewhat less than one-half of the 1.2 perceat
December CPI increase. Approximately one-fourth of the 1.2 percent CPL increase was due to
rising house prices and mortgage interest rates. The transportation and medical care
components also rose substantially. Other major categories of consumer spending registered

more moderate increases.

Table A. Percent Changes in CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)

Seasonally adjusted Unad justed
. . Compound

Expenditure’ Changes from preceding month annual rate 12-mos.

category 1979 3-mos. ended ended
June July  Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Dec. '79 Dec. '79

All items - 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.2 13.5 13.3
Food and beverages .2 .1 0 .9 .7 .6 1.3 10.8 10.0
Housing 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.5 1.3 1.2 17.0 15.2
Apparel and upkeep -1 -. .7 1.3 .2 .2 .B 4.8 5.5
Transportation 1.7 1.8 1.5 1.2 .5 1.4 1.6 14.5 18.2
Medical care .7 .7 .8 .9 1.0 .9 1.2 13.3 10.1
Entertainment .1 .7 .7 .3 .6 .6 .2 5.8 6.9
Other goods and services ] .5 1.0 1.6 .2 .2 .6 4.4 7.9

(Data for CPI-U are shown in tables 1 through 3.)

59-671 0 - 80 - 12
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Prices of grocery store food& increased 1.4 percent in December. The index for neats,
poultry, fish, and eggs rose 3.2 percent and accounted for about three-fourths of the
increase. Prices for beef, pork, and poultry all advanced sharply in December. Egg prices
rose substantially for the second consecutive month. The index for cereal and bakery products
also rose sharply in December. On the other hand, most other grocery store foods showed
moderate increases in 6ecembet. Prices of the other two components of the food and beverage
index--restaurant meals and alcoholic beverages--rose 1.0 and 0.3 percent, respectively, in
December.

The rise in the housing index in December (1.2 perceat), due prl&arily to crising
homeownership costs, was the eleventh consecutive large monthly increase. Home financing
costs slowed from 3.7 percent in November to 2.9 percent in December. Mortgage interest rates
rose 1.8 percent in December, about the same as in November, whereas, house prices rose less.
(The 12-month percent changes for 5 experimental measures of housing costs can be found at the
;nd of this release.) Prices for household fuels increased 1.3 percent in December following
a 1.3 percent decline in November, Fuel oil prices rose 1.4 percent, compared with 0.4
percent in November and average monthly increases of over 4.5 percent during the first 10
months of 1979. Charges.for both gas and electricity rose in December, following declines in
November.

About one-half of the 1.6 percent increase in the transportation index for December was
due to an increase of 2.7 percent in gasoline prices. For the year 1979, gasoline prices rose
52.2 percent. Used car prices rose 2.3 perceat in December, following seasonal adjustment,
the second consecutive large monthly increase. Prices for new cars declined 0.1 percent ia
December, following seasonal adjustment, after increasing 1.1 percené in November. Higher
concessions on larger 1980 model cars and large discounts on the remaining 1579 models were
lacrgely responsible for thé decline. The index for public transportation rose 3.1 percent in

December, the sixth consecutive large monthly increase.
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The medical care index rose 1.2 percent in December. Professional services rose 1.2
percent as fees for dental services increased 1.7 percent and physicians' services advanced
0.7 percent. Charges for hospital rooms increased 1.1 percent in December, the third
consecutive large increase. The index for medical ‘care cormodities rose 0.8 percent, the same
as in November.

The iadex for apparel and upkeep rose 0.8 percent in December, compared with increases
of 0.2 percent in both October and Noveuber. Prices for women's and girls' clothing,
fol%owing seasonal adjustment, increased in December after declines in both October and
November. Prices for other apparel commodities--men's and boys', infants' and toddlers', and
footwear—showed larger increases in December than in the previous month. Charges for apparel
services vose 1.1 percent in Deécember, compared with 0.8 percent in November and increases of
1.0 percent or more in each of the 3 preceding months.

The index for entertainment rose 0.2 percent ian December, following increases of 0.6
percent in each of the 2 preceding months. The fndex for other goods and services rose 0.6
percent, following increases of 0.2 perceat 1a both October and November.

Summary of Annual Changgs--CPI—U

For the 12 months ended in December 1979, the CPI-U rose 13.3 percent, compared with

9.0 perceat in 1978. This was larger than the 12.2 percent rise in 1974 and the largqst
December-to—December increase sik:e the 18.2 percent rise in 1946. The acceleration in 1979
was due primarily to the housing and transpertation components, which rose steadily throughout
1979 and accounted for about three-fourths of the increase in the CPIL. Hone financing costs,
which rose 34.7 percent, and house prices, which rose 15.8 percent,'accounted for about a
third of the overall increase. Energy costs——-fuel oil, coal and bottled gas, natural gas and
electricity, and gasoline and m;tur oil and coolant--rose 37.4 percent and accounted for
almost one-quarter of the change in the CPI. The index for food and beverages rose 10.0 per-

cent in 1979, somewhat less than in 1978. Large increases in beef and veal prices,
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particularly early in the year, were partially offset by declines in pork and poultry. Other
food components showed similar price behavior, increasing about 10.0 percent over the year.
All other major categories of consumer spending registered price increases moderately larger
than in 1978.

CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W)--Seasonally Adjusted Changes

On a seasonally adjusted basis, the CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers
rose 1.1 pe;ccnt in December, the twelfth conseccutive monthly increase of about 1.0 percent.
The increase In the food and beverage iadex in December, 1.3 percent, was the largest monthly
rise since February. The housing and transportation components, primarily reflecting high;r
homeownership and energy costs, contiaued to increase substantially and accounted for over
two-thirds of the December increase. The medical care component also rose substantially in
December. The indexes for apparel and upkeep and other goods and services registered moderate
increases in December, while the index fqr entertainment declined 0.4 percent,

Prices of grocery store foods increased 1.4 percent in December. The index for meats,
poultry, fish, and eggs rose 3.2 percent and accounted for about three-fourths of the
increase. Prices for beef, pork, and poultry all advanced sharply in December. Egg pticeé.
rose substantially for the second consecutive month. The index for cereal and bakery products

also rose sharply in December. On the other hand, most other grocery store foods showed

moderate increases in December.

The 1.2 percent rise in the housing iadex in December was the eleventh consecutive
large monthly increase. Rising homeownership costs accounted for over three-fourths of the
increase. Home financing costs rose 2.8 percent, following an increase of 3.8 percent in
November. Mortgage interest rates rose 1.6 percent and house prices 1.0 percent in December
compared with Increases in Névember of 2.1 and 1.9 percent, respectively. Prices for
household fu?ls increased 1.3 percent in December following a 1.3 percent decline in

Hovenber. Fuel ofl prices rose 1.5 percent, compared with 0.4 percent in November and average
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monthly increases of over 4.5 percent during the first 10-months of 1979. The index for gas
and electricity rose 1.2 percent, following a 2.0 percent decline in Hovember.

About one—half of the 1.6 percent increase in the transportation index in Deceamber was
due to an Increase of 2.8 percent in gasoline prices. Used car prices rose 2.3 percent,
following seasonal adjustmeat, the second consecutive increase. Prices for new cars declined
0.2 percent in December, following seasonal adjustment, after increasing 1.4 percent in
November. The inde;t for public transportation rose 2.5 perceat in Deceﬁber, the sixth
consecutive large monthly increase.

The medical care index rose 1.2 percent in December. Professional services rose 1.0
percent as fees for dental services increased 1.5 percent and physicians' services advanced
0.4 percent. Charges for hospital rooms increased 1.3 percent in December, the third
consecutive large fncrease. The index for medical care commodities rose 0.9 percent, about
the same as in November.

The index for apparel and upkeep rose 0.5 percent in December, following no change in
November. Prices for most clothing items showed moderate lncreas.es in December following
declines or small increases in November. Charges for apparel services rose 0.7 percent {n
December compared with 0.6 percent in November.

The index for entertainment declined 0.4 percent in Dece.m.bér, followi‘ng an increase of
0.5 perceat in November. The index for other goo'ds and services rose 0.5 percent, following

increases of 0.2 percent in both October and November.




Table B. Percent changes

166

n CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W)

Seasonally adjusted Unad justed
Expenditure Compound

category Changes from preceding month annual rate 12~mos.
1979 3-mos. ended ended

June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec.| Dec. '79 Dec. '79
All items 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.1 12.9 13.4
Food and beverages .3 .2 0 .9 .7 S5 1.3 10.6 10.1
Housing 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.2 16.6 15.3
Apparel and upkeep -2 .2 ] 1.0 .5 0 .5 4.1 5.0
Transportation 1.8 1.7 15 1.2 4 L4 1.6 14.4 18.2
Medical care .9 .8 .8 1.0 1.1 8 1.2 12.8 10.4
Entertainment .1 .7 .3 .7 . S5 =4 3.4 5.8
Other goods and services| .4 400 1.2 1.2 .2 .2 .5 4.3 7.7

(Data for CPI-W are shown

n tables 4 through 6.)
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Technical Notes

Brief Explanation of the CPl

., The Consumer Prics [ndex (CPY) is & measure of the
sverage change in prices over time in & fixed market basket
of goods and ssrvices. Effective with the Jamary 1978
index, the Buresu of Labor Statistics began publithing CPI's
for two population groups: (1) a nsw CPI for All Urban
Consumers (CPI-U) which covers approximately 80 percent
of ths total noninstitutionai civilian populstion; and (2) 2
revisad CP1 for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workens
(CP1-W) which repressnts sbout half the population covered
by the CPl-U. The CPL.U includes, in addition to wage

sarners and clerical workers, groups which hmonaﬂy lun .

other month in other areas. Prices of most goods and services
are obtuned by pmond visits of the Bureau's trained repre-
ires are used to obtain public’

udlity rates, some fuel prices, and ceruin other items.
[n calculating the index, price clnnsu for the various

items in each location are gether with weigh
which represent their 1mporunce in the spending of the
appropriste population group. Local data are then com-
bined to obtain a U.S. city average. Separate indexes are
aiso published for 28 local areas. Area indexes do not mea-
sure differences in the level of prices among cities; they

been excluded from CP1 age, such as prof only the 2ge change in prices for each ares
agerial, and technical workers, the ulfcmployed. short.-  since the base period.
term workers, the unemployed, and retirees and others not The index price ch from a d d re-

in the labor forcs.

The CPY is based on prices of food, clothing, sheiter, and
fusls, transportation fares, charges<or doctors’ and dentists’
sarvices, drugs, and the othsr goods and services that people
buy for day-o-day living. Prices are collected in 85 urban
areas across the country from over 18,000 tenants, 18,000
housing units for property taxes, and about 24,000 establish-
ments—grocery and department stores, hospitals, filling sta-
tions, and other types of stores and service establishments.
All taxes directly fated with the purchase snd use of
itemns are included in the index. Prices of food, fuels, and 2
few other items are obtained every month in all 85 locations.
Prices of most other commodities and services are collected

ference date— 1967 —which equals 100.0. An increass of
22 percent, for example, is shown as 122.0. This change
andsobeexpresadmdollmufoum The price of a
base period “market basket™ of goods and services in the
CP! has risen from $10 in 1967 to $12.20.

For further details see the following: The Consumer
Price Index: Concepts and Content Over the Years,
Report S17, revised edition (Bureau of Labor Statistics,
May 1978); The Revision of the Consumer Price [ndex,
by W. John Layng, reprinted from the Starisri { Reporter,
February 1978, No. 78.5 (U.S. Dept. of Commerce),
and Revigons in the Medical Care Service Component

every month in the five largest geographic areas and every -

of the C Price Index, by Daniel H. Ginsburg,
Monthiy Labor Review, August 1978.

_ A Note About Calculating Index Changes -

Movements of the indexes from one month to her

are usually cxpressed as percent changes rather than
changes in index points because index point changes are
atTected by the level of the index in relation to its base
petiod while percent changes are not. The example in the

panying box ill the computation of index
_poinl and percent changes.

Percent changes for 3-month and 6é-month periods
are expressed as annual rates and are computed accord-
ing to the stindard formula for compound growth rates.
These data indicate what the percent change would be
if the cument rate were maintained for a 12-month
period.

Incex Point Change
cP1 189.8
Lass pravious index 189.2
Equais index point change: 0.8
Percent Change
Index point ditference . 98
Divided by the previous index 189.2
Eguats: 0.003
Resuits muitiplied by one hundred 0.003x100
* Equats percent change: : 0.3
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A Note on Seasonally Adjusted and Unadjusted Data

Because price data are used for different purpom by

purposes. Many collective ba.rga.uung contract agreements

different groups, the Bureau of Labor Statistics publish
seasonally adjusted as well as unadjusted changes each
month,

For’ analyuns generd price trends in the economy,

h are usually preferred since

they ehrmmtc the effect of changes that normally occur
at the same time and in about the same magnitude every
year—such as price movements resulting from changing
climatic conditions, production cycles, model change-
overs, holidays, and sales.

The unadjusted data are of primary interest to con.
sumers concerned about the pnea they acuully pay
Unadjusted data are lso used ¢ ively for

and p plans, for pl fon ch
to the Consumer Price [ndex umdjusted for seasonzl
variation.

Seasonal factors used in computing the seasonally
adjusted indexes are derived by the X-1! Variant of the
Census Method I Seasonal Adjustment Program. The
updated seasonal data at the end of 1977 replaced data
from 1967 through 1977, Sub: annual upd
will replace § years of seasonal data, e.g., data from 1974
through 1978 will be replaced at the end of 1978. The
seasonal movemnent of all items and 35 other aggregations
is derived by combining the seasonal movement of 45

|
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24 Hour CPI Mailgram Service

Consumer Price {ndex data now ire available 5y mail- (CP1-U) and for the Urban Wage Sarmers ind Clercal
gram within 14 hours of the CPI release. The zew-service Workers (CPI-W) [adexes 23 shcwn on the CPL-U sample
is being oifered Yy the Bureau of Labor Statistics through’ page bdelow, The unadjusted data include the current
the Nationa! Tachaical iaformation Service of the U.S. month's indéx and the percent changes from 12 months
Departmeat of Commerce. ago and one month 3go. The seasonally adjusted data ace

The CP! MAILGRAM service provides unadjusted and the percent changes from one month ago.
seasonally adjusted data both for the All Urban Consumers

SONSUMER 271CE ! FOR ALL URSAN CINSUMERS (20I-ul: u.S. CIfY
AVERRGE {1987:°3C)
UNACY UNAQIUSTED
320uP INDEX 2EX IHG FER CHS
MAY F30M 12 [, )
t879 M3 aG3 MO ASS
ITE™S 2161 10.8 L3 L]
ITEMsC1387-8392122) 249.9 - - -
N
0 3EVERAGES 28.2 1.2 3 .7
. 25%.3 t1.% 3 T *
233.5 1.3 7 .3
S AND 24K R" 2920%75 2:8.2 3.5 8 1.3 N
I8H4, N2 2355 2:2.2 19.4 .9 -
2123.3 H ) N .8
AL . 228.3 3% I -2
£1300 Aun'ﬂﬂduﬂs 2611 7 [ [
HOUSING 232.6 L ] 1.2 .2
RE? q 173.8 5.3 t.3 [P
259 1435 t.3 1.3
2.2 1.7 2.1 2.2
38%.3 23.2 ‘i $.3
251.4 3.2 2.5 2.%
139.2 7.5 1 .5
1POAREL IND UP B 3.7 K .3
TRANSPCORTATION 7 13.4 2.4 1.8
NEL TaRS .3 .3 LI
USSY C4RS 5 :.7 -.5
3ASCUIN ? 5.% 5.
PUSLIC TRANSPORTATION -3 .e .7
MEDICAL ] 3.3 3 -$
MEJLCAL 3 7.% s .4
ENTERTAINMENT ] 5.8 .7 .3
GA308 4"0 SERVICES .9 7.5 .e .8
<R .3 7.3 .4 .8
. 13,3 - t.2 .3
9.3 1.4 t.g
12.3 2.2 LR )
11.3 [ ]
3.3 €8 1.3
12.5 '3 1.3
19,3 4.2 %.2 .
- 3.5 PRl -3

ORDER FROM: National Techrnical [nformation Service, 3285 Port Royal Road, Springfield. Virginia 22161

Please enter —_subscription(s) to CONSUMER PRICE [NDEX MAILGRAM (NTISUB/1:3).
Subscription rates: 395.50 in contiguous U.S. 1nd Hawaii, 3110.00 in Alaska and Canada.

NAME:

STREET ADDRESS:
CITY, STATE, ZiP:

{ ) ENCLOSED 3 Purchase Order Numtber

() CHARGE b 10 my American Express Account § _
{ YCHARGE s zo my NTIS Deposit Account #

( )BILL ME N SIGNATURE REQUIRED
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CPI-U

TABLE 1. Consumer Price Index for a1l urban consumers: U.S. city average, by expenditure category and comnodity and service group,

1967x10
Relative Unadjusted
Group ortance, Uasdiusted indexes  percast change to
Dacenber Nov. e Dec. 1979 from-
1978 1979 W15 Dec 1978 Hov. 1979

Expenditure category

100,000 1 1.0 1.0

19,202 1 -6

1. -5

1. .5

Careals aad bakery producis 1 -6
ts, poultry, fish, snd eges 2 1. -9
Dairy producta ()
-9

-3

. -2

blbink
-

P A N S

1
1
1
1
1
1
2

N
N

Maintensnce and repairs
Haiotenanoe and repair s rne

PRI S S

.1
-8
1
-5
]
5
5
A
2
.2
0
9
-9
H
N
-3
2
-9
-9
-3
)
-9
. 1. .1
1 T -6
1. 1.2 -1.3
Fuel 0il, coal, and bottled ga 2 1.5 N
Gaa (piped) w08 eleateioity o 1 1.1 -2.0
Other utilities and public sarvie -.5 1.3
Housenold furnisniaga and operacion . Y 3
Ho -1 .
“ ..
k. Y .6 -9
Apparel and upkeap. -3 .2 -2
ipparel comoditie 3 2 a
.0 -7 .2
-3 -1.2 -7
.8 .6 .5
. .3 2 -5
. 1.1 .. 1.1
Apparel 2ervices 1/......... 2142 1. a .8
fransportation 229.9 1.2 .5 1.4
Privats transportation 225.0 1. a V.2
car ceeeenn 170.6 .6 -5 11
198.8 - - 1.3
306.9 2.3 1.8 1.7
Waintenance and repeir 250.8 R .9 -1
Other private :r.n-parnnn . 205.5 1.0 6 6
Other private tr commodities . 183.% .z v.9 1
. 213.% 9 3 6
216.5 3.0 1.7 3.6
228.0 [N 1.0 .3
157.8 .9 .6 .8
267.6 1.2 1.1 .9
233.0 1.2 N 6
303.5 1.3 1.6 I
192.8 .3 6 6
194.0 6 .8 -1
191.5 -z A .5
202.9 -5 2 .2
Tobageo products...... 191.5 .3 ] -2
Personal care 3 200.9 1.0 N .6
pplisn 193.1 1 -5 3
Persozal care services 1/ 208.5 .1 .3 .1
Parsonal and educational up-n- TN 224.2 .2 .2 .3
3chool books and suppl e 202.3 “a -3.5 -2
Fersoasi and sdueatiosal services . 229.% a .2 i
service group
100.000 1 1.0 1.0 1.2
59.213 -9 .8 -9 1.1
19.202 1.0 N .6 .3
9.972 .9 B 1 N
16,671 1 .8 i 1.2
i a8 .| .2 . 1
Wondurabies ess food, deveress
and apparel 1/.. 11.852 1.5 .9 1.5
Durables.. .7 1.5 -9
Service 1.3 1.3 1.3
Rent . N -3
Housahold 16 . 1. 1.8
Transportation 1.2 1.1 1.3
Medioal care servip 1.2 .3 1.3
Other servic .3 -5 3
Special index
ALl itews . 226.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 N 1.2
less abelter. 1.5 -9 .6 -1 1
leas mortgage interest costs 17. 221.7 e .9 N 1 -9
leas wedical care 226.6 3.8 11 .9 1.0 1.2
207.2 .3 -9 N] 1.1 1
215.2 19.6 N R .6 1.3
210.1 25.2 1. .9 -9 1.4
228.2 18,8 I 6 .6 [N
281.6 4.6 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.5
285.3 o 1.2 1.2 1. 1.2
Energy 1/.. 313.7 ° 37.% 1.9 I B 1.9
11 ste ’ . . 223.6 TSI 1.0 .9 1.0 1.0
A1l 1teas le. a and energy 1/. . 218.1 1.3 .y . 1.2 9
Commodities leas f00d gud smergy....- 192.6 8.8 .6 6 1.0 .8
tnergy oo . 3%0.0 52.3 2.3 1.1 1.1 2.3
. 287.6 3.6 1.2 1.2 [N 1.
. - $.435 -11.8 -1 - -9 -1
1957-592$1.00 1. . - T - - -

1/ Mot seasonally adjusted.

WOTE: Index epplies to a month as & whole, 0L to any specific date.
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Table 1A. Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consuzera:
U.S. city averaze, by expenditure cateeory and commodity and service group
1967=100

Annual Annual Percent change
Group . average average from 197
M 1978 1979 to 1979
Expenditure category
M1 dtems......... . 195.8 2178 1.3
. 221.3 252.9 -
. 206.3 228.5 10.8
. 211.% 234.5 10.9
. 210.2 232.9 10.8
. 199.9 220.1 10.1
Meats, poultry, ftah, lnd - 20%.3 2348.2 15.6
Dairy products. . 185.6 207.1 1.6
. 212.9 230.0 8.0
. 257.5 277.6 7.8
Fata and oila.. . . 09.6 226.3 8.0
Honalcoholic beverages . . 340.8 357.8 5.0
Other prepared fooda . 189.4 208.5 10.1
. 2180 282.9 1.2
. 159.8 172.3 7.9
. 202.8 221.6 12.2
. 210.% 239.7 13.9
. 168.0 176.0 7.3
Other rennl cosu . 207.8 233.9 12.6
Homeownership. ... . 227.2 262.4 15.5
Home purchase . . 196.7 223.1 13.%
Financing, taxes, and insurance .... 257.8 308.9 19.8
Faintenance and repairs......... 233.0 256.3 10.0
Haintenance and repair services... 251.8 277.8 10.5
Naintenance and repair commodities 190.2 206.5 8.6
Fuel and other utilitiea . 216.0 239.3 10.8
. 2074 286.% 15.8
oal, e - 298.3 %03.1 35.1
GCas (piped) and n)-c:ricuy .. . 232.6 257.8 0.8
Other utilities and,public services .. 158.3 159.5 .8
Household furnishings and opération .... 177.7 190.3 7.1
. 158.3 163.1 5.7
. 206.3 222.1 7.7
Housekeeping services . . 22¢.3 248.9 10.0
Apparel and upkeep..... . 159.6 166.6 ()
Apparel cospodities. . 155.7 161.1 3.5
Men’s and boys’ ap . 157.3 160.8 2.2
Women®s and girla' app: . 149.3 151.9 1.7
Infanta’ and toddlers’ appare . 216.5 220.9 2.0
FOOLWRAP, vaccanaass . . 163.8 176.7 7.9
Other apparel commodities . 158.2 169.9 7.4
Apparel services . 185.2 205.7 11.1
Tranaportation.... . 185.5 212.0 14,3
Private transportation . 185.0 212.3 -18.8
Pew car . 153.8 166.0 7.9
Used cara . 186.5 201.0 7.8
Gasoline ... . 196.3 265.6 35.3
Maintenance and rep . 220.6 242.6 0.0
Other private v.r-nsporuuon . 183.6 198.6 7.6
Other private trans. cosmodities ... 159.3 1748 9.5
Other private trans. services . 193.2 207.0 7.
Public transportation. . 187.8 200.3 6.7
Hedical care... 219.4 239.7 9.3
Hedical care canmoanus . 143.5 153.8 7.2
Medical care services... . 235.8 258.3 9.7
Professional services . . 208.8 226.8 8.6
Other medical care services . 267.6 296.% 10.8 -
Entertainment .. . . 176.6 188.5 6.7
Fntertainmeat coamodities . 171.7 189.3 6.5
Entertainment services . . . 175.8 187.6 7.0
Other goods and services . . 183.3 196.7 7.3
Tobacco products. . 177.3 187.9 6.0
Personal care ..... . 182.0 195.28 7.6
Toilet goods and peracnal care
appliances .......,. . 176.6 188.7 6.9
Personal care servicea . 187.3 202,7 8.2
Personal and educational expenses . 198.0 213.8 8.0
School books and supplies .. 182.9 1951 6.7
Personal and educational ser 202.0 218.6 6.2

All iteams.....

Comzodities, . - 187.% 208.%
Food and beveragas . e . 206.3 228.5
Commodities less food end b:ver-zu . 175.7 196.4

Hondurables less lood and baverages 176.3 201.6
Apparel coemodities . 155.7 161.1
Hondurables less food,

and spparel ..... 190.2 226.0

Durables. 173.9 191.1

Services.... 210.9 23,2
Rent, residential 168.0 176.0
Household services less rent 238.7 267.2
Transportation services 197.4 212.8
Hedical care services.. 235.4 258.3
Other services . 180.7 199.8

Special indexea:

All items less food.. 191.2 213.0

All items leaa shelter 191.3 210.8

All items lesa mortgage 1nurul costs 192.2 211.4

411 iteas less medical care............ 194.0 216.1

Comoodities leas food.... 7a.7 195.1

Hondurables less food. 174.3 198.7

Hondurables less food and lpplrll 185.0 218.2

Nondurables . 192.0 t215.9

Services less 219.4 21%.9

Services less nedicl 206.9 230.1

Energy ...iiiiieinianenns 220.1 275.9

All 1tems 1e33 €NErgy .....cvvvavs 193.8 2131
All itess less food and eoergy . 188.7 207.0

Commodities less food and energy. 170.8 185.1
Enargy coozodities 212.8 237.0

Services less enerpy. . 209.2 232.%

Purchasing power of the consuaer dollar:
19672$1.00 ..
1957-59:81.00 .

BONPESO® WESO =

henmwobm nrmnEl

Lowhb mhommbol monE

-10.0




TABLE 2. Consui
conmodity sad

r Price Index for all urbac comsumera:
rvice group, 1967:100

Seasonally sdjusted 0.S.

172

- Seasonally adjusted

Group Sept. Oct.  Nov.

1979 197y 919
AL ttems... - .-

2311 232.8 2380

237.1  238.9  2%0.2

ome. . 234.8  23b.%  237.0

reala and bakery produc 226.7  221.9 229.2

Neats, poultry, fish, and 2271 229.4  231.%

. 2117 212,17 2151

. 239.5 280.7  238.b

28%.3  285.4 286.3

230.8  230.3 230.7

Xa. 1o bevera 367.7  372.1  378.3

Other prepared foods - 213.9 21,0 218.7

Pood away from ho . 247.8  z89.6  251.3

Alcoholic beversges . L oa7ha 1700 177.4

. 234.3  237.7  2M0.7

. 246.8  251.2  255.7

ant 179.2  181.6  182.3

Other rental costs . 238.3  281.1 2481

Homeounership. 271.0  z76.2  282.1

purchase . . 229.3 233.6 237.8

Financing, tazes, and insurance 321.7  329.2 3387

Maintenan 261.6  2b3.9  266.0

283.0 285.6 281.9

211.7 2130 2109

fuel and other utilities . 252.2 2580  252.%

Fuels 308.5 312.3 308.1

Fuel oil, coul, and bottied gea. i68.b  B75.6 A78.4

Gas (piped) and eleotricity .... 270.9  273.9  268.4

and public services . 159.6 158.8  160.5

193.4  195.1

165.0  166.3

225.3 228.5

255.1  257.4

169.3  169.b

1038 1035

163.2  163.6

152.3  151.3

223.5  224.7

181.9  182.9

Other apparel commodities .. 1751 17721

spparal services 1/- . 212.5  210.2

. 221.8 2208

at lrlnlportuunn . 222.2  224.9

Koy cars . 167.2 169.1

Used car. .- . 196.9  199.%

Gasoline . . 302.3  307.5

Maintenance and repair . 249.6  251.3

Other private transportation .. 202.8  206.1  205.%

ot odities 177.5  180.9  182.9

trans. service: 211.6  212.2  213.%

Punlio tranaportation. S 20%.6 208.1  215.b

Hedical care . ©43.7  246.2  218.3

Medical care commodities .. 156.0  156.9  158.1

Medical care 262.8  285.6  267.9

230.3  231.6  233.0

. 306.8  310.1

t .. . 1921 193.2

Entertatament commodities 191.8  193.3  194.8

Rntertainment 190.0 190.8  181.7

Otner goods and 201.2  201.7 202.2

Todacso producta 191.5  191.7  191.3

Peraonal care 1/ 199.0  199.8  200.9

Toilet goods and perscnsl care

appliances +/ 192.5
Peraonal care services 17... 207.0
Peracnal and sducational expen: 221.6
Sohool books and supplie 198.5
Personal and educational 227.3

411 iteas.
Commoditi,
7004 and beverage
Coasoditiea 1
Wondurabl:
Apparel co
Nondurables 1
and apparel 1/.
1

bavera,

food,

Special

All it food.... 219.2
Al 1t shelter. 215.9
411 1t mortgage 1nltr l(« coll.l . 216.7
A1l 1t l.dlcll car 221.8
food. . v 200.3
00d. . .. 209.0
food and apparel 232.7
. 223.1
e l l-ll rant. . 251.8

n dlell clru 1 .

Energy 1/ .

al

less woergy 1/..
101 1Tens Tess fosh 4 onergy 1/...
Comacdities less food and energy
Eoergy commodities 1/
Services less energy....

1/ Not natly adju .
NOTE: Index applies to a month

CPI-U

city average, by oxpenditure category and

indexes Seasonally adjusted annusl rate
fo
Dec. 3 sonths s sonths endisg 1o
1379 Nar.  Juns ap oc. June
197y 1378 1579 1979 1979 |919
Expenditure category
- 13.0 138 13,5 13.2 R}
237.1 7.6 7.5 10,8 12,8 .5
285.4 17.7 7.5 1. 12.5 N}
281.0 19.2 5.7 .o 12.3 .8
231.8 8.5 10.2 9.3 9.3 .5
238.8 %0.3 2.1 22.3  20.0 N
215.8 12.9 9.9 8.0 1.4 .6
238.8 12.7 -5 -2 6.4 .2
288.1 1.0 2.0 5.5 6.5 5
231.8 [X] 3.9 1.7 9.2 9
375.% 6.5 3.9 8.6 5.2 [N ]
216.3 0.6 13.9 56 122 7.5
. 5.6 1.8 10.9 13.7 9.3
1. 6.0 8.5 8.1 7.2
12,0 15.5 7.0 13.8 16.6
.3 15,9 22.2 15.1 19.9
3.8 8.7 8.5 6.1 9.6
15.1 10.1 15.0 12.5 13.6
16.7 8.0 25.8 17.3 22.5
0.8 155 20.8 431 18.6
3u7.6 25.8  23.1 36.3  2%.5 30.
266.7 &3 0.9 1.3 9.6
290.7 9.8 12,8 1.3
217.3 3.5 5.5, 1.0 4.5
255.1 9.6  21.3 7 181
312.0 16,1 1 4.6  28.0
485.6 36.7  89.4 15.3  60.9
271.6 1.7 29.9 1.0 19.9
161.% -2.0 1.8 56 1
196.0 6.9 5.% 8. 6.2
166.9 6.7 a0 1.5 5.
229.2 o1.9 7.0 8.6 7.4
254.1 5.8 8.3 8.8 7.1
170.9 8.7 1.5 1.8 5.0
1606 7.6 .0 3.7 3.7
168.3 -5 3.3 5.5 1.
152.0 W -7t -5.3 .0,
226.9 -3.8 9.5 8.9 i
1883 g 2.8 10.6 .
180.5 13.8 1.0 19.6
216.6 1.5 10.0 12.7
228.3 1.6 284 1.5
228.2 4.8 25.8 13.1
169.0 12, N} -1.9
203.9 9. .6 1.8
15.8 35. .8 21.7
253.% 9. 3 10.2
207.2 5. & 9.0
185.2 1. 6 18.5
215.1 3. .8 6.8
222.3" 5. B 39.4
251.0 5. 1 13.3
159.4 6. .2 5.0
271.5 10, .0 13.9
235.9 ", - 10.1
3.7 8. .8 17.9
193.6 . .5 5.8
195.4 . .8 7.7
191.3 6. s 2.8
203.4 8. 7 [
191.5 n. 7 .0
203.0 10. .2 8.3
195.8 12, -9 1.7 9.5 7.9
210.0 9 -5 9.0 7.2 8.8
223.1 5 .3 2006 3.5 5.8
199.3 13. 1 2608 -7 10.1
228.8 3. 2 19.7 6.2 5.0
13.0 3.4 13.2 3.5 13.2 134
220.0 .5 3.3 12.3 12.1 13.9 12.2
237.1 7.0 1.5 4.3 0.8 2. 1.5
209.0 2.9 6.2 16.3  13.0  1K.5 b
2181 17.1 7.2 2001 .2 220 18.6
164.6 7.6 .0 7.2 3.7 3.7 5.4
19.4 41.8 307 13.5  30.0 23.7
10.0 9.1 8.7 13.2 9.6 1.9
0.5 13.8 8.3 15.7 V2.2 15.0
3.6 8.7 10.7 B.5 6.1 5.6
15.7 185 7.7 20,8 17,1 19.0
5.8 0.1 12.5 131 7.9 12.8
1001 8.0 10.5  13.9 9.1 12.2
8.0 8.2 0.0 6.0 E 8.2
226.5 12,0 189 15.4 1.0 13.8 1.7
2211 12.2 125 1.3 10,0 128 10.6
221.7 1.3 8.2 1.3 9.6 12.8 0.8
228.9 13.3 13.7 13.5 138 13.5 13.5
207.4 ie.9  15.8 182 127 IR [N}
2156 16.5 25.8 25.7 1.2 21.1 18.2
200.1 18.5  38.6  32.2 133 28.1 22.%
228.2 17.3 18 5.4 9.5 17.7 1.9
261.7 1.7 w5 15,1 16.7 13.1 15.9
285.3 1.2 13,7 6.2 15.3  12.% 15.8
313.7 25,6 70.0  %9.1 12.9  A5.5 29.7
223.6 1.6 10,6 0.0 12,1 1.1 1.0
218.1 9.3 1.2 1.5 131 10.3 12.3
192.4 9.8 7.3 8.0  10.2 8.5 9.1
380.0 32.3 100.2  70.0  19.3  62.8 x2.8
287.6 0.5 12,5 W1 168 1S 15.5

a whols, not to any apecific dste.
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TABLE 3. Consumer Pr.ce Index for ali urban consumers: Selected are <tess index, 1072100 unless otherwise poted

Otner lndesss Percent change to Percent change to
irea 1/ Priciag  1odex Sept. Oct.  MNov.  Dec. Dsc. 197¥-from- ¥ov. 1979 froa-
screaule w19 Ty 9Ty 157y Dec.  Oct. uov Sept.  Oat.
2/ w70 19Ty T9ly 978 w1y 1919
B8, Ity aversagw....oeonoieoninons e2s.a ews.v L2153 cev.y 13.3 ¢o [ 1.8 0.9
Cnicago, Il1.-Nortnvesters lnd.. [} 21,3 c28.8 5.0 3.0 e 2.3 1.8
Detroit, Mien. " 233.% 5.3 2.0 ] 3.3
Anahein, €alif.... " zzb.0 15.7 .8 1.7 1.0
., A.Y. astern M.J... .o 222.y 0.0 1. 1 1.5
Philadelphs, N . " «t3.1 1.2 1o -6 1.3
inchorage, Alaska. ... 3 10007 . - - - .2 -
Baltimore, Hd......... 1 - - - - 1.0 -
Boston e 1 - - L <.t -
Ciocinnat., Ohio-ky.-ind 1 - - - - 1.9 -
hnur-nouu-r. Colo.. 1 - - - - z.1 -
Miani, Pls ) 1" - - - [ -
M lwauk is ' - - - - 1.7 -
Fortbesst Peansylvania.. 3 - - - 2.1 -
Portlana, Oreg.-Vasn.. 1 - - - 1.9 -
St. touts, Ma.-I12 ¥ - - 1.6 -
San Diego, Calif. . V. . - - - - 3.3 -
Seattle-Zreratt, Vasn. 1 - - c.2 -
Vashington, D.C.-Md.-V 1 - - - 11 -
stlanta, G PR ¢ 225.3 1 - - - -
buffalo, ¥.Y...... 2 221.2 1.1 - - - -
Cieveland Ohio 2 232.5 3.5 - - - -
Dallas-Fort Worth, 2 €3n ze - - - -
Honolulu, Hawaii.. 2 21a.8 z.0 - - - -
Houston, Tex.... 2 a7 [ - - - -
Kansas City, Mo. 2 235.1 1.7 - - - -
Minneapolis-St P 238.0 1.2 - -
Pittsburgn, Pa . 2 229.2 1.8 - - - -
San Prancizco-Oakiand, Calif..... . 2 230.¢ 3.9 - - -
Region 3/
2 12777 8.7 - o IR Ve - - - -
z 12077 -tz 125.1 13.7 2.0 - - - -
2 12711 . [P - 1258 12.8 1.8 - - - -
2 12/71 - 121.9 1251 5.4 2.0 - - -
2 1271 - = 13 '3 - - - -
.. 2 12/71 - - 3y z.8 - - -
. 2 1217 - - 37 1.y - - -
. z 12/7¢ - - 13.¢ 1.8 - - - -
.. < w2/7 - - 12.e 1 - - - -
Hegion/population aize al .
ross classification 3/
Northesst/a F 1277 - - 0.8 1.8 - - - -
Nocth Central/d z 2T - .7 .5 - - -
2 2/ - 2.7 z.0 - - - -
¢ 12/17 - 5.8 3.3 - - - -
2 2/77 - - 12.8 1.7 - - - -
z 1271 - - 13.1 1.9 - - - -
z @r1? - - 13.2 1.8 - - -
2 12717 - - 15.7 2.4 - - - -
Northeaat/C z s - - .. 2.2 - - - -
Nortn Central/¢ F 2771 - - 12,1 1.5 - - - -
3 . ¢ 12/77 - - 125 1.8 - - - -
. 2 12771 - - 3 1y - - - -
Northaast/D. z 12777 - - 2.0 2.z - - -
North Central/D.. z 12077 - - 2.0 .8 - - - -
Soutasd.... 2 12s77 - - [P 1.6 - - - -
Vest/D..... 2 /77 - - .7 Ve - - -

3 are

1% generally the Standard Metropolitan suu-uen Area (SMSA), exclusive of farms. L.A.-Long Deach, inaheis, Calif.
¢ N.T., ¥.T tern N.J. and cneuc. 1. v Ind. are tbe wore
GeTinitions are those sstadls by the Office of Managemear and Busget in
1973, axoept for Denver-Boulder, Colo. whioh does not 1nolude Doagies County. Definstions o nob 1aaiude rev.sions Sade
sigce 1473, .

2/ Foods, fuels,
M - Every montn.
1 - January, March, May, July, Septeaber, and Novesber.
2 - Pebruary, Aprii, June, dugust, October, and Decesber.

3/ Reglons are defined as tne four Cenaus regions.

are aggregations of aress which have urbao population as defined balow:

aral other items priced every mooth 1a all areas; most other goods and

rvicen priced indicate:

More tnan 00,000

a-2 1,250,000 to l ~000’ 000

B 385,000 to 1,450,000.

< 75 385,000
75

D
Population 3t

cluas A i Lhe aggregation of population size classes -1 and A-2.

r Price Index; differences 1a living costs among areas are found in

NOTE: rru. cu.uu vithin aress are found in the Conaul
11y Bu 2.
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Index for urban w earners and clerical workers: U.3. city aversge, by expenditure category and

TABLE X. Consumer Pric

commodity and vice group, 1987100
Relativ Unadjusted onally adjusted
Group amportance, Unsdjusted indexes percent change to percent change froa.
Decesbar Nov. Dag. Dac. 1919 from- Sept. to  Oot. to Nov. to
1978 197y 197y Deo. 1978 Mov. iyTy oet. Now. Dec.

Sxpenditure catagory

100.000 (FR) 0.9 1.0 [N
nd beverages. 20,46 10,1 -7 1.3
. . 19.777 103 .7 1.3
Food at noas.. 13.899 ¥.5 N 1.8
ereals and bakery product LTy 13.3 - o
poultry, fish, and eggs a.862 8.7 K1 3.2
Dairy product: . 1858 10.5 .3 1 .3
Truits ane regetadles. ... 1.818 9.9 .1 -1y A
272 7.5 ] -2 .3
~398 1.0 .z -5 .5
Wonalcoholia baverag 1,015 v.3 . -7 3
Dther prepared foods 1,960 4.9 N -0 K]
5.677 121 N 5 [}
110y 8.2 1.0 N .5
40.957 15 3 1.4 1.3 1.2
2b.ybY 17.8 1.8 1.9 1.
Rent, residential. 5 238 7.9 1.2 .5 -3
Other reatal costs 508 12.9 1.3 1.2 1.2
Homeownership. 21.227 20.4 1.9 2.2 1.7
Home pureh 8.921 16.2 V.9 1.9 1.0
Tinsnoing 8.987 8.2 z.8 3.1 2.5
Mainte. 3.3520 1.9 .8 .o [
Maintensnce and Fapuir Bervice 2.351 12.0 .8 .5 1.2
Maintenance and repair commoditis 96y ¥.0 .8 -8 1.0
Fuel and other utilities .. b.e2) 16.2 Ri I
Fuels .. X215 23.3 V.2 1.3
Fuel 011, coul, snd bottled ga 875 56.7 1.5 N 1.5
Gas (piped) and electricity ....... 3.380 12,0 L] -z2.0 1.2
Other utilities and public asrvices . €.006 1.1 ] .y .6
Household furnishings asa operstion . 7.167 8.0 -5, -6 -4
Housefurnishings ..... 4.571 X9 N Y .3
Housekeeping suppli 1.00% 6.1 N 1.3 .0
keeping services 1.596 8.5 .8 oy .1
. 5.520 5.0 Y .0 .5
a.880 by & -1 .6
1.531 2.9 .5 - .2
Women's and girla’ apparal 1.927 1.1 - -.8 o
Infante' and toddlers’ apparel B 7.0 1.0 - 1.5
footu . 8.9 1 .5 .8
otny 1 X R 2.0
par mn.2 1.0 - i
Transportation. 18.2 . 1.4 .
Private trensportation. 8.4 - 1.3 .6
New cars 7.7 .15 1.0 2
2.2 - 1.3 3
52.8 1.8 1.7 [
] 0.4 .8 7 1
Other private transportation ¥.1 1 -9 9
Otner privete trans. cosmoditi .Box 12.0 ) 1.7 .
Other private trans 1T0 8.y .2 -7 8
Publie transportation .92k 15.3 1.8 3.3 5
. UNTT) 10.% 1.3 .8 .2
m 7.5 K 8 - ]
Medical care services 3.717 1.0 1.2 -7 -3
Professional aervic 1.900 ¥.9 8 N .0
ot dical care 1.607 22 1.7 1.0
Entertainment 3.798 5.8 -1 .5
Entertaioment commodities 2.396 6.4 .5 5
Entertainment 1,398 u.8 .y .6
Other goods and A zay 7.7 .2 .2
1.3v2 0.8 - -2
1762 8.3 .5 .
838 1.6 .3 B
e " .gzn 8.9 .7 Y
Personal and educational AN - 8.7 [ N
School books and supplis . 163 200.0 &.0 6 -0
Persosal and sducational urncu . 929 2¢9.1 8.7 .7 A
Commodity and sarvics group
A . 230.0 13.% 1 0.9 1.0 1
Commoditi . 219.4 13.0 9 .1 -9 1.1
000 ang beverages .. 235.7 10.1 1.1 .1 .5 1.3
Comsodities le 208.7 s .9 .1 [N 1.1
220.5 21.0 1.1 .8 .6 1.2
5 1 a ° i - 6
Noadurables 1
ana apparel 1/. 251.0 218 1.5 .9 .9 .5
Durables. 198.2 9.6 T .6 1.4 0
Services.. z49.6 13.9 V.2 1.2 1 1.3
l-nz, resideatial. 182.7 7.9 . 1.2 .5 -3
Household services Le 291.1 18.8 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.7
Tran portation 224.0 10.0 1.1 -5 1.3 N
Medical 271.8 1.0 1.1 1.2 -7 1.3
Other sarvices o 206.7 7.8 -3 .8 .6 -3
Special indezes:
411 iteas le 1. N 2
n.7 .0 [
» 1n: n.1 .6 .9
» sedical car 13.5 1.0 1.2
Commodities 1 rood 1y 10 1.1
Ronduradles 1 2 20 2 Y 1.3
Nonaurables less food sn .pp."z Voo 15.938 238.2 €5.8 .8 I
Mondurable . 38.597 220.5 15.1 .5 1.1
1 . - 32.689 2588 .9 1.2 .
Services less medionl cars 17. 3% 208 z82.6 18.2 1.1 1.2
Eaergy I/.‘.A . $.085 310.7 38.7 2 ¢.0
ALL Ltems Leas soergy 1/ ¥0.915 221.0 10.8 1.0 -9
71.138 215.0 1.0 a .9
36 55¢ 190.0 8.3 N .6
5 785 133.8 52 7 1.1 2.3
34.580 2x5.1 15.9 T 1.2
. 3839 -1l -y -9 -9 -9
1957-59:41.00 17.... - .378 -

1 nally adjusted.
IOTI‘ xnun -ppuu to a month as & whols, mot o say apecific date.’
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Tadle UA. Consuser Price Index for Urban Vage Farners and Clerical Workers:
U.S. city average, by expenditure category and congodity and service group
19672100

Annual Annual Percent change
Group average average fron 1978
1978 1979 to 1979

Expenditure category

All items..... vos 195.3 217.7 1.5
ALl freas{1957-59:100) 227.2 252.2 -
Food and beveragtl 206.2 228.7 10.9
Food.. 211.2 234.7 11,1
Food at home. 209.9 232.5 10.8
00.5 220.8 10.1
208.0 233.8 18,6
185.8 207.6 1.7
211.8 228.3 7.8
257.5 277.0 7.6
210.0 226.6 7.9
339.8 356.1 5.8
° Other prepared foods . . 189.5 208.5 10.0
Food away froa home . 218.3 2a8.4 12.0
Alcoholic beverages. 160.1 172.8 7.9
202.6 221.5 12.3
210.3 200.3 1.3
163.9 175.9 7.3
Other rental costs 207.7 233.% 12.8
Homeownership. .. 227.2 263.6 16.0
Home purchase 196.6 223.1 13.5
Floancing, taxes, and insurance 258.2 3111 20.5
Haintenance and repairs 231.6 257.0 11,0
Maintenance and repair services... 2k9.9 279.7 11.9
Maintenance and repair commodities 190.0 206.6 8.7
Fuel and other utilities . 216.1 239.7 10.9
Fuels .uuoevenrrurnnas 2570 286.3 15.7
Fuel oii, coal, and bottied gas 298.3 803.6 35.3
Gas (piped) and electricity ... 232.6 257.6 10.7
Other utilities and public services 158.3 159.6 .8
188.9 6.7
162.6 5.7
220.8 7.3
2487.8 9.6
166.4 8.3
161.2 3.5
161.4 2.5
Women's and girls' apparel. 151.3 1.5
Infants' and toddlers’ apparel . 215.6 223.% 3.5
FOOLWEAr. . eretinernrcieninsnes 163.1 176.1 8.0
Other apparel commodities . 159.8 171.6 T 7.8
Apparel services 184.8 204.5 10.7
185.8 212.8 4.5
185.3 212.9 18,9
153.6 165.8 7.9
186.5 201.0 7.8
196.3 266.7 35.9
Maintenance and repair . 2211 253.0 5.9
Other private transportation . 18u.9 199.2 7.7
Other private trans. commodities 160.7 175.5 9.2
Other private trans. services 193.2 207.4 7.3
Public transportation. 188.1 200.0 6.3
Medical care. 219, 2801 9.k
Medical ca s 143,9 158.7 7.5
Hedical care services..... 235.3 258.5 9.9
Profeasional services .. 209.2 228.5 9.2
Other medical care services . 267.0 295.2 10.6
Entertainment ...... 176.2 187.6 6.5
Entertatnment coamodities 176.8 187.5 6.1
Entertainment services 175.9 188.8 7.3
Other goods and services 183.2 196.3 7.2
Tobacco products. 177.2 188.0 6.1
Personal care 182.0 195.5 7.8
Toilet goods
appliances .......... . 176.7 188.5 6.7
Personal care services . 187.5 202.5 8.0
Personal and educational expenses . 198.2 21,2 8.1
School books and supplies ...... . 183.9 198.0 7.7
Personal and educational services .... 202.0 218.5 8.2
Commodity and service group
ALl items......... . 195.3 217.7 11.5
. 187.0 208.7 1.6
. 206.2 228.7 10.9
Commodities leas Food and baverages .... 175.6 196.5 11.9
Nondurables less food and beverages... 176.8 202.7 .9
Apparel commodities.. PEPTROREN 155.7 161.2 3.5
Hondurables less food, beverages,
and apparel . . 190.2 227.1 19.8
Durables vor . 173.8 190.% 9.6
Services.... . 210.8 23,8 1.2
Rent, residential . 163.9 175.9 7.3
Household servic . 2346 268.3 1.8
Tranaportation services. . 197.7 213.3 7.9
Medical care services. . 235.3 258.5 9.9
Other aervices ...... . 1850 200.2 8.2
Special indexes:
All itens less food.. . 1913 2131 1.5
All items less shelter. . 191.8 211.3 10.8
Al]l itess less mortgage interest costs ... 192.1 211.8 10.3
All itens less medical care . 193.9 216.2 1.5
Combodities leas food .. . 178.6 95.2 11.8
Nondurables less food........ . 178,28 199.8 14,6
Nondurables less food and apparel . . 185.0 219.1 18.8
Nondurables . 192.1 216.6 12.8
. 219.3 245,3 1.5
Services less nedical care . 206.8 230.3 1.4
EDOPEY vovvvrrrecrennnnnen . 220.3 277.7 26.1
All itens less energy . . 193.7 213.0 10.0
All itens less food a . 188.5 206.7 9.7
Comnodities lesa food and energy. . 170.7 188.6 8.1
Energy coamodities . . 212.8 288.0 35.3
Services leas energy.. . 209.1 232.6 3.2
Purchlsing pover of the consumer dollar:
19 . ceen see  $ .512 s .a60 -10.2
1951 59 N 00° B30 -396 -
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urban ners and clerical workers: Seasonslly asjusted U.3, city avera by expenditure

-
vioe group, 1907100

T4BLE 5. Consumsr Price Ind
astegory and co

Sesscnally adjusted indexss Seasoanlly adjusted snnual rate
persent cn.un fo
Aroup Sept.  Oot. Nov.,  Dee, ¢ 3 montns -nan; o acaths ending in
1979 1979 197y 19Ty Mar.  June  Sep Des. Juna Dec.
. 197y 1y lvw 197y 157y 1979

Expenditure cstegory

iy .2 2 3.8 Vi)
w3y e 12,8 1.8
w3 0.7 12.8 1.5
s 3.0 10,8 121 6.7
Careale and bakery products. ¥.7 9.0 8.7 8.1 3.7
Meats, poultey, fish, and o n . s .19.7 23.5 19.7 -1.2
Beiry producte..... 15.0 9.0 119 7.5 s y.7
Fruits acd -un-n 104 -2.5 9.9 ° [ 13.8
sunr &6 0.2 1.2 o8 0.3 8.7
a0 v 5.8 6.3 8.6 5.3
1.8 [ 8.2 a1 .
na 138 0.8 e 12.5 1.0
1.1 1. 7.6 0.5 15.2 ¥.0
Alcoholio baverag M.y [ 6.4 9.5 8.7 7.9
Housing .....- 12,5 18,0 1.3 1.6 1.2 0.5
Shelter.. 5. 18,3 1.3 22y 15.7 20.2
fest, 3. [N 1.5 5.3 b2 9.8
Other rental costs .. 15.3 9.1 1,3 16.0 2.2 13.7
domeow -runp 18.0 6.5 19.7 w2 8.2 2z,
Ho: 1.5 -5 1.7 21.0 13.0 18,
2.2 ¥3.8 2 311 5.0 31,
12.0 o 10.2 0.4 11.8 10.
s 1 e 0.2 el 9.
and repail 1 2 5.1 1 5.0 Y
Fuel and other unnnu . A 9 20 s 8.4 3
Puals ... 15.4 1 ss. .8 27y 1y
Pusl o1l coal, and bottled PRI 3T 9 Wie o ere 52
Gas (piped) aad eleatrioity . .8 1] 8.8 1.2 9.7 v,
Other utiliti publis sarvic . -1 1 .3 v.3 -1 <
Houaehold furnishings and operation -..... .9 5, . 6.9 6.0 >
lounruruumnu . ORI 1 [ 2 5.5 5.4 [
Housekseping suppli P .5 3. H 1.7 5.0 ®
Hausel pxn. e 8 ¥ y 0.0 7.0 10,
m-ru aad upke a 7. L] [N} 5
o 6. 3.5 3.2 5
.3 ] 3.5 1.y B
12,0 ® 1
X
b

B e A T T X e O

PR QRS VR v e e A T

1]
Bl
.8
-9
2
v
1
°
5 5.
. .0 [S
. 1 ] 8.
. 15,8 » v,
Trazsportatio . 15.3 [ 16.
Private trlnlper&aucn‘... . 5.5 . 16,
13.1 N 2.
. 8 2.
36.3 ° ",
.9 7 9.
i1 .8 10,
.9 3 ",
m.n-r private trana o3 .1 . 9.
Publio tranaportation..... 2 z 5.5 24,
Medical cars. .9 2 6.9 12,
Medieal e . 2 7 1.
a 1 .3 3.
Professionsl 1.4 N} 9.y y.
other w ux : .2 [N "
.3 0.3 5.
] .5 0.1 3
0 E 7.0 2.
and aervices . 1 .5 1.0 1.
T produsta. ... . 12.3 .5 8.0 ]
Perscnal care 1, . . 10.5 .0 8.5 8.
Toilat |n.ﬂ| “and parsonsl sare .
pi1. Voo . 12.0 .0 8.0 7.3
Personal lll‘. aervi . 9.2 .0 8.9 8.9
Poreonsl and sdusatiol . 5.8 3 6.1 OR3
Seboo) books and supplie . 15,2 z 1.2 6.2
Personal and edueatiomal . 3.y ° 5.1 120
an 13.0 131
o 12.0
12.6 1.8
s food end bevera 15.0 wa
Mondurables less feod and bave 25.2 w7
3.2 5.2
308 2.0
9.6 9.6
12.5 15.1
6.2 9.8
18.0 19.4
8.2 1.9
9.3 13,0
7.9 1.6
15.% .6
12.8 10.5
13.3 0.2
13.9 13.1
.7 w.2
21.9 18.6
28.9 22,7
181 12,1
13.6 15.9
12.8 15.1
7.3 30.7
. . 1.3 10.3
411 items less food lud n-r" b . 10.2 1.8
Gommoditiss 1 00d .re. ceee 8.7 1.9
Energy coam en . . 63.8 a2
Services 1 . 1y 15.6

ntn a3 & WAOle,
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and olerical vorkers: 3Selected areas, all iteas .ndex, 1507«100 unless

Otner Indezes Percent change to Percest change to
irea v/ Pricing  inder Sapt. Oct.  Mov.  Dec. Dec. 13Ty from Nov. 197y from-
achedule base 1979 1979 18Ty 1979  Dec.  Oet.  UNo Sov.  Sepr. Oct.
1978 197y 19Ty 1978 Ty 1979
U.8. city averag . 227.6  230.0 13.% 1 12.8 17 ]
Chteago, 111 . n 2s5.6 21,8 . e g 2.3 1
Petroit, Nich . " 250.8  232.2 15.0 s 3.3 1
u 225.8  229.9 10.7 1.8 g 1.3
rtheasters N.J.. " 220.7  «22.% 10.7 8 005 1.3
o . " 223.8  223.5 10.% - 1.6 1.0 1
dachorage, Alasxa. . i 10/67 211.8 - - - - 8.7 - -
Baltimore, Ma... . 1 227.y - - - - 1.3 13 -
Boston, Ma . 1 222.5 - - - - 1.7 2.1 -
Clneimasts, Ohia-ky . 1 235.6 - - - - 13.5 za -
r-Boulder, Colo. e 1 26 6 - - - - 1.8 2.1 -
L eeen e 1 1 120.5 - - - - 1.7 1.5 -
L Wis. e 1 232.5 - - - - 15.8 .1 -
t Pennsylvanis Je 1 221.1 - - - - 1. 1.8 -
Porun-. Oreg. -¥: . 1 236.7 - - - - 13.9 1.¢ -
St. Louis, Mo . 1 22,3 - - - - 1.5 1.7 -
San Diego, Calaf . . 1 210.8 - - - - 17,0 3.0 -
Seattle-Everstt, Waan . 1 225.5 - - - - . 2.0 -
Washington, D.C.-Mg . 1 226.7 - - - - 109 1.0 -
Atlanta, . . 2 - 210 .o 1.0 - - - -
Buffalo, . . 2 - 22001 0.0 (I - - -
laaa, nias - 2 - 253.2 13.2 3.8 - - - -
Dallas-Fort Worth r" . 2 - 333 16.0 2.3 - - - -
. 2 - 2155 12.1 2.1 - - - -
. 2 - 260 12.7 1.7 - - - -
Kansas City, Mo.-Kans . 2 - 25208 168 2.0 - - - -
Hinneapolis-St.Paul, . 2 - 23w 12.2 .8 - - - -
Pireasurgn, . 2 -2y 12 1.0 - - - -
an Francisco-Oakisnd, Calif.... 2 - 22y.0 1.3 3.7 - - - -
Region 3/
Nortaeast. . H 12/11 - - s - - - -
North Ceatral . 2 12777 - - 2.0 - - - -
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CHART 1. CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical

Workers
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CHART 2: CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers:
All items and major components by expenditure class, 1968—79
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CHART 3: CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers:
All items and major components by expenditure class, 1968—79
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CHART 4: CP| for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers:
All items and major components by expenditure class, 1968—79
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EXPERIMENTAL MEASURES

Table 1. Alternative HOMEOWNERSHIP COMPONENTS used in official Table 2. Official ALL-ITEMS CPI-U and EXPERIMENTAL MEASURES using

g8l

CPI-U and in experimental measures: Percent change over 12 months p Percent change over 12 months
Experimental measures Experimental measures using alternative
c‘(’)'ﬁcill of homeownership Official homeownaership oompont‘r'-u
nsumer
Price Fi f-smrvices Outtays Price Flow-of-services measures | Outlays measures
Index Index
12 months anded | o7 AT R’:""I x-2 x-3 x4 x5 12 months ended for AN Rx" X2 X3 X4 X6
Urban squiva- Uw}con Usar cost| Outlays | Outlays months en Urban '","l User cost |User cost | Outlays | Outlays
Con- e using using using using Con- .:w'"' using using using using
sumars wsing f:urnnt average | current | average sumars ence | current | averags | current | sverage
Py} | VN0 |interest | interest interest | intorest cpiu) | U579 [interest | interest | interest | intorast
rant cost cost cost cost cel costs costs costs costs
rent
December: December:
1968 . 16 28 1" 8.0 10 | 60 1968 4.7 39 4.9 46 a7 4.2
1969 10.2 38 6.9 35 132 83 1969 .. 6.1 5.2 5.6 5.2 6.0 8.7
1970 . 10.2 45 43 1.7 126 | 101 1970 . 55 45 45 4.2 5.2 49
1971 27 38 421 | -89 03 | 77 1971 34 35 1.8 22 3.2 38
1972 . a1 35 2.4 33 48 6.2 1972 ... 3.4 33 3.2 3.3 34 35
1973 . 7.1 49 229 | 188. 108 a4 1973 . 88 86 105 100 9.2 8.7
1974 . 133 54 168 | 129 149 | 9.1 1974 ... 122 | 1A 126 | 121 123 1.8
1975 . 79 5.2 27 33 74 9.0 1975 ... 7.0 6.6 6.3 6.4 6.8 8.9
1976 . 38 85 -10 20 27 76 1976 . 48 5.1 4.3 4.7 48 6.2
1977 ... . 9.2 6.5 2.5 0.4 104 9.0 1977 ... 6.8 6.3 5.8 5.7 6.6 6.5
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January 1979 124 72 8.0 5.7 124 5.7 January 1979 9.3 8.3 8.4 8.2 8.9 8.2
February 1979 . 135 74 108 74 137 5.7 February 1979 . 9.9 8.6 9.1 8.7 0.4 8.6
March 1979 137 6.7 1.7 104 14.0 59 March 1979 10.2 88 9.4 9.2 9.6 89
April  ..... 14.2 65 123 29 14.4 6.1 April 1979 ... 10.4 89 9.6 9.4 9.8 9.1
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Juty 1979 ...... 15.2 74 167 | 117 15.3 6.8 July 1979 1.3 9.7 109 10.3 107 2.9
August 1979 .. .. 16.0 7.5 201 9.8 159 7.0 August 1979 118 101 1s 10.4 110 10.2
September 1979 . 16.1 76 18.3 13.2 16.4 75 September 1979 12.4 10.4 1.7 1" 1.4 10.6
October 1979 .. 16.8 84 22 | 137 17.2 7.8 October 1979 12.2 105 12.2 1.1 15 105
November 1979 . .1 183 8.1 245 150 | 190 79 November 1979 . 12.6 105 L1285 13 118 10.6
December 1979 ... 19.8 79 28.2 22.4 226 1 11.2 December 1979 .. 13.3 108 13.2 12.3 125 1.3
Relative importance of
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component,
December 1977 {all-
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Explanations of Homeownership

Measures

"Official CPI-U includes five components. (1) The weights
for property taxes, property insursnce, and home main-
tenance and repairs represent expenditures of all home-
owers in the base period. The weights for house prices and
contracted mortgage interest cost represent only those
homeowners who actually purchased a home in the base
period. Included are the total price paid for the home, and
the total amount of interest expected to be paid over half
the stated life of .the mortgage. (2) Current monthly prices
are used for each of these components.

Experimental Measure X-1: (1) The weight for this
rental equival is the esti of the rental
value of all owner-occupied homes in the base period com-
piled from a specific question asked on the 1972-73 Con-
sumer Expenditure Survey. This covers the entire stock of
owned homes. (2) Prices used are the current rents col-
lected for the residential rent component of the CPI. The
CPI rent p is designed to rep h in
residential rents for all types of housing units, not just
changes in rents for units that are typically owner occupxed
The CPI rent p is, therefore, not for
this measure.

Experimental Measure X-2: (1) The weight for this user
cost method includes expenditures for mortgage interest,
property taxes, property insurance, maintenance and re-
pairs, the estimated base-period cost of homeowners’ equity
in their houses, and the offset to shelter costs resulting
from the estimated appreciation of house values in the base
period. This measure covers the entire stock of owned
houses. To derive the weights for mortgage interest costs
and equity costs, the total value of the housing stock in the
base period was apportioned into its debt and equity

The debt'comp equals the amount owed
and the equity component is the amount owned, i.e., pay-
ments on principal plus appreciation from the time of pur-
chase to the base period. Each component was sub-
sequently multiplied by the average mortgage interest rate

pPICP

in the base period to determine its cost. (2) Prices used are
current ones except for the appreciation term which uses
a S-year moving average of the changes in appreciation
rates.

Experimental Measure X-3: (1) The weights are the same
as in Experimental Measure X-2, except that mortgage in-
terest costs are calculated as the total interest amount
paid out by homeowners in the base period. As in X-1 and
in X-2, this measure covers the entire homeowners popula-
tion. (2) The prices for all components except mortgage
interest costs and appreciation are current monthly prices.
As in X-2, appreciation is represented by a S-year moving
average of the changes in house prices. However, X-3 uses
past and current mortgage interest costs in a 15-year
weighted moving average, which reflects the base period
age distribution of mortgage loans.

Experimental Measure X-4: The weights for this out-
lays approach include expenditures actually made in the
base period for property taxes, property insurance, main-
tenance and repairs. The weight for the mortgage interest
term is calculated in the same manner as in X-2. However,
no appreciation or equlty terms are included. Not all
homeowners are d in this b those
who made no mortgage debt payment in the base period
are excluded. (2) The prices used for each of these items
are current ones. ’

Experimental Measure X-5: (1) The weights for this
outlays approach include, as in X4, expenditures actually
made in the base period for property taxes, property in-
surance, maintenance and repairs. The weight for the
mortgage interest cost term is the same as for the X-3. No

iation or equity et are used. As in X4 not
al] h are d in this
those who made no’ mongage debt payment in the base

.period are excluded. (2) .Current prices are used in X-5

except for mortgage interest which uses the 15-year moving
average also used in the X-3.
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Senator BENTSEN. Mr. Kahn, you have a tough position to try to
administer and a difficult one to analyze, but we would like to know
what you think 1980 brings for us. Will you please proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. ALFRED E. KAHN, CHAIRMAN, COUNCIL ON
WAGE AND PRICE STABILITY

Mr. Kann. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

As much as it can be a pleasure to testify in these present circum-
stances when we just had an announcement of a 1.2 percent rise in the
Consumer Price Index in December completing this year at 13.3 per-
cent, it is a pleasure to have a chance to discuss this terribly serious
problem with you.

I would like to underline your own assertion, Mr. Chairman, that
this is & phenomenon that we have to turn around and it is one that
we can turn around. I come here today not in any sense in an attempt
to alibi what is a very unhappy record but in order to see what we
can do to understand it, to explain what we are doing, and to explain
why we think it is the right thing to be doing. I will also discuss the
ways in which it might be changed and, of course, to have the benefit
of your advice as always. I welcome it.

Since it is the end of a year and I’'m anxious not to encroach on the
next week’s economic report of the President and his budget message
which are, after all, the definitive statements of the administration
policy, I certainly agree with you that we must use today’s occasion
of the CPI to see what's been happening during the year, why it’s
been happening, and what we are doing; and I believe 1 have answers
to all those questions. They are not happy answers. They are not easy
answers, but they are correct answers. :

So I thought I would take a slightly broader look than our usual
monthly one at what’s been happening during the year as a kind of an
occasion for taking stock. Though I fear that most of what I have to
say is familiar to you, I will try to be brief.

"As we have in the past, let’s look at the components of this 13.3-per-
cent rate. Have you the copy of the table that we prepared, Mr. Chair-
man ¢

Senator BenTseN. I was just given a copy of it. )

Mr. Kaux. I think it will help us to follow and, again, this is not
as an alibi but simply in order to understand.

First, I think we should look at the year as a whole and observe
December 1978 to December 1979 column. There at the top is the
13.3-percent double digit inflation rate. I think the first thing to ob-
serve, as we have in the past, is that the double digit character of the
inflation and almost the entire increase over the 1978 rate—almost the
entire increase is again attributable to the two elements—energy an
home ownership.

If you just slip down to the bottom of the table, the next to the last
line, the one that has 13.3 percent at the top of it, the next line to the.
last line observes that in items excluding energy and mortgage Inter-
est costs, which are the cost of home acquisition, the figure is 9 percent
rather than 13.3. I'm not saying that in order to deny the 13.3. Again,
T’m not trying to select the high ones in order to get the average down.
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I’m not trying to tinker with the thermometer. I just want us to see
what are the components of the disease. It is then 9.

So 4.3 percent of the 13.3 percent is accounted for by these two items.

Now, I'd like to look a little bit more at what’s happened during the
course of the year because I certainly agree with you that it’s not only
the total year but how it looks at the engras compared to how it looks at
the beginning that has to weigh in our sense of urgency.

In the first part of the year food was an additional important con-
tributor to inflation. That is to say, energy and housing have been with
us all year as a problem, but particularly in the period from November
of 1978 through April of 1979, we had another big surge in the food
components. You can get that roughly if you look at the 3-month fig-
ures ending in March when our overall rate was 13, but food was 17.7.
Food at home was 19.2. Food domestically produced was 27.5. These are
annual rates. So you see it made a very substantial contribution since
food accounts for 18 percent of the total CPI. It contributed import-
antly to the surge and I wanted you to see that it was very largely what
was happening at the farm. In these months that I singled out—which
is November 1978 to April of 1979—the price of food at the farm went
up at a 40-percent annual rate and we pointed out at that time that
food prices at the farm are essentially competitively determined.

I don’t mean to deprecate the importance of Government policies
that intervene, but the fluctuations that are essentially demand-and-
supply caused, at that time particularly the price of beef, that with a
demand-and-supply problem and that there was nothing you could do
about that or should do about it by instituting price controls. And we
said that we would expect the forces of demand and supply to work.
In point of fact, that’s exactly what happened.

In the period from April 1979 to November 1979, food, instead of
going up as a whole 15 or 17 percent, went up 5.6 percent at an annual
rate. Domestically produced food in this April to November period
went up only at a 1.5 percent annual rate, and at the farm it went down
9.5 percent. So for the remainder of the year, food helped us on the in-
flation side.

It happens that it did not help us in December. Again, that was
mainly meat and fresh vegetables. That kind of fluctuation we expect
all the time. It is not part of our basic explanation of the problem.

Senator BENTSEN. Let me ask you a question on that point. I was
looking at some of the futures markets and I saw prices were down on
beef and down on some of the grains. Would that lead you to believe
that we might be getting more relief there?

Mr. Kanw. I think we may be getting some temporary relief. Again,
most of our projections—the best we could do are that the price of food
is likely to go up over the year in the 7-to-10-percent range. The usual
seasonal increases are in the spring and in the late end of the year, so
that in the next few months we see no reason—obviously you may get
streaks of weather—but there’s no reason to expect food to be feeding
the inflation problem.

On the contrary, it looks as though, if anything, it will be helping
us. Some weakening of food and grain markets may occur, as you
know, possibly as a result of the grain embargo. We expect, however,
the effect to be very slight because of the President’s determination
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to come in and see to it that the farmer doesn’t bear the major burden
of this farm policy change.

Senator BenTseN. Also, with that kind of overhang of grain, you’re
not conceding runaway prices?

Mr. Kaun. No. We see no reason to expect that—no reason what-
soever. We expect the food grain reserve to increase. Incidentally,
just as the farmer-owned grain reserve was very helpful to us when
the Russian shortfall appeared because it gave us a very big insulation
so we got nothing like the skyrocketing of prices that we got in the
Russian grain deal back in the early 1970’s, so now the building backup
of the reserve will be helpful to us because it will give us a protection
against bad crops in the future and will insulate the market.

Energy and housing, as these figures show clearly, have hurt us all
year. Interestingly again, however, Mr. Chairman, if you look at the
energy line, there was a particularly severe energy bulge in the middle
of the year during the second and third quarters. You observe that
energy went up in the first 3 months at an annual rate of 25 percent;
then in the next 3 months, 70 percent; the next 3 months, 49 percent;
and then in the last 3 months, a very slight 12.9 percent. By the way,
that 12.9 percent in the last 3 months is nothing to be sanguine about.
It is the consequence of the fact that gas and electricity rates, regulated
utility rates, in those 3 months went up at an annual rate of only 1
percent. You had some tapering off of oil and gasoline prices. Gasoline
prices went up at a 27.7-percent annual rate.

So energy 1s still a problem, but notice that when food prices began
to level off, energy began to become much mére powerful. That is the
experience we had in the May, June, July, August, September period.
That shows up very clearly in the table that I have just set before
you. _

In the worst of that period, from April through August, the Con-
sumer Price Index went up at a 14.3-percent annual rate. Without
energy alone, it was 10.1. So, at the worst point in the period, energy
contributed over 4 points.

Home ownership was a problem all year, as you can see if you look
at the housing part of the Index, but even more at home purchase and
even more at mortgage interest costs going up at annual rates for the
3-month periods of 929 percent, 28 percent, 38 percent, and 45 percent.
That, of course, is a combination of two things: rising home prices on
the order of 15 percent over the year, and rising mortgage interest
rates applied to that I think that’s an inevitable consequence of infla-
tion and that shows up in the figure that I have already given you for
the yearly inflation rate if you take out energy and home ownership.

I’d like to say one other thing about homeownership. which has
played a major role in making the inflation rate worse in just the last
couple of months, especially in October and November because of the
actions of the Federal Reserve in October. What I testified to at great
length yesterday and I think has now become very clear is that the
measurement of the homeownership component of the CPI, while
arguably correct as a measure of what’s happened to the prices of what
consumers spend their money for, clearly, absolutely, and unarguably
exaggerates what happens to the cost of living over the year by some-
thing like two points. In this latter part of the year it is exaggerated
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approximately three points. It is not a correct measure of what hap-
pens to the cost of living of the American people as a whole or of the
average American, and I'll be glad to elaborate on that, though I have
done it several times in the past. As I said, I testified about that yester-
day. That’s the only respect in which I'm quarreling with the barom-
eter. If you want to say what’s hap;})lened to the cost of living, you
would have to say the increase is on the order of 11 as opposed to 13.3
percent. .

Senator BenTsEN. How are you and the BLS Commissioner getting
along on that point ?

Mr. Kagn. Well, we're making genuine progress. Mr. Chairman.
The BLS, back in 1974, said exactly what I have said now. It pointed
out that the Consumer Price Index was never intended to be a measure
of the cost of living and they specifically pointed out at great length
that the homeownership component was misleading as an expression
of what happens to the cost of living. To just give you the simplest
example, something like 30 percent of my take-home pay goes to pay-
ing for a mortgage on a house in Washington that I had the misfor-
tune to buy in 19%7 close to the peak of the market and 80 percent of
my cost of living was absolutely unchanged in 1979 because the mort-
gage payments were fixed. Therefore, it’s only 70 percent of my cost of
living which is affected by 13 percent or whatever rate applies. Actu-
ally 1t’s the 11-percent rate and that is not reflected in any way in the
CPT because the CPI measures only the cost of purchases during the
year and it does not include the unchanging cost of a very big hunk
of the cost of living of scores of millions of American families.

So the BLS has now this week put out five experimental alternate
ways of measuring the homeownership component which produce a
range of figures. From November to November, the CPI was 12.6 per-
cent. These different ways of looking at the costs of homeownership
produce a range of figures between 10.5 and 12.5. So you've got this 2-
point range, depending on how you look at it. As you know, it’s a dif-
ficult, complicated problem. I believe we are making real progress.

To come back to my point, this discussion gets ns to this notion of
the underlying rate of inflation. It is simply a way of looking at what’s
happening. It’s a way that tries to take out those exogenous shocks.
That doesn’t mean that those exogenous shocks don’t hurt. I’'m not
denying that the high cost of energy hurts, but that’s clearly some-
thing external to the system. It tries to look, rather, at what’s happen-
ing to the basic cost structure, the basic rate of inflation. It also tries
to leave out the things that change merely under the influence of
demand and supply tl%at go up and go down. That, of course, is the
bottom line which for most of the year has been around the 7.5 per-
cent rate. This is done by taking out the food component, by taking out
the energy component, and by taking out the home purchase prices.
Also, we take out used cars which similarly fluctuate under the influ-
ence of demand and supply.

But I think you have to look immediately at that figure, the bottom
line figure, what we call the underlying rate, and observe that it seems
to be showing a clear tendency to creep up during the year. Even
though it is at the 7.5 percent level, not the 13 percent level, the fact
that in the 3 months ending in September it was 7.9 could be just
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noise. The fact that in the 3 months ending in December it was 8.6
again makes your point, Mr. Chairman, that, even if you set aside
these shocking things, such as the results of high interest rates which
are the inevitable consequences of inflation and the energy aspect
which comes from the outside, the troublesome thing is that the under-
lying rate seems to be creeping up. I want to come back to that hefore
we're through.

I’d like to say one other thing. For the purists in the audience who
will respond that it doesn’t make any sense to look at the different
individual problems of prices to look at agricultural commodities or
energy or homeownership because if we had the proper policies in
this country some prices would go up but other prices would go down
and the average would not change. This would be the view, let’s say,
of the University of Chicago, if I may point to a group, or say Milton
Friedman or the monetarists.

Nobody denies that if we had a sufficiently tight monetary and fiscal
policy, if we were willing to squeeze tight enough on spending, maybe
with interest rates at 20 percent or 25 percent, mavbe a 2 percent
change in the rate, nobody denies that we could restrain total spend-
ing so much that though energy prices went up other prices would
go down and the average would not change. However, that really begs
the question of what would be the pain and the cost to our economy
if we try to behave in that stringent a way. I think most of us believe
and experience demonstrates that the cost of that could be a genuine
depression, such a decline in output and employment in order to
achieve limited savings on the price run that you would merely be
taking your disease in another way; you would not be curing the
disease.

So to summarize, the story for the past year is preponderantly
energy, homeownership, and a third item that you have been more
prominent than anybody else in the country in emphasizing, produc-
tivity. Cyclically adjusted, disregarding the fact that productivity
fluctuates with the cycle, the Council of Economic Advisers estimates
that productivity per hour of production went up 0.4 percent in 1977;
it went up 0.4 percent in 1978; it went down 2.2 percent in 1979. So
you have there 2.5 points of added thrust to our inflation rate and
that, of course, recognizes that the 0.4 and 0.4 in 1977 and 1978 are
cyclically adjusted while the actual increase in productivity was
somewhat higher but that’s what you would expect in a booming
economy. Remember, those figures are already abysmally low com-
pared with the long-range 3 percent or 2 percent or 1.5 percent we
achieved in the decade roughly of 1966 to 1975. So productivity is
another big hunk.

When you put those together, vou’ve got something like, even in
direct effect, 6.5 points of our inflation rate due to energy, housing,
and productivity. :

What are the prospects? In the months immediately ahead, I don’t
think anyone can promise an improvement. Energy prices will in
January and February surely reflect the latest OPEC price increases.
As you know, although I can’t give you the definitive figures, they
were on the order of somewhere between the $18 that Saudi Arabia
was charging until December and the $24 to $30 that others were
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charging—maybe the average was $22 or $23—to something on the
order of $29 now. Forgive me if I'm being slightly vague on that.

Senator BENTSEN. You're pretty close.

Mr. Kan~. But it’s close enough, and that’s going to show up in
the CPI in January and February and mortgage interest rates will
continue to go up in actual transactions for the next couple months
and with this—

Senator BEnTsEN. What you’re talking about is on commitments
already made, really ?

Mr. Kaun. Precisely. That’s exactly right, sir. So it doesn’t show
up in the CPI until later. So I think there’s no reason to believe that
this underlying rate will taper off. It’s likely to be reasonably stable,
but remember we are beginning to witness the effect of the higher
erlnergy prices seeping through the economy and showing up in other
places.

Just look at No. 1, public transportation, on this table, just about
halfway down the table. Now it’s not a big item in the index. It has
only a weight of 1 percent. But look at what’s happened to the annual
rate of increase in public transportation rates in the last 6 months of
the year—going up from the first 6 months from the 6 and 7 percent
rate to 22 and 39 percent rates. That is preponderantly energy
creeping into the cost of public transportation. There’s no reason to
expect relief on the energy or homeownership front, no reason as we
have said to expect food to be unusual, although there are unpredict-
able elements here. The signs of acceleration in the underlying rate
are troublesome. So, in the next few months I see no way of promising
any improvement.

In the longer run, during the course of this year, it’s dangerous to be
optimistic. I don’t want to minimize the proglem. I don’t want to be
accused of being a person that never met a statistic that he didn’t like,
but the most objective estimate we can make is that oil prices will not
continue to go up. Crude oil price went up 100 percent in a 13-month
period, from December of 1977 until January of 1979, from something
like $13 delivered at the American east coast to something on the order
of $30 delivered on the east coast. The world oil supply and demand
situation seems to be better. We seem to be having something of a mild
surplus in the short run. It could disappear tomorrow. I don’t want in
any way to minimize the essential alternative of our continuing to
attack the energy problem, but it’s hard to see—famous last words—
it’s hard to see that kind of energy price rate going up.

With reference to mortgage interest rates, again, the growth of real
GNP last year, fourth quarter to fourth quarter, was less than 1 per-
cent. I think it was 0.8 percent. The rate of growth in the economy is
tapering. Our best estimate is that there will be a mild recession that
should enable us to bring interest rates down. As I pointed out yester-
day, in that case it will give us a misleading decline in the index just as
mortgage interest rates are now giving us a misleading increase. How-
ever, it still should bring the CPI down out of double-digit rates by
midyear. That’s my best estimate and it’s no more than that. It’s not
worth any more than the reasoning that I have put before you.

The big question marks right now are: Will the wage moderation
that we did achieve and have clearly achieved—I’ll give you a couple
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of numbers in just a moment—hold up with a 13 percent month after
month increase in the CPI; will we get a tapering of the growth in
the economy and in the longer run can we turn around productivity?

Let me just say a couple things about policy and then yield the floor.
The solution to our problems, Mr. Chairman, is not mysterious. I think
everybody in this country, no matter how he or she apportions the
blame between the Government and OPEC and labor and business—
and there will be differences on that—everybody in this country under-
stands that the only solution is restraint on the demand side and fuller
attention to the supply side. Those may sound like vapid generaliza-
tions, but sometimes vapid generalizations are the most fundamental
truth that we have to begin with. We have to develop a leaner, more
disciplined, more productive society. That means controlling the de-
mands that we place on it and turning more of our attention from con-
sumption to improving our ability to produce. How you achieve that in
an open democratic society, how you reestablish in a voluntaristic free
society that kind of discipline, I’'m not ashamed that I as an economist
can’t tell you an easy answer to that; but we can do it. We must do it.
And we also know, all of us, what it means in terms of specific policies.
We know. The President knows it. The President is doing it and will
continue to do it.

No. 1, fiscal restraint for what it will do itself to inflation, for what
it will do to people’s expectation of inflation, for the example that it
sets. It is an objective fact that the budgets that the President has been
presenting show a marked increase in fiscal restraint as compared to
the 1960’s and 1970’s on until the mid-1970’s and I’ll be glad to give you
some numbers on that if you like. The objective fact is that in the last
6 to 9 months the President has been genuinely outspoken, as compared
to his economic advisers, to his political advisers, as compared to most
people in Congress, in holding out and saying this economy is still
strong that inflation is still our main problem and that we must con-
tinue to practice restraint. That’s not a political speech. I think that’s
an objective, historical statement.

Second, we must, however, as early as possible, put saving and in-
vesting much higher on our scale of national priorities and activities
and I'm defining investing broadly to include investment, of course,
in plant and equipment, but also equally important, in human capital.
I call your attention to the youth unemployment bill, for example,
or it’s the youth employment bill—I forgot which—that the President
is presenting to Congress. Investment in technology which is our
principal source of improved productivity has to be embodied in new
equipment and new ways of doing things. So you need capital forma-
tion as well, and energy technology preeminently because, again,
energy is the center of our picture. Of course, that is going to mean
maybe fuller use of tax incentives when and as the budget permits.

Three, monetary restraint, of course. We are living in a credit card
society. We could point to the fact that in fiscal 1979 the Federal
Government was in deficit to the extent of about $27 billion. We can
point to the fact that in fiscal 1980 apparently the deficit—we’ll get
the more definitive figures next week—ll))ut apparently the deficit is in
the $30 to $35 billion range or will be because of the prospective slow-
ing of the growth. But in 1979 the American people went into debt
to $160 billion to acquire mortgages to buy houses and that’s net. That
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figure is net of repayment on mortgage debt and it went up to $160

-billion. Installment debt will prove to have gone up on the order of
$30 billion. So there’s a need for restraining the extension of credit
to our society as a whole and, of course, the other side of that coin
is the lowest rate of household savings in the last two quarters of
1979 in the last quarter century. So monetary restraint. I’ve got three
things already.

Fourth, wage-price restraint and the standards. Notice it’s fourth,
not first, not second, not third, and probably not even be fourth. Maybe
it should be fifth, but it is a part of it. The voluntary program had an
effect. Every objective observer who has looked at it inside the Govern-
ment and outside agrees that it has an effect. There have been various
econometric exercises saying one of those points in the underlying rate
of inflation is holding it to the 7.5-percent or the 8-percent rate or if
you look at the GNP deflator which was 9 percent in 1979, one point of
restraint on the order of that must be attributable to the wage and
price standards. Do you know that by every measure we can make
wages did not go up any more in 1979 than they went up in 1978?
Most measures show a slight decline. That’s real restraint. The ques-
tion, of course, is: will they continue? We’ll keep at it. We are en-
forcing those standards as vigorously as we can. We have identified
during the course of the year some 80 companies on prices. We have
obtained rollbacks from prominent companies, whether it’s Giant Food
or Sears Roebuck or various paper companies. Some of them rolled
back even before we identified them. Scott Paper is an example. Alcoa
and all the rubber tire companies who ate the differences between the
standards and the rubber tire increase. General Motors has agreed—
and I’m telling you it’s genuine restraint—on the price standards and
now we are pinning our hopes on the national accord with labor to
get labor into this program. It’s not an easy process. It’s a hard bar-
gaining process, but we have hopes that labor, having agreed that
restraint is in the interest of all of us, will play a role. That’s No. 4.

I have just two or three more and then I’ll stop. Regulatory reform
I would guess should have been No. 4 and the wage-price standards
fifth, because in the long run I feel that is the more fundamental
approach. Regulatory reform has at least three aspects which add up to
restoring the discipline of a competitive market. Insulating our people
from the discipline of the market is one of the reasons why we have a
chronic inflationary problem. As long as you protect stockholders from
the consequences of bad business decisions, as long as you protect labor
from the unemployment consequences of excessive wage increases, you
will eliminate the downward discipline of the market and restoring
that discipline of the market wherever possible, restoring competition
wherever possible, in the long run is going to do more for holding down
costs and holding down prices and increasing productivity than any
wage and price standards. We have done it in airlines. We expect Con-
gress to help us do it in trucking and in rail transportation before this
year 1s over. We expect it to happen in communications and we expect
to see it in another place, in regulation Q in the financial field.

Another side of this is making the burdens of inescapable regulation
for consumer knowledge and safety and the environment—holding
those burdens down as much as possible, making that regulation as cost
effective—-
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Senator BeEnTsEN. Mr. Kahn, I’'m going to interrupt you for a min-
ute because I want to relate to some of the things you’re saying. I
couldn’t agree more with your rhetoric. I absolutely agree with your
concern about productivity. As you know, I have been on the cutting
edge of that one for a long time and the annual report of this com-
mittee last year really led in that fight. But the situation we are run-
ning into today is one, as compared to the Japanese, where we have a
13.3 percent inflation rate and the Japanese had a 23 percent inflation
rate and now they have an inflation rate of approximately 8 percent,
and they are much more dependent on foreign oil than we are.

So in spite of the increase in the price of oil, they have been able to
get their inflation rate down to approximately 3 percent.

Now one of the major things that they did was to increase produc-
tivity, while ours has been going downhill. So what do we do about it?
You talked about the general principles and we are in total agreement
on that, but we have to come to some specifics that we carry out.

I supported and I authored a piece of legislation through the Fi-
nance Committee and carried it right on through to the floor and the
administration opposed it, and that was a substantial increase in the
depreciation schedules in this country. We've got a problem with
savings and we could talk about the Japanese again. I will be going
right over to a tax conference to talk about my savings amendment that
I carried through the Senate and that the administration opposed. You
know you’ve got 30 ways at least to encourage savings and everybody
can argue about the modifications, but I get these kinds of responses:
“Well, you’re rewarding people who are already saving.” Well, it’s
about time somebody did reward people who are saving, even if it’s just
a finger in the dike, to try to keep them from withdrawing their sav-
ings from savings and loans, from banks, whatever savings instru-
ment they use. The Japanese are saving at a rate of almost 25 percent
a year. We are saving at a rate of approximately 4 percent a year and,
as you said, we are back to the lowest rate of saving that we have had
in this country in approximately 25 years.

Now what are you going to d}:) about it unless we have some specific
things in the way of legislation? And frankly, I think I’'m going to
win that fight over there in that tax conference and we are going to put
that incentive there. It’s not enough. It ought to be more, but I think
that’s all that we can get in the present political atmosphere.

Now if we can encourage that kind of savings, maybe we will get off
the consumption jag we have been on for 30 years in this country. We
have been on a demand jag and we do have to do some things on the
other side to increase supply and do a more competitive job.

T chaired 10 days of hearings in the Far East—South Korea, Tai-
wan, and the Philippines. We are getting our ears beat off over there
with their productivity increases. We are losing our share of the
market and we are going to have to increase that share of the market
if we’re going to protect the dollar and keep it sound and not see it
go down to whatever it’s gohe down to—down to 43 cents since 1967.

Now those are specifics and that’s what we have to have out of the
administration, I think, to turn this thing around.

_Mr. Kann. As you know, Mr. Chairman, from our past conversa-
tions, I agree totally with you in principle. The President had to make
this extraordinarily difficult decision in terms of our immediate in-
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flation problem and inflationary psychology. This is more likely to
bring us in the next few months to a tapering off of the rate of mn-
flation. Tax incentives for investment and savings, which I think all
agree will work only over time—

Senator BexTsen. That’s right. It’s like that fellow that went out to
the garden and the gardener said, “Your Excellency, why plant that
tree? It will take 100 years to mature,” and he said, “Well, we’d better
get it planted this afternoon.” That’s the way we have to move on this
thing.

M% Kanx. I can’t quarrel with that. The time to start on the lqn]%
run is not in the long run but immediately. You simply have to weig
against it—and it’s a judgment call—the larger budget deficit that
would be involved in the shorter run. The President concluded, while
fully recognizing the importance of using tax incentives as soon as we
can to encourage savings and investment and absorption of the un-
skilled into the skilled labor force—the President felt that in the
months immediately ahead, while the economy is still amazingly
strong, that increasing the budget deficit would be more harmful from
the point of view of inflation than doing these extremely desirable
things and, of course, you will recognize that just from our own con-
versations that we, very painfully, with the President, weighed these
two options and that’s where he’s come down, and I certainly can’t say
he’s wrong. .

Senator BEnTsEN. But we're going to have to look more at the long
term rather than at short-term quick fixes if we’re going to have a
major change over a period of time in the inflation rate in this coun-
try. Otherwise, you’re going to see a reduction in the standard of liv-
ing of the people in this country, Mr. Kahn.

Now, I noted one of your comments about the steel industry. As I
understand it you are quoted as saying that steel is Chrysler 6 or 12
months in advance, and I'm afraid you're right. I’'m deeply concerned
that steel is in the process of liquidation in this country and that they
are looking to diversification out of the steel industry. If we lose the
steel industry in this country then the automobile industry is in real
trouble, then the defense industry is in real trouble. So we have to have
some major things done and not wait until the time that it’s another
crisis.

Mr. Kaun. May I just say a word about the steel industry, though
here again the administration is actively responding to or apparently
in response to the assertions by the steel companies themselves, which
I was quoting in that assertion you made. They said that the steel in-
dustry may be the Chrysler of the months ahead, and I can’t here
anticipate what the response of the administration is going to be,
though obviously I'm participating in that effort. I think, however,
we can say, Mr. Chairman, first, without question, that the things that
must be done to encourage capital formation, to encourage the building
of new plants, with the difference among us or the question being
only one of timing, are the most important things that could be done
to help the steel industry and that should be done.

.The question, second, of whether there should be special additional
diversions of capital to steel—I’m trying to put this in a nonpejorative
way-—Is a real question; and, third, I'd like to be sure to observe that
the steel industry in the United States is not going to disappear. There

59-671 O - 80 - 1k
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are a lot of marginal mills just as Chrysler had some marginal plants
that are inefficient. Probably some of them can never be resurrected
and probably some should never be resurrected. What we are going
into 1s a cyclical decline for the demand for steel. We have a long-
range problem. We ought to be helping all industry with capital for-
mation and also with the burden of environmental restrictions.

Senator BextsEn. Mr. Kahn, I think the major steel companies have
had some very bad management decisions in the past. I think they have
also had some very big obstacles on the part of the Government. I'm
not really trying to allocate blame. I’m just concerned about the future
for the country. Steel is not a big industry back in my State, but I'm
worried about the Nation as a whole and where the economy is headed.

Mr. Kann. It’s been a situation in which one wants to avoid dupli-
cating a process that I have described as insulating people from the
market, insulating them from the profit declines resulting from bad
management decisions and competition and insulating workers from
the unemployment consequences of wage increases that happen in this
industry to have been far, far larger than the national average; far
larger, and far in excess of productivity improvements.

I'm not interested in interfering with the collective bargaining proc-
ess, but we have to be realistic and recognize that danger, and yet,
to return, I couldn’t agree more strongly with you about the necessity
for looking to capital formation. I do want to emphasize, though, that
in our regulatory reform efforts, both in introducing more competition,

" in the bubble policy that the Environmental Protection Agency is pro-
ducing which gets away from this detailed descriptive regulation and
gives incentives to private enterprise which can save 85 to 45 percent
of the cost of achieving the same degree of environmental protection,
in the additional expenditures for R, & D. that the President has in-
corporated in his budget and that is turning around a long-term de-
cline there in our society; in a program under the Youth Employment
Act trying to help retrain and absorb our labor force; in our multi-
lateral trade treaty trying to introduce and strengthen the competition
internationally. It is not that we are doing nothing. There are some
big gaps and 1t’s simply a choice on the basis of what the budget will
permit right now.

Senator BENTSEN. One of the things I saw in these hearings—and I
saw it time and time again—is how government, labor, and business
work together in the Far East countries to try to achieve objectives
in exports. And we have seen in this country the three of them working
as adversaries too often. If there’s one area we ought to be able to get
them toegther on, it ought to be on exports. Keep jobs here in this
country and keep the good jobs here in this country and not export
tlﬁem overseas. But it’s going to take cooperation on the part of all
three.

Mr. Kann. I quite agree. I'd like to call your attention to the fact
that when we organized the Pay Advisory Committee with representa-
tives of industry, labor, and the public, the first session of that com-
mittee was chaired by Prof. John Dunlop and T said something that
I know is totally congenial to Professor Dunlop; T said:

I hope you will define your mission broadly, not merely as helping us apply
standards to the setting of wages, but more broadly in a concerted cooperative

attack on the productivity problem because that bears just as strongly on the
behavior of wages and prices.
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So I agree this collaborative effort in many areas is absolutely essen-
tial and we will pursue that.

Senator BENTsEN. Let me ask you about the specific relationship
between the Council on Wage and Price Stability, the Pay Board, and
the Price Board. If you disagree with the Boards on appropriate pay
or price standards, whose views prevail ¢ ’

Mr. Kaux. Well, there’s no question that we have the final say and
“we” really means me nominally, representing the President. If we
feel strongly enough to jeopardize the cooperation that we think is
valuable and that we have elicited, that a particular recommendation
of the committee or a series of recommendations are on balance harm-
ful, we will presumably try first to see whether we can discuss and
prevail upon them to change them. However, if that’s our conclusion,
ultimately we will reject them. My job is to prevent inflation.

Senator BenTsen. Mr. Kahn, I appreciate your candor. You have
a tough responsibility. But a lot more of it has to be translated, I think,
into specific legislation addressed to productivity and to trying to do
something about increasing the supply side of our economy. I have
some additional written questions ’d like to submit to you if you
would give me answers in writing.

Mr. Kann. I would be happy to.

Senator BentseN. Thank you very much.

Mr. Kaun. Thank you, sir.

[Whereupon, at 10:55 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]

[The following written questions and answers were subsequently
supplied for the record:]

RespoNSE OF HON. ALFRED E. KAHN TO ADDITIONAL WRITTEN QUESTIONS POSED
BY SENATOR BENTSEN

Question 1. On “Meet the Press” last Sunday, President Carter said that “all
of the increase in the rate of inflation since I have been in office ig directly attrib-
utable to the increases in OPEC oil prices.” How do you reconcile this with the
increases in housing costs, interest rates, and food prices?

Answer. Energy-price increases have been a major, though not the only, source
of the recent acceleration of inflation. The table below presents a breakdown of
price increases during the past 3 years—“the Carter years.” Clearly, the most
rapid acceleration has occurred in the area of energy prices. In 1979, the costs
of energy goods and services rose at more than five times the 1977 rates. From
1977 to 1979, the overall rate of inflation accelerated by 6.5 percentage points,
from 6.8 percent to 13.3 percent. Escalating energy prices accounted for almost
one-half of this acceleration. Faster rates of price increase in the food and
housing sectors accounted for the remainder of the acceleration.

MAJOR COMPONENTS OF THE CPt

- Percentage changes
1979 relative D b D b D
importance 1976 to De- 1977 to De- 1978 to De-
(percent) cember 1977  cember 1978 cember 1979

+

A M oo oo eemmccceamce e memm——enee 100.0 6.8 9.0 13.3
[ TP 1.7 8.0 1.8 10.2
Home purchase._....... 10.4 8.4 11.2 15.8
Mortgage interest costs_ . 8.7 10.8 22.0 34.7
Energy_.____. 10.3 7.2 8.0 3.4

Percentage-point impact of energy 2.9

HTECL- . - - e oo o e oo e e e ee e eeemmmmmam—memmecesssess-mmememmmesessceasam--essnaone .,
Direct AN iNGITECt . - - o oo oo o oo ceeee e memmeeeemmmmmmmememmceeccessem-seeeoaoon 6.0-8.0
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The Council is often asked to calculate the full impact of the recent major
increase in energy prices—i.e., to estimate the feedback as well as the effects of
the increase. To properly calculate these effects requires a sophisticated econo-
metric model of the economy. Estimates made using the Federal Reserve-MIT
model indicate that the total impact of a shock, such as a big energy-price in-
crease, can be found by multiplying the direct impact by a factor of 1.5 to 2. Thus,
the total impact of last year’s energy-price surge will range between 6.0 and
8 percentage points—the direct impact, almost 4 percentage points, multiplied
by 1.5and 2.

yFinally, it should be noted that energy prices do not increase the same rate as
OPEC oil prices. Imported oil accounts for less than one-half of our total oil
consumption, and oil is not our only source of energy. Thus, although OPEC
activities influence world market prices and hence all energy prices, a 50 percent
jump in OPEC prices need not result in a 50 percent increase in the cost of
energy in the United States. Last year, for example, OPEC oil prices increased
58 percent (and non-OPEC oil prices jumped by an even larger 66 percent), but
energy costs in the United States advanced by a somewhat smaller 37 percent.

Question 2. What has happened to the union-nonunion wage differential since
we've had wage-price guidelines? Have unionized workers done a lot better?

Answer. This question can be answered by examining union/nonunion wage
increases measured by the Employment Cost Index, released by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. For the 12 months ended September 1979, which corresponds
to the first program year, wages of union workers increased 8.4 percent while
wages of nonunion workers increased 7.3 percent. While the relationship is
reversed from the previous 12-month period, when wage increases for nonunion
workers rose slightly more than wage gains for union workers, it is consistent
with wage increases for fiscal years 1976 and 1977. See table below. Viewed in
the perspective of the previous 3 years, we cannot conclude that the guidelines
contributed to the differential in the size of wage increases granted to union
and nonunion workers.

EMPLOYMENT COST INDEX, FISCAL YEARS 1976-1979

1976 1977 1978 1979

All private nonfarm workers. .. . - 1.2 1.2 8.0 1.7
Bargaining status:

Union.____ .. ......... . 8.5 1.7 1.9 8.4

Nonunion. _.o ..o eeeeaaes 6.5 6.9 8.0 1.3

Question 3. The Pay Board’s “Principles for Voluntary Pay Stabilization Dur-
ing 1980” state that:

“The Committee is of the view that 1980 should be a transitional year and
that a return to free bargaining and free market policies is desirable as soon as
conditions permit.” ’

Does this mean that 1980 will be the last year for the guidelines? If so, what
evidence do you see that the wage-price spiral is slowing down. Last month, Mr.
Russell stated that:

“I fear that we are on the verge now of an explosion in wage rate inflation as
workers try to recoup their losses in standard of living, and a spread, therefore,
of the food and fuel price explosion into the other sectors of the economy.”

In light of this, it would seem that the guidelines may be more necessary
than ever.

Answer. Recent evidence suggests that the underlying rate of inflation is
accelerating. The underlying rate—as measured by the Consumer Price Index—
began to increase at a faster pace in fiscal year 1979. The figures presented below
indicate that a slight acceleration, from a 6 percent to a 7 or 71 percent annual
rate, occurred in late 1978 and the first half of 1979. During the second half of
1979, this measure of the underlying rate increased at an even faster pace—
currently it is advancing at a 9.6 percent annual rate. Clearly, although the
wage-price spiral may have been slowed, it has not been fully contained. First
enforceable standards are essential if we hope to restrain inflation in the future.

The Council shares the Pay Board’s hope that free market policies will prevail
in the future; however, we have no guarantee of when inflation will abate, thus
there is no basis for selecting any specific program termination date.



197

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX—UNDERLYING RATE
[Seasonally adjusted, percentage changes]

Annual rates

Fiscal year— 3 mo ended— Septem-
ber 1979 to
December March June Septem- Janugag

1977 1978 1979 1978 1979 1979  ber 1979 1

CPl—Undertying rate_. __...- 6.0 6.1 1.5 1.2 1.5 1.2 81 9.6

Question 4. The Pay Advisory Committee has recently agreed to raise the in-
flation assumption for cost-of-living adjustment clauses in labor contracts from
6 percent to 7.5 percent. But how reasonable is this, with inflation running at
13 percent?

Answer. The majority of cost-of-living clauses occur in multiyear collective
bargaining contracts, primarily in 3-year contracts. The 7.5 percent inflation
assumption appears more realistic when reviewed as the average inflation rate
over the next 3 years, the expected duration of most contracts with COLA pro-
visions signed this year.

Question 5. With regard to the Pay Advisory Committee’s new guidelines—
a range of 7.5 to 9.5 percent—the Wall Street Journal ! stated that some of the
public members of the Committee “fear that a range will prove a sham, and that
the top of the range will become the new guideline for all practical purposes.”
What are your comments on this? :

Answer. While the criteria associated with the 7.5-9.5 percent pay range do
not specify where in the range various pay plans should average, the Council is
emphasizing the Pay Advisory Committee’s point that “settlements or wage
determinations in the normal circumstances should be expected to average
about the midpoint of the range (85 percent).” In addition many companies
may not be able to grant wage increases at the top of the range, based on their
own economic outlook. ,

Question 6. What impact do you expect the grain embargo to have on food
prices during the next few months?

Answer. I don't expect the suspension of grain sales to Russia to have any
measurable impact on overall food prices in the next few months. It had in
unsettling effect on grain and some livestock markets for the first 3 weeks but
even they are now at about the levels that existed prior to the January 4 sus-
pension. Since the U.S. Government stepped in as a replacement buyer and major
exporting countries agreed not to replace U.S. sales, the near term supply and
demand forces remain unchanged. Hence a return to the pre-January 4 price
level is the result. Any impacts will be longer term when the final facts are
known about the degree of slippage in final sales to the Soviets and the amount
of buildup in stock levels is more apparent. Government actions to counter the
effects if the suspension could have some long range effects on food prices, but
the nature and size of these effects are not yet determined—price changes could
be either positive or negative. Any changes in price of grain or livestock take
several months to show up in significant changes in food prices at retail.

Question 7. Which of the five “experimental measures of Homeownership” at-
tached to the December CPI release do you believe is most accurate? Also, can
you explain why three of these measures (X-2, X-3, and X—4) increased more
rapidly than the official homeownership component of the CPI over the last 12
months, but the alternative CPI's including these measures increased less
rapidly then the official CPI?

Answer. The measurement of homeownership costs in the CPI has been the
subject of much debate. Critics of the index argue that the CPI misstates the
rate of increase of housing costs because it includes changes in the asset value and
financing costs of a house. It is argued that a measure of changes in purchasing
power, which is used to escalate incomes, determine the rate of price increase,
and evaluate inflation policy, should not reflect changes in asset values or financ-
ing costs. The Bureau of Labor Statistics publication of experimental alternative
measures of homeownership costs is a response to these and other criticisms. The
attached speech, which was given recently by Janet L. Norwood, the Commissioner

1 Jan. 9, 1980, p. 8.
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of Labor Statistics, provides a thorough discussion of the problems surrounding
the measurement of homeownership costs.

From the Council’s perspective, experimental measure X-1 is probably most
useful of the new experimental indices. The official homeownership component of
the CPI is replaced in X-1 by the CPI for residential rent. This substitution pro-
vides a better estimate of the cost of consuming housing services—that is, the.
opportunity cost of living in one’s own house. An accurate measure of the rental
value of owner-occupied housing would reflect the market value of the shelter
that a house provides.

During the 12-month period ended December 1979, three experimental measures
of homeownership costs—X-2. X-3, and X—4—rose faster than the official home-
ownership component. However, the relative importance weights of these experi-
ment measures are roughly one-half as large as that of the official measure,
therefore their impacts on the overall CPI are significantly smaller. (See table
below.) Thus, the alternative CPI's that include these experimental measures
increased less rapidly than the official CPI.

December 1978 to December 1979

December 1977

relative Percentage-point

. importance Percentage contribution

Measure of homeownership costs (percent) change to CPI
Officiat CPI__. 22.8 19.8 4.5
X-1..... —- 14.5 7.9 1.1
X-2... - 1.4 28.2 3.2
X-3... - 10.0 22.4 2.2
X-4... 10.0 22.6 2.3
X-5 .. 8.7 11.2 1.0

Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,

Question 8. In your testimony today, you stated that economic analyses have
shown that the wage-price guidelines have been successful in reducing the rate
of inflation. Please provide us more information and documentation about these
analyses.

Answer. The Council has not yet completed its formal evaluation of the impact
of the pay and price standards during the first-program year. As the portions of
the program evaluation are completed, CWPS will release the analysis of the
program’s effectiveness based on an evaluation of standard measures of wages
and prices as well as company data obtained through our monitoring efforts.

The Council on Economic Advisers has estimated the impact of the pay stand-
ard on wage-rate growth. Their calculations suggest that the 7-percent standard
decreased the rate of wage increase by 1% to 2 percentage points.

The standard’s impact on prices might be gaged by comparing the underlying
rate of inflation with the overall rate of price increase. In 1979, surging energy
and housing costs caused the Consumer Price Index to accelerate by 4.3 per-
centage points, from 9 percent to 13.3 percent. The underlying rate of inflation
accelerated by only 1.8 percentage points during the same period. We have been
fortunate that these sectoral price surges have not yet been built into the in-
dustrial wage-price structure, and it appears that, to some degree, the pay and
price standards have helped to prevent widespread price acceleration.

* [From U.S. Department of Labor News]

BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS,
Washington, D.C., January 21, 1980.
Contact: Kathryn Hoyle (202) 523-1913.

Norwoop Discusses CPI CONTROVERSY

Commissioner of Labor Statistics Janet L. Norwood today challenged the notion
that the Consumer Price Index can be made more accurate by some kind of a
“quick fix.”
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“The CPI is the best measure of purchasing power we have, and, we are work-
ing to make it even better,” Dr. Norwood told the National Association of Govern-
ment Labor Officials, meeting at the International Inn, in Washington, D.C.

She presented five alternative ways of measuring the CPI’'s most controversial
component, the cost of homeownership. Norwood told the State labor commission-
ers that BLS will publish the experiemental measures each month, but plans no
change in the official index at this time.

“Given the resources and time necessary, the Bureau can produce special
consumer price indexes for particular needs. We should not, however, permit
these other needs to weaken the ability of the present CPI to fulfill the objective
for which it was intended—which is to measure, in today’s prices, the cost of the
market basket providing the same living standard as in the base period.”

The text of Norwood’s remarks to the Winter Meeting of the National Associ-
ation of Government Labor Officials is attached.

«“TaE CPI CONTROVERSY,” REMARKS BY DR. JANET L. Norwoop, COMMISSIONER
OF LABOR STATISTICS AT THE WINTER MEETING OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF GOVERNMENT LABOR OFFICIALS, INTERNATIONAL INN, WasHINGTON, D.C.

When prices rise, people pay increasing attention to how the Government
measures inflation. Workers worry about their real income. Retirees want to be
sure that their pensions will buy the same package of goods and services upon
which retirement plans were made. Those responsible for economic policy want
to measure their success in restraining price rises. National budget makers, con-
cerned about growing dollar outlays, worry about the effect of indexation on the
country’s budget.

The Consumer Price Index, the Nation’s most important price index, is used
for all of these needs. Although the index serves the Nation’s users both during
periods of relative price stability and in periods of rising or declining prices,
questions about the accuracy of the measure always crescendo in periods like
the present, when prices tend to be unresponsive to measures taken to turn
them around. Therefore, it is essential that the public understand what the
index is intended to measure, why it is put together the way it is, and, especially,
in what areas price measurement could be improved.

The Consumer Price Index is a good measure of the changes in purchasing
power of the average family represented in the index. But, the CPI is not perfect.
And, we know it is not appropriate for all measurement purposes. Because we
recognize that index making is still a developing art, we are always experiment-
ing with new approaches in order to improve the measurement of inflation.

Two criticisms of the index are being widely discussed: (1) that the CPI
overstates the cost of living because the index is based on a fixed market
basket and therefore does not reflect changes consumers make in buying habits
and (2) that the index overstates inflation because of the way it handles home-
ownership. Let us examine each criticism in turn.

THE FIXED MARKET BASKET

The CPI is based on a fixed market basket. That is the weights for the mix of
goods and services purchased during the base period are held constant from
year to year until a major revision occurs. We keep the market basket constant
deliberately because we want to keep fixed the living standard represented by
that market basket. Our purpose to the extent possible is to isolate price changes
from other changes which may occur in living standards.

BLS economists, of course, know that consumers shift their purchases in
response to changes in relative prices. What we do not know, however, is
whether such changes in consumption patterns result in a living standard that
is higher or lower than that in the base period. If the market basket were changed
whenever prices change—without knowing whether the consumer is equally
satisfied with the shift—we would not know whether a change in the index was
caused by a change in prices or by a change in the market basket. Because a
market basket change could amount to a change in living standards, those
whose income payments are adjusted by the CPI would not be assured that
their living standards would remain at the same level. The purpose of such CPI
cost-of-living adjustment (indexation) has traditionally been to permit people
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to purchase in today’s prices, the bundle of goods and services they purchased in
the base period, thereby leaving them at least as well off as they were then.

The following example will illustrate my point. If, in adjusting to higher prices,
a family decides to forego its weekly restaurant dinner, the family is both chang-
ing its market basket and lowering its satisfaction or standard of living. If
the objective of indexation is to insure purchasing power necessary to preserve
living standards, a measure used to index income should not reflect this
kind of a market basket change.

HOMEOWNERSHIP

The present CPI homeownership component includes the month-to-month
change in prices of five expenditures of owning a home. The weights for three of
these expenditures—property taxes, insurance, and maintenance and repairs—
represent the average expenditures by all people living in their own homes dur-
ing the CPI base period. Thus, the housing costs for those who purchased their
homes before the base period are represented in the index only by property
taxes, insurance, and maintenance and repairs. Weights for two other expendi-
tures—house prices and contracted mortgage interest cost—are based on the
small group of families—roughly 6 percent of the total—who actually pur-
chased a home in the base period. Thus, the CPI does not assume that everyone
buys a new house every month; the house price and mortgage interest com-
ponent in the CPI represents the expenditures only of those who actually pur-
chased a house in the base period. In effect, those who purchased their own home
before the base period are assumed to have no house price or mortgage interest
costs at all.

Because the CPI represents the cost of the base period market basket of goods
and services in today’s prices, the prices for houses and the mortgage interest
rates used are current prices. The house purchase and mortgage interest com-
ponents of the index, therefore, rise or fall each month, based on current prices of
houses sold and of current mortgage interest rates. This approach is entirely
consistent with that used in other parts of the index, for refrigerators, stoves,
apples and oranges, for example.

Arguments for and against the current treatment of homeownership in the
CPI come from people who look at the purchase of a house in different ways.
They can roughly be divided into three groups:

1. Those who favor the current approach argue that most American families
live in their own homes, not rented homes. They believe that the CPI should
measure in today’s prices the cost of the purchase of the same kind of house
purchased in the base period and that owned homes should be treated in the
index in exactly the same way as other items. The index should represent the
price today for the proportion of expenditure on houses purchased in the base
period. They argue that if a house were sold today and another of the same
quality purchased, the consumer making the purchase would have to pay the
house price prevailing today and would be forced to contract for a mortgage at
the current interest rate. According to this view, that is exactly what the CPI
should and does show. The index, they assert, correctly measures homeownership.

2. Another view of the CPI homeowner component is taken by those who
argue that the index, as a measure of the change in purchasing power for
purposes of escalating income or determining the rate of inflation, should not
include the impact of rising prices on the value of assets such as houses. Just as
the CPI excludes changes in the value of stocks and bonds, it is argued that the
change in the asset value of the house (appreciation—or depreciation) and the
cost of equity in holding that asset should be distinguished from the change in
the cost of the shelter provided by the house. It is the cost of consuming the
shelter provided by the house—not the investment aspects of homeownership—
which should be reflected in an index used to keep real income constant.

This is the position taken by the BLS staff during the last revision of the CPI.
Bureau staff papers pointed out that there are two empirical methods which
could be used to measure the cost of the flow of housing services. The BLS did
a great deal of research and experimentation on one of these methods : estimating
what economists call a “cost function” for the use of an owned home. Some felt
that this method, which includes all the major components of the CPI home-
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ownership component—prices for property taxes, insurance, home maintenance
and repairs, and interest rates, while at the same time adjusting for the interest
cost of equity and subtracting appreciation—would improve the index. It was
thought that it would be acceptable to users, especially if it used current prices
for each of these items, as in the case with all other parts of the index. Although
some users of the CPI endorsed the Bureau’s user cost work, they asked that
further research be done, especially on the procedures for estimating the equity
interest term before use of this method in the CPIL

The second approach to measuring the cost of shelter, an approach which the
Bureau has not yet had the resources to test, would develop a new rental
equivalance sample of prices to represent the types of homes that are owned.
Such a sample would consist of the homes of the same type and at the same
locations as homes that are owned. Rental prices collected from this new sample
could be used in the index to represent the cost of shelter provided to home-
owners by their own houses. The design of a rental equivalence sample would,
of course, be quite different from the CPI rent component, which was con-
structed to represent all rented units, not just rental units that are typical of
owned homes.

3. Another group currently criticizing the CPI homeownership component
alleges that it overstates the rate of inflation because it uses current mortgage
interest rates. This group argues that the CPI should not measure the cost of
purchasing the base period houses in today'’s prices and today’s mortgage interest
rates, but rather that the CPI should measure what people are actually paying for
housing. This “outlays” approach would use an average of the interest rates
paid over a period of years instead of the current rates, would include property
taxes, home maintenance and repairs, and insurance, but would exclude the cost
of the house itself. Homeowners who had paid off their mortgages in the base
period would be assumed to have no cost at all because they made no payment
for mortgage interest. Under this system, mortgage interest rates would reflect
an average of the rates prevailing over a period of time, 15 years, for example.
Each month, a small portion of interest rates, contracted for 15 years ago at
the rate prevailing at that time, would be dropped from the index and a small
portion at the current mortgage interest rate would be added. An index calculated
in this manner would be lower than the official CPI when current interest
rates rise and higher when current mortgage interest rates decline. Because
the current mortgage interest rate would be used only for a small portion of
homeowners, the index would continue to rise even when current interest rates
decline.

The foregoing review of differing views of the homeownership component
demonstrates, I believe, the complexity of the conceptual and empirical issues
involved in selecting the formulation to be used in the CPI. Among the alterna-
tives, there are important differences in pricing mechanisms and large differences
in the weight of homeownership relative to other components of the index. For
example, the official CPI homeownership component now has a relative im-
portance of almost 23 percent. Use of the flow-of-services concept that was pro-
posed by the BLS staff would reduce that weight by one-half under the user cost
alternative (to about 11 percent) and to about 14 percent under the rental equiva-
lence approach. The outlays approach currently being suggested would reduce
the weight still further—to a relative importance in the index somewhere
between 9 and 10 percent. Such significant variations in the relative importance
of shelter costs could have a large effect on the All-Items CPI, especially in a
period like the present when house prices and mortgage interest rates are rising
at a fast pace. This consideration plus the lack of agreement among major users
of the index led former Commissioner Shiskin to decide, during the recent revi-
sion of the CPI, to retain the historical treatment of the homeownership com-
ponent while continuing staff work in this field.

BLS is today publishing five experimental measures using variants of the
different approaches to homeownership that I have described. Table 1, which
shows a 12-month percent changes in the homeownership component, demon-
strates how wide the measurement differences can be. Table 2 uses the experi-
mental homeownership approaches in all-items measures. The table shows that
in the 12 months ended in November 1979, the range among the experimental
measures was about 2 percentage points. For measure X-2, the 12.5 percent
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change was about the same as in the official CPI. The percent changes in the
other experimental measures were lower than in the official CPI. When one
looks at these 12-month percent changes ended in each of the months of 1979,
the table shows a larger spread for measure X-2 (8.4 in January to 12.5 in
November) than for the official CPI (9.3 to 12.6).

FURTHER BESEARCH

Bureau of Labor Statistics research on the measurement of homeownership
began in 1970, long before the current discussion of the jssue. As can be seen
from the foregoing discussion, there is still considerable disagreement over the
best method to measurse homeownership. Because the issue is so important, the
Bureau is continuing its work on homeownership measurement and will continue
to publish research findings and experimental measures. We are also exploring
the issues involved in development of a rental-equivalence measures so that
BLS can, if resources are made available, carry out the field collection required
for a full rental equivalence index and calculate an experimental measure using
a valid rental-equivalence component.

Further work also needs to be done on methods for developing what econ-
omists call a ‘“constant utility” market basket. Such an approach.would allow
changes in the market basket to reflect shifts in consumer habits and permit
calculation of an index reflecting changes in consumer preference without chang-
ing the base period living standard. i

This year, the Bureau began a new Continuing Consumer Expenditure Survey
program. Under this program, the Census Bureau is collecting information on
consumer expenditures on a recurring basis for the Bureau of Labor Statisties.
These data will serve as the basis for revising the weights in future revisions of
the CPI. The fielding of a continuing survey is an important step forward because
it will provide an empirical foundation for examining changes in consumer
expenditures and will become a basis for determining when a revision of the
index is required.

INDEXES FOB SPECIAL PURPOSES

Users of the CPI should be aware of the many subindexes which are produced
as a part of the CPI system. These are published prominently in the monthly CPI
news release, are used for analytical and other purposes, and, in some cases, are
used for indexation. Among these subindexes, for example, is an index for “All
Items minus mortgage interest costs” and another for “All Items less energy.”
In addition to these and other subindexes, BLS will now begin regular publica-
tion of the experimental housing measures I have described. We hope that by
publishing these measures, we will encourage full public discussion of this com-
plex but important subject.

BLS also can produce other indexes if they are required. Special indexes may
be needed when government pursues social goals which—at least in the short
run—may raise prices. Should it be considered socially desirable to reduce energy
consumption by raising gasoline prices, consumers would pay more for gasoline

. and the index measuring the rate of inflation would and should go up. It might be
useful to policy makers, in such a case, to create a special index which could
exclude such increases or which could treat other policy-directed price changes,
such as changes in interest rates, in a special way. Some also have suggested
the desirability of a special index—for use in pension escalation—that would
represent the expenditure experience of persons receiving retirement benefits.

The BLS is a service agency. Given the resources and time necessary, the
Bureau can produce special consumer price indexes for particular needs. We
should not, however, permit these other needs to weaken the ability of the present
CPI to fulfill the objective for which it was intended.



TABLE 1.—ALTERNATIVE HOMEOWNERSHIP COMPONENTS USED IN OFFICIAL CPI-U AND IN EXPERIMENTAL
MEASURES

|Percent change over 12 mo]

Experimental measures of homeownership

Flow-of-services measures Outlays measures
Official Con-
sumer Price X-1 X-2 X-3 ) X-5
Index for all Rental equiva- User cost _ User cost Outlays using  Outlays using
urban con- lence using using current using average current . average
12 mo ended sumers (CPI-V) CPlrent interestcost interestcost interest cost interest cost
December:
1968 1.6 2.8 1.1 8.0 1.0 6.0
1969 10.2 3.8 6.9 3.5 13.2 8.3
1970 10.2 4.5 4.3 L7 12.6 10.1
1971 2.7 3.8 -12.1 -8.9 .3 1.1
1972 4.1 3.5 2.4 3.3 4.8 6.2
1973 1.7 49 22.9 18.8 10.8 4.4
1974 13.3 5.4 16.8 12.9 14.9 9.1
1975.. 79 5.2 2.7 3.3 7.1 9.0
1976.. 3.8 5.5 -10 2.0 27 1.6
1977_. 9.2 6.5 2.5 .4 10.4 9.0
1978__ 12.4 7.3 5.7 L1 12.0 5.3
January 1979__. - 12.4 1.2 8.0 5.7 12.4 5.7
February 1979__ . 13.5 7.1 10.8 7.4 13.7 5.7
March 1979.. - 13.7 6.7 1.7 10.4 14.0 5.9
April_____ - 14.2 6.5 12.3 9.9 14.4 6.1
May 1979. - 14.6 6.8 13.9 11.3 14.9 6.4
June 1979, - 14.9 6.8 14.2 10.6 15.0 6.4
Suly 1979__. - 15.2 7.1 16.7 11.7 15.3 6.8
August 1979__ - 16.0 1.5 20.1 9.8 15.9 1.0
September 16.1 1.6 18.3 13.2 16.4 .5
October 1979_.... . 16.8 8.4 22.2 13.7 17.2 1.8
November 1979 .._._... 18.3 8.1 24.5 15.1 19.0 1.9
Relative importance of
homeownership com-
ronent, _December
977 (all-items in-
dex=100)...cococno. 22.8 14.5 11.4 10.0 10.0 8.7

TABLE 2.—0FFICIAL ALL-ITEMS CPI-U AND EXPERIMENTAL MEASURES USING ALTERNATIVE HOMEOWNERSHIP
COMPONENTS

[Percent change over 12 mo]

Experimental measures using alternative of homeownership components

fFlow-of-services measures Outlays measures
Official Con-
sumer Price X-1 X-2 Xx-3 X4 X-5
{ndex for all Rental equiva- _ Usercost  User cost Outlays using  Outlays using
urbancon-  lenceusing usingcurrent usingaverage  current . average
12 mo ended sumers (CPI-U) CPl rent  interest cost interestcost  interest cost interest cost
December:
1968 _ .o 4.7 3.9 4.9 4.6 4.7 4.2
6.1 5.2 5.6 5.2 6.0 5.7
5.5 4.5 4.5 4.2 5.2 4.9
3.4 35 1.6 2.2 3.2 3.3
3.4 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.5
8.8 8.5 10.5 10.0 9.2 8.7
12.2 1.1 12.6 12.1 12.3 1.8
7.0 6.6 6.3 6.4 6.8 6.9
4.8 5.1 4.3 4.7 4.8 5.2
6.8 6.3 5.8 5.7 6.6 6.5
9.0 8.0 7.8 1.4 8.5 .8
9.3 8.3 8.4 8.2 89 8.2
9.9 8.6 9.1 8.7 9.4 8.6
10.2 8.8 . 9.4 9.2 9.6 8.9
10.4 8.9 9.6 9.4 9.8 9.1
10.8 8.2 10.1 9.7 10.1 9.3
10.9 9.3 10.2 9.8 10.2 9.4
July 1979, 11.3 9.7 10.9 10.3 10.7 9.9
August 19 1.8 10.1 1L.5 10.4 1.0 10.2
September 1979. 121 10.4 1.7 11.1 11.4 10.6
October 1979_.... 12.2 10.5 12.2 1.1 1.5 10.5
November 1979. ....... 12.6 10.5 1.5 1.3 1.8 10.6
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EXPLANATION OF TABLE 1 AND 2 COLUMN HEADS

Official CPI-U includes five components. (1) The weights for property taxes,
property insurance, and home maintenance and repairs represent expenditures of
all homeowners in the base period. The weights for house prices and contracted
mortgage interest cost represent only those homeowners who actually purchased
a home in the base period. Included are the total price paid for the home, and the
total amount of interest expected to be paid over half the stated life of the mort-
gage. (2) Current monthly prices are used for each of these components.

Ezperimental Measure X—1.—(1) The weight tor this rental equivalance meas-
ure is the estimate of the rental value of all owner-occupied homes in the base
period compiled from a specific question asked on the 1972-73 Consumer Expendi-
ture Survey. This covers the entire stock of owned homes. (2) Prices used are the
current rents collected for the residential rent component of the CPI. The CPI1
rent component is designed to represent changes in residential rents for all types
of housing units, not just changes in rents for units that are typically owner
occupied. The CPI rent component is, therefore, not appropriate for this measure.

Beperimental Measure X—2.—(1) The weight for this user cost method includes
expenditures for mortgage interest, property taxes, property insurance, mainte-
nance and repairs, the estimated base-period cost of homeowners’ equity in their
houses, and the offset to shelter costs resulting from the estimated appreciation
of house values in the base period. This measure covers the entire stock of owned
houses. To derive the weights for mortgage interest costs and equity costs, the
total value of the housing stock in the base period was apportioned into its debt
and equity components. The debt component equals the amount owed and the
equity component is the amount owned, i.e., payments on principal plus apprecia-
tion from the time of purchase to the base period. Each component was subse-
quently multiplied by the average mortgage interest rate in the base period to
determin its cost. (2) Prices used are current ones except for the appreciation
term which uses a 5-year moving average of the changes in appreciation rates.

Ezperimental Measure X-3.—(1) The weights are the same as in Experimental
Measure X-2, except that mortgage interest costs are calculated as the total
interest amount paid out by homeowners in the base period. As in X-1 and in
X-2, this measure covers the entire homeowners population. (2) The prices for
all components except mortgage interests costs and appreciation are current
monthly prices. As in X-2, appreciation is represented by a 5-year moving
average of the changes in house prices. However, X-3 uses past and current
mortgage interest costs in a 15-year weighted moving average, which reflects the
base period age distribution of mortgage loans.

Ezperimental Measure X—j.—The weights for this outlays approach include
expenditures actually made in the base period for property taxes, property insur-
auce, maintenance and repairs. The weight for the mortgage interest term is
calculated in the same manner as in X-2. However, no appreciation or equity
terms are included. Not all homeowners are represented in this measure because
those who made no mortgage debt payment in the base period are excluded.
(2) The prices used for each of these items are current ones.

Ezperimental Measure X—5.—(1) The weights for this outlays approach in-
clude, as in X4, expenditures actually made in the base period for property
taxes, property insurance, maintenance and repairs. The weight for the mortgage
interest cost term is the same as for the X-3. No appreciation or equity elements
are used. As in X—4, not all homeowners are represented in this measure because
those who made no mortgage debt payment in the base period are excluded.
(2) Current prices are used in X-5 except for mortgage interest which uses
the 15-year moving average also used in the X-3.

Question 9. In 1964 for the average married private nonagricultural worker
with three dependents, real weekly spendable earnings were $88.88 (in 1967
dollars). In December 1979, the corresponding figure was $87.74, down from
$92.63 in December 1978. Does this figure really indicate that they've made
no progress in 15 years, or is this index misleading?

Answer. Two important caveats regarding the Real Weekly Spendable Earn-
ings series should be noted: (1) Part-time as well ag full-time workers are
_ included, and since the proportion of part-time workers has heen rising, the
series tends to understate the increase in earnings for full-time workers; and
(2) the cost of fringe benefits, which has been increasing as a component of
total compensation, is excluded from the series. BLS indicates that nonwage
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and salary compensation increased from 19.3 percent of total compensation in
1966, the earliest data available, to 25.1 percent in 1977.

An additional point should be recognized. Spendable weekly earnings are
calculated based on the assumptions that the worker earned the gross average
weekly earnings and was taxed at the rates applicable to either (1) a worker
with no dependents, or (2) a married worker with three dependents who files
a joint return. Thus, the series reflects the spendable weekly earnings of only
those workers whose gross weekly pay approximates the average earnings
indicated for all production and nonsupervisory workers. It does not reflect,
for example, the average earnings of all married workers with three depend-
ents, which tend to be higher than the earnings for workers with no depend-
ents. The gross average weekly earnings may have been more representative
of the average weekly pay of all married workers with three dependents in
1976 than it is in 1979.

@



