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PART I

INTRODUCTION

Relief became a function of the National Government during the early
'30's due to the depression and drought coupled with natural catastrophies.
These factors created want and suffering in many agricultural distriets in
proportions too great to be assuaged by charity from private sources. This
was true especially for those families living at or below the border line
of poverty prior to the onslaught of this depression. Before that time it
had been the concensus of opinion that the rural family could live regard-
less of the economiec condition of the country. This opinion has been
changed somewhat by the drought, depression, technologiecal ;hangas in agri-
cultural production, and by the economie specialization which has made the
farmer incereasingly a part of and a factor in trade both national and in-
ternational.

In 1933, Oklahoma had as a relief set<up the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration disbursing funds through a state organization. Under direct
supervision of the Governor of Oklahoma, who was state administrator, a
county supervisor administered the funds in each county. In most cases
relief was given in the form of wages for work. Each family head was
allowed a maximum of $9.20 per month at a rate of $1.25 per day. In some
cases where there were no male heads direct cash relief was given. No
distinction was made between the types of relief given to farm and village
households. In October the Federal Government gave the following instrue-

tions for administering relief.

"Relief could be given as direct relief and work relief, and covered
orders for food, shelter, clothing, fuel, lights, household necessities,
(such as soap, matches, lamps, etc.) medical care given in the c¢lient's
home or in a doctor's office (but not mediecal care given in a eclinie
or hospital), transportation, moving expenses, car tokens, and eash



whenever cash is given in lieu of the above mentioned commodities or
services or wages for work relief," 1/

Other forms of assistance were given during the year of 1933 by Federal,
state, and local agencies, This included relief gziven as erop and livestock
loans; advances on commodities made by the Commodities Credit Corporation,
such as advance on corn and cotton in storage; payment for crop reduction
made by the Agricultural Adjustment Administration in the forms of payment
on livestock and crop reductions; wages received for employment on Civil
Works projects; veterans' compensation; and aid given to needy from the
county charity funds are the major types of assistance listed as other than

relief forms, 2

The data presented in this study were taken from Payne and Cleveland
county sechedules, (PRS-3 C, A Survey of Rural Families Receiving Relief in
October 1933, and DRS-16, A Survey of Rural Non-Relief Families), prepared
by the Federal Emergency Relief Administration. This survey was made of farm
and village houaaholda'whioh received relief in Oetober 1933 in selected
counties of more than 20 states, including Oklahoma. The states in whiech
counties were selected represent nine geographiec divisions in the prineipal
agricultural regions of the United States., The selected counties include
among their chief agricultural products the main commodities produced for
sale throughout the country. 3 Payne and Cleveland counties in Oklahoma

represent southwestern cotton counties in the study.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to deseribe certain sociasl and economiec

1 Issued in special instruetions to loeal research supervisors by E. D.
Tetreau, Rural Relief Analyst, Federal Emergency Relief Administration.

2 71vid.

See appendix for the schedule form used in interviewing relief families.
For the non-relief families the schedule was identical.
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characteristics of the rural farm and rural non-farm households in Payne
and Cleveland counties, Special emphasis is placed on relief households in
comparison with their nearest non-relief neighbors. More specifically the
study analyzes, (1) the economic status of the household, (2) occupational
history and mobility of heads of households, (3) the ﬁrganization and struc-
ture of the households showing its importance as a psycho-social entity, (4)
housing facilities and their relation to the wvarious interacting members for
physical needs, and (5) social participation and communication as it is re-
lated to the behavior of the family members.

The assumption is that the analyses of these factors will answer the
following questions:

What are some of the contributing factors to the problem of unemployment
and the need for relief in rural communities?

Does the economic status of the household have a direct relation to the
relief status as to economie dapendéney. rehabilitation and/or the ossential
needs for continuation of life?

What are the social and economic prospects of relief and non-relief
households as determined by a detailed analysis of the characteristies of
the households and their members?

Do housing conditions present social problems which, either directly or
indirectly, influence the rural population as a whole regardless of the house-

holad?

Is it possible for adjustment to prevailing environmental conditions in

periods of social decadence to be effected by the rural population?

The Area Studied
The major erops of Oklahoma are cotton, hay, corn, wheat, oats, and

grain sorghum. Cotton was the most important erop during the five year
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period, 1926 through to 1930. The farm wvalue of eotton and cotton seed
averaged 42,5 per cent of total farm values of all the leading erops pro-
duced in the state, * Cotton ie produced over the entire area except in a
few counties in the northern part anﬁ in the Panhandle, the major part being
produced in the southern part of the state. Payne and Cleveland countiéa
were chosen as being representative of the southwestern cotton region of the
United States., TFrom Table 1 it is seen that the greatest amount of produc~
tion comes from general and cotton farming. While these counties are not the
most typical cotton counties in Oklahoma, cotton has been their chief single

cash crop for many years.

TABLE 1

Percentage Distribution of Total Values of Crops,
Livestoek and Livestock Products Produced in
Oklahoma and in Payne and Cleveland Counties

According to Type of Farm * 1929

__Type of Farm : _ Total Oklahoma : Payne County : Oleveland County

Total Production $ 307,060,693 $ 3,452,962 $ 2,854,078

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
General Farming 15.5 34.2 28,4
Cash Grain 20.5 1.6 4,5
Cotton 38.9 29.8 35.4
Crop Specialty % .6 .9
Fruit . .9 4
Dairy 4.3 8.0 16.9
Animal Specialty 7.3 10.4 5.5
Poultry 1.2 3.9 1.8
Self-Sufficing 1.9 2.4 3.1
Unclassified 8.4 8.2 3.1

* Fifteenth Census of U.S., Oklahoma 1930, Third Series, Tables 1 and 2,
pp. 6-9.

¢ Ballinger and MoWhorter, Economic Aspects of Grade and Staple Length of
Cotton in Oklahoma, Report of Oklahoma Experiment Station, 1932-1934.
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Payne and Cleveland counties are similar in physical characteristies,
They are of approximately the same average altitude, 945 feet for Payne and
959 feet for Cleveland counties. The soils in both counties have a phos-
phorous deficiency of 64 and 70 per cent. Both counties lie in the central
cross-timber belt, The timber is mostly of serubby osk varieties and is of
little value except for fuel. The native prairie grasses are fairly abundant
but are low in nutritional value for livestock. Partly for that reason live-
stock enterprises have not been developed on a scale that might secem desirable
in a well-balanced agriculture., The mean annual rainfall is around 34 inches
with the heaviest precipitation occuring in May and September. The average
growing season ranges from 210 to 220 days. The farmers of these counties
engage in "general farming", produce cotton, livestock, dairy and poultry
products, and, in Cleveland county, some broomcorn is produced. Although
Payne is somewhat larger than Cleveland county, they produced equal amounts
of cotton for the 1932-33 crop. Each produced 7,000 bales of over a one
million bale crop for the entire state.

In the northwest part of Payne county the entire population was dapan;
dent on agriculture. The land is hilly and badly washed. The average farm
consists of 160 acres with about forty to sixty acres in cultivation. Most
of the farmers in that area cultivate only cotton and corn while a few attempt
to produce poultry and dairy products for market. All except 22 of the house-
holds, or about one-fourth of the population, in this area had managed to make
a bare subsistence during this period of January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1934, °

The north central part of Payne county had many good farms which had
been the property of the present owners or their heirs since the opening of
the territory for settlement some forty-eight years ago. The households in

this part of the county who had received relief were farmers who moved every

year and lived a more or less "hand-to-mouth™ existence.

5 Observation of field workers. Unpublished data.
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In the eastern section of Payne county, from 1916 to 1921, there existed
an oil boom community, where people invested earningsin land, buildings, and
other property, worthless except for oil speculation. As long as the boom
condition prevailed, wages were high, By 1930 values of the property had
declined to almost nothing and the majority of workers were out of jobs. By
1933 this section had one-half of the total relief cases of the entire county,
These people had existed from year to year without seriously considering the
need for creating a reserve to tide them over during depression periods. They
were poor providers, who never had a garden, canned food, or killed their own
meat, Part of this inability to manage was due to the fact that before this
time these people had received a good wage and had lived wholly on cash pur-
chases.

One-fourth of the population of Cleveland eounty is wholly or partially
dependent on relief for an income of any sort and a large part of these are
rural people. Due to the topography and fertility of the soil the county is
separated into two parts, by the U.S. Highway running north and south. West
of the highway lies a fairly level fertile area of about 374 square miles,
which is largely an area of alluvial soil bordering the South Camadian River.
The inhabitants are well eduecated, ﬁighly cultured, super-marginal farmers,
who use modern methods in agriculture and up-to-date machinery. A large per
eent of this land is owned and operated by persons 6r heirs of persons who
homesteaded it in 1889. Automobiles, motor trucks, iractors, stationary
gas engines, power plants, windmills, silos, and telephones are used quite
extensively among these people. Some of the farms are mortgaged, but only
a small proportion of these farmers have registered for relief.

The portion of Cleveland county lying east of U.S. Highway 77 is rough,

rocky, hilly, badly eroded, and is a non-productive territory of 180 square
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miles. The inhabitants of this section are poorly educated, superstitious,
poor farmers, who are rather irresponsible and shiftless with little hope
of ever improving their living conditions by their own efforts. The low
agricultural incomes of the people living in this section of the county
were known to have been supplemented rather extensively by illicit traffie
in spirituous liguors.

The same characteristics found in the population in the eastern part
of Payne county can be observed in the industrial workers who moved from
Oklahoma City into CGleveland county.

By an analysis of the characteristics of these two counties the basic
circumstances contributing to the need for relief may be summed up as follows:
The low prices received for agricultural products; the e¢losing down of oil
fields in the eastern part of Payne county; the retrenchment of the petroleum,
packing, automobile and other industries in Oklahoma City; orop failures due
to drouth, hail or river overflows; eroded eondition of the land; and the

"hand-to-mouth" tenant farmers.

The Rural Population

The native white population of Oklahoma is inecreasing rapidly in rela-
tive importance, the foreign born and mixed elements of the white population
are fading out, and may be expected tc become increasingly obscure owing to
the national restriction of European immigrants. Although Indians and Negroes
are increasing they are failing to hold their own demographiecally as compared
with the white race. There is also a high probability that the Indians are
being slowly assimilated into the white population. The Negro population

does not increase, but rather diminishes, relative to the total population. 6

6 0. D. Duncan, Population Trends of Oklahoma, Experiment Station Bulletin
224, p. 19.
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‘The population of Oklahoma in 1930 showed an increase of 18.1 per
cent over the 1920 Census figures. The urban population had increased
52,5 per cent while the rural population had increased by only 5.7 per
cent, The per cent of native white population in 1930 for the rural dis-
tricts was 88,1, Negro 6.6 per cent, and other races inecluding Indians
5.3 per cent. 7

The population of Cleveland and Payne counties contained 5,820 rural
farm families and 2,449 rural non-farm families, making a total of 8,269
families in 1930 in the rural area. 8 The proportion of native white popu-
lation in Payne and Cleveland counties is even higher than for the entire
state, being approximately 94 per ecent and 87.5 per cent, respectively.
0f the households considered in this study, 96 per cent were of the white
race, 3.6 per cent Negroes, and .4 per cent other races (including Indians).
In all instances Negroes included in the sample lived on farms either as
owners or tenants, and all except 8 had received relief. After an exami-
nation of schedules of Negro households as to family composition, education,
types of houses, occupational history, and economic status it may be con-
cluded that these Negro families did not differ materially from the white
population. Therefore, it seems feasible to study the population of this
group without considering the racial differences since the Negro and Indian
population comprise only a negligible proportion of the population as a

whole,

7
Fifteenth Census of U.S. Population, 1930, Vol. III, Part 2, Table 2, p. 541,

8
Fifteenth Census of U.S. Population, 1930, Vol. VI, Table 20, pp. 1087-89,

For the purpose of this study the terms "household"™ and "family" may be
used interchangeably and refer to individuals, related or unrelated,
living in the same house, In some instances a household or family may
refer to only one person.
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The Sample Studied

The data for this study were taken from a sample of 1,197 rural
households, 9 of this number 379 were relief and 818 non-relief house-~
holds. The total sample represents 14.5 per cent of the total number of
rural families of Payne and Cleveland counties as given by the Census for
1930, The distributions of the cases between relief and non-relief families
and between Cleveland and Payne counties are shown in Table 2,

Cases chosen for the survey were every third name listed on the Federal
Emergency Relief Administration rolls for Payne and Cleveland counties,
Oklahoma, in October 1933, For comparative purposes a control or non-relief
group was chosen from the nearest accessible neighbors who had not received
relief. Approximately twice as many non-relief households were chosen as
relief, This was done in order to preserve similar proportions of relief
and non-relief families in the samples to those in the general populations

of the counties studied.
TABLE 2

Summary of Sample Studied According to
Classifications Used

ber of Households

: Total :____ Village : Town _
Counties Studied : : Non- : : Non~- : : Non-
: Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total 379 818 107 209 272 609
Payne 213 463 84 178 129 287
Cleveland 166 355 23 33 143 322

= Per Cent of Households

Payne 56.2 56.6 78.5 84.2 47.4 47.1
Cleveland 43.8 43.4 21.5 15.8 52.6 52.9
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Percentage Diétribution of Population

The accompanying chart (Figure 2) of age and sex population pyramids
represents the total rural population of Oklahoma, the total relief and
non-relief population of the sample, and also the village and farm popu-
lation grouped as to relief, non-relief, and total. These pyramids are
somewhat misshapen due partly to doubling the class interval beginning
with age 35 and extending upward. The narrow base or age grouping under
5 years shows an abnormally small proportion of population, which is
probably due to a decline in erude birth rate, a phenomenon which has
been in evidence with inecreasing emphasis during the past two decades,

Studies discussed by Thompson in Population Problems reveal that we have

no birth statistics for the United States as a whole since 1800 but we
find that the ratic of children under 5 to women 16-44, who were likely
$o be their mothers, has fallen steadily since 1810, with the exception
of 1860 when there was a slight rise, probably due to the great influx

of young imigrants during the preceding decade. 10

In comparing the relief and non-relief pyramids it is to be observed
that there was an unduly large proportion 6: both males and females in the
upper age group of non-relief population. These characteristics are more
noticeably true in the village than in the farm non-relief group and can
possibly be attributed in most cases to the presence of retired non-relief
household heads. Also, there is an excess of children ages 5 to 14 in the
relief as compared with the non-relief households. This may be tentatively
ascribed to the probability of a much greater need for relief in the larger
households than in the smaller households found among the non-relief popu-
lation., In the relief village households the 25 to 34 year age group com-

prised a much smaller proportion of the population than in the non-relief

-9 Warren S. Thompson, Population Problems, p. 126.



; TABLE 3

Age Distribution of Relief and Non-Relief Male Population
of Villege and Perm Communities in Payne snd Clevelend Counties 1933
and in Oklahoma for 1930 */

e ]
: 3 . Per Cent of Population $
1Age Crouping: ~ Totel 3 Vill : Ferm :
: of : YWon- 1980 : i?a-x. 1930 : Tone 1980 :
:  Males sRelief Relief Oklashome : Relief Relief Oklahoms ; Relief Relief Okleshoma ;
All iges 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under & Yeers 10.7 8.6 11.7 9.8 9.0 11.4 11.0 8.6 11l.9
5 - 9 13.6 10.‘ u.’ 15.5 10.6 18.3 18-7 10.6 15.0
15 - 1% 1005 13.3 11.! B.O 6.8 901 11..5 12.7 12,3
20 - 24 9.1 8.5 8,9 6.2 9.0 9.1 10.0 8.1 8,7
25 - 89 5.‘ 5.7 ".0 ‘09 0-3 3.5 5.5 5.5 6.2
30 - 34 4.6 6.5 5.9 4.0 2.0 7.4 4.8 4.4 6.2
35 - 44 8.8 11.7 11.0 7.2 11.4 12.6 9.3 11.8 10.2
45 - 54 10.1 10.8 8.9 15.1 10.4 8.9 8.4 10.9 2.0
ES - 64 7.2 2.0 6.2 8.0 8.5 5.8 7.0 2.8 6.5
65 4 ?‘ 3.9 6.7 5.3 6-7 508 3.3 3.1 5-9 3-3
75 end Above l.4 2.6 1.3 1.7 3.9 l.8 .3 2.2 1.8

*/ Tifteenth Census of U. S. 1930 Populetion, Volume 3, Teble 14, pp 564.
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Age Distribution of Relief and Non-Relief Femsle Population

TABLE 4

of Village and Farm Communities in Payne end Cleveland Counties 1933

end in Oklshoma for 1930 */

Per Cent of Popuiation

-

:Age Grouping:

Toteal : Village : :
: of : Non- 1080 : _ 1930 TNon- 1980
: Meles tRelief Relief Oklahome ; Relief Relief Oklshome ; Relief Relief Oklahoma;
All Ages 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 5 Yeers 11.9 8.1 12.5 8.7 7.6 il.7T 13.1 8.3 13.0
5- ¢ 14.8 9.7 15.4 18.7 18.6 18.4 14.5 8.7 14.0
10 - 14 13.3 13.4 12.2 13.5 11.8 10.5 13.2 14.0 18.2
16 - 19 13.7 10.2 11.4 10.9 8.4 10.3 13.4 10,8 12,0
80 - 3‘ 9.1 8&9 9.1 3.3 8.9 10.1 9.5 3.9 805
25 - 89 505 6.3 ?.8 51" 0.8 8.8 5.5 6.1 506
30 - 34 8.4 73 6.2 8.5 8.9 7.1 6.9 6.8 5.8
36 - 44 2.2 11.9 11.2 10.0 8.6 11.5 2.0 13.1 11,0
45 - 54 8.5 11.0 8.1 11.0 10,7 8.0 7.6 11.1 8,2
86 - 64 5.4 7.0 4,8 5.7 6.1 6.1 B.2 7.1 4,7
“ 5 ?" 2.1 ‘-1 8.4 3.1 5.? 3.0 1.7 5.6 2,1
75 and Above 1.1 2.1 1.1 9 3.7 l.4 1.0 1.8 -9
e e — - - s

*/ TFifteenth Census of U. 8. 1930 Populstion, Volume 3, Teble 14, pp 564

‘et



and total households for the state. The farm sample presents approxi-
mately the same proportions in all three groups, relief, non-relief,
and total for the state, for this age grouping.

Data presented seem to show that in the relief group there is a
preponderance of populatién in the early adult age and in the age group
45 to 54 years, with a smaller per cent of the population between 30 to
45 years, In the non-relief samples the age distribution of the popula-
tion bears a much closer rascihlanea to that of the general population

than that of the persons who lived in the relief households.

14,
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PART II
THE ECONOMIC STATUS OF THE HOUSEHOLD

Size of Farms
The typical farm operated by both owners and tenants on relief was

smaller than that of non-relief farm owners and tenants. From data at

hand it was found that t§.8 per cent of relief owners and tenants operated
less than 100 acres of land as compared with 32,0 per eent of non-relief

owners and tenants. Table 5 shows that approximately one-half, 50,1 per
cent, of the household heads operated farms ranging in size from 100 to 174
acres, which was a larger proportion than was included in the same class
interval for all farmers in Payne and Cleveland counties in 1930. The

owners and tenants in the non-relief groups operated the largest sized farms,
This may be due to the fact that the farm owners are very much under-repre-
sented in the relief groups since only 42 farm owners were on relief, Taking
all farms of 175 acres and over, it was found that this group comprised 17.3
per cent of the total for the two counties in 1930 as compared with 12.9 per
cent for the entire sample studied, 17.7 per cent for non-relief owners, 13.7
per cent for non-relief temants and 5.7 per ecent for relief tenants. One of
two factors was responsible for the differences. Either the size of farms
was decreasing after 1930, or the sampling procedure did not distribute farms
altogether in proportion to size, or perhaps both factors were active.

The modal size interval of farms operated was 100 to 174 acres, and
this group contained from two-fifths to one-half of all the farms operated
by the various classes of operators. The Oklahoma land survey, popularly
called the "checkerboard system", is no doubt largely responsible for this

because of the prevailing tendency for land to be sold and rented in 160-acre
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TABLE 5

Percentage Distribution of Farm Operators
in Relief and Non-Relief Households
According to Size of Farms Operated

Per Cent of Household Heads
Who Operated Farms of Specified Size

t
Size of Farms:All Farms: : :
by Aeres : in Both : Total : TFarm Owners : Farm Tenants
:Counties : Relief and : Non- : Non-
: 1930 : Non-Relief : Relief Relief : Relief Relief
Total Farms 4939 791 42 307 194 248
Under 10 2.9 1.9 2.4 2.3 1.5 1.6
10 - 19 2.5 2.7 2.4 1.3 3.1 4.0
20 - 49 10.6 8.3 4.8 4.2 15.5 8.5
50 - 99 24.5 24.1 42.8 22.1 27.8 20.6
100 - 17‘ ‘2.2 50.1 40.5 52.‘ “04 5105
175 - 259 8.9 5.8 - - 6.2 4.1 7.7
360 - ‘99 ?.G 5.7 ‘.7 3.5 1.6 5-6
500 - 999 o7 1.1 2.4 2.3 - - o4
1000 and Over ol 3 - - o7 - - - -

tracts. On the other hand, 160 acres probably approximates a convenient
economically sized farm unit in this area. Although such a unit has never
been definitely defined for the area, a "rule of thumb™ procedure in farm
management is to assume as a point of departure that the typical practice
which has evolved through farmers' experience in an agricultural region
approximates the optimum farm organization for that region. On this basis,
it may be deduced that since the overwhelming preponderance of the non-
typical farms are smaller than the modal class and that since there is a
disproportionately heavy gravitation of the relief relative to the non-
relief population toward the smaller farms, a part of the financial distress
of these two counties may have grown out of an unecomomic balance between

the land and the human factors in the agriculture of the counties. Even
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had the price levels been favorabls to the typical farmer, it appears more
than probable that large numbers of the farmers studied would have suffered

economical distress regardless.

Kinds of Livestock Owned

Out of the entire sample, 43.9 per cent of the village relief house-
holds had no livestock as compared with 38.8 per cent of the non-relief
village households, This, however, is somewhat surprising because municipal
ordinances often prohibit residents from keeping livestock when they would
do so otherwise. In farm households 2.9 per cent of relief households and
6.7 per cent non-relief households had no livestock, The village popula=-
tion kept cows, hogs, sheep andﬁgoata, and poultry, Horses, mules, and
other oattlﬁ kept by village households were few in number and those who
kept these types of stock usually were farmers whose farms were located
near the village. Of the eight village households which kept horses and
mules six were farm owners and tenants, A smaller proportion of village
relief households kept stock than did non-relief households with the ex-
ception of goats. This can be explained in that it is more economical to
keep goats as a source of home milk supply than to keep cows.

In studying the farm households (Table 7) relief farmers who owned
livestock averaged 2.4 horses and mules per household, whereas the non-
relief neighbors averaged 4 per household, but the contrasts are even
greater in regard to milk cows, other cattle, and hogs. The average number
of milk cows and other ecattle (6.2) for the survey is below the average for
the entire farm population of Payne and Cleveland counties (8.2)per cent. 1

The average for the relief group is lower than the non-relief group. Of the

1 pifteenth Census of U.S. Agriculture, 1930, Table IX, pp. 18-21.



TABLE 6

Per Cent of Relief and Non-Relief Households
Who Owned Livestock in Payne and Cleveland Counties
Oklahoma 1934

Type 3 Per Cert of Households
of : Village : Farm

Livestock 1Relief : Non-Relief : Relief : Non-Relis?
Households Without

Livestock 43,9 38.8 2,9 6,7
Horses and Mules 1.9 3.8 64.7 78.2
Milk Cows 23.4 38.8 76.5 86,7
Other Cattle 2.8 5.7 58.8 70.1
Hogs 19.6 11.0 64.3 57.8
Sheep and Goats 3.7 1.4 o7 4,1
Poultry 40.2 49.3 89.3 77.0

TABLE 7
Average Number of Livestock Owned
by Relief and Non-Relief Households in
Payne and Cleveland Counties, Oklahoma, 1934*
~Type : Average Number of Livestock per Household
of : Vi C) 3 Farm

Livestock :Relief : Non-Relief : Relief : Non-Relief
Horses and Mules 1.5 S.4%* 2.4 4.0
Milk Cows 1.3 1.3 2.6 5.5
Other Cattle 1.0 2.3 3.9 9.6
Hogs 1.6 2.5 4,0 9.4
Sheep and Goats 2.5 18.3 25.0 36.0
Poultry 13.3 26.2 . 34.0 112.2

¥ Average Number based on actual households owning livesteck.

** In computing average number of horses and mules in the village non-
relief group one case was omitted. This household head's occupation
was listed as a tenant but he was really a stock trader and on January
1, 1931, owned 30 head of horses and mules.
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relief households, 9 out of 10 owned poultry with an average of 34 chickens
per household, compared to 5 out of 6 non-relief households owning an average
of 112 chickens per household.

The importance of the foregoing comparisons is that rather generally,
in farm populations at least, the poorer families seldom keep as many live-
stock as those in moderate and comfortable circumstances., Frequently the
poorest farm families have no livestock whatever, In depression periods whem
farmers are almost invariably forced %o a subsistence, or self-sufficing basis,
the keeping of livestock both as a source of food for the family and as a
means of deriving a small cash income is almost indispemsable, Failure to
do so is often a directly contributing factor in the necessity for a family
to agk for some kind of relief, No doubt, in the population groups studied
here, a partial solution of the relief problem could have been effected by
setting up what may be called a family unit livestock program. Unfortunately
such a program would have been of necessity an experimental procedure for the
reason that research has not yet established a normative family livestock
combination enterprise., This remains one of the challenges of a program of
family rehabilitation,

Outstanding Indebtedness of Families in Jamary 1934

Of the relief group 75.6 per cent and 53.3 per cent of the non-relief
group reported indebtedness with an average , of $338 and $1,181 per house-
hold, respectively, Table & shows the households grouped according to amount
of indebtedness. Of those households who had an indebtedmess, approximately
one-third of the relief households owed less than $100. About five-sixths of
them owed less than $500. One-sixth owed $500 or more. In the non-relief
households one-~half owed less than $500 and one-half owed more than $500 and over.

.lr;l:;og. based on the mumber of households having indebtedness on January 1,
1934.
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In case of the farm population with debts the average indebtedness
of relief heads was $379, and non-relief heads $1,337 as compared with the
village group in which the relief heads averaged $219 and non-relief heads
averaged $637., The larger proportion of owners than of tenants among the
non-relief households probably accounts for the difference due to the fact

that owned farms are frequently heavily mortgaged.

TABLE 8

Per Cent of Households Grouped According to
Amount of Indebtedness, January 1, 1934

Per Cent of Population with Indebtedness

Amount of : Total : Village : Farm
Indebtedness : :+ Non- 3 : Non- : : Non-
: Relief ; Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total Households
Indebted 76.5 53.3 69.1 46.4 79.4 55.6
Under $100 24.0 7.4 26.1 11.5 23.2 6.1
100 to 499 38,0 18.0 34.6 16.3 39.3 18.6
500 to B99 6,9 8.4 5.6 7.6 7.3 8.7
900 to 2499 6.6 11.4 2.8 8.1 8.1 12,6
2500 to 4499 1.0 4.5 - - 2.4 1.5 5.2
5000 and above - - 3.6 - = . - - 4,5

The fact that relatively more relief than non-relief household heads
were encumbered with debt is not inconsistent with the finding that debts of
non-relief heads of households were typically larger then those of the relief
groups. In the first place, relief more often than non-relief families, as
will be seen later, had liquidated their debts in as far as possible. rnr-.
thermore, they owned less land, fewer livestock, and were more limited as to
other types of liquidable assets whiech could be used as collateral for borrowed
money and other types of credit than were the non-relief families. On the

other hand, a substantial part of the increased debt of the non-relief families
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was in the form of unpaid taxes, default of interest, and other defalca-
tions which automatically became chargeable against their assets when the
payments were not made. Finally it is not at all improbable that one im-
portant means of keeping off the relief rolls was through the use of credit
by those families to whom such an escape was accessible. Theoretically,.
it would be expected that an applicant would not become eligible for relief
benefits if he could obtain eredit in any way so as to enable him to be in=-
dependent. There is no implication that this prineciple either was or was
not invoked rigidly in reference to the cases included in this study. It
simply seems to be the logical or the expected rule of procedure.

Net Change in Indebtedness of Houssholds from
January 1, 1930, to January 1, 1934

As has been mentioned above, changes in the debt situa?ion of house-
holds may have borne a direct relation to their relief status. However, it
is tq be noted that farm and village families do not offer a strictly parallel
study on this point. Agriculture, even in the lowest economic levels, requires
a large outlay of land and ecapital in proportion to the returns realized. 1In
the farm group, therefore, changes in the debt situation often may be more
directly related to the fixed charges of the p:oduction enterprises than to
family living es such. On the other hand, the bulk of the village families
studied lived upon salaries and wages when employment was available. They,
therefore, would have less roason'to alter their debt situations for reasons
other than the demands of actual living than is usually true of farm femilies.

In Table 9 the percentage distribution of families is given in relation
to changes in indebtedness from January 1, 1930, to January 1, 1934, th all
the debts were contracted during the period of January 1, 1930, to January 1,
1934, but all the ohange.in the amount of debt represented did take place

during this period. Of the relief households, 64.4 per cent increased their
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TABLE 9

Percentage Distribution of Household Heads
According to Net Change in Indebtedness
January 1, 1930, to January 1, 1934

CH Per Cent of Household Heads
: Total : Village : Farm
Net : : Non- : : Non- : : Non-
Change :Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total 100.0 100,0 100.6 100.0 100.0 100.0
Increase 60.4 39,7 63.6 37.3 55.5 40.6
mmlﬂﬂ 15.6 ?.a 505 602 19.1 8.4
Unchanged 24.0 52.5 29,9 56.5 25.4 51.0

debts on an average of $195 while 15.6 per cent decreased debts on an average
of $389, 1In the non-relief group, 39.7 per cent increased debts averaging
$659 while 7.8 per cent decreased debts averaging $824. A larger per cent

of relief than of non-relief households increased indebtedness, but the

size of the non-relief indebtedness was three times as large as the in-
debtedness of the relief heads.

During the period January 1, 1930, to January 1, 1934, debts were con-
tracted by mortgages, unpaid taxes and other debts including rent, groceries,
and health care. Of the relief households 69,1 per cent reported that new
debts averaging $201 had beer contracted between January l,.1930. and January
1, 1934, end the non~-relief group reported 4l1.l1 per cent households with an
increase in indebtedness with an average of $692. The forms in which the
inereased indebtedness accrued is indicated in Table 10 and the average
amount of increased indebtedness for these households is shown in Table 1ll.

Phe overlapping of classifications within the groups of those who had

indebtedness was due to households contracting several types of debis.
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TABLE 10

Per Cent of Households with Increase in Indebtedness
January 1, 1930, to January 1, 1934
According to Principal Types of
Indebtedness which Inereased

: Per Cent of Households
: Total : v 8 : Farm
Types of : : Non- : : Non- $ : Non-
Indebtedness :Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
With Increased
Indebtedness 69.1 41.1 68.2 30.1 69.5 44.8
Mortgage 27.7 24.3 9.3 12.0 34.9 28,6
Unpaid Taxes 14.2 4.2 12,5 4.8 15.1 3.9
Others 44.8 17.2 43.0 17.7 45.6 17.1
TABLE 11
Average Amount of Increase in Indebitedness per Household
January 1, 1930, to January 1, 1934
According to Prineipal Types of
Indebtedness which Increased
: Average Increase in Dollars per Household
: Total : vi ) : Farm
Types of 2 :+ Non- 1 : Non- : : Non-
Indebtedness :Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Average Total
Indebtedness $201 $692 181 $316 $230 #780
Mortgage 231 976 130 536 242 1040
Unpaid Taxes 103 114 184 129 77 670

Others 157 245 206 141 139 282
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In studying the farm households the data revealed that 69.5 per
cent of relief households owed an average of $230 as compared to 48,8
per cent of non-relief households owing an average of $780. Slightly
more than one-half of the farm population owed mortgage indebtedness
with an average of $242 for relief households and $1,040 for the non-
relief households. In the relief households, both farm and village, the
increases in debts were mostly for purposes other than the preservation
of the property and 1nvoatnnnts'%lncd. Presumably, the principal reason
for the increases shown was inadequate incomes with whiech to provide the
necessities of life,

Unpaid taxes averaged $77 for 15 per cent of the relief households,
while 4 per cent non-relief houssholds had unpaid taxes averaging $670.
Other debts had accrued to 45.6 per cent of relief and to 17.1 per cent
non-relief households, The average amounts of inereased debt in these
classes were $139 and $282, respectively., Also, among those who had an
increase in the amount of delinquent taxes and increased mortgages was a
larger number of owners in non-relief than in relief households which was
to have been expected inasmuch as the farm owners had more property to be
mortgaged and against which taxes might accumulate than did the tenants.

Decrease in Reserves Between
Januvary 1, 1930, and January 1, 1934

An average of $1,187 decrease in reserve from January 1, 1930, to
January 1, 1934, oceurred in 31.9 per cent of the relief households and
an average of $4,409 in 42.1 per cent of the non-relief households. Farm
households had a slightly larger per cent of decrease in reserves both in
the relief and non-relief households. This may be explained by the neces-
sity for ownership of operating equipment by the farm population since

these deereases occurred in savings, chattel, land and buildings, forfeited



TABLE 12

Per Cent of Households with Decrease in Reserve
Grouped by Type of Decrease
January 1, 1930, to January 1, 1934

Households with Decrease in Reserves

27,

: Total : Village : Ferm
Types of : Non~- : Non- : Non-
_Decrease :Relief Relief : Relief Relief : Relief Relief
Households
with Decrease 31.9 42,1 28.0 36.4 33,5 44.0
Drawn on Savings 10.0 20,5 11.2 19.1 9.5 21.0
Decrease in Chatt.l 1101 604 2.8 5.7 14’05 605
Land Buildings 3.2 2.8 2.8 9 3.3 3.4
Forfeited Installment 3.2 1.5 9 1.4 4,0 1.4
Life Insurance™* 10,5 18.1 10,2 14.3 10.6 19.3
Life Insurance Loan 5.0 6.6 6.5 5.7 4.4 6,8
* TInsurance dropped, =
TABLE 13
Average Decrease of Reserves Per Household
Grouped as to Type of Decrease in
Households Having Decreases
January 1, 1930, to January 1, 1934
: Average Decrease of Reserves
: - In Dellars per Household
: Total 3 Village 2 Farm
Types of H Non- : Non- : Non-
Decrease : Relief Relief : Relief Qg}iqr : Relief Relief
Total Decrease $1187 $2209 $1649 $1389 $1035 $2442
Drawn on Savings 794 1064 996 525 701 1233
Chattel 352 1190 1142 624 291 1360
Land and Buildings 2054 6139 2100 3100 2038 6429
Forfeited Installment 486 3247 200 527 512 4154
Life Insurance*® 1253 2183 1464 2164 1172 2187
Life Insurance Loan 955 299 1643 362 553 281

¥ Insurance dropped.



. PER CENT

501 (Y REUEF
40 Bl NON- RELIEF
30 1
20-
10 - I E E I
0 B I INE - E l
TYPES o
z 2
g8 3 3
z 3 -
8 3 £ & ¥
(=] 2 z P =
3 S
v o a = =
> . ) z w - ]
2 o o < = = =
= - o - a
o | = £ = x - w
FIGURE 5§ HOUSEHOLDS WITH DECREASE IN RESERVES

GROUPED BY TYPE OF DECREASE



installments on life insurance and dropped life insurance.

Decrease in reserves, Table 12, through the sacrifice of savings,
chattel and life insurance, affects the largest number of people from all
households - relief and non-relief, village and farm. The greatest number
who had decreases were in savings in all groups except relief farm house-
holds. In this group the largest decrease was in chattels. In all house-
holds decrease in life insurance ranked second to savings. However, life
insurance itself is a saving primarily for those people who live to the
date of maturity of their policies. The average decrease per household was
highest in leoss of land and buildings, in both relief and non-relief groups,
but this affected a small minority of the households, In the relief group
loss of life insurance rated next to loss of land and buildings in severity
and next to decrease of chattels in relative frequency, and was followed by
decrease in savings and forfeited installments. In the non-relief group
forfeited installments ranked second to loss of land and buildings followed
by loss of life insurance, decrease in chattel and savings, Table 13. It
has been definitely shown that reserves in non-relief houssholds decreased
on the average in amount and in greater relative frequency than those of re-
lief households. This was probably due to the fact that non-relief people
originally had more property of economic value and therefore, had greater
risks than relief household heads. Also, it indicates that by this means
non-relief families were able to remain off the relief rolls at least during

the major part of the depression period.

Extraordinary Losses
January 1, 1930, to January 1, 1934

Table 14 shows that extraordinary losses, that is losses which may be

regarded as fortuitous in nature, in both relief and non-relief groups were



TABLE 14

Per Cent of Households Whieh Experienced Extraordinary Losses

1930-1934 According to Type of Loss

Types $ Average Amount of Losses Per Household
of : Total g Village 3 Farm
Extraordinary: Non- : Non- 3 Non-
Losses : Relief Relief : Relief Relief : Relief Relief
Total Losses 79.9 83.5 71.0 78.5 83.5 85.2
Bank Failures 2.4 1.7 2.8 3.3 2.2 1.1
Stocks and Bonds 1.0 3.8 1.8 2.8 .7 4.1
Bad Debts 12.9 15.9 11.2 11.9 13.6 17.2
Livestock 29.8 34.4 3.7 5.2 40.0 44.3
Crop Failure 22,2 19.3 3.7 4.7 29.4 24,3
Medical Care* 63.6 6843 66.3 73.6 62.5 66.5
Other Losses 2.9 6.4 1.8 1.9 3.3 7.9
* Gf. m- 3, po 32.
TABLE 15
Average Amount of Extraordinary Losses Per Household
Aceording to Types of Losses 1930-1934
Types : Average Amount of Losses Per Hcusehold
of s Total : Village : Farm
Extraordinary: Non- s Non- 2 Non-
Losses : Relief Relief : Relief Relief : Relief Relief
Average Total
Losses $ 382 § 605 $ 276 § 369 $ 418 § 680
Bank Failure 231 225 38 287 328 161
sStock &nd Bonds 6512 1937 425 860 12,600 2198
Bad Debts 205 728 280 678 181 740
Livestock 94 185 51 88 96 182
Crop Failure 346 480 325 545 347 475
Medical Care* 242 188 210 179 113 192
Other Losses 349 437 122 625 399 422

¥ 0f, fn. S p. 32,

30,
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heaviest in the following order: medical cara,s loss of livestock, crop
failures, bad debts and other losses not itemized. Livestock losses and
erop failures affected only a negligible proportion of the village popu-
lation as would be expected, but when such losses occurred they were severe
in comparison with those of the farm population. In the relief and non-
relief farm groups the average loss per household for livestock was $96 and
$189, and for crop failures was $347 and $475, respectively. Probably the
non-relief group of farmers, among whom most of the farm owners were found,
were compelled to bear losses on c¢rops and livestock occurring on the farms
operated by tenants as one of the reasons for their losses being greater
than those of the relief farmers. Two-thirds of all households had expenses
for medical care, personal injuries and funerals. The average medical ex~-
pense for the relief groups was $242 as compared to $188 in the non-relief
households, For the rellqr village group the average was $210, non-relief
village $179, relief farm $113, and non-relief farm $192. Despite an appre-
ciable variation in the average cost of mediecal care to different classes of
families there was a high degree of uniformity as to the incidences of those
costs in the various populaftion groups. A very small per cent of the entire
group reported bank failures, stocks and bonds and other losses as a source
of financial loss during the period of the study. The highest loss per house-
hold was in households who had losses on stocks and bonds.

Phenomenal as it may seem, losses of this type were both greater in
amount and more frequent in occurrence in the non-relief than in the relief
population of the farm as well as the village communities. While it may be

true that the non-relief groups had more property to lose than did those on

3 Medical care includes medication, hospitalization, personal injuries and
funeral expenses.
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relief, it is apparent that their socio-economic patterns oﬁféir&5iaikiém
not as easily shattered or disrupted as were those of the relief popula-
tion, In other words, providential losses offer a severe test of the
psycho-social equilibrium of a soeial group, whether it be a family or a
community. The ability of a group to sustain such losses !ithoux being
rédunod to a state of dependency may be regarded as one of the best measures
of its socio-economic integration. The psychological effects of sudden
financial losses are usually devastating upon the individual, and if re-~
peated often become cumulative and form a starting point in a vicious c¢irecle
of discouragement, despair, loss of initiative and resourcefulness which
lead to despondency and at last to increased economic dependency, While the
data available do not demonstrate explieitly the various phases of this eycle,
the inferences to the effect that such a cyele is a reality are quite vivid,
Types and Sources of Public and Private Relief and
Other Extraordinary Forms of Aid

Relief households used for this study were cases appearing on relief
rolls in October 1933, For that month these households received assistance
in the form of direct relief given in eash or kind, work relief, and in addi-
tion may have received private rali-f from such agencies as the Red Cross,
the Salvation Army, or others. Also,‘anaistanca from relatives and friends
wag included as private relief for relisf households. Both village and farm
households on relief received an average of $7, or an average per person of
$2 and $1, respectively, the figures being rounded out to the nearest dollar.
This was in the form of direct relief, momey, groecery orders, rent orders,
medical care, work relief on work-relief projeects, and other relief such as
assistance from private agencies. o

Work relief averaging $7 and $6 per household, br-ig-;;d'ﬁl'par person

per month, was given to 76.6 per oent of the village households .and .85.3 per



cent of the farm households, respectively. Direct relief was given to 28
per cent of the villagé households with an average of $4 per household or
$1 per person as compared to 35,2 per cent of the farm households who re-
ceived an average of §3 or less than $1 per person. Approximately 3 per cent
received other relief in both groups. The wvillage group received more relief
per household or per person than farm group received, In most cases the vil-
lage household was totally dependent on relief agencies for subsistence, while

the farm family eould supplement relief assistance with some farm products.

TABLE 16

Per Cent of Households and Persons Receiving Relief
Grouped as to Type of Relief Received in October 1933

Bear Households : Persons
Types i__Villege : Farm :___Village : Farm
of : Per : Aver-: Per : Aver-: Per : Aver- : Per . Aver-
Relief : Cent : age : Cent : age : Cent : age : Cent : age
Average $7 $”7 $ 2 $1
Direct Relief 28.0 & 35.2 3 20,7 1 31.6 1
Work Rﬂlief 76.6 7 35.3 B8 81.? 2 8?05 1

¥ Other relief comprises Red Oross, Sslvation Army, and other private agencies.

** Aversge amount less than fifty cents not shown.

During the year of 1933 all nouseholds both relief and non-relief
were analyzed as to other forms of assistance given during the year. This
assistance was from both Federal and local funds such as cerop and livestock
loans by the Farm Credit Administration; advances on commodities made by
the Commodities Credit Corporation, such as advances on corn, cotton and
wheat in storage; benefit payments on erop reduction made by the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Administration for reducing acreage planted to wheat,

cotton, and ecorn and the reduction of hog production; employment on Civil
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Works projects; Veterans' compensation, both Confederate and others, in-
c¢luding loans on Veterans' bonus, certificates and pensions and hospital
compensation; and aid given to specified cases as provided by state laws
to be paid out of local ecounty funds.

The fact that many families received two or more types of assistance,
some of which were rather indefinite as to kind, amount, and date of receipt,
makes analysis difficult, and, therefore, the interpretations must bq made
with reservations. Approximately all Civil Works Aﬁniniatratié; workers
received aid during the months of September, November, and December, Some
formes of ald were received monthly while others were received seasonally,

Aid through the Agricultural Adjustment Administration to farmers and
the Civil Works Administration to non-farmers and relief farmers comprised
the major type of aid given in 1933, Table 17 and 18 show the types of
assistance received by relief and non-relief households during the year.

In the relief group 79.2 per cent of the households received assistance
amounting to $50 on an average as compared with the non-relief households
which received an average amount of $181.

As would be expected the relief households, both village and farm groups,
received mssistance in the largest per cent of cases through the Civil Works
projects with an average of $25 per household. The small proportion, 2.1 per
cent, of non-relief employees on Civil Works Administration projects received
an average amount of $58 since they worked as foremen and supervisors of works
projects, which explains why the receipts of non-relief household heads in
these few instances were higher than those of relief household heads. The
erop roduction program during this period was shared by approximately one-
third of the farm population both relief and non-relief. The non-relief
group received an average amount of $139 per household as compared with $78 per

relief household. It has been said that the large landowner profited most by
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the crop reduction program. This appears to be true in this study since it
has been shown that non-relief households operated larger farms and in more
cases were owners than relief household heads, therefore, making it possible
to get a larger average amount of benefits per farm than was available to
relief household heads.

To ascertain the trend of relief an effort was made to determine at
what period relief households became known to relief agencies. Prior to
January 1, 1930, § out of 107 willage households, and 6 out of 272 in the
farm group were known to relief agencies. During 1930, 5 farm households
received relief for a period of 31 months; 3 village houssholds receivad
relief 30 months. 1In 1931, 10 farm households received relief 49 months or
4.9 months per family, and 7 village households received relief 39 months
or 5.6 months per family. During 1932, 40 farm families received relief
115 months or 2.9 months per family, and 19 village households received re-
lief 86 monthe or 4.5 months per family. In 1933, 259 farm households re-
ceived relief 1,033 months and 100 village households received relief 401
months or an average of approximately 4 months per family in each case. The
village group on relief consistently received aid per household more months
out of each year than did the relief families of the farm group.

All in all, it is not possible to localize the relief problem entirely
as between farm and village population groups, because the incidence of need
and want was felt intensely in the lower economic levels of both. Perhaps
the best approach of meny that might be made would be to determine the nature
and character of the respective relief needs of these two populations. For
obvious reasons, the Agricultural Adjustment program did not offer the village
groups an effective escape from the necessity of going on relief. There can
be no doubt that this form of benefit eased the tension of economic stress in

agriculture both immediately and appreciably. This should account partially
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TABIE 17

Percentage Distribution of Households Receiving
One or More Forms of Assistance Other Than Relief

According to Types of Assistance Received
During the Year 1933

$
¥
T

Total Households 79.28 29,7 78,5 13.4 79.4 35.3
Crops and Livestock 1.1 ol 9 - - 1.1 2
Commodity Advance 3 L4 -- 1,0 4 2
A. A A 24,5 23.2 - 3.8 34.2 29.9
G. 'o A. 6705 301 ?2.9 3.5 65.1 1.5
Veterans' Compensation 1.8 3.7 5.6 5.3 ok 3.1
0ld Age and Mothers' Pemsion 3 1 - - -- ok 2
Others */ 1.8 1.5 1.9 S 1.8 1.8
TABIE 18

Average Amount of Assistance Other Than Relief Forms
Received per Household Grouped as %o
Types of Assistance Received
During the Year 1933

wmm
Tot s _YVillage Ferm

3 Types 3 3
H of s Non- : Non- : Non=-
3 _Assistance :Relief Relief:Relief Relief:Relief Relief:
Average Total $650 $181 § 37 $217 § 55 $ 176
Per Household
Crops and Livestock 81 700 42 - 14 700
Commodity Advances 44 149 - 7 44 300
A. A. A. 78 139 - 65 78 143
C. W. A 25 58 29 57 23 59
Veterans' Compensation 92 382 102 438 30 350
0l1d Age and Mothers' Pension 15 64 - - 15 64
Others %/ 4 39 8¢ 200 24 329

#*/ oOther assistance was assistance from relatives, friends, and boys
in Civilian Conservation Corps.
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for the differences in length of time village families as compared with
farm families were recipients of relief, and also should be a partial ex-
plenation of the differences in amounts received especially when the village
population seemed to be favored at the experse of the people living on famms.

Furthermore, in the works relief programs, farmers often can offer
teams, trucks, and other equipment as well as their own labor for hire, while
more frequently than not, villagers have only their labor, In another way,
this same contrast as to resources presents a situation in which the farmer
should be able more often than the village dweller to find temporary employ-
ment such as work at grading county and township roads, hauling freight, dirt
or gravel, In cases of dire neconeityhths farmer could even sell a part of
his equipment, livestock, or feed in o;dar to meet emergencies. That one
or more of these courses was sometimes adopted by farmers during the depres-
sion is a matter of common knowledge.

The chief disadvantages the farmer suffered in comparison with the
villager during the depression were, (1) his fixed charges had been pre-
viously determined on a basis of several years of high prices, and could
not be secaled down immediately to coincide with commodity price levels; (2)
the vendibility of farm commodities dropped almost to zero while at the same
time granaries and larders were bursting with commodities produced at high
costs; (3) in common with the villager, the farmer's labor was valueless,
This means that while the combined pressure of taxes, interest, and depre-
ciation was driving the farmer ever nearer the maelstrom of bankruptey, he
had no ocutlets for the things he could have sold if there had been any available
markets. The villager c¢ould not find an outlet for his labor, but he had re-
latively a smaller overhead burden then the farmer. On the other hand, in so
far as the farmer could produce his own living at home he had no fear of star-

vation, although he may not have been able to convert his products into cash.



39,
With the village population, the guestion was one of how to procure the
absolute necessities of 1life. With these differences in emphasis in mind,
it is not difficult to conceive the rural relief problem as a whole as pre-
senting a dual situation, in which the farm group was in need of relief
primarily as a means toward their rehabilitation while the non-farmers were

in actual want of the minimum essentials for the continuation of life.



PART III

OCCUPATIONAL AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS
OF HOUSEHOLD HEADS

Probably one of the most directly contributing factors to the problem
of unemployment in rural communities is a lack of other than agricultural
uses for the excess labor supply. As a corollary to this, there is also a
distinet absence of non-agricultural skills through whiech farm populations
may be able to realize supplementary incomes. Even in the rural villages,
"gkills, techniques, and knowledge of business principles are more elementary
and, therefore, more limited in their effsctiveness than in larger cities
where specialization is intensified. It may seem a logical conflict to say
that rural populations suffer in depression periods from an absence of highly
integrated skills and from the fewness of economic uses for labor, while in
cities over specialization has contributed to unemployment. The more probable
explanation seems to be that the rural community presents an extreme of the
first type of situation mentioned while the city is a case of an opposite
extreme,

In data to be presented shortly, there seems to be abundant evidence
in support of the contention that versatility of occupational skills and
experience is conspicuously lacking among the rural population generally.
This is more noticeable with the faym than with the village population and
also it is emphasized to a greater extent among the relief than in the non-
relief groups both farm and village. While the foregoing deductions have
been derived from general analyses of the data at hand, it appears to be
entirely tenable to maintain that the occupational history of a population
group is a direct limitation upon its potential adaptability to the uncer-
tainty of economic transitions. Sueh is the general thesis in the light of

which data on the occupational status of household heads are to be examined.



Last Occupation of Household Heads

In the total relief population studied, agricultural workers com-
prised 65.7 per cent of the household heads, 11.6 per cent being owners,

53,0 per cent temants, and 1.1 per cent farm laborers. However, in the
relief farm group almost one-third as large a proportion as in the non-
relief sample of the total household heads were farm owners. On the other
hand, tenants were nearly twice as numerous relatively in the relief as in
the non-relief samples, the proportions being 70.9 per cent and 39.9 per
cent, respectively. The data in Table 19 show that at the time of the sur-
vey only 86.0 per cent of the relief and 90.6 per cent of the non-relief
farm household heads were actually employed in agriculture. Of those in the
relief sample, less than one per cent were employed in business outside of
agriculture while the remaining 13.2 per cent either were never employed,
temporarily out of work, or could not give sufficiently spscific information
on their employment status to be classified. In the non-relief farm group
2.3 per cent were engaged in mostly unskilled non-agricultural labor, 2.0
per cent were in business or professions, 2.3 per cent were retired, and the
remainder, 2.8 per cent were unaccountable,

A further study of the data in Table 19 shows that there is at least a
tangible degree of ocoupational adhesion between agricultural and village
communities. Approximately the sams proportions of village dwellers and re-
sidents of open country areas go back and forth between village and open
eountry to find work, This is indicative of a lack of abrupt demarcation
between the farm and village populations. While this is not a study on rural
community organization, a brief mention of the point in question is necessary
as an explanation of the tendency of farmers to supplement agricultural employ-

ment with work in villages and of villagers to look to employment on the farm
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farm as a possible source of food even though they may not desire to move
there for actual rasidenéa. This is seen as a method employed by parts of
both population groups for preserving established socio-economic bonds,
while at the same time they may go away from their places of residence in

order to find a source of livelihood.

TABLE 19

Percentage Distribution of Village and Farm
Household Heads According to Type of Last Occupation

i___Total 3 Village _ ;i Tarm

Occupational : : Non- : : Non- : : Non-
Group :Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief . Relief
All Occupations 100.0 100.0 100-0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Agriculture 65,7 69.7 14.0 8.6 86.0 90.6
Owners 11.6 37.4 2.8 5.3 15.1 48,4
Tenants 53.0 30.3 7.5 2.4 70.9 39,9
Laborers 1.1 2.0 3.7 9 - - 2,3
Non-Farm Labor 17.1 1).3) 60.8 36,8 - - 2,3
Unskilled 11.8 6.4 42.1 21.0 - - 1.3
M-lkillad 2.4 3.‘ eo‘ 11-0 = - .8
Skilled 2.9 1.3 10.3 4.8 - - 2
Business 3.2 7.8 9.3 24.9 .8 2,0
Miscellaneous* 14.0 11.4 15.9 29,7 13.2 5.1

* Includes retired, unoecupied, unascertainable, and those who had never
been gainfully employed.

A study of the occupational status of the village population evinces support
of the previously stated thesis that a lack of occupational specialization
tends to accentuate the unemployment problem. It is definitely discernable
that in the relief group there was a far greater relative absence of oecupa-
tional skill and specialization than was charaeteristic of the non-relief pop-

ulation. For example, 42.1 per cent of the relief villege household heads were
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classed as unskillad laborers while the proportion thus classified in the
non-relief village group was only 21.0 per cent, Again, only 9.3 per cent
of the relief household heads were engaged in business, either priprietorial
or otherwise, while this designation accounted for 24,9 per cent of the non-
relief household heads, Also, 14.0 per cent of the relief as compared with
8.6 per cent of the non~relief village household heads were employed in
sgriculture, Finally, 15.9 per cent of the relief and 29.7 per cent of the
non-relief household heads were placed in the miscellaneous grouping, A
more detailed study of this class showe that nome of the relief as compared
with 8,1 per cent of the non-relief heads were retired, which indicates a
rather dismal prospect for the relief population when they arrive at old age,

There is a general observation which may be made relative to the relief
farm population, none of whom were employed in any kind of wage earning labor,
In detemining eligibility for relief, the administrative rule followed was
that if a family lived on a farm where food could be produced, and if a
member of that family could cbtain gainful work of amy kind, it did not
mtmticalljr constitute a relief case however great may have been its
economic distress, Such a rule could not be, and was not invoked in the
villages where the occupancy of a house was in no sense a guarantee of food
and where, although workers might be employed, the total wages earned
frequently were insufficient to insure the satisfaction of the most elemental
human wants,

_ Occupational History of Household Heads

The study of prior occupational experience of houuﬁld heads is probe
ably one of the best means for discovering contributing factors to a relief
situation, - Contrary to a widely current opinion occupational mobility may
be a means toward economic success as often as being a correlative of insol-

vency. Observation seems to be that the disrupting influences of mobility
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are frequently given greater weight than are its integrating concomitants.
The important question is, what kinds of shifting of oecupations are condu-
cive to a greater probability of dependency and what kinds are most likely
tc insure finaneial independence? While the data available do not throw an
adequate amount of light upon these issues, they have produced a basis for
at least a limited number of supportable generalizations.

During the entire work history of all heads of households studied 82,3
per cent of relief and 56.2 per cent of non-relief groups had been farm
tenants at some time. In the relief farm population 90.1 per cent had been
farm tenants as compared to 63.1 per cent non-relief farm population. The
elimbing of the so-called "Agricultural Ladder" has occurred with less fre-
quency in the case of the relief than of the non-relief household heads.

It may be seen in Table 20 that the relief farm sample was drawn more heavily
from the farm tenant population than the non-relief group, 90.1 per cent and
63.1 per cent being the respective proportions. Likewise, 32.7 per cent of
the relief farm population as compared with only 19.5 per cent of the non-
relief farm group had been non-ggricultural unskilled laborers at omne time
or another in their lives. While the proportionate differences are smaller
for semi-skilled and skilled non-agricultural labor, it is true that these
classes had contributed more heavily to the relief than to the non-relief
farm population. On the other hand, the situation is reversed as regards
the business group from which only 9.9 per cent of the relief as compared
with 15.8 per cent of the non-relief farm household heads had come.

Turning to the village sample of household heads, it is apparent that
the general tendency prevails which was noted in the farm population, but
with a somewhat modified emphasis. That is to say, the less highly skilled
trades and occupations had contributed more heavily to the relief than ;o

the non-relief population, while the reverse is true as a rule in case of the



TABLE 20

Per Cent of Village and Farm Relief and Non-Relief
Household Heads Who Have Had Experience Prior to
October 1933 in Specified Types of Occupations

: Per Cent of Household Heads

Types of Occupation: Having Specified Occupational E:pofiegpe
in Which : Total L Village H
Household Heads : : Non- 2 + Non- : : Non-
Have Had Experience:Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Agricultural
Owners 2l.4 40,7 16.8 23.4 23.2 46,6
Tenants 82,3 56.2 62.6 36.4 90.1 63,1
Laborers 19.0 18.6 14,9 9.1 20,6 2l.8
Non-Farm Labor ‘
Unskilled 40,9 24.4 61.7 38,7 32.7 19.5
Semi-skilled 11.1 9.5 18.7 19.1 8.1 6.2
Skilled 11.1 7.1 19.6 9.1 7.7 6.4
B usiness 12.8 22,1 20.5 40,6 9.9 15,8
Miscellaneous* 1.6 2.8 2.8 6.2 y (96 3 1,9

¥ Includes Unknown. R

more highly skilled and specialized oeccupations. As an aviionco of this con-
tention, it may be pointed out that in the village relief group 62.6 per cent
of the household heads had been tenant farmers as contrasted with only 36.4
per cent of the non-relief heads. Likewise, 14.9 per cent of the relief heads
were once farm laborers as compared with 9.1 per ecent of the nomn-relief group.
Again 61.7 per cent of the relief as opposed to 38.7 per cent of the non-relief
household heads had been unskilled laborers. Contrariwise, only half as large
a proportion, 20.5 per cent as opposed to 40.6 per cent, of the relief as of
the non-relief group had besn formerly engaged in business and professions.

A third observation deductible from Table 20 is that of the persons in
the relief group who had migrated from the farms to the villages, the heaviest

proportions had come from the lower grades of agricultural employment and
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tenure, while the same principle applies in respect to those in the relief
farm population who came from the villages. In other words, the prepon-
derance of migrants exchanged between farms and villages in the relief popu-
lations were from the more untrained and unstable elements of both., In the
non-relief populations the exchange of population tends pereeptibly toward
the more specialized and the more stable elements. Judging, therefore,
from the occupational backgrounds of the household heads found in this study
it seems supportable to say that the flow of population between farms and
villages tends to remain at, somewhat near at least, a fairly constant level,
and that changes in socio-economic status frequently occur not at the time
but after the move has been made, To say the least, these data suggest the
probably occurrence of a lag between occupational shifts and change either
for better or for worse in the economic situation of the mover himself,

In the relief populations of both farms and villages, the average
length of stay of household heads as farm tenants respectively was 3.3 years
and 6.8 years greater than the non-relief populations, (See Table 21) but the
reverse was true more emphatically regarding those who had been farm owners.
On the other hand, the average length of stay in non-agrieultural oeccupations,
both for the farm and the village populations, was longer for the non-relief
than for the relief household heads, allouinglonly one or two purely chance
exceptions.

From the foregoing statements of factual data, it is justifiable to
;tata that excessive occupational mobility is at least concomitant with eco-
nomie insolvency. Inasmuch as the data given above have not been standardized
for the age of the subjeets, this contention ecan be stated only tentatively
for the time being. Briefness of periods of stay in a given occupational class

suggests that frequent adaptations to new and unfamiliar situations must be
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TABLE 21
Average Number of Years Villagze and Farm Relief and Non-Relief

Household Heads Who Have Had Experience Prior to October 1933
Wers Employed in Specified Types of Oeccupations

: Average Number of Years Household Heads .
Having Experience Have Worked in

Types of Ocoupation: Specified Types of Gccupationl

in Which Total 1 Village : Farm

Household Heads : Non- H Non- : Non-
Have Had Experience:Relief Relief : Relief Relief : Relief Relief
Agricultural 13.7 15.5 13.3 12.8 13.8 15.9
Owners 13.5 25.6 14.6 22,7 13.2 26.1
Tenants 14.9 11.1 14.8 8.0 15.0 11.7
Laborers 7.8 6.3 5.3 6.2 8.5 6.3
Non-Farm Labor 8.7 10.3 10.1 12.9 7.6 8.5
Unskilled 8.4 9.9 9.8 13.5 7.3 7.5
Semi-gkilled 8.6 10.4 10.7 10.3 6.7 10.6
Skilled 9.1 11.2 8.8 15.6 9.5 9.1
mm's . 706 9-6 8.5 12.1 6.6 7.3

*

¥ The Miscellaneous ﬁ?oup.ﬁ?fndea mmﬁumsa eannot

be computed.
made, apprenticeship terms must be repeated, and hgnoe the duration of the
low earning period is prolonged by necessity. Apparently this has been the
experience of a larger proportion of the relief than of the non-relief pop-
ulations of both farm and village.

In view of the relatively high occupational mobility of the rural relief
population it may be said that the rural people are lacking in highly inte-
grated skill, mature experience, and a knbwl;dge of stable business prin-
eiples. These factors parallelled with unemployment, which is frequently
found in a highly mobile population, have been somewhat contributive to the
need for relief in rural households, especially in the farm groups. This

high occupational mobility can be explained more fully when detailed analysis



of unemployment during the period under gtudy is made.

With the above statement in mind the occupational status of the house-
hold heads has been standardized for age differences by computing an index
of occupational mobility (dividing the number of jobs held during the entire
work period by number of years employed times 100)., Table 22 presents con-
clusive evidence that excessive oceupational mobility rises with unemployment
therefore necessitating the need for relief. For example, household heads
having a higher oceupational mobility are those shown to be on relief in a
greater proportion as campared with those who have the lower mobility rating.
Data to substantiate these faets are as follows: 7.1 per cent of relief heads
have an index of occupational mobility of O as compared with 16.7 per cent of
the non~-relief household heads, One-fourth of the relief heads had an index
of occupational mobility of 10 or below, while one-half of non-relief heads
had similar ratings of 10 or below,

However, when the mobility indexes of farm and village household heads
are compared the results may be somewhat disillusioning. Low occupational
mobility characterizes the village household heads to a greater extent than
those of the farm population. In the relief groups, 29.9 per cent of the
village as compared with 24.2 per cent of the farm household heads had in-
dexes of less than 10, while in the non-relief groups 64.5 per cent of the
village as opposed to 47.5 per cent of the farm householders came into this
category. On the other hand, 8.4 per cent of the village as contrasted with
15.1 per cent of the farm household heads in the relief population had oecu-
pational mobility indexes of 50 or above, while in the non-relief population
the corresponding figures were 2.0 per cent and 3.3 per cent, respeetively.
All this is calculated to emphasize the contention that a relatively high
degree of occupational mobility is a characteristic of the more improvident

segments of the farm population. Likewise, it goes to show that the same



49,
may be said of the wvillage household heads, However, it should not be
interpreted to militate against the thesis that, within limits oececupational
mobility also may be a means toward economie independence when applied to
the more aggressive and enterprising members of a population group.

The occupational mobility of the farm population is analyzed separately
and is shown in terms of the index of occupational mobility for owners and
tenants in Table 22. In all cases owners have a lower index of oceupational
mobility than the tenants., Also there is greater variation in the mobility
of the owner farm population, relief and non-relief, than in the tenant re-
lief and non-relief farm population, the proportions being 7.1 per cent
owners on relief and 17,9 per cent non-relief owners with cho as their
oecupational mobility index as compared with 9,1 per cent relief tenants and
13.3 per cent non-relief tenants. Two-thirds, or 69.0 per cent, of the owners
had an occupational mobility of 10 and below as compared with 29.9 per cent
in the tenant group.

Not only is it true that farm owners were relatively less mobile than
farm tenants but also the mobility of both owners and tenants receiving re-
lief was greater than that of non-relief household heads of identical tenure
status. Of the non-relief owners, 72.3 per cent as compared with 45.2 per
cent of the relief owners had mobility indexes of less than 10, A similar
comparison for the tenants gives 35.6 per cent for the nom-relief and 22.3
per cent for the relief group. Only .3 per cent of the non-relief owners
had oeccupational mobility indexes of 50 or more as compared with 4.8 per cent
of the relief owners. Likewise, 7.4 per cent of the non-relief in contrast
with 18.8 per cent of the relief tenants had mobility indexes of 50 and above.

The main point of the discussion of occupational mobility thus far has
been to attempt to establish a msasure of the degree of association between

mobility as an independent factor and the proportion of the population on



TABLE 22

Percentage Distribution of Household Heads According to
Index of Occupational Mobility

———

Index of : Total : Village : Farm
Oceupational; s Non- : : Non- 3 5

Mobility : Relief : Reldef : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

0 7.1 16.7 1.9 22.0 9.2 14,9
1' - 9 21.4 39.‘ 28.0 ‘2-5 15.0 5208
10 - 19 25.3 20.1 3l.8 17.8 22.8 21.0
20 - 29 19.6 12.4 19.6 11.0 16.5 13.0
30 - 39 9.8 6.0 8.5 1.9 10.2 7.4
40 - 49 5.9 2,0 1,8 l.4 7.4 2,1
50 - B9 5.8 1.2 2.8 1.0 7.0 1.3
60 - 69 2,6 D .9 1.9 3.3 3
70 - 79 1.3 el 1.9 - - 1.1 2
80 - 89 1.8 o4 1.9 - - 1-8 o9
90 and Above 1.6 .7 .9 -- 1.9 1,0
No Information - - 4 - - 1.4 - - -

TABLE 23
Percentage Distribution of Farm Household Heads
According to the Index of Occupational Mobility

Index of : : Owners : Tenants
Occupational: Total : : Non- : : Non~

Mobility : Owmer : Temant : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
0 16.6 11.5 7.1 17.9 2.1 13.3

1-9 52.4 18.4 38.1 54.4 13.2 22,3
10 - 19 17.2 22.8 26.2 16.0 22.3 23.1
20 - 29 9.8 17.4 19.0 8.5 16.3 18.2
30 - 39 1.7 12.8 2.4 1.6 12.2 13.3
4:0 - “9 10‘ 5-4 2.4 1.3 aol 3.‘
50 - 59 3 5.6 2.4 - - 8.6 3.4
60 - 59 .6 1.7 2.‘ .3 ‘-l e
70 - 79 - = | - - i 1.5 -
80 and Above - - 3.7 - - - - 4.6 3.0
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relief as the dependent variable. Whils no coefficient of correlation
has been computed, the data show undeniably that a high degree of occu-
pational instability and a heavy proportion of population upon relief are
positively interrelated, from a practieal point of view. This suggests
that one of the basic comsiderations in the relief situation is not merely
unemployment at the moment at which application rér assistance was made but
also the occupational history, the long time occupational "pattern™ of the
population group. Therefore, it seems entirely justifiable to conclude
that the occupational pattern of a group is a primary function of its soeio-

economic stability.

Employment History of Household Heads

The problem of unemployment during the period January 1930 to Ostober
1933 presents major soecio-economic problems. This was caused partly by the
general business depression beginning in 1929 which resulted in labor turn-
over separating farmers from farm property and non-agricultural workers from
jobs or property used in production., The employment situation during this
period became a¢ube especially in the relief groups studied and can be
aseribed as the cause of much of the occupational instability of both the
relief and the non-relief houssholds of the rural population. Data show
that the majority of all housshold heads were unemployed at some time during
the period under study. (See Table 24)

From January 1, 1930, to October 1, 1933, 5.1 per cent of relief house-
holds living on farms and listing agriculturs as their occupation had been un-
employed while 87.8 per cent of relief households living in villages following
non-farm occupations had been unemployed. Totaling the village and farm re-
lief groups 4.0 per cent in agricultural occupations and 34.5 per eent non-

agricultural, respectively, had been unemployed. In the case of heads of



houssholds not on relief, only 3,1 per cent of those listed as farmers

and 3,9 per cent of the non-farmers had been unemployed during this
period. In many instances the household heads, although continuously
employed on the farm, did not receive returns on farm labor and investment,

This may explain the large per cent of the farm population found on relief

rolls,
TABLE 24
Percentage Distribution of Household Heads According to
Continuous Usual Employment Status from
January 1, 1930, to Oetober 1, 1933
Status H Total 1 '7?11g59 F Farm
of : : Non- : : Non- : : Non-
Employment : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total 100.0 100.0 100.,0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Farmers 63.1 69.7 4.7 8.6 86.0 90.6
Employed 59.1 . 66.6 3.8 6.2 80.9 87.3
Non-Farmers 36.9 26.4 95.3 83.3 14.0 6.9
hploy’ed 2.4 17.2 7.5 5640 04 509
Unemployed 34.5 9.2 87.8 287.3 13.6 3.0
Retired - 3.9 - 8.1 - 2.5

In October 1933, as may be seen from Table 25, 62.3 per cent of the
relief sample were employed in agriculture while 2.6 per cent were otherwise
employed, leaving 35.1 per cent unemployed in this group. Practically all
of the unemployed, 34.3 per cent, were from the non-farm occupations and the
majority lived in 7iliages. Qf the non-relief group only 7.7 per cent were
unemployed, while 69.3 per cent were employed in agriculture and 19.1 per
cent were employed in non-farm occupations. The largest proportion of unem-

ployed persons is found in the village group, both relief and non-relief,
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This unemployment was due to the absence of unskilled non-agricultural
labor necessary to keep the non-farm laborer employed.

In comparing the employment history of heads of households during
the period January 1, 1930, to Oectober 1, 1933, the month of October 1933
and the employment history of entirs working life data show that unemploy-
ment in all groups parallel to the periods eompared, with negligible dif-
ferences, the percentage of unemployment for October being lowest. This
ean be attributed to the fact that September, October, and November are
months that crops have to be gathered, During this period employment on
farms is heavier than during other fall and winter months, Laborers in

villages oftentimes work on farms during erop gathering periods.

TABLE 25

Percentage Distribution of Household Heads
According to Employment Status as of Oectober 1933

Status 3 Total $ Village $ Farm
of H : Non- : : Non- - : Non-
Employment :Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Farmers 63.1 69.7 4.7 8.6 86.0 90.6
Employed 62.3 69.3 3.8 7.2 85,3 90.6
Unemployed +8 .4 +9 l.4 27 - -
Non-Farmers 36.9 26.4 95.3 83.3 14.0 6.9
Employed 2,6 19.1 8.4 61.3 4 4.6
Unemployed 34,3 7.3 86.9 22.0 13.6 2,3
Retired - = 3.5 - - 8.1 - - 2.5

In studying Tables 24 and 25, the outstanding observation to be made
is that unemployment had been a characteristic primarily of the village and

the relief farm populations both for October 1933 and the three year period
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immediately preceding. Inspection of these data suggests the pertinent
question, if only 14.3 per cent of the relief farm population were actually
unemployed in Oetober 1933, and if only 18.7 per cent of this group had
been regularly unemployed during the immediately preceding three years, why
was the need for relief felt so keenly by the group as a whole? Only a
plausible answer can be gilven since the data do not afford an objective
solution, and that is that while the majority of the farm population on re-
lief were not actually unemployed during this time, their incomes were inade-
quate to spare them from want and misery. Also, the October situation of the
farm population does not present a true picture of their employment status
for the reason that at that time of the year there is usually a heavy demand
for cotton pickers and for other temporary laborers in gathering the fall
crops. October is a month in which unemployment of farm people should be at
a minimum in Oklahoma,

The data at hand as well as common observation give rise %o a serious
doubt as to the real meaning of unemployment of farm people. When is a farmer
not employed, when he is in a poaition in whieh he cannot engage in farming
at all, or when he has a slack season at which he is not able to convert
labor into an immediate cash income? On the basis of a general knowledge
of the seasonal nature of agricultural work, that is intermittent periods
of comparative idleness and of intense rushes in farm work, it would seem
that only by an arbitrary and a purely subjective definition eould it be
determined whether a bona fide farmer is unemployed or not. In any case,
his status would depend largely upon his own coneeption of his predicament.
That is to say, no industry offers the opportunity for ecomplete year around
employment that is afforded by agriculture, if only the farmer himself has

the resourcefulness and initiative to use his labor to advantage. It is
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quite a different matter, however, if by being unemployed a farmer means
to convey the idea that he is unable to extract an adequate financial re-
turn from his operations to meet his current expenses. Often this is the
real situation. On the other hand, the situation of the wage earning
classes of the villages can be regarded as actual unemployment when those
who are able bodied, who desire and seek employment, who are employable,
cannot find a gainful use for their labor. The data here given more than
likely reveal very nearly the true situation for the village populafion,
both relief and non-relief. All of this suggests that comparisons made
between village and farm populations as to unemployment at a given time
must be drawn reservedly.

Considering the entire employment history of the relief and non-relief
population, one-half (50.6 per cent) of the village household heads have
been unemployed at times for periods of from 1 to 21 years, Only 11 per
cent of the farm households have been unemployed at intervals ranging from
1l to 22 years. This does not necessarily mean that these people lived only
on the farm or in the village during their entire earning life. Enployunﬁt
records show that an appreeciable proportion of both village and farm house-
hold heads have migrated often from village to eougtry and from country to
village. Table 26 shows the unemployment periods experienced by heads of
houssholds in specified places of residence as of Oectober 1, 1933,

For the most part unemployment has been experienced by family heads
for comparatively short periods. In the farm population, both relief and
non-relief, it is only a small minority of the family heads who had been un-
employed at all. It may be signifiecant to observe that unemployment was more
prevalent among the village household heads of both relief and non-relief
families than even in the relief farm population. From'a general intermal

inspection of the data at hand, it would appear that probably the principal
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TABLE 26
Percentage Distribution of Household Heads

With Unemployment Records According to
Number of Years Unemployed

Number : $ %
of Years : : Non- H : Non- t : Non-
Unemployed: Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total 100.0 100,0 100,0 100.0 100,0 100.0
0 59.4 87.4 9.4 69.9 79.0 93.4
1 - 3 81.8 5.5 ‘3.9 1310 15.2 ‘.0
4 -6 12,1 3.6 30.9 9.0 4,7 1.9
7 -9 1.6 9 2.8 2.8 1.1 2
10 - 12 1.3 S 3.8 1.0 o4 .
15 - 15 2.1 .9 ‘17 5.5 1.3 -
15 - 18 08 - 1.8 - .4 -
19 - 21 «6 .1 1.8 -1 - -
22 and Over 3 3 9 -] - 2

incidence of unemployment in the farm group was upon those who had migrated
to the farms from non-farm communities and who, apparently, had not become
thoroughly absorbed into the agriecultural pattern of life when the relief
program began. If this inference be tenable, it is of vast importance in
the national recovery program. It suggaats-thnt the general standard of
living of the farm population has been lowered by the movement of appreciable
numbers of unemployed villagers to the farms. It also implies that one of
the important problems of the farm community is the assimilation and rehabil-
itation of these emigrants who have fled from the non-agricultural occupations
to the farms.

The relief village population has been, undoubtedly, the source of the
gravest unemployment in rural communities. At least that was true up to 1933,
However, there is one extenuating factor. The beginning of the federal relief

program was,in all probability, a stimulus to migration toward the villages
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because this enabled clients to be closer to the sources of relief, the
distributing points, and also brought them into closer contact with the
various works programs.

While not directly applicable to an explanation of unemployment history,
the foregoing statements are necessary to an understanding of the differences
in the incidence of unemployment found between warious population groups.

Not only doss it seem that the volume of unemployment was greater in the
villages than on the farms but also the probable duration was much greater.

Finally, it may be said that there seems to have bsen a correlation
between the types of occupational fitness of different aggregates of the
rural population and the hazard of unemployment up to 1933. As a tentative
conclusion it may be said, when thinking of the rural situation as a whole,
that the most serious problems of relief and unemployment have been concerned
with those groups whose occupational skills and training were such that they
were not readily adaptable either to agriculture or to nom-agricultural work
in the villages and who floated back and forth between village and farm, In
some cases, perhaps a sizeable proportion, a lack of resources and definite
connections necessary for making a start either in agriculture or in trades
may have been the responsible factor. At any rate, the problem of rural
rehabilitation seems to be concentrated upon these rather indefinable classes

of the population whether in villages or on farms.
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PART IV
COMPOSITION OF RELIEF AND NON;REiIEF HOUSEHOLDS
Types of Households

The characteriatiqs of households are important aids in determining
the socio-economic Qituationa of population groups. In a specific sense,
the household is a social institution, It not only presupposes the exis-
tence of a family or quasi-family group, but also implies that the usual
bonds of family integration may be extended even beyond the biological
family group. There are various reasons why the family may be enlarged
and projected beyond its simplest confines, Among these may be the sex,
age, and social composition of the population of the community, which may
render d;taohod persons unable to maintain a separate existence. The rural
family has long been regarded as an agency of division of labor as between
production and domestic activities. Premature disruption of families, such
as death or separation of parents of immature children, failure of siblings
to establish families of their ownm, #nd the infirmities of o0ld age are among
the factors which contribute to the frequent necessity for the expansion of
the femily group. ﬁnder these same conditions, however, a smaller proportion
of rnmilies are able to withstand the stress and to exist for a time in an
incomplete or broken form. This portion of the study is devoted to an analysls
of factors contributing to the ecomposition and organization of households.

Accordingly, the households ineluded in the study have been classified
by types. By type of household is meant the organization which prevailed,
whether ordinary families composed of parents and children, families made up
of husband and wife only, those composed of children whose parents have died,
or in whatever structural form the household may have been maintained. These

data are given in Table 27.



TABLE 237

Parcentage Distribution of Houssholds
Ascording to Type

:
Types :  Total $

of ¢ tNon- - 2 s Non-

se s lief: $ of : Relief; Relief
All Households . 100.0 100.0 100.0 1.00.0 100,0 100,00
Husband and ¥ife 9.2 19.2 1l.2 20.6 8.9 18,7
Husband, Wife, and Children §7.5 ©58.5 56.1 58,9 58,1 55.7
Husband and Children 2.4 2.6 1.9 1.4 2.8 3.0
¥ife and Children .e 2.0 .. 1.' 1.1 2-0
Children oD o7 1.9 1.4 - - 4
One Person (Male) 8.3 4.9 6.5 1.4 6.2 6.1
One Person (Femals) 2.4 2.9 7.5 6.2 o3 1.8
Doubled Up 5.8 2.0 8.5 1.0 5.8 8.3
Additional Persons* 18,1 2.2 8.4 7.2 17.7 10.0

“AGditions]l persons were mostly adult ohildren who had returned home
after once going out on their own responsibilities, grandehildren, parents,
and grandparents of family heads.

As may be sesn from Tables 27, ordinary families, those composed of husband,
wife, and children, comprised 57.5 per cent of the total relief households,
while in the non-relief group this type accounted for 56,5 per cent of the
total., In fact, the ordinary type of family existed in almost a constant
proportion, allowing for chance errors,is all four of the samples studied.
This is Ii@iﬂlll.nt for it shows that tho prineipal type of family persists
without regard to sosial and economic tensions to whieh it must submit.
Widowed family heads with children made up 5.0 per eent of the non-relief

and 3.7 per cent of the relief farm households, but 3.3 per cant of the non-
relief and 1.9 per cent of ths relief village houssholds, from which it would
seem that in spite of geographic isolation the opsn country is less hostile to
the broken family than concestrated centars of population. On the other hand,

one-parson householdz were more heavily concentrated in the villege than in
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the farming population. Probably the reason for this is that solitary
life is less irkscms in small towns than in the open country because of the
greater accessibility of personal and professional services which in the
village may be substituted for family services. Households composed of
husband and wife only existed in about twice as great proportions in the
non~-relief as in the relief groups both farm and village, but the propor-
tion as between farm and village relief househclds and between farm and
village non-relief households were about equal., The only signifieant pro-
portions of doubled-up households were found in the relief population group,
with the villages showing a somewhat graétar attraction for this type of
household than the open country. Finally, it was the farm much more often
than the village, and the relief more often than the non-relief household
which offered shelter to other persons in addition to regular members of
the family. This is indicative, not merely of the hospitality of the farm
household, but of the dependence of farm people upon the family not only as
an instrument for proecreation but also as an agency for the dispensation of
charity and benevolence. This role has been forced upon it to a large extent
by the comparative absence of agencies doing social welfare work in the open
country.

The percentage distributions of persons in the wvarious populatibn groups
according to the types of households in which they resided are shown in Table
28, To see the complete meaning of these data, it is necessary that they be
studied in connection with those given in Table 27. TFor the reason that house~
holds may vary in size from one person to an indefinite maximum limit, the
distribution of persons and households ordinarily will not be the same.

Almost two-thirds of the total number of persons who resided in relief
and slightly over two-thirds of those in non-relief households were found in
ordinary femilies, that is those made up of husband, wife, and children with

no one else living in the home. This type of household contained 69.6 per
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TABLE 28

Percentage Distribution of Persons in Households
According to Type of Household

Types : In Specified Types of Households
of : Total : Yillage : Farm
Households 3 tNon- : :Non- : :Non-

:Relief: Relief:Relief: Relief:Relief:Relief
All Households 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Husband and Wife 3.9 10.0 5.3 11.5 3.5 9.6
Husband, Wife, and Children 64.5 69.4 69.6 72.9 62.7 68,3
Husband and Children 2.8 2,3 1.5 1.3 3.2 2.6
Wife and Children .6 1.9 - - 1.9 8 1,9
Children 2 ] 9 1.1 - 3
One Person (Male) l.4 1,3 1.5 4 1,3 1.5
One Person (Femals) N ] .8 1.8 1.7 3 5
Doubled Up 8.2 3.1 9.9 1.8 7.6 3.6
Additional Persons* 17.9 10,7 9.5 7.6 20.8 11.7

* See fn, to Table 27.

cent of the relief village and 62.7 per cent of the relief farm population,
and 72.9 per cent of the village and 68.3 per cent of the farm non-relief
population. As may be seen by referring to Table 2?, the ordinary familf
contained a larger proportion of the total population than it comprised of
the total number of households. The reason for this is obvious, because
population increases faster than the number of households, and one person
as well ag other small households do not bear a high proportion to the
total population. Doubled-up households and households which had addi-
tional persons also aqoounted for a larger proportion of the population
than of the number of households. This means that the proportions of popu-
lation which came from other types of households must be smaller by compar-
ison than the proportions such households comprised of all households.
There is a significant observation which may be drawn from Table 28,

That is, whether, because of necessity or otherwise, there was a greater
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tendency for relief than for non-relief households to be doubled-up and to
offer shelter to other persons than the immediate family, and this was more
pronounced in farm than in village households. This may be regarded as a
form of accommodation to economic stress, and it may suggest that the family
{8 one of the more important agencies in the rural community for the dise
pensation of voluntary assistance to the dependent and needy.

In table 29, the proportion of households which had additional persons
is shown according to the kinship relation of additional persons to the
household head. The value of the Table is that it shows the proportions of
households which lend themselves as agents for the care of various types of
dependent persons. For the reason that a givem household often will care
for persons of different degrees of relationship to the heads, these classi-
fications overlap egch other and cannot be totaled or averaged econveniently,

TABLE 29
Per Cent of Relief and Non-Relief Households
Which Had Additional Persons According to

Relationship of Additional Persens to
Household Heads

Relationship of
Additional Persons
to Household Heads

All Ad#tional Persons® 20.9 1.2 14.9 g.2 23,2 12,3
Parents and Grandparents 6.1 4.6 L % 4.7 7.0 4.5
Brothers and Sisters 44 3.6 3.7 3.3 4.8 3eT
Uncles and Aunte K, o .9 - 4 .3
Nieces and Nephews 2.1 9 1.9 A 2,2 - W, |
Grand Children 11,6 5.5 12.1 2.8 u,a 6.4
Cousins % 91 .- - ° 91
Step Children 1,5 - K -= 1,8 - -
Chil dren®* 6.8 3.1 9.3 1. 5.8 bR
¥o Relation 1.5 07 - - . 2.2 -s
¥ This Tigure equals the sum of "Doubled-Up" and "Additional Persons’ as

given in Table 27,
*% Includes husbands and wives, sons and danghters-in-law, of married children,
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On the whole, the relief households offered assistance most often to
grandchildren of the household heads next to their own children, and then
to their aged parents, with siblings of household heads coming in fourth
place in frequency. This order of giving assistence is not maintained by
each single population group. As to remote degrees of relationship, it
seems that chance was the governing factor. While the data do not show
explicitly the reasons for the existing distributions, it may be assumed
(1) that because of the kinship bond, dependent persons look to their
closest relatives for aid first, and (2) that with the potential increase
_ of relatives coming with the passing of time, as in the possibility of having
more grandchildren than children, the probabilities of having to take care of
dependents in such cases are increased,

While the numbers of additional persons in the households visited by
this study are not satistically significant in themselves because of their
smallness, they are important from another point of view, They show the
range of kinship relationships which may find comfort in the rural household,
speaking generally, and they show the proportions of various degrees of kin-
ship relative to each other which may be included. Owing to the smallness
of absolute numbers a detailed distribution of additional persons is not
shown. However, such a distribution for the relief and non-relief population
en mass is given in Table 29.

In Table 30, it may be seen that there is 2 variation bstwoen relief
and non-relief households as to incidence of relationship among the additional
persong in households. In non-relief houssholds grandchildren comprised 29.0
per cent of the additional persons, parents and grandparents 24.5 per cent,
brothers and sisters 19.4 pﬁr cent, and adult children who had returned home
after having lived elsewhere 16.1 per cent. In the relisf household the

order of frequency was changed somewhat. In that group, grandehildren
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comprised 33.1 per cent, children 19.5 per cent, parents and grandparents
17,3 per cent, and brothers and sisters 12.9 per cent of the total addi-
tional persons. The data in this table are considered only as supplemen-
tary to those given in Table 29, Their principal wvelue is that they give
a close up idea of the obverse side of the same thing. In the former, the
object was to find out what proportions of the households were open to other
persons than the immediate family and the degrees of kinship which seemed to
have preference, In the latter case the purpose is to show the camparative
tendencies of persons of different degrees of relationship to the household

head to take up abodes with their kinsmen.

TABLE 30

Percentage Distribution of Additional Persons in
Households According to Relationship to Household Heads

Relationship of : Per Cent of Persons of
Additional Persons : Specified Relation in Housshold
to Household Heads : Relief . Non-Relief

All Relations 100.0 100,0
Parents and Grandparents 17.3 24.5
Brothers and Sisters 12,9 19.4
Uncles and Aunts 1.5 1.3
Nieces and Nephews 6.0 5.2
Grandehildren 33.1 29.0
Cousins 7 N
Step-Children 4.5 - -
Children* 19.5 16.1
No Relation 4.5 3.9

* Including husbands and wives of married children.

Size of Households
One of the most significant socio-economic patterns of family life is
the phenomenon of size of family. As a general principle, the size of fam-

ilies tends to vary inversely with economic status, If the famlily concept
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is enlarged to include not simply the husband, wife, and children issuing
from a single marriage union but also these together with all other persons
sharing the same shelter and board and dopeﬁdsnt upon a common source of
maintenance, the same tendency may be observed. That is to say, the eco-
nomic resources of a household usually do not increase as rapidly in pro-
portion as the size of the household at least in population groups with
limited means., At this point in the study the objective is to make a com-
parison of relief and non-relief households with a view to testing the above
mentioned prineiple,

~In Table 31, the percentage distribution of populations of the different
samples are given according to the number of persons in the households visited.
In general the modal size of households supplying relief population was 6
persons and that of non-relief population was 4 persons. In the relief group
a8 a whole, if a typical household were assumed %0 have 5 persons, 29.9 per
cent of the households with relier population would be smaller and 55.2 per
cent would be larger than the typical, while in those of the non-relief popu-
lation 49.1 per cent would be smaller and only 34.5 per cent would be larger
than the usual household. These comparisons show decidely that the relief
problem is associated with overpopulation of households, if the typical size
of non-relief households may be taken as a eriterion.

In a more detailed comparison, it may be seen that the range of sizes
of village housesholds both relief and non-relief was less than that of farm
households. In the village relief sample, none of the population came from
households of more than 10 persons while 1.1 per cent of the relief farm popu-
lation came from households of 14 persons. In the relief populations of both
villages and farms, the modal size of households was 6 persons while in the
non-relief population it was 5 persons in the villages and 4 persons on the

farms. In the non-relief samples, the distribution curves of population are
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skewed sharply toward the smaller sized households while in the relief
groups the bulge of the curves are shifted more toward the intermediate
and larger sized households, If a 5 person household be assumed to be
typical, 47.3 per cent of the non-relief farm and 54.7 per cent of the non-
relief village population was found among the smaller than typically sized
households while the corresponding proportions in the relief groups were
28,8 per cent for farm and 33.2 per cent for the village groups. This, of
course, lesaves 52,7 per cent of the non-relief and 71,2 per cent of the rslief
farm population as compared with 45.3 por'o.nt of the non-relief and 66.8 per
cent of the relief village population to come from households which had 5 or
more persons. Thus it is seen that the larger households are more heavily

concentrated in the relief than in the non-relief population,

TABLE 31
Percentage Distribution of Population

Ascording to the Number of Persons
in The Household

3 Per Cent of Population Residing in Households
Number of Persons: Total : : Farm
Per : : Non- : : Non- : : Non-

Household : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
All Households 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1 1.8 2.1 3.3 2.1 1.3 2.0
2 ‘.6 11.8 5.5 1301 5-9 11.4
3 1l.1 16.5 9.2 19.7 11.8 15.5
4 12.4 18.7 14.1 19.8 11.8 18.4
5 14.9 16.4 1z.1 20,7 15.9 15.2
6 17.9 12.7 22.5 12.8 16.3 12.6
7 9.8 7.9 13.9 4.7 8.5 8.8
8 11.7 5.4 14.1 4.3 10.9 5.7
9 4.6 4.3 2.0 - - 5.4 5.7
10 8.1 1.3 2.2 1.3 6.0 1.3
11 3.1 2.2 - - 1.5 4.2 2.3
- - - 4.0 1.1

12 and Over 3.0 o7 -
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Turning now to the distribution of households themselves as shown
in Table 32 it will be seen that the smaller households, those of less
than 4 or 5 persons were relatively much more numerous than extra large
households although they did not supply as large a proportion of the
population as did the less numerous but larger households,

There is one caution that should be observed in studying the fore-
going sets of data. It is quite easy to carry the coneclusion that bigness

of households is coinecidental with economic dependency too far because, as

TABLE 32

Percentage Distribution of Households
Aecording to Number of Persons in Household

: Per Cent of Households 2T}
Number of Persons: Total : Village 3 Farm
Per H : Non- T + Non- H : Non-

Household :Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
All Households 100.0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100.0
1 8,7 7.8 14.0 7.7 6.6 7.9
2 10.8 22.5 14.0 23.4 9.6 22.2
3 17.4 21.0 13.0 23.4 19.1 20.2
4 14.5 17.9 15.0 17.7 1l4.4 17.9
5 14.0 12.8 10.2 14.8 15.5 11.8
6 14.0 8.1 15.9 7.7 135.2 8.2
7 6.6 4.3 8.4 2.0 5.9 4.9
8 6.8 2.6 7.5 2.3 6.6 2.8
9 204 1.3 1.0 L 2-9 204’
10 2.4 1.5 1.0 5 2.9 3
n . 1.3 .7 - . .5 1.8 .8
18 and. 0"’01‘ 101 08 - L 4 1.5 l"

may be seen in Table 32, the extremely large housshold is also extremsely rare.
While the large household does furnish a disproportionately heavy share of the
population, its general importance may be overemphasized. The seriousness of

its economic distress may be actually great to its own members but of compara-

tive insignificance to society at large. It is from the viewpoint of the larger
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group primarily that the interpretations should be made.

Size of Households in "Ammain™ Units

The age and zex composition of households largely determine the nature
and character of the physical needs of their members. Sydenstricker and
King originated the "ammain" scale whereby physical needs can be measured
with the population standardized for age and sex, That is, each person is
placed on a seale in proportion to 1 taking into consideration his age and
sex. Using the "ammain" unit scale households of thie survey were measured.
More than one~half of the families lived in households that measured from 1l
to 3.9 "emmain" units., Of the relief group, 1 out of 4 lived in households
of 4 "ammain" units or above as compared to 1 out of 6 in the non-relief
group, These larger households are more often found in the farm than in
the village population.

When the data on size of households were standardized as shown in Table
33, there was mitigation of the principle of an inverse relation between size
of family and economic status. Only 21.5 per cent of the village and 26.4
per cent of the farm relief households contained a number of persons totaling
4 or more "ammain" units. However, in the non-relief village group there
were only 9.1 per cent and in the nom-relief farm group 18.4 per cent of the
households which were in the same size ranges. While large households are
mainly phenomena of relief and farm populations, standardization of the data

goes a long way toward reducing the picture to the actual size of the problem.

Sex Composition of Populations Studied
Social and economic problems are associated with the sex ratio of the
population. This is poticeable in studying the ratio of the sexes in the
different sections of the country as it affects the marriage rate, death rate,

birth rate, the stability of the family, eriminality and immorality of the
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TABLE 33

Percentage Distribution of Households in Ammain"Units*

: Total 1 Village : Famm_

: : Non- : : Non- H : Non-
Ammain Units tRelief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total Households 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Up to 1.9 20.3 31.2 28.0 31.1 17.3 31.2
2 to 3.9 54,6 52.8 50.5 59.8 56.3 50.4
4 to 5.9 20.9 13.7 18.7 8.6 21.7 15.4
6 to 7.9 3.7 2.2 2.8 p¥. | 4.0 2.8
. to 9.9 65 nl ik - 07 .2

# Ragar Sydenstricker and Wilfred 1. King, Reprint No, 623, U.S., Public
Health, 1920, p. 2844.

Seale: Male Female
Under 2 Years 2 Under 2 Years 2
2 to 4 8% ] 2 to 4 .
5 t09 4 5 to 9 3
10 to 12 +D 10 to 12 5
13 .6 13 to 14 6
14 to 15 o7 15 %o 18
18 «8 19 to 36 .8
17 to 18 9 37 to 64 o7
19 to 35 1,0 65 and Over «6
36 to 55 .9
56 to 75 8
75 and Over o7

population, and other phases of social behavior. On the other hand rurality

or urbanity, occupational and industrial activity, and maturity of popula-

tion are funetionally related to age and sex compositions of population groups.
According to Sorokin and Zimmerman, agriculture, as it is carried on in

family units, offers very little outlet for women other than family life.

Women who do not care for marriage, or, women who for one reason or another

do not marry, find better social and economic opportunities in the cities

than on farms. i The congregation of young adults and of relatively more

i P. Sorokin and Carle C. Zimmerman, Principles of Rural-Urban Sociology,
p. 555.
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females in cities than in rural areas has much to do with the character-
istics of the city population. The heavy proportion of persons of active
ages tends to increase per capita income, to decrease the proportion of
dependent persons per 100 wage earnmers,to stimulate mobility of city popu-
lations, to delay marriage, and may bﬁ associated with various forms of
social unrest. In a population having a preponderance of young adults the
death rate except possibly for industrial accidents naturally would be
lowered, In industrialized cities where occupations require male workers
the proportion of married persons in the population tends to decrease, These
general considerations, along with numerous others which may be implisd, are
regarded as furnishing a substantial thesis in the light of which the sex
composition of a population may be studied,

in 1920 the sex ratio for Oklahoma was 109,1 males per 100 females,
By 1930 the ratio between the Qéxal had fallen to 106.1. The sex ratio for
the rural population in 1930 was 109.9 males to 100 females., In the rural
farm population there were 112.3 males per 100 females and for the rural non-
farm population there were 105.3 males per 100 females. 2 Asa population
becomes more urbanized the ratio of the sexes is expected to change. The
urbanized population tends to have a higher proportion of females to males
than the rural farm population, The same tendency is noticeable in this
study. The village population has a larger per cent of females than the
strictly farn-population. Thess characteristics are shown in Census dats
for Oklahoma 1930. From computations based on Census data two distinct trends
are definable in the general population of Oklahoma between 1890 and 1930,
First, urbanization has increased rapidly. Second, the excess of males over

females has declined with marked emphasis.

Fifteenth Census of U.S. 1930, pp. 442-443,

See 0. D. Duncan, Population Trends in Oklahoma, Okla. Agri. Exper. Sta.
Bul. 224, Ps 17
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Of the sample studied the number of males to 100 females in the village
or rural non-farm population was below that for the state as a whole, being
98,2 for the relief and 95.8 for the non-relief population as compared with
105,3, the state figure for 1930. The farm population in the sample areas
had approximately the same sex ratio as the rural population of Oklahoma in
1930, These proportions were 108,3 for the relief and 114 for the non-relief
farm group as compared with 112,3 for the entire state in 1930, The number of
males per 100 females in the different age c¢lasses for relief and non-relief
population is shown in Table 34, If all ages of 35 years and above are taken
together, it may be observed that there is a heavy excess of male relative to

female population, This excess increases as the age of the population inereases.

TABLE 34

Number of Males per 100 Females in Rural
Relief and Non-Relief Population of
Cleveland and Payne Counties
According to Age Groups

Males per 100 Females

Farm

: Total : Village : 'arm

Age H : Non- : : Non- 1 : Non-
Group : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total 105.6 109.3 98.2 95.8 108.3 114.0
Under 5 95.1 115.7 110.0 113.7 91.5 116.3
5~ 9 96.8  120.1 83.3 81.2 102.1 139.5
10 - 14 115.6 83.0 136.0 84.4 117.8 82.5
15 - 19 - 88.1 iz1.2 72.0 71.8 92.0 134.1
20 - 24 105.0 102.2 73.6 97.0 115.0 104.0
25 - 34 88.3 89.6 71.4 93.3 94.6 88.1
%5 - 44 100.0 107.9 69.6 127.2 112.2 103.4
45 - 54 126.0 106.0 136.0 92.6 120.8 110.4
55 - 64 143.4 143.6 138.4 129.1 145.4 148.1
65 and Over 181.5 146.7 21l1.1 91.7 166.7 ls82.1
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A study of the census data reveals that there was a great prepon-
derance of males in the original population of Oklahoma. In 1890, there
were 128,2 males to each 100 females in the total population. However, in
the adult population at that time the number of males for 100 females ranged
from 114.8 in the group aged 20 to 24 years up to 217.5 in the 60 to 64 year
age group. Undoubtedly this was a phenomenon of the preponderant male migra-
tion which flowed into the territories at the time of their opening for settle~
ment. Such a condition is characteristic of new regions and of agricultural
and mining areas in particular. In all probability, a large part of the dis-
tortion in the sex distribution is a coneomitant of the types of economic
opportunities available in the state on the one hand and of the natural
changes in the population pyramid itself on the other. As the population
grows older, the original excessive masculinity is being gradually trans-

ferred from the younger to the older age groups.

Net Production Rate Per Generation
Lorimer and Osborn have computed the net reproduction rate per genera-
tion by comparing the number of children with the estimated number needed to
supply just so many adults at reproductive ages as are living in any group.4
Figures used here have been adjusted for the influences of varying death rates
on net reproduction. By using life tables prepared by the Metropolitan Life
Ingurance Company these writers estimate that 443 children under 5 years of

age to every 1000 females 20-44 years of age are necessary to insure a stable

population. 5 In order to secure homogeneity and to eliminate racial differ-
encas in survival rates, they based their computation on the native white

population exclusively.

Lorimer and Osborn, Dynamies of Population, p. 3859,

5 Ibia, p. 10.
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If Lorimer and Osborn's ratio of children to women of specified ages
be used as a base, that is 443 equaling 100, it is possible to determine to
what extent the net reproduction rate per generation of a given population
exceeds or falls short of that necessary to maintain itself at a stationary
level., For example, in 1930 there were 601 living children under 5 years

of age per 1000 women 20-44 years old in the native white population of
Oklahoma. © Then if 443 is taken as a base, or 100, the net reproduction

rate per generation of Oklashoma population was 135.7 per cent of the number
required to maintain itself at a constant level.

Due to the fact that less than 5 per cent of population of this study
belonged to races other than native white the Lorimer and Osborn's method is
used without correction to determine the net reproduction rate per generation
for women studied in this sample. In comparison with the Lorimer and Osborn
base of 443 children under 5 years of age per 1000 women aged 20-44 years, the
relief group had a net reproduction index of 163.7 as compared to 108.8 for
the non-relief group. The combined index for the entire sample studied was
127.1 which was lower than the reproduetion rate for the state as a whole in
1930. Analyzing each group separately the village population had a reproduc-
tion index of 112.8 for the relief and 110.0 for the non-relief group as
compared with the farm group who had a net reproduction index of 182.2 for
relief and 107.9 for the non-relief population. All groups with the excep-
tion of the relief farm group had a net reproduction rate per g#narntion
which was lower than that for the entire state, as a whole, in 1930.

If the above comparisons be carried one step further their signifi-
cance relative to the future population of Oklahoma can be seen c¢learly.

In 1930, the net reproduction index for the urban population was 90.0, that

6 Fifteenth Census of U.S. Population, 1930, Vol. 3, Part 2, Table 2, p. 542.



764
of the rural non-farm population was 143.0, while that of the farm popula-
tion was 186.2. In the preeceding paragraph it was seen that the reproduc-
tion index of the relief farm population studied was 182.2. From this, tha
implieation is apparent that the potential natural increase of the Oklahoma
population is not simply dependent upon the rural population but upon those
elements of the rural population which are economically unable to provide
their children with more than a subsistence standard of living at best.

All this is emphasized when it is recalled that, in 1930, 42.7 per cent of
the total population of Oklahoma lived on farms, and that in 1935 it was
estimated that in a large proportion of the counties from two-thirds to
three-fourths of the farm population of the state were recipients of some
form of relief. '
Annual Fertility Rates of the Population Studied

A comparison of the population im regard to fertility may be expressed
by the ratio of children to women of specific age groups. These ratios for
different studies are shown in terms of (1) the number of children ever born
per 100 or 1000 women of specified ages, and gives both past and present
fertility of the population, (2) the number of children under 5 years of age
per 1000 women 15-44 years of age and (3) the number of children under 1
year of age per 1000 women 15-44 years of age.

For this study the method which considers the number of children under
1l year of age per 1000 women age 15-44 years of age has been used. For com-
parative purposes census data were included. The total Oklahoma birth regis-

tration in 1930 was 91.2 births per year per 1000 women age 15-44, the number

? For trends in the relief situation see 0, D. Duncan, Recent Changes in the
Relief Situation in Oklahoma, Current Farm Eeconomics, Okla. Exp. Sta. Ser.
49, Vol. 8, No. 1, pp. 18-20.
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of males to 100 females being 106.0. 8 According to Lorimer and Osborn,
an ideal population with no deathe between births and the end of the re-
productive period, assuming 106 males to 100 females 15-44 years of age,
should be 68,7 births per 1000 women per year. 9 Thus, 1t would follow
that fertility of the Oklahoma population was 34.5 per cent greater than
the figure necessary for its maintenance at a stationary level.

To secure a trend of the fertility rate of the relief and non-relief
households of the study the number of surviving children under one year of
age per 1000 women 15 to 44 years of age was computed annually over a period
of 5 years, 1929-1933, inclusive, These resulis were corrected for deathes
that might have oecurred to children under S ypars of age and are shown in
fable 35, 10 Comparing the relief and non-relief population, women of re-
lief households had more ;hildran per 1000 women than did women of non-
relief households. The average for the 5 years prior to 1934 was 191.5
children per 1000 women of specified ages in relief and 128.2 children per
1000 women in the non-relief households., The village population of this
group both relief and non-relief and the farm non-relief group have a fer-
tility rate of 140.1, 124.8, and 129.5, respectively. The relief farm group
had a ratio of 208.9 which is very mueh higher than any other group.

These figures present net fertility rates much higher than would be
expected on the basis of Oklahoma birth registrations in 1930. In 1933
there were 199.6 children per 1000 women 15-44 years of age in the relief
and 81.2 children per 1000 women of identiecal ages in the non-relief popu-

lation. The fertility rate of all women ages 15 to 44 years in the survey

8 Fifteenth Census of U.S. 1930, Vol. 3, Pop. p. 542.
9 Lorimer and Osborn, Dynamics of Population, p. 352.

10 In order to establish the annual birth rate which would be entirely
comparable from year to year, the number of children living at the time
of study was corrected using the death rate of children of ages specified

of these two counties.
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TABLE 35
The Number of Children Born

(Exclusive of Still Births)
Per 1000 Women Age 15 to 44 Years of Age (1929-1933)

: Total : Village : Farm
: : Non- : : Non- : : Non-
Yoar : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Average 191.5 128.2 140.1 124.8 208.9 129.5
1933* 199.6 8l.2 85.0 70.1 234.8 85.0
1932 171.8 123.4 203.1 111.7 161.4 127.8
1931 185.0 165.9 136.7 179.1 201.6 164.1
1930 253,5 153.2 178.2 132.4 279.3 160.2
1929 147.4 114.9 96.2 129.6 165.7 108.7

¥ Sohedules were taken as of October 1953, Data for year 1933 were
adjusted to twelve months basis,

counties was much higher for all years except 1933 than the fertility rate

for Oklahoma as a whole, since the rural farm population of Oklahoma shows
a rate of 117.1 and the rural non-farm population a rate of 96.4 per 1000
women of specified ages. 1

The ratio of children to women in the non-relief groups, both village
and farm, increased in 1930 over the ratio for 1929, with a still larger
inerease in 1931. But in 1932 the rate began to decrease and fell much
below the 1929 rate. The highest ratio for women of the relief group was
among the farm population for the years of 1930 and 1933. For the relief
village women the ratio was highest in 1932. In comparing the fertility
of these groups the ratio of children born per 1000 women decreased in 1933
to a figure muech below 1929 ratios, while the fertility of the farm relief
population increased approximately 44 per cent.

Other studies on the fertility of the relief population appear to

show similar tendencies to those indicated by these data. TFrank W. Notestien,

11 pifteenth Census U.S., Ibid.
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in a study of fertility of families on relief, concludes that families
who are dependent on relief have not necessarily become more fertile after
being on relief. 12 Also Samuel A. Stouffer made a study of fertility of
families on relief in Milwaukee and surburbs in which he considered all
confinements between October 1, 1930, and December 1, 1933, among 5520
relief families and found that 35 per cent more confinements occurred in
relief households than among a control group in the same viecinity. 13

In general it may be concluded that the fertility of the relief popu-
lation of this survey is higher than the non-relief population. This can
be attributed to the excessive number of children in relief homes over the
number in non-relief homes as one of the main factors necessitating the
need of relief by these families, since, oftentimes case workers seem to
favor needy ramiiies with small ehildren. Furthermore, it must be kept
in mind that due to the sampling procedure used for these data the families
receiving aid in October 1933 were classed as relief households and may not
have been so classed during the five year period prior to the time the survey
was made., Had these same families been studied before dependency their fer-

tility rates would probably have been high regardless of their economic status,

Age Distribution of Heads of Households
In studying the age distribution of the male household heads of relief
and non-relief groups the data in Table 36 show definitely that old age can

not be considered as the direct cause for relief. Male heads under 25 years

12 prank W. Notestien, Fertility of Families on Relief, Reprint from the
Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, Vol. XIV, No. 1, Jan. 1936, p. 48,

13 Samuel A. Stouffer, Fertility of Pamilies on Relief, Journal of American
Statistical Association, September 1934, p. 53.



of age are more numerous in the relief farm group, the percentage being

8.8, while the non-relief farm group have 4.3 per cent, non-relief village
4.8 per cent, and village relief group 2.8 per cent. In all age groupings
under 45 years the percentage distribution of male heads of relief house-
holds on farms show a larger per cent, 51.2 as compared with 44.9 per cent
in the non-relief village, 41.7 per cent in the non-relief farm and 30.8
per cent in the village relief groups. More than one-third of all male
heads, 38,6 per cent of the relief and 38,8 per cent of the non-relief male
heads, in the farm population are in the age grouping 45 to 65 years of age,
The village group show different proportions, 45.8 per cent relief village

and 31.6 per cent non-relief villsge male heads, There were 15.1 per cent

TABLE 36

Percentage Distribution of Male Heads in
Relief and Non-Relief Households According to Age

H Total [ ¥V e : Farm
Age H :+ Non- H ) : Non- H : Non-

Groups :+ Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0
m‘r 19 .5 .1 - - - - .7 .2
20 - 24 6.6 4.3 2.8 4.8 8.1 4.1
25 - 29 10.3 6.9 6.5 8.1 11.8 6.6
30 - 34 902 9.4 7.5 1209 9;9 8.2
35 L 39 g’a 10.8 5.5 11.5 11-0 10.3
40 - “ 9.8 11.1 705 7.6 10-7 12.3
45 - 49 10.3 10.2 12.2 4,3 9.6 12.2
50 - 5“ 12.9 10.3 16.8 15.‘ 11.4 9.2
556 - 59 10.3 7.6 7.5 7.2 11.4 k% 4
60 - 64 T2 8.9 9.3 6.7 6.2 9.7
65 - 69 5.6 6.4 10.3 3.8 3.7 7.2
70 - 74 2.4 4,8 1.9 4.8 2.6 4.8
75 and Above 2.6 3.8 3.7 5.8 2.2 3.1
No Male Head 2.6 5.6 7.9 9.1 o7 4.4
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of the male household heads in the non-relief as compared with 8.8 per
cent in the relief farm group who were 65 years of age or over. The age
distribution of village male heads was similar to that of the farm relief
group. Totaling the village and farm male household heads we find a
slightly larger per cent of relief than of the non-relief population in
age groups under 45 years, and a smaller per cent in age grouping 65 years
and above.

Households with no male heads appear to be on relief in relatively
few cases, especially in the farm group. This may be attributed to insurance
policies carried by the husband and to adult children who may take the respon-
sibility of bread-winner for the family.

The age distribution of female heads as shown in Table 37 is somewhat
gimilar to that of male household heads. A larger per cent of relief than
non-relief female heads on farms were below 45 years of age, with a slightly
larger per cent in the non-relief village than in relief village groups.
Approximately the same proportions of all population groups were between 45
and 65 years of age. The percentage of female heads above 65 years of age
is smaller than the per cent of male heads in this age class, but they
appeared in comparable proportions with male heads in all age groups if the
gex ratio of the general population are considered.

Ineidentally, it may be pointed out that the proportions of households
with no female heads were from two to four times as large as that of house-
holds with no male heads., In both relief and non-relief farm groups 11.0
per cent of the households had no female head as compared with 12.2 per cent
in village relief and 6.2 per cent in village non-relief group. This may be
due to several factors. Insurance policies are more often carried on the
male than on the female head of the household, and in case the female head

dies funeral expenses have to be met without aid of insurance. Relatives



82..

PER CENT
13 -

\o
\ ¢&—MNON-RELIEF

\

4 / RELIEF —>

AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEADS-— MALES

FIGURE 10 PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RELIEF AND NON-
RELIEF HOUSEHOLD HEADS ACCORDING TO AGE



TABLE 37

Percentage Distribution of Female Heads
In Relief and Non-Relief Households
According to Age

To : Village : Farm _
Age : Non- s : Non- $ : Non-

Groups Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0
Under 19 3.7 1.5 3.7 B 3.7 1.8
20 - 24 9.5 7.9 5.6 8.8 11.0 7.7
20 - 29 10.6 8.7 3.7 10.5 13.2 8.0
30 - 34 12.1 11.6 14.0 15.8 11.4 10.2
35 - 39 9.8 11.7 8.4 7.2 10.2 13.3
‘0 — “ 10.3 9.2 lzog 8.6 9.6 9."
45 - 49 9.8 8.8 16.8 5.3 7.0 10.0
50 - 54 8.4 10.2 5.6 13.9 9.6 8.9
55 -~ 59 7.1 5.6 5.6 5.3 ¥.7 5.8
60 - 64 3.2 6.2 4.7 5.3 2.6 6.6
65 - 69 2.1 3.8 3.7 3.3 1.5 3.9
70 - 74 1.3 2.8 1.9 4.3 1.1 2.3
75 and Ahm ‘8 2.3 l.’ ‘08 4 1-1
No Female Head 11.3 9.8 12.2 6.2 11.0 11.0
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are usually more inclined to assist single or widowed female than male
heads of households. Adult children out of the home help the mother more
often than they will help the father. Also, 1t seems that it is easier
for the female head to take care of the family and supervise the farm, in
the case of farm households, or find some sourece of income in the village,
than for the lone male head.

To further prove the statement that relief household heads are younger
than the non-relief heads a free hand curve of age differences of male and
female heads are shown in Figures 10 and 11, This difference is even more
striking in the farm group than in the village, since marriages usually
oceur at an earlier age in the country than in the non-sgriculturasl commun-
ities. Also, the farm youth can climb the "agricultural ladder" more rapidly
with a family than without. The farm youth have before them the family
pattern, with a certain continuity of beliefs, mores, tastes, and languages
which is stronger in rural homes than in the more urbanized homes., The
opposite is often true with the village youth., The data in Tables 36 and
37 show that immaturity among village male family heads is less likely to
be a contributing faector to their being on relief than is true in the farm
population.

In the typical marrisge, as shown in Table 38, the husband was one to
four years older than his wife. Generally there was a closer proximity of
husbands and wives as to age in the non-relief than in the relief populations.
Excesses in the age of husbands over that of wives were somewhat greater in
the relief village than in any other population group studied. The propor-
tion of wives who were older than their husbands is comparatively small, 8.3
per cent, for relief wives and 8.2 per cent for non-relief wives. In 8.0 per
cent of the relief and 8.5 per cent for non-relief families, the ages of hus-

bands and wives were equal.
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TABLE 38

Percentage Distribution of Marriages Showing
Age Differences of Husband and Wife

Age Difference: Total : Village : Farm
of - : : Non~ : : Nen- : : Non-
Husband and Wife Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Husband Older
30 Ysars or Over 6 X 1.2 - -4 o
25 - 29 -6 I 1.2 -6 o4 .8
20 - 24 3.4 1.9 7.0 2,8 2.1 1.6
15 - 19 4,3 2.5 5.8 1.1 3.8 2,9
10 - 14 11,1 8.5 17.4 8.7 8.8 9.5
5 - 9 26.0 26.1 19,7 a7.7 28.2 25.6
l1- 4 37.7 43,5 41.8 44.6 36.2 43.3
Same Age 8.0 8.5 1.2 9.0 10.5 8.3
Wife Qlder
T - 6.8 6.1 2.3 7.9 8.4 5.4
1.2 1.8
1.2 4
- - 2

These percentages are similar to age differences for marriages in

Payne county during the 38 years prior to 1933. In 7.0 per cent of 10,465
marriages studied husband and wife were the same ages while 7.3 per cent of
the wives were older thau their husbands and 85.7 per cent of the husbands
were older than their wives, 14 |

The coefficients of simple correlation of the ages of husbands and wives
were computed aeccording to populatibn classifications used. The highest co-
efficient correlation was .916 - .012 for the non-relief village group. In
comparing this with relief village heads it is seen that they had a slightly

lower correlation, .848 Y .03, than non-relief heads. Contrariwise, the non-

14 §.D.Duncan with John McClure, James Salisbury, Jr., and Richard Simmons,
The Factor of Age in Marriage, American Journal of Sociology, Vol. XXXIX,
No. 4, January 1934, pp. 476.
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relief farm household heads had a coefficient of simple correlation lower
than the relief household heads, the correlation being .758 * .02 and
.891 t ,014, respectively. From the above figures it may be stated that,
even though there is a difference in the coefficient of simple correlation
for the different groups studied, there is a high correlation between the
ages of husbands and wives in all groups, and the differences observed
could scarcely be said to have a significant bearing upon the problems of

relief.

Education of Heads of Households

The most suitable available indication of the educational attainment
for the population of this study is the grade completed in school, This
information for relief and non-relief heads of rural households of both
sexes is shown in Table 39, The heads of rural households receiving relief
had less formal eduecation than their non-relief neighbors. Only 11.3 per
cent of the total relief in contrast with 28.7 per cent of the non-relief
group had finished one or more years of high school work. Of the.nonnrelier
group, 4.8 per cent of all household heads had college training as compared
with 1.1 per cent in the relief population. In the village population 29.7
per cent of the relief as compared with only 9.0 per cent of the non-relief
household heads had stopped at the fourth grade or below. In the farm group,
the corresponding proportions were 19.5 per cent for the relief and 14.5 per
cent for the non-relief houaaholﬁ heads. However, only a negligible propor-
tion of household heads with no formal education was found.

The farm household heads, both male and female, have less formal educa-
tion as measured by the grade campleted than the wvillage population. Only
25.6 per cent of the non-relief farm and 10.7 per cent of the relief farm

household heads had completed the ninth grade and above as compared to 37.9
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TABLE 39

Percentage Distribution of Male and Female Heads
According to Last Grades Completed

Last $ Total 3 Village 3 Farm
Grade - : Non- s ] : Non- H : Non-
Completed : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
0 - 4 22,2 13.1 29.7 9.0 19.5 14.5
5§ - 8 66.5 58.2 67.5 583.1 69.8 59.9
9 -12 10.2 23.9 10.5 30.8 10.1 21.6
13 and Above % 3 4.8 2.3 7.1 .6 4.0

per cent of the non-relief and 12.8 per cent relief village household heads.
A slightly larger per cent of household heads in the farm than in the wvillage
group, both relief and non-relief, stopped school at the eighth grade, and
in both the farm and village population, a larger proportion of the relief
than of the non-relief household heads did not go beyond the eighth grade
in sehool.

Using similar comparisons as shown in Tables 40 and 41 female heads
of households have higher educational attainments than male heads. In the
non-relief village group 43.5 per cent female heads as compared to 32.2 per
cent of fhe male heads completed one year of high school work or more. The
difference between the proportions of all non-relief male and female heads
of households having completed the ninth grade is not greater than might be
expected, the figures being 28.4 per cent for female heads and 22.9 per cent
for male heads. Only a small proportion of household heads have college
training. The per cent of male heads in the village, both relief and non-
relief, is slightly larger then the per cent of female heads who have college
training. The opposite is true with the farm household heads. This is in

keeping with findings in most studies of rural population in Oklahoma,



90,
An extensive survey of relief and non-relief heads of households

has shown that relief heads of households have noticeably less education
than their non-relief neighbors, as measured by number of years completed
in school, Oklahoma relief and non-relief populations have an average
grade attainment which 1s higher than the average for all populations in-
c¢luded in the complete survey conducted in the several states together.
Edwards and Winston found that less than ome-half of all relief heads had
completed grade school, and only 1 out of 20 was a high school graduate,
whereas about two-thirds of the non-relief family heads had finished grade
school, and 1 out of 6 had been graduated from high school. 1% In Payne
and Cleveland counties three-fourths of the relief and five-sixths of the
non-relief household heads had grammar school education or higher, Moreover,
1 out of 9 of the relief and 1 out of 4 of the non-relief household heads had

training which was carried into high school or above,

TAELE 40

Percentage Distribution of Female Heads
According to Last Grade Completed

: Female Heads Ll
Last : Total : Viilage : Farm
Grade - : Non- ] : Non- 2 : Non-
Completed : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
0 - 4 16.7 9‘1 m.g 6.8 15.1 9-9
5 - 8 68-2 58.? 61.6 “-? ?0.6 61.?
9 . 12 1‘.8 2715 18.3 57.3 1.3.5 23.9'
13 and Over o9 4.9 1.2 6.2 «8 4.5

15 A. D. Edwards and Ellen Winston, Education of Heads and Children of
Rural Relief and Non-Relief Households, Research Bulletin, Federal
Emergency Relief Administration, July 24, 1935. Data for this study
covers 47 counties in 24 states. Payne and Cleveland counties are
the representative Oklahoma counties ineluded in this study.
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TABLE 41

Percentage Distribution of Male Heads
According to Last Grade Completed

: Male Heads
Last : Total : Village : Farm
Grade : : Non- t + Non- : : Non-
Completed : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
0 - 4 27.8 7.1 38.4 11.3 24.0 19.0
5- 8 64.8 57.7 53.5 56.5 68.9 58.1
9 -12 6.2 20.5 4.6 24.3 6.7 19.2
13 and Over 1.2 4.7 3.5 7.9 4 3.7

Simple coefficients of correlation between the highest grade finished
in school by the husband and that of the wife were computed. The results
are significant, but do not show that the grades of education completed by
non-relief heads of households have a higher correlation than those of relief
household heads. The village household heads had a coefficient of simple
correlation of .580 ¥ .071 for the relief group as compared with .598 £ ,048
for the non-relief group. The farm population showed a lower coefficient of
simple correlation than the village population, and the coefficient for the
non-relief was lower than that of the relief farm group, being .495 ¥ ,033,
and .537 ¥ .046, respectively. In all probability, age differences between
the various population groups studied may offer a partial explanation of these
variations, since there are characteristic similarities as to ages of husbands
and wives which are peculiar to farm and to village populations.

Education of Children
in Relief and Non-Relief Households

Like their parents children in relief households are handicapped edu-

cationally in comparison to non-relief households. Only a smzll per cent of

children not in sehool had not completed grade school. Of children together
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whose parents were on relief 30.2 per cent had ninth grade education and
above as compared with 53.6 per eent of those children whose parents were
not on relief. In the relief population 28.5 per cent of the male as com-
pared with 31.3 per cent of the female children out of school had gone to

the ninth grade and beyond, while in the non-relief sample the corresponding
proportions were 50.5 per cent for male and 58.5 per cent for females children.
In the village 40,9 per cent of the male and 52.2 per cent of the female
children out of school in the relief population had finished the ninth grade
or more, In the non-relief village population the corresponding figures were
53,7 per cent of the male and 78,3 per cent of the female children out of
school, For the non-relief farm population 49.7 per cent of the male and
55.4 per cent of the children not in sehool had gone to the ninth grade and
beyond, while in the relief farm group 26.7 per ¢ent of the male and 22,8
per cent of the female children had attained grade status or.one or more
years in high school. These comparisons are brought out from data given in

Table 42 and 43,

TABLE 42

Percentage Distribution of Male Children
14 Years and Above Not in School
According to Last Grade Completed

: Total :____ Village : Farm
3 :+ Non- - : Nomn- $ : Non=-
Completed : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
0 - 4 9.8 2.8 13.8 - 8.9 3.6
5 - ‘ 60.? “.7 ‘5.5 “.3 6‘04 4’6.?
13 and Over 1.8 8.1 4.5 9.8 1.1 7.7
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The average years schooling finished by male childraﬁ of non-relief
farm households not in school, was 9.2 years as compared with 9.7 years
for those of non-rélief village households. Male children of relief house-
holds both for farm and village had an average of 7.9 years of schooling.
Female children not in ichool from non-relief village houssholds had com-
pleted 11,4 years of schooling while those from non-relief farm households
had completed 9,6 years. For the relief groups the average grade completed
was 9.3 years and 7.9 years, respectively, for village and farm female chil-

dren not in school.

TABLE 43

Percentage Distribution of Female Children
14 Years and Above Not in School
According to Last Grade Completed

Last : Total : Village : Farm
Grade 3 : Non- $ : Non- : : Non-
Completed :Relief : Relief Relief : Relief . Relief . Relief
0« 4 8.7 2.2 4.4 - - 10.5 2,7
5~ 8 60.0 39.3 43.4 21.7 68.7 42.9
9 - 12 26.3 47.4 47.8 60.9 17.5 44.6
13 and Over 5.0 1l.1 4.4 17.4 5.3 9.8

Age grade distributions of children in school were made for males and
females separately, and are shown as grade progress made in Tables 44 and 45,
The per cent of children of each sex who were retarded for relief households
were practically the same, B2.2 per cent for males and 8l.1 per cent for
females, respectively. There was a greater variation in non-relief house-
holds, 65.3 per cent of males being retarded as compared to 59.3 per cent
of females. In all groups a large per cent of children in relief households
were retarded. A larger per cent was accelerated in the non-relief house-

holds. In considering the number of years retarded by relief and non-relief
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ehildren, the relief children were retarded in the greater number of
cases, and the larger number of years. This may be partly accounted

for by the relief people being the more mobile than the non-relief popu-
lation as has been shown in the occupational mobility.

In comparing the village and farm children still in school, accel-
eration is found as often among the farm boys and girls as for the village
boys and girls, the girls being accelerated relatively more often than the
boys in all instances. The village group had relatively mors boys than
girls "at grade" in both the relief and the non-relief populations, and
relatively more girls than boys "aceelerated" in both elassifications.

This is not true with the farm group since comparatively more girls than
boys were accelerated and at grade in both populations. Seasonal employ-
ment for boys on the farm often interrupts their sehool work. 16

The strictly farm population had less formal education than
the village population. This is likewise true with ehildren in school since
the farm children are retarded for a longer average number of years than the
village children. This may be attributed to the shorter terms of schools
in the country, mobility of the population and seasonal jobs for the farm
people. PFarm boys and even girls are kept out of sechool to help with the
planting and harvesting of crops. The village children have access to better
equipped schools, better qualified teachers and longer terms of school. Also,
the lack of occupational opportunities for ehildren in the village cause them

to stay in school longer.

16 A more detailed study of the educational attainments of youth 15-25 years
is discussed by Leva Conner in a study of The Status of Youth 16-24 Years
of Age Still in the Home of Parents of Rural Relief and Non-Relief House-
holds in Two Oklahoma Counties. Unpublished Master's thesis, Library,
Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College, 1937.
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TABLE 44

Percentage Distribution of Male Children in School
Ascording to Grade Progress Made in School

— == e —

: 3 Total H Village 3 Farm

Grade Progress : :+ Non- : : Nom- g : Non-
In School :Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Accelerated 2.4 6.7 1.6 5.6 2.6 7.0
At Grade 15.4 28,0 22.6 39.3 13.1 24.8
Retarded 82,2 65.3 75.8 55.1 84.3 68.2
1 Year 30.0 31.5 33.9 32.6 28.8 31.2
2 Years 21.3 17.6 17.7 12.4 22,5 19.0
3 Years 12,7 8.3 9.7 6.7 13.6 10.0
4 Years 10,7 4.3 6.5 2.3 12,0 4.8
5 Years 4.3 2.0 4.8 1.1 4.2 2.3
6 YQE!‘I 2.0 .7 5.2 - . 106 .9
7 Years or More 1.2 = - - - - - 1.6 - -
TABLE 45

Percentage Distribution of Female Children in School
Aceording to Grade Progress Made in School

s Total 2 Village : Farm
Grade Progress : Non- 5 : Non- H :: Non-
In Sehool :Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief

Accelerated 2.8 8.3 2.6 8.8 2.8 8.1
At Grade 16.1 32,2 18.4 35.3 15.2 3l1.1
Retarded 8l.l 59.5 79.0 55.9 82.0 = 60.8
1 Year 34.6 34.7 40.8 3l.4 32,0 35.8
2 Years 22.4 16.8 18.4 16.7 24.2 16.9
3 Years 11.0 4.5 6.6 4.9 12,9 4.4
4 Years 7.9 2.3 7.9 1.9 7.3 2.4
5 Years R.B «8 1.3 1.0 3.4 7
6 t.ar' 1.5 .a 8.? - - 1.1 .5
7 Yu“ or uo“ 1.3 .8 103 - - 1-1 .5

e
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The fact that housshold heads of the Oklahoma survey had a higher
formal education than the average for those ineludsd in the regional survey
may be explained partly by naticnality and raece differences. Negroes, for-
eigners, and Indians comprise a negligible proportion of the population of
this study while in the gensral survey 8 per cent are foreign born, 7 per
ecent Negroes, and 1 per cent are other races.

Supporting data suggest that formal edusetion may be a contributiag
factor indirectly related to the relief situation. 17 The same generali-
zations whieh have been reached in regard to education of housshold heads
in this study are true with reference to the children of relief houssholds
both in school and out of school. The lack of economic security seems to

determine, to a certain extent, the smount of formal education attained in

any population group.

17 thomas G. MeGormick, Rural Household Relief and Non-Relief, Research
Honograph, Washington, 1935, p. 2.
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PART V

HOUSING OF RELIEF AND NON-RELIEF FAMTLIES

Deseription of Houses

Housing facilities are generally believed to have a definite influence
on femily life, If they are adequate, in the sense that +there is ample room,
if they provide pleasant surroundings, and if they are comparatively conven-
ient, family life is encouraged. On the other hand, it is con¢eded that in-
adequate housing is a source of tension and disruption in family living. The
data presented in this study indicate that houses available for the relief
population generally are less adequate in a purely physical sense than for the
non-relief population, but there can be no exact line of demarcation between
the types of houses in each group. Furthermore, it should not be forgotten
thgt poor housing may represent a result as well as a cause of low standards
of living and economic dependency. In other words, the housing situation is
to be regarded as a concomitant of the relief problems.

The houses occupied by both relief and non-relief families were of all
types and non-relief as well as relief households were domiciled in poor
houses. The poorer houses in the village were made of lumber. They usually
had from two to five rooms., The roofs, the walls and the floors were in a
dilapidated oonditionf\ The interiors of the houses were dirty and unkept.

As a rule the houses were only partially heated, usually by wood fuel and in
some cases only by the cook stove. Very seldom were these houses equipped
with either electricity or running water. The more run-down houses in the
country were of the same general description, but in no case did they have
either running water or eleectricity. Families living in this type of house
moved often and usually moved into poorer houses as their poverty and want

increased.
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The intermediate grade of houses show an improvement in their habi-
tability and in the potential comforts offered their occupants., The houses
in this class were generally in a better kept condition than were the poorer
ones, and usually they were e¢lean, However, the occupants of these homes
got their water for culinary pﬁrposes from outside ;alla and used kerosene
lamps for lighting, Wood was generally used as fuel, but in some cases where
wood was not available coal was substituted, Village and farm houses be=-
longing to this group were similar in size and general qharaoteriatics.

The largest group of houses were of a still better grade, and showed
evidence of a fairly high standard of living as far as it may be possible
to judge family living by housing conditions, The walls, roof, and floors
were in a state of good repair. The water was more accessible, either
equipped with running water or a well inside of the house. The entire house
ias heated. These homes show a greater possibility than those of the in-
ferior types for eoptort to their occupants.

Houses of the best types were in excellent repair as to walls, floors,
and roof. They were clean and attractively furnished, and were supplied
with water and electric lights. Superior types of houses were found in all
groups, relief and non-relief, village and farm, but more often in the
village and non-relief than in the farm and relief groups, since farm house-

holds in fewer cases have access to electrical power for lights.

Method of Rating Houses
The conditions of the various structural parts of the house were
classified under three divisions: roof; (1) tight, (2) cracks, and (3)
very drafty: walls; (1) tight, (2) eracks, and (3) very drafty: floor;
(1) tight, (2) cracks, and (3) very drafty; and the interior; (1) attractive

and clean, (2) clean, and (3) dirty. Accessibility to water was also taken
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as to: (1) running water, (2) well in house, or (3) well outside.
These conditions were rated by various individuals taking the schedules
and differences of opinion possibly oecur, but a satisfactory degree of
consistency to make a detailed study possible prevailed. In order to find
a standard relation of housing conditions to structural parts an arbitrary
rating scale has been set up to reduce the data into terms of numbers., This
scale provides the number "one" for the lowest rating for each of the five
structural parts considered and "three™ for the highest rating, thus giving
a possible perfect score of 15 whieh may be computed from the scale given

below:

Rating Values Ass d by Description of House
Structural Parts: : 2 3 1

1. Roof Tight Leaky Very Leaky
2. Walls Tight Cracks Very Drafty
3. Floors Tight Cracks Very Drafty
4. Interior Attractive and Clean Clean Dirty

5. Water Running Water Well in House Well Outside

On the basis of the scale developed, the houses of families in this
study were rated from 4 to 15. (See Table 46) In general, the residences of
the relief families were rated somewhat lower than those of non-relief fami-
lies. This may be seen from the fact that 75 per cent of the houses of relief
families were rated from 9 to 12 while 73.6 per cent of those of non-relief
families were rated 12 or above. On the other hand, 14.8 per cent of the
houses of relief families as compared with only 5.2 per cent of those of
non-relisf families were rated below 9. Again, 14.8 per cent of the non-
relief as against 2.1 per cent of the relief families lived in houses which
rated 15, the highest possible score.

In comparing the farm and village families it was found that the houses

of the villagers could be rated appreciably higher as a rule than those of
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farmers, This was attributable primarily to a conspicuous absence of
running water and electricity in a majority of the farm houses whether
in the relief or the non-relief population. In the farm group, 30.6 per
cent of the relief and 70.1 per cent of the non-relief families lived in
houses which rated 12 or above. The corresponding proportions for village
families were 42.9 per cent for the relief and 83.7 per cent for the non-
relief sample, At the opposite end of the scale, 9.5 per cent of the relief
as compared with 2,9 per cent of the non-relief village families lived in
‘houses which rated 8 and below while 1p’the farm sample the corresponding
proportions were 16.8 per cent of the relief and 6.0 per cent of the non-
relief households.

As is shown in Figure 13, the general rule is that houses of non-
relief families were superior in rating to those of relief families. There
is a strong likelihood that when the farm and village samples are thrown
together and shown simply as relief and non-relief groups, the preponderance
of farm tenant houses in the relief sample may tend to exaggerate the inei-
dence of poor housing in that group. A known fact is that under ordinary
circumstances the housing facilities of farm tenants in Oklahoma are rela-
tively poor by whatever criterion they may be appraised.

A further analysis was made of the housing situation in relation %o
occupational mobility of the heads of the households. Occupational mobility
and house rates were cross-tabulated and straight line trends were computed
by the "method of least squares"”. This method takes into consideration all
observations and gives each one an equal weight in the process. For conven-
ience X is used for mobility and Y for house rate. After total values of X

and Y were found for each group studied the following formulas were used:
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Example of methods used:
Values compiled from data for non-relief housshold observations.
X = 10,791 XY = 125,044
n = 813
Y= 9,874 X2 = 288,139

Using Formulas shown above; Mx = ;9_.%1!_;_ =13.27 My = .9.:_3_;{.;. = 12,15

p = 125,044 - (813 $13,27)(12.15)) = -,
288,139 - 813 h‘s._fy_av e101)

a =12,15 - (-.041) (13.27) = 11,71

Substituting in Formula Y = a ¢ bX

When X = 10 When X = 60

Y =11.71+ (-.041) (10) = 11.3 Y= 11.'?i + (~-.041) (60) = 9.2
By the above procedure the following wvalues of X and. Y wers computed:

Value of Y in Terms of X

Population Value of Y
Group
Studied X <10 X = 60
Total
Relief 10.0 9.4
Non-Relief 11.3 9.2
Farm
Relief 9.8 . 9.4
Non-Relief 11.0 9.3
Village
Relief 10.4 8.8
Non-Relief 12.9 11.1

The trend lines are shown in Figures 14 and 15.

102,
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TABLE 46
Percentage Distribution of Households

According to Rating of
Houses Occupied

: Total : Village : Farm

House $ : Non- 3 : Non- H : Non-
Rating : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
Total 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0 1C00.0
4 D  «B 1.0 - - o4 .8
5 8 o7 1.0 - - o7 1.0
6 1.6 1,0 1.0 1.0 1.8 1.0
7 2.1 1.0 2.8 5. 1.8 1.1
8 9.8 1.9 3.7 1.4 12,1 2.1
9 19.3 6.5 13.1 3.8 21.7 7.4
10 15.0 5.6 14,9 2.9 15.1 6.6
11 16.6 8.7 19.6 6.7 15.4 9.4
12 24.3 30.3 21.5 19,1 20.4 34,2
13 4,7 21.9 6.5 16.7 4.1 23,6
14 2.9 6.6 8.4 15.3 o7 3.6
15 2.1 14.8 6.5 32.6 -4 8.7
None* ; 3 o4 - - o 4 .

* Information inadequate for computation of rating.

The general trend for all groups show that the higher the occupational
mobility, the lower the house rate, Figure 14 shows trends for village relief
and non-relief groups, the trend lines being almost parallel. The trend lines
for farm groups are different in that the slope is more steep for non-relief
than for relief households. This may be due to the over-representation of
tenants in the relief group. The trend lines of the entire group (Figure 15)
take on the form of the farm population trend since it is heavily weighted by
the large number of farm households in that group. (See Table 2)

It was necessary to measure size and adequacy of the houses by number
of persons per room, since other data were not available. Dean G. Carter

states that it is generally assumed that one person per room represents about
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the correet requirement for average houses and average families. B
Assuming one room per person as adequate housing, 27.7 per cent of the
relief population lived in overcrowded conditions as compared to 6.1 per
cent of non-relief population. In a study of 110 Oklahoma farm families
living in diversified and wheat farming districts of Oklahoma it was found
that 19,1 per eent of these families lived in houses providing less than
one room per person. 2

Taking the total farm families included in this study, 15.2 per cent
live in overcrowded conditions, Of the farm relief, 31.6 per cent lived
in overcrowded conditions as compared with only 6.4 per cent of the non-
relief families, Figure 16 shows graphically the per cent of households
grouped aceording to adequaey of housing, In the village sample, as shown
in Table 47, 17.7 per cent of the relief and 5,3 per cent of the non-relief
families were overcrowded. At least a part of the difference between farms
and villages in respect to the physical adequacy of houses may be explained
as being due to (1) the proverbial smallness of tenant farm houses, and (2)
to the tendency of farm families to be greater in size than non-farm families.
Also, doubled up households occurred in relatively greater frequency among
the farm than among the village population.

From the foregoing data, it does not appear that overerowding is a
serious problem for the rural population as a whole. The suggested one room
per person housing ratio ineludes living room, dining room, and kitchen.
When figured on that basis, it is more than likely that two, sometimes more
members of a family may share the same bedroom. The only evidences of over-

erowding to a significant proportion of the population were found in the

: Dean G. Carter, Arkansas Farm Housing Conditions and Needs, Ark, Exp. Sta.
Bul., 305, June 1934, p. 7.

2 Mattie Faye McCollum, Possibility of Privacy in Rural Homes of Oklahoma,
unpublished study, 1934, p. 8.
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TABLE 47

Per Cent of Households According to
Number of Persons per Room

il

Persons : Total : Village : Yarm _

Per 3 t+ Non- : : Non- s : Non-

Room sRelief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Rslief : Relief
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Less than 1 17.9 52.0 23.4 56.9 15.8 50,2
1 Person 45.4 33.7 44,9 30.1 45.6 35.0
More than 1 27.7 6.1 17.7 §.3 31.6 6.4
No information P - - - - - - .4 -
1 Person H.H. 8.7 v B.2 14.0 7.7 6.6 8.4

—
—

relief samples. It may be added however, that there are other factors to
be considered, among these are age and sex donposition of families and the
size of rooms in houses, Furthermore, for an analysis of these factors to
have definite meaning it would be necessary to know more about how the fam-
ilies utilized the available space in their houses than can be determined
from this survey. For example, sometimes farmers may use parts of the
dwelling as storage space for grain, cotton, harness, implements, or other
equipment while village people occasionally employ a room as a shop, a
store, or a small office. Also, in some instances overcrowding is induced
by keeping lodgers. 1In fact there are many ways in which portions of the
dwelling may be diverted from purely residential to commereial or other use.
These points have not been attacked by this study, and cannot be elaborated

upon for lack of definite information.
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PART VI
SOCIAL PARTICIPATION AND COMMUNICATION

The family does not exist alone uninflusnced by outside social
environments., Groves states that much of family behavior is actually
derivative, having its origin in the out-of-the-home experiences of the
various members who compose it. 1 In this way the family is kept in close
contact with the social enviromment and is forced to adapt itself to the
conditions of a group life larger than that of the home,

The village, the naighbérhood, and the community nake.up the different
out-of-the-home groups found in this rural study. Within these groups are
to be found organizations such as schools, eolleges, religious, and fraternal
organizations, cooperative buying and selling groups, children's and young
people's societies, and informal groups. Communieation between these groups
and outside activities are carried on by the use of radios, telephones, cars,
daily newspapers, other newspapers and magazines, Participation in and
uses of these items are shown by the net change during the period January 1,

1930, to January 1, 1934.

Net Change in Social Participation
The church has always played a very important part in the rural social

structure. Out of the entire groups studied only 16,7 per cent had never
attended religious organizations. During the period January 1, 1930, to
January 1, 1934, there was no increase in attendance to religious organizations
in any group but a deerease of 13.2 per cent in the relief group and 4.1 per
cent in the non-relief group. This decrease is more noticeable in the farm
population, both relief and non-relief, than in the village, since distance

to religious centers is a problem in the country. This is emphasized within

1 Erpest R. Groves, Social Problems of the Family, p. 5.
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within the farm population by the fact that means of transportation are
positively correlated with the per cent of attendance to all social gath-
erings within the rural community and, also, the great decrease in the use
of cars, espeecially in the relief farm group, during this period.

As may be seen in Table 48, there was an inerease of 3.9 per cent in
school and college attendance by children of all relief households. Atten-
dance of the farm children in these households increased 4.8 per cent as
compared to 1.4 per cent of the village children, This may be accounted
for partly inasmuch as the colleges of the State made it possible for
students to attend school by deferring fees and providing part time work
for them to defray their expenses, Probably employment preference was
shown by educational institutions to students whose parents were known to
be on relief or without income, Also, the belief that formal training
would faeilitate the finding of employment was an added stimulus for going
to school. S%ill further, if adult children could go away to school, it
lightened the burden of making a living for the remainder of the family.

Fraternal organizations suffered a decline in membership during thin
period. The deerease in the non-relief households was 10.8 per cent for
the village as compared with 19.9 per cent for the farm households. The
greatest decreass, 59.2 per cent was shown in all relief households as
compared to 14.5 per cent in all non-relief households, This is as would
be expected, since cash fees are necessary in order to maintein membership
in most of those organizations,

The increase in attendance to children's and young people's organi-
zations in all groups was due probably to the faet that these organizations
provided an inexpengive means of entertainment and recreation, which could

be substituted for other forms of social participation.



TABLE 48

Percentags Distribution of Households
by Net Change in Social Participation

: Total : Village : Farm
Organizations H : Non- : : Non- : : Non-

Attended :Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief : Relief
School and Colleges 3,9 - 3.4 l.4 - 3.3 4.8 - 3.3
Religious -13.2 - 4,1 - 4,3 - - -16,7 - 5.6
mtemﬁl =59 .g -14 05 -53.8 "10.8 -5405 -1? .9
Coop. (Buying & Selling) -36,0 15.2 - - - 5.9 -39.1 17.7
Farmers' General -22.2 -13.0 -50.0 -12.5 -20.0 -13.1
Children & Young People 1.8 3.6 - - 8 2.8 4.8
Informal Groups - 3.0 - 8.3 - 4,8 - W7 - 2.4 -11.1

The attendance at farmers' general organizations dropped in both re-
lief and non-relief farm groups, but more noticeably in the relief groups
than in the non-relief. Cooperative buying and selling through farmers'
cooperatives increased in non-relief groups by 15.2 per cent and decreased
in relief groups 36.0 per cent. According to J. K. Stern the good cooper-
ators are the farmers who look at their problems from a long time point of
view. 2 Data presented in this study may indicate that the non-relief
people are looking at their problems from a long time point of view gnd
are not living the "hand to mouth existence™ which is characteristiec of
so0 many relief people.

Social partiecipation in village, neighborhood, and community groups
as a whole declined during the period January 1, 1930, to January 1, 1934,
with the exception of attendance to children's and young people's groups,
school and ecllege attendance of children in relief households and cooper-

ative buying and selling among non-relief farmers.

2 Stern, J.K., Membership Problems in Faruars' Cooperative Purchasing
Association, Bul. 268, July 1931, Pa. State College, p. 7.
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Decrease in Use of Communication Devices

Comparing the use of communication devices such as wvadivs, tele-
phones, automobiles, daily newspapers, other newspapers =nd magazines, a
marked decrease was noted in the proportion of all households whieh used
these items between January 1, 1930, and January l; 1934, (Table 49) The
most noticeable decrease was in the use of the telephone, which was discon-
tinved 90,0 per cent in the relief houscholds as compared with 56,0 per cent
in the non-relief households which had previously kept a telephone, The
least amount of decrease in the use of telephones in all groups was in the
non=relief farm households which were followed in order by the non-relief
village, the relief village, and the relief farm households,

The net decrease in the use of automobiles was 87.3 per cent for
relief ana.zs.o per cent for the non-relief groups., (See Table 49) The
decrease in the use of automobiles for the farm non-relief households was
small, being only 10.5 per ount; while the decrease in the non-relief
village households was 81.8 per cent of the households. In the relief
groups, 86,2 per cent of the relief farm and 93.3 per cent for the relief
village households showed a decrease in the use of automobiles. The farmer,
when possible, will maintain an automobile to use for marketing his farm
produce if for no other purpose. The frequent trips of farmers to the vil-
lage market are usually financed by surplus farm products., At the same time
some of the products are exchanged for groceries and feed for livestock. In
many instances this has kept the farmer from the relief rolls. On the other
hand, automobiles are not as much a necessity to the village houssholds as to
the farm households. In many instances unused automobiles were placed in gara-
ges, sheds, or left to deteriorate in yards, licenseless and, therefore, legall;

unusable, The owners, unable to obtain a satisfactory price from the sale
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even had they been fortunate enough to find buyers, would hold to them
until such a time when, they hoped, their financial strains would be
alleviated.

The decrease in the use of radios was more than three times as great
in relief households as in non-relief households. The only inerease shown
in the use of any communication device was that of the radio in the village
non~relief group, There was a decrease of 23,2 per cent in the non-relief
farm group compared with 66,6 per cent for relief village and 60.0 per cent
decrease for relief farm households. Figure 18 shows the proportions of
families which reported net deereases in the use of agencies of communica-

tion for the relief and non-relief groups.

TABLE 49

Percentage Distribution of Houssholds
With Decrease in Communication

: Total : Village $ Farm
Agencies of 1@ : Non- : : Non- H : Non-
__Communication :Relief : Relief . Relief ; Relief . Relief . Relief
Radios 61.9 17.9 66.6 + 8.3 60.0 23.2
Telephones 90.0 56.0 88.9 76.2 90.4 50.6
Antomobiles 87.3 23.0 91.3 8l.8 86.2 10.5
Daily Newspapers 72.0 45.4 47.8 71.4 82.7 41,2
Other Newspapers 47,7 9.5 58.3 50.0 43.8 6.4
Magazines 42.3 9.9 87,5 27.3 26,3 7.5

The greatest decrease in the use of reading materials was for daily
newspapers by the relief farm group and for the magezines by the relief
village households. However, these groups of families gave up other types
of reading less often than daily papers. Perhaps one reason why relief
village households did not decrease their use of dally newspapers as often

relatively as non-relief village households may have been that fewer of
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them were subscribers to them in the first place. In comparison we find
that because of the important role newspapers and magazines play in the
lives of rural people in covering local, political, and social news and
conveying to the readers home-making hints and farm aids, other news-
papers and magazines have been dropped in the least number of cases in
all groups, Also, this type of newspapers and magazines were often paid
for with surplus farm products which would otherwise be of nominal wvalue
to the owner, making the continued use of these media of communications

possible, b

A positive relationship was shown between the net change in social
participation and communication devieces and the economie progress of relief
and non-relief households in all groups with the exception of school atten-
dance by children of relief households. This exception tends to show that
indirectly programs for raising the standard of living of the underprivileged
classes were in operation during the period Januwary 1, 1930, to January 1,
1934, Since that time, planned educational programs for adults as well as
for children of the relief households have been given special consideration
by relief programs. Closely associated with this faet is the increase in
attendance of all households at children's and young people's organizations.
It may be said that there is a tendency, in this period of social decadence,

for people to try to make readjustments to changing social conditions,

S It was not uncommon to hear of farmers who paid subseriptions for local

county papers and for farm journals with produce, serap iron, o0ld radiators

for automobiles or anything which might either be converted into eash or
used by the publishers themselves. Besides that, the prices of most of
these classes of literature were only nominal.
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SUMMARY

This report is a comparative study of the rural relief families
and their nearest non-relief neighbors. A rural family is described as
living in the open country or in a village of less than 2500 in popula-
tion, The study is based on 14,5 per cent of the total number of rural
families of Payne and Cleveland counties as given by the United States
Census 1930, Approximately twice as many non-relief as relief households
were chosen, This was done in order to preserve similar proportions of
relief and non-relief families in the sample to those in the general popu~
lation of the counties studied.

The incidence of need and want was felt by both the village and farm
population group. The farmer's problem during the depression was not so
much the danger of starving, as his inability to find a merket for famm
products and to discover ways and means for meeting his fixed costs. On
the other hand, the village population had no outlet for their labor, It
may be said that the lack of other than agricultural uses of the excess
labor supply is a direct contributory factor to unemployment. Both diver-
8ity of occupational experience and high grades of technical skill were
conspicuously lacking among the rural population, This is emphasized to
a greater extent among the relief and non-relief farm groups and the relief
village group.

There was a heavy gravitation of relief, relative to the non-relief,
population toward the gmallsr farms. This may have been partly due to the
fact that the economically sized farm unit of Oklahoma showed a tendency to
inerease in size during the period of lowest farm prices.

The poorer families seldom kept as much livestock as those in moderate
and comfortable cirecumstances. Frequently the poorer families had no live-

stock whatever.
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A greater number of relief than non-relief heads of households:
had encumbered dabtg but the average debt for non-relief household heads
was larger than that of household heads in the relief group.

The incerease in indebtedness during the period January 1, 1930, to
January 1, 1934, was due largely to mortgages and unpaid taxes. This is
noticeable in the non-relief farm group since they had more property to
be mortgaged and against whieh taxes might accumulate, Reserves in non-
relief households decreased on the avnragé in amount and in greater rela-
tive frequency than those of relief households, Extraordinary losses were
both greater in amount and more frequent in occurrence in the non-relief
farm and village population than in the relief population,

Of the households appearing on relief in October 1933, the village
households received an average higher amount of relief per person than the
farm households. This was probably due to the fact that wvillage households
were totally dependent on rellief agencies for subsistence while the farm
family eould supplement relief assistance with some farm products.

Comparisons of reliel zad non-relief hcuseholds show a number of
differences which point to larger families, greater unemployment, less
educational attainment and higher mobility of the relief households. Also,
the heads of relief households tended to be younger than the non-relief house-
hold heads. The households contained relatively more e¢hildren than the non-
relief households which may be attributed to the younger age of the relief
heads, and the emigration of adult children from non-relief houssholds.

The ordinary type of family exists in a constant proportion in all
groups studied. The only significant number of doubled-up households were
found among the relief population. The wvillage shows a larger proportion
of doubled-up households than the farm population. Relief households, also,
offered shelter to additional persons, usually relatives, because of the

kinship bond.
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The size of the household tended to be smaller among the non-
relief than among the relief population. The average size of relief house-
holds was 6 persons in compsrison to 4 persons in the non-relief population.
This 1s probably due to the doubled-up families in relief houssholds. All
four groups had a net reproduction rate lower than Oklahoma as a whole with
the exception of the relief farm population. Data presented from this study
tends to show that the potential natural increase of the Oklahoma population
is not simply dependent upon the rural population but upon those elements of
the rural population which are economiecally unable to provide their children
with more than a subsistence standard of living.

The majority of family heads completed their formal education with
grade school graduation. The non-relief household heads had slightly higher
average grade attainment than the heads of relief households, This same
comparison holds true to children of relief and non-relief households, It
may be stated that lack of formal education appeared to have been contribu-
tory to need for relief.

Houses of the population group studied follow the general rule that
houses of non-relief families are superior in rating to the houses of the
relief group. The preponderance of tenants in the group studied may tend
to aggravate poor housing in the relief sample since tenants are more mobile
and high mobility is closely correlated with poor housing.

A Q?creass in social participation was noticeable in all groups studied
as well as a decrease in communication devices., This is believed to be an
indication that the satisfaction of cultural wants becomes secondary to that
of physical wants in times of socio-economic distress. While there was no
evidence of actual starvation in a physical sense, it was quite obvious that
the gratification of cultural and sceial wants was reduced to almost a nega-

tive fact except in instances where little or no financial cost was involved.



APPENDIX



119,

FEDERAL EMERCENCY RELIEF ADMINISTRATION
Harry L. Hopkins, Administrstor

SURVEY OF RURAL FAMILIES (NOT) RECEIVING RELIEF IN OKLAHOMA, 1933
1. Identification and composition of household:
1. Schedule number Date of imterview Field egent

2. Full neme of head of household

3. Residence: (8) State (b) County (e)Village
(d) If this femily does not live im eny villesge, check here ( )
4, Color (or race) of head of household (check) (x) ome of the following):

a. White () e¢. Mexican () e. Jepanese () @g. Filipine ( )
b. Negro () d. Chinese () f. Ameriecan h, Other
Indien () (Speei®y)

5. HMembers of household during Oectober, 1833.

sRela- : ¢ 3 s s 3 F s
stion- : H : H H : 3 H
sship : ¢ :Native :If for-: iWas :Was mem- :
tto $ shge :or for-:eign : MNumber Yeers :member :ber in :
thead :Sex:at teign :born, : Completed :8till :house- :

:in :hold :

Date :of :(M :lest :borm :yeers : :
num~ :house-:or :birth-:(N or :lived :Grade :High :Col-:sechool :Jan.l,'30:
ber  :hold : F):day :F.B.,) :in U.S,:School:School:lege:(Yes,No):(Yes,No) :
(b) :(e): (a) : (o) : (f) : (g) : (h) (1): ()

wh lae

SN] sn) 4] o

e fas fan fos fas o [os fon

sy fus Jon Jo0 Job Jos fad |os

s Jan Jos Jan Ja0 Jud Jas fon [ae [as Lo

L]
sl wuj wond os) wnd snl snd wel o) snd ool sol snl sa] se | e
LU R EL B n| wed el oo ..| wr] wnl se] sa] aa] e
wel saf woj o) we] snf sa] wu) sn] an] os
s gad fan ban Jaadon Qas Jabdos Jas Jan e fan [ oe | v
ws Jow o fos foe Joo oo foo fos Jun Joo oo fov fas foe
#o Jos fos fow Joo fos Joo Joo Jon Joo fus foe fow [oe Jas Jon
we Jos fJon fod oo fat Jos Jue Jou Jos fon Joa Jas [ae

e fak Joe Jar fos fon fon

& dune Juw fou Jos fou

6. If household weas formed after Jamuary 1, 1930, give date of its formetion:

7. (a) Did October household include a combined or "doubled up" family ?
Yes () Mo ()
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=2 -
Schedule number

(b) If October household inecluded a combined or "doubled up" feamily,
answer the following:
(1) Did this combination teke place eafter Januery 1, 1630 ?
Yes () No ()
(2) Rezsons for combination

(e) If eny members of October household did not receive relief in
October, 1933, give line numbers shown in "5"

II. Occupational History, Ferm Tenure, 2nd Mobility of Heed of Household

8. Give oecupstionsl history of heed of household (include periods of un-
employment). Begin with first job for pay. If working st home for
weges, write "home"™ under column (1i).

;Duration : : X Besidence 3
Months;of job or : : s 1 : ] :
and :period of : . : Earnings: : : : :  Miles
Year :unemploy- :Qeccupe-; Indus- per 3 H : Town- : to
Began: ment ;tion try lMonth ::8tate:County:ship Job
(a) :(b) :(e) (a) (e) :3(f) :(g) :(h) (1)

(1

-
*

nJ v an as

.
-
0
-
H

% los fos o fon fun

as foa fov Jod Jos Jad ta.at.’-u

wh Raw Jon Lot Lan Jas fon Qoo {06 Law
I I R R R R R R L
wefusfosfasfun jasfon oa jnefon
sesleaflssjasloajosion]ws]on

wa] e
salasfon] od o8 o od aq

" fue
s sul ae

9. Give tenure history of head of household (eropper, tenant, mortgaged
owner, owner, msnsger, or pertmner). If part-time farming enter in-
formetion below, record other occupetion under Question 8 above.
Cheracterize result of operztion of eech farm as “"profitable”, "broke
even", "suffered loss".

: : sFull : : Location :
H : ior part-: H : H
Month: H stime g H : H
and :Number 3 sferming :Number : s 3
Year :of years :Tenure :(full or:of acres: : 'fown=-:Result of
Begen:operated :status : part) :operated:State :County: ship :operstion
(e) (a) :(e) s(f)  3(g) :th) (1)

(a) :{b)

.
-

® Jow Jvolae fos an

.
H -

(ws jus Joe fon Joe [ne o
ae foe Jon Jou oo o0 w2 s ws a8

s las fee fe
L T T8
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III. Employment Status of Members of Household Other Then Head

10. BEmployment status in October, 1933, For each member of household,
other than head, who wes 16 years of sge and over in October, 1933,
supply the following information, If answer to columm (b) is "No",
enter & dash (-) in each columas (¢), (d), (e), (f), (g), end (h).

IT enswer to (D) is yes, give the following data for

last job et usual oecupation

————e.

Was s1f :

BF A% B Bd a8 ab

iprevious :previous 3 : :Month
:regular :regular em- 3 3 sand
temploy- :ployment was : : ¢ : year
:Hes person:ment on :on home farm : H H :last
:previously:home ferm:or in family : H : :job at
Line :been tor in tbusiness, did : : :Usuval. :usuel
number;employed :femily :person receive: 3 :we®kly: occupa=
shown :regulerly?:business :wages ? 10ccupa~:Indus-:08rn~- :tion
in 5 :{Yes, No) :(Yes,No) :(Yes,No) ttion :try :10g8 :ended
(a) :(b) :(e) :{d) :{e) s{f) :(g) :(h)

‘el 8

.
.

LL Ll Al

.
-

]
-

eafanlon] ol o

ssfonjon e fan]en

oo fon o Jaw Jan fon ] ae Jun

s fos oo losfon fon]as
el as .ﬁ
.J wsa] o8] sl sl aw 'Y

we| anfan] o] on

10. (continued)
If enswer to (i) is ™no", enter & dash (-) in each of colummns (J),
(k), (1), and if enswer to colummn (m) is "yes", enter a dash (-) in
each of columns (n), and (o).

t : If employed in Oct. t1f analoyzlf not employed and
sWas person 3 ;1028 - 3 :ed in Uet. :not seeking work in

Line :employed inm: :Usual :1933, was :0ctober,1933, check
number:Qectober, : iweekly:person seek:end give reason for
shown :1933 :0ccu~ :Indus-:earn- :ing employ.:not seeking work.
in 5 :(Yes,No) :petion:try :ings :(Yes, No) :Check: Reeson

(a) (1) :(§) (k) s(l)  :(m) :(n) (o)

a8 ar e

L L]

.

48 les loo jos las

-d les e

we les |8s L1l -e

»n Lo [an Jon fos
s fus luos fas
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Schedule Number
IV. BEeonomic Status of Household:

11, Lend snd Livestock, January 1, 1934,

1tem Number
8. JAcres Owned
b. Aeres rented
€. Horses and mules

d, Milk cows

— Ttem
8. Other cattle

e
Hoﬂ._zry

12. Total outstanding indebtedness of head of household Jan. 1, 1934

sa fos las [on oo

ws fos [os Jon fon
s josflan |oe | ne

13. Increase in indebtedness from January 1, 1930 (or from formetion of
household, if after Januery 1, 1930) to Jenuary 1, 1934.

Item Comment

a, Increase in mortgege indebtedness
l, Ferm land and buildings
2, Chattel indebtedness
S, House in village
4, Business in villege

b. Taxes unpaid
G. er debts ify)

;

as fas fon fos

ian fon feas Jaa jes las {ss jea

jae oo [oe lae

T ——

14. Decreases in reserves from Jammary 1, 1930 (or from formetion of
household, if after January 1, 1930) to Jemuery 1, 1934.

a. Drawn on savings

b. Decrease in chattels

¢. Decrease in land end buildings
d., Forfeited installment peayments
e, Decreases in life insurence

f. DBorrowed on life insurance

we Jos loe Jos fon Jou Jun }§
o fon fan Jor Jou Jos Jouo [

15. Decreese in indebtedness from Jeanuary 1, 1930 (or from formetion of
household if afiter Jemuary 1, 1930) to January 1, 1934,

3
J

Source of funds used to dscrease indebltedness “Comment

an fos oo fon [os e Jos jow
% loe o [os fon Jos [os o
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Schedule luaber
1é. Losses or extreordinary expenses. Include 211 losses between Jamusry
1, 1830 ( or time of househcld formation, if efter Jemuery 1, 1830)
and January 1, 1834,

;

w8 Jos {08 J88 &% o [ee [0 Jan

Comgant

1ten
8. Benk feilures
P. LOSes in stocks and bonds
C. 0nd debts
d. Fellures of cooperstives or other
formers* enizetions

e, L vestock
- feilures
Ze icel esre:

1. Doector bills

2. Hospitel Bills
—T‘Eﬁ'&u-m

h. Funersis
1. Tersonel injuries
o r csuses {specify)

V. Types and Scarces of Publiec and Private Relief
and Other Extresordinary Forms of Aid

n i Aad Rae Jun Jas o8 (oo Jan fos ow Rod fae Jon las

s Jae (A0 Los 0 fas

17. Indicete types and sources of relief received by this household
during Octobar 1933. (This section omitted on Hon-relief schedules)

e e e s » . g e e, 3 g tr ‘ v : ¥l ':"
Type ;m%”m {Cesh or Xind) in
sPrivete :agency :: : Dollars
(=) : (b)) : (e) (d) 3 (o)
fin_Direct Bel fof : : EE :
b diopk ealiat ¢ : e :
- . : 3 4

a8 Lan

18, 2. %Uns housshold Xmown to sny type of relief sgency before Jenusry
1, 1e30% Yes () ¥o () Hot ascertainable ( )

b, Humber of monius for which housshold received sny relief duriag:
1830 1931 1832 1933
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-6 - Schedule Number

19. Other forms of essistance received from January 1, 1833, to

January 1, 1934

e

:Month when
Type : Received

VEIUus 1h
Dollars

a. Crop snd livestoek loens: (Ferm Credit Adm.)

b. Advences on commodities: (O ities Gre.Crop) :

¢, Pa ts for crop reduction: (Agri.Adjust.Adm.):

L, t
2. Cotton
Se Tobaeco
4. Cora

e

d. Civilians' Conservetion Corps

e. Civil Works Employment

f. Veterens' Compensation and Pensions

g. Losns on diutﬂ compensation certificates
h, 0ld Age Relief

i. Mothers' Relief or Pension

ol ool ool ao] oo] wel ol wof sa] sel wnf sa] oe

sslenlas sl anfesjenoajanjonjon o |an

J._Other (Specify)

Vi. Chenge in Living

20. Changes in foods aznd other items used by the household from Jamaary 1,

1930, (or from formation of household if after Januery 1, 1930) to
January 1, 1934, (This section omitted from the Study)

21. Housing conditions es of Jamuary 1, 1934:

~a. Number of rooms: Rooms in use: Rooms heated:

b. Building meteriel: brick _ , stome  , lumber e
log , other (specify) .

¢. Roof: tight s leaky » Very leaky .

d. Walls: tight , crecks , very drefty .

e. Floor: tight , crecks s, Vvery drafty .

f. Interior: attrective and clean , Clean , dirty .

g. Lights: (keroseme: ), (eld@bricity: power line power

plant ){gas: pipe 1ime  , home plent ) (other: specify
h. Water: (well: in house , outside ), (running water in

)e g

house

i. Heating: furnace in use: (Yes,No), ( ): number of stoves in

use .
Jo Fuel: wood , eoal , other (specify) .

).
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22, Housing changes from January 1, 1930 (or from time of household
formetion if after Jenuary 1, 1930) to Jenuary 1, 1934,
a. Has household occupied the same dwelling since January 1, 19307

{Y”,NO) s

b. Generel condition of roof, walls and floors: better ]
same s poorer a

¢. Number of rooms: greater s Seme _ 4 less v

d. Size of rooms: larger , seme ; smaller P

e. Heating: vetter 4 same s poorer ’

f. Lights: better , Same s poorer .

g. Water: DMore convenient , same , less convenient —_—

h. Wes electric current discontinued: (Yes,No) ( ) If "Yes",

give month and year + Reasons:
i. Wes gas discontinued: Yes ( ); No ( ). IT "Yes", give month
and year « Reasons:

23. Feecilities for communication used by household. Check eppropriate item.

In use as of : In use as of :If not in Jenuary

Item January 1, 19307:January 1, 1934:1, 1934,Give reescn
(o) : (b) g (e) 2 (4)
e. Radio : :
b. Telephone :

d. Daily newspaper

e. Other newspeaper

. ines :
g. items (specify):

-
-
-
.
Ce :
.
.
-
-

anfas | as

b fon | on

24. Chenges in social partiecipation of household from Jamuary 1, 1930, (or
from formation of household if after Jenuary 1, 1930) to January 1, 1934.
Enter "Same" if there has been no change, "Added" if participation has
been inereased, "deeressed”, if perticipetion has been dropped or de-
creased, and "None" if household never participated.

:Extent of partici- :

Types of Orgenization :pation(Seme,Added, :Comment

(a) :Decreased, None)(b): (e)
e. Schools and colleges (attended)
b. _H‘oigjous erﬁnisations attended
¢. Fraternal organizations (attended
d._Cooperative (used im buying end selling)
e. Farmers' general organizetions (attended)

T. Childrens’ and yo les orgs.|attended):
8. Informal groups (atten

w8 {on fue an

oe joes e jas jes

-
i

—
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