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PART I 

INTRODUCTION 

Relief became a tuaction ot the National GoTemment during the early 

'30's due to the depression and drought coupled with natural c-atastrophies. 

These taotors cre~ted .want and suttering 1a lll8l1Y agrioultural districts in 

proportions too great to be assuaged by charity trom priTate sources. Thia 

was true especially tor those tamilias living at or below the border line 

ot· poTerty prior to the onslaught ot this depression. Betore that time it 

had been the concensua ot opinion that the rural tam.1ly could live regard-

less or the ec.onomio condition of the country. This opinion has been 

changed somewhat by the drought, depression, technological ch~es in agri-

cultural production, and by the economic specialization which has made the 

tar.mer increasingly a part ot 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 s:tate organization. Under direct 

superTision ot the Governor of Oklahoma, who was stats administrator, a 

county superT1sor administered the funds in eaeh county. In most cases 

relief ns give.n in the f'orm ot wages for work. Ea.ch family hea·d was 

allowed a maximum ot $9.20 per month at a rate of $1.25 per day. In some 

oases where there were no me.le heads direct cash :relief was given. No 

distinction was made between the types or relief given to farm and village 

housellolds. In October the Fe .. ral Govel'Dllent gaff -the t'ollowing ins'lruc-

tions tor administering relief. 

"Relief' could be giTen as direct relief and work relief', and ene:recl 
orders for rood, shelter, clothing, tuel, lights, household necessities, 
(such as soap, matches, lamps, etc.) medioal care given in the elient's 
home or in a doctor's office (but not medical care given in a clinie 
or hospital), transportation, moving expenses, car tokens, and cash 
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'iril,enever eash is giTen in lieu or the above mentioned commodities or 
serrtees or wages tor work relier," y · 

Other torms ot assistance were given du.ring th• year or 1933 by J'eaeral, 

state, and l0cal agencies. This included relier given as orop and livestock 

loans; advances on commodities made by the C<>mmo4it1es Credit Corporation, 

such a:s adTance on corn and eotto:n in storage; payme~t tor crop reduction 

made by the Agricultural Adjustment .Administrati·e>n \Ii the forms ot pa:r.aent 

on l1Testock and erop reductions.; wages reqeived tor employment on OiTil 

Works projects; veterans• compensation; and aid giTen to needy :from the 

county charity tunde are the major types or assistance listed as other than 

relief forms. 2 

The data. presented in this study were taken trom Payne and Cleveland 

county schedules, (DRS~3 C, A SUrvey of R\ll.'!al l'alrlilies Receiving Relie~ in 

October 1933, and Dlm-16, A Suney o:t.: Rural Non-Re-liet l!'am111es) • prepared 

by the Federal Emergency Relief Adndnisiration.. 'J.'his survey was made ot :tarm 

and Tillage households which received reliet in eotober 1933 1n selected 

counties of more than 20 s~ates, including Okl.ahoma~ Th.e states 1n which 

counties were selected. represent nine geographic d1'Y'1sions in the principal 

agricultural regions ot the United States. The selected counties include 

among their chief agrieultura.l. products the main commodities produced tor 

sale throughout the country. 3 Payne and OleTeland counties in Oklahoma 

represent southwestern cotton counties in 'the study. 

Purpose or the Stucl7 

The purpose ot this study is to describe certain sooial and economic 

1 Issued in special instructions to local research eupenisera by E .. D .. 
Tetreau, Rural Relief Analyst, Federal Emergency Reliet Administration. 

2 Ibid. 

3 See appendix tor th.e schedule torm used in inteniewing relief families. 
For the non-relier families the schedule was identical. 
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eharaeteristics of the rural tarm and rural non-tarm households in Payne 

and OleTeland counties, Special emphasis is placed on relief households in 

comparison with their nearest non-relief neighbors. More specitioally the 

st.udy analyzes. (1) the economic status ot the household, (2) occupational 

history and mobility ot h.ee.d• ot' households, (3) the orgenization and struc­

ture ot the households showing its importance as a psycho-social entity, (4} 

housing tac111t1es and their relation to the various interacting members tor 

physical needs, and (5) social participation and communieation as it is re­

lated to the behartor ot' the family members. 

The assumption is that the analyses or these factors will answer the 

tollow1ng questions: 

What are some ot the contributing tactors to the problem of unemployment 

and the need for reliet in rural communities? 

Does the economic status ot the household have a direct relation to the 

relief status as to economic dependency, rehabilitation and/or the ossential 

needs :tor continuation of life? 

What are the s,ooial and economic prospects ot reliet and non-reliet' 

households as determined by a detailed analysis o:t the oharaeteristics 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

hold? 

Ia it possible tor adjustment t.o preTailing enT1ronmental conditions in 

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

The Area Studied 

The major crops ot Oklahoma are cotton, hay, corn, wheat, oats, and 

grain sorghum. Cotton was the most important crop during the five year 



period, 1926 through. to 1930. The f'arm Talue at cotton and cotton seed 

averaged 42.5 per oent of total ta:tm values ot all the leading crops pro­

duced in the ijtate. 4 Ootto11 is produced over the entire area except in a 

tew counties 1n the northern part and. int.he Panhandle, tb.e-majror part being 

produced in the southern part ot the state. Payne and Cleveland counties 

were chosen as being representative of' the southwe-atern eotton region or the 

United States. From Table 1 it is seen that the greatest amount of' produc-

tion comes trom gene:ral and cotton farming. While these counties are not the 

most typical cotton counties in Oklahoma, cotti:,n has been their ehie:f' single 

cash crop tor many years. 

TABLE 1 

Percentage Distribution ot Total Values ot Crops, 
l.iTestook and L1Yettook Products Procluced 1h 
.Oltlaacaa and in Payne and CleTelend Counties 

Aocording to Type of J'arm. • 1929 

!YPe ot J'ara : 'lote.l OklahOJIIA : . :Pyne Co.untz 01.sTeland Countl 

'l'otal Produotioa $ 3()7,060,693 $ 3,.452,962 $2,854,078 

total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

General J'arming 15.5 34:.2 28.4, 
Cash Grain 20.5 1.6 4 •. 5 
Cotton 3,8.9 29.8 35.4 
Orop Specialt;y 1.7 .6 .9 
Fruit .3 .9 ... 
Dairy 4.3 e.o 16.9 
Animal Specialty 7.3 10.-l 5.5 
Poultry 1.2 3.9 1.8 
Selt-Sutt1c1ng 1.9 2.4 3.1 
1Jnolaas1t1ed 8.4: 8.2 3.1 

• J'itteenth eensus ot U~S., ·Oklahoma 1930,. 'l'hirci Seri.es, Tables l and 2, 
pp. 6-9. 

4 Be.lllnger and KoWhorter, Economic Aspects ot Grade and Staple Length ot 
Co,tton in Oklahoma, Report ot Oklahoma Experi:m.e11:t Station, 1932-1934. 
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Payne and Oleveland counties are similar in physical characteristics. 

They are ot approximately the same average altitude, 945 teat tor Payne and. 

9-59 teet tor Cleveland counties. 'l'he soils in both counties have a phos·~ 

pho:rous d~ticien4y or 6-' and 70 per cent. Both eount-1es lie in the central 

cross-tim.'ber 'belt. The timber 1s mostly of sol'ubby oai: Tarieties and is of 

little Talue except tor tuel. The natiTe prairie grasses are taf:rly abundant 

but are low in nutritional value tor livestock. Partly, t-or that reason lin-

stock enterprises ha.Te not been developed on a scale that might seem desirable 

in a well-balanced a.gr1eulture.. The mean annual rainfall is a'round 34 inches 

with the heaviest precipitation occuring in May and September. Tl).e ~nrage 

growing season ranges from 210 to 220 day's. The tarmers of these counties 

engage in ''general farming"• produce co't'ton, 11 Testock, dairy and poultry 

products, and, in CleTeland eo1;U1ty, some broomcorn is produced. Although 

Payne is somewhat larger than CleTeland eount'y, they produced equal amounts 

or cotton tor the 1932•33 crop. Each produoe4 7,000 biles ot OTer a one 

million bale crop tor the entire state. 

In the northwest part of Payne county the entire population was depen­

dent on agriculture. The land is hilly and badly waghed. The average rarm 

consists ot 160 acres with about forty tG sixty acres in cultivation. Most 

ot 'the farmers in that area cultivate only ootton and corn while a 1tew attempt 

to produce poultry and dairy products tor market~ All .except 22 of the house-

holds, or about one-:rourlh ot the po:i:,ulation, in this ' area had managed to make 

a bare· subsistence during this period of J'anuary 1,. ,1930 to January 1, 1934. 5 

The north central part ot Payne eounty had many good !arms which had 

been the property of the pres&nt owners or their heirs since the opening ot 

the territory tor settlement some forty-eight years ago. 'l'he households 1n 

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

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

5 Observation ot field workers. lJ'npubliahed data. 
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In the eastern section or Payne eounty, trom 1916 to 1921, there existed 

an oil boom community, where people invested earningsin land, buildings, and 

other property, worthless except tor oil speculation. As long as the boom 

eondi tion prevailed, wage.a were high. By 1930 values of the property had 

declined to almost nothing and the majority or workers were out or jobs. By 

19~3 this ssction had one-halt ot the total relief cases ot the entire county. 

These people had existed from year to year without seriously considering t-he 

need for· creating a rese~e to tide them over during depression periods. They 

were poor providers, who never had a garden , canned foo,d , or killed their own 

meat. Part or th.is inability to manage was due to the fact that bet0re this 

time these people had recel.Yed a geod wage and had li v-ed: wholly on cash pur­

chases. 

One-fourth ot th& populatiQn of' ,CleYela.n.d ooun.ty is wholly or partially 

dependent on reliet tor an income ~ any sort and a large part of these are 

rural people. Due to the tGpography and :fertility of the sail the county is 

separated into two parts, by the U.S. Highway running north and south. West 

et the highway lies a fairly lev~l tert:tle area of about 374 square miles, 

whieh is largely an area of alluvial soil bordering the South Canadian RiT&r. 

The inhab1 tan ts are well educated, highly cu.l tured., supe·l'-me.rginal farmers, 

who use modern methods in agriculture and up-to-date machinery. A large per 

cent ot th1s land ts 01111ed and operated by persons or heirs of persons who 

homesteaded it in 1889. Automobiles, motor trucks, ~notors, stationary 

gas engines, power plants, windmills, silos, and telephones are used quite 

extensively among the.se people. Same of the farms a.re mortgaged, but only 

a small proportion ot these farmers have registered tor relief. 

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

rooky, hilly, badly eroded, and is a non-productive territory or 180 square 



miles. The inhabitants ot this section are poorly educated, superstitious, 

poor farmers, who are rather il'1'8spons1ble and shiftless with. little hope 

ot ever improving their 11T1ng conditions by their own ettorts. The low 

agrieultural 1ncanes ot the people living in this section ot the county 

nre kllown to have been supplemented rather extensively by illicit tratfic 

in spirituous liquors. 

The same eharaeteristios found in the population in th.e eastern pan 

of' Payne county oan be obsened in the industrial workers who moved from 

Oklahoma City into Oleveland county. 

By an analysis of the characteristics of these two counties the basic 

7. 

circumstances contributing to the need tor relief may be summed up as tollont 

The low prices received tor agricultural products; the closing down of oil 

t'ields in the eastern part of Payne county; the retrenchment ot the petroleum, 

packl.ng, automobile and other industries in Oklahoma G1ty; orop failures due 

to drouth, hail or river overflows; eroded condition of the land; and the 

"'hand-to-mouth" tenant farmers. 

'1'he Rural Population 

The nat1Te white population ot Oklahoma is increasing rapidly tn rela-

Uva importance, the toreign born and mixed elements ot the white population 

are fading out, and may be expected to become increasingly obscure owing to 

ths national restriction ot European immigram:ts. Although Indians and Negroes 

are increasing they are tailing to hold their own demographically as compared 

with the white race. There is also a high probability that the Indians are 

being slowly assimilated into the white population. The NegrG population 

does not increase, but rather diminishea, relat1Te to the total population. 6 

6 o. D. Duncan, Population Trends ot Oklahoma, Experiment Station Bulletin 
224, p. 19. 



The population or Oklahoma in 1930 showed an increase or 18.l 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.'1 per 

cent. The per cent of native white population in 1930 tor the rural dis ... 

tricts was se.1, Negro 6.6 per cent, and other races including Indians 

5.3 per cent. 7 

'l'he pop~ation ot Cleveland and Payne counties contained 5,820 rural 

a. 

farm families and 2.«9 rural non ... tarm. families, making a total ot 8,269 

families in 1930 1n the rural area. 8 The proportion ot native white popu-

lation in Payne and Cleveland countiea 1s e•en higher than for the entire 

state, being appro:xi:mattel.y 94 per cent and 8"1.5 per oent, respectively. 

Ot the households co-ns1derec1 in this study, 96 per eent we1"9 ot the white 

rao.e, 3.6 per cent Negroes, and .4 per cant other race·s ( including Indians). 

In all instances Negroe.a included in the aample lived on f'e.rms either as 

owners or ten.ants, and all except a had received relief. After an exami-

nation o.t schedules of Negro households as to family composition, educe.tio.n, 

types ot hous&&, occupational history, and economic status it may be eon-

eluded that these Negro :tam111es did not d1ffsr materially trom the white 

population. Therefore, it seems feasible to study the population of this 

group without considering the racial di:f'terence-s stuce the Nttgro and Indian 

populati.on comprise only a negligible proportion or the population as a 

whole. 

'1 

8 

9 

J'itteenth Census ot U.S. Population, 1930, Vol. III, Part 2, Table 2, p. 54,l. 

J'itteenth Census ot U.S. Population, 1930, Vol .• VI, Table 20, pp. 1087-89. 

ror the purpose ot this study the terms "household" and ":t'amily" may be 
used interchangeably 811d rater to individuals, related or unrelated, 
lirl.ng in the same house. In some instances a household or family :may 
re:t'"e-r to only one person. 



The Sample Studied 

The data tor this study were taken trom a sample ot 1,197 rural 

households. 9 O:t this number 379 were reliet and 81S~non-rel1et house­

holds. The total sample represents 14.5 per cent. ot the total nUDtber ot 

rural t'amilies or Payne and OleTe'land counties as giTen by the Qensus tor 

9. 

1930. ~he distributions of the cases between relief and non-relief tamilias 

and between CleTeland ud Payne counties are shown in Table 2 .• 

eases chosen tor the surTey were every third ne.me listed on the Federal 

Emergency Rel1et Administration rolls for Payne and Cleveland countiea, 

Oklahoma, 1n October 1953. For comparatiTe purposes a control &r non-rel1et 

group was chosen t.rom the nearest accessible uighbore who had not receiT•d 

reliet. Approxima.tely twice as many n.on-relief households were chosen as 

relief. This was done .in order to preserve similar proportions ot r1tl1et 

and non-relief' families in the samples to those in the general populations 

ot the oeuni.ies studied. 

Sum:m.ary o~ Sample Studied Jooord,ing tu 
Classiticatiens Uaed 

;--~--~--~~--B'Ull----·~--r~Q~t __ H_o_u_ae_h_o_l_d_•~----------~-
: __ _.To_t_a_l ...... __ : TU..l.aga !"ow 

Oountias Studied : : Jron- : : Bon- ! : Non-

Payne 
Cleveland 

Payn• 
OleTeland 

RaU.et : R.eliet : Rellet : Relief' Relief ': Relief 

31!/9 818 101 209 272 609 

213 463 84 176 12~ 287 
166 155 23 53 143 522 

Per Cent ot Households 

56.2 56.6 78.5 &l.2 47.<l 4?.1 
43.8 43.4 21.5 1.5.8 52.6 52.9 



PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION 

RURAL FARM AND RURAL NON-FARM 

RELIEF 

AGE M. F. 
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65-. 7 4 
55~6 4 
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45-54 ~,C,..,.."-'r,'>~~--~~ 

~8:1: 
25-29 
20- 24 
15-19,......_..._...,~~"':<I--~--'----, 
b0 : 13~.:..;..;.~~'f--~~~ L, 
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Percentage Distribution of' Population 

The accompanying chart (Figure 2) or age and sex population pyramids 

represents the total rural population of Oklahoma. the total relief and 

non-relier population or the sample, and also the village and tarm popu• 

lation grouped as to relier, non-relief, and total. 'l'hese pyramids are 

soaewhat misshapen due partly to doubling the class interval beginning 

with age 35 and axtending upward. The narrow base or age grouping under 

5 years .shows an abnormally small proportion ot populati_on, which is 

probably due to a decline in arude birth rate, a phenomenon which has 

been in evidence with increasing emphasis during the past two decades; 

Studies discussed by Thompson in Population Problems reveal that we have 

no birth statistics tor the United States as a whole since 1800 but we 

find that the ratio ~ children under 5 to wom.en 16-44., who were likely 

to be their mothers, has fallen steadily since 1810, with ihe exception 

or 1860 lrhen there was a slight rise, probably du-e to the great influx 

ot young imigrants during the preceding decade. 10 

In comparing the relief and m.on-reliet pyramids it is to be obsened 

that there was an unduly large proportion or both malell and fem.ales in the 

upper age group or non-relief population. These characteristics are more 

noticeably true in the village thall in the farm non-relief group and can 

possibly be attributed in most cases to the presenee ot retired non-relief 

household heads. Also, there is an excess of children ages 5 to 14 in the 

relief as com.par&d with the non-relief households. This may be tentatively 

ascribed to the probability or a much greate~ need tor relief 1.n 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 m.uch smaller proportion ot the population than in the non-relief 

lO Warrens. Thompson, Population Problems, p. 126. 



TABLE 3 

A&• D1atribut1.on ot R-1.iet" a114 Jl'on ... Rel1et Male Popu.1.attou 
or Village and Jarm Oonaunitiea in Pa,ne end Oleveland Counties 1933 

ud in Oklahoma tor 1930 !) 

: : ; Per Cut ot Pgpulatie>ll . . : 
:Age Grouping: TO:tei , . ' vui,e · ' : · faffl 
: of : lfoll• 1;1> , 'ion• 1936 i Non• I,® i 

Mel•• :Relief Reli~_Okleb.oma : ReU,et Rel.1,e,t' O.kl.ehoa : Rel1•t Bel1et Okl.ahou 

All Ages 100.0 100. 0 100. e 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 

Under 5 Ye.ere 10. , 8. 6 11.1 o.e ,.o u .• ll~O a.o ll. 9 
6 - g 13. 6 10. 6 u .. , 11.1 10. , 12. 2 13. 7 10. e l.5.0 

10 • 14 14. & 10. 2 u., 11.1 10. , 10. 0 1,, 10. 1 12. ~ 
15 • 19 10. e us.a . u .a e.o 6. 3 , .1 1r.e 12. '1 12. z 
20 - 24 , .1 8.& s. ; 4. 2 9. 0 , .1 10.0 8.1 e. '1 
25 • 29 1. 4 o., '1 .0 4. 9 • • 3 a.I e. e ,~, 6.2 
ZO • 3, ••• ~.o 5. 9 , .o o.o ,., ,.& .. 4.~ 4 15. 2 
S5 • 44 8. 8 u., 11.0 ,.e u., 12. 6 2. 3;' 11. , 10. 2 
45 • 64 10 .. 1 10. s 8. 9 1e. 1 10. • e., ,.6~4 10.9 9.;·o 
15 • 64 .,.2 t .O e.a e.o a.5 5. 8 '1~0 v.s e.5 ,s ... 74t · 3. 9 5. "1 3. 3 G.7 5. 2 3.1 ~. l 5. 9 3. 3 
'15 end .Above 1., e • .e 1 . 1 1. 7 3. 9 1. ! l:. 3 2. 2 1.8 

1/ J"1tteenth Ceusua of u. s. 1930 Population, Volume 3, Table 14, pp 6M. 

.... 
t\t 
• 



TABLE 4 
,<I' } ' 

Age D1et~1but1on or Reltet en4 Non-Reliet Female Po,ulatlon 
ot Village and Fe.rm Oc:mmu11t1ea in pa_;yae end Cleveland Counties 193~ 

and .in Oklshoma tor 1930 'Y 

: : . P•r 0.Jit ot l"!J?Ulation . : 
:Age Oi-oupings · Totei : ,hl&.:St. . . : '.hrm . : 
: ot : Boa- fimi s NQli• ii1<5 : ion• !9515 : 
:. Males :Relief Reliet Oklah0Jll8 : Rel1et' Reltet Oklahoma : Jtellet ReiUet Oldaheu: 

All Agel 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

under 5 Year• 11.0 .a.1 12.0 a., , .. 1.1.7 13.l 8.3 1z.o 
o- 0 lft.4!8 o., lS.4 115., la., 1$.4 14.5 a •. , 1,.0 

10 - 14: 1!5.1 13.4 12.2 ii., u.e 10.5 lZ11:2 l.4-.0 a.a 
15 • 19 12., 10.a u •• 10'19 s., 10.3 1511,4 10 .. s 12~b 
20 • 24 9.l 8.9 t.l e •. :s s., lG.l , •. 5 a.s a.,~ 
ao - et ,., 6.3 .,., 5 •. , 6.8 S .. 8 1.$ e.1 6.'6 

30 • U 6.1\4 '1~3 1 ... 2 4,5 s., '1.l ,.a a.a . ~.s 
35 - k 9.J~ U.9 11.2 10.0 S.6 11.5 D ... O 10..1 H .• q 
"5 .. s, e.c 11"0 s.1 11 ... 0 10., s.o 7.6 u.1 e.2 
IIS - 64 o., ,.o •.. , a •. 7 G-1 15 .• l 5.2 7,J 4, '? 
oe - .,, 2~1 4.1 a.• :S • .l l.'1 e.o 1./1 & •.• 2,1 

75 an4 A,l1ove 1.1 2.1 1.1 ., a., 1.4 ]..O 1.0 .9 

---- ·----~ ~--

• / 11tteenth Oeneus ot u. s. 1930 Population. Volume 3, Table 14, pp 5&4 -

I!--' 
CA 
• 



and total households for tae state. The farm sample presents approxi­

mately the same proportions in all three groups, relief, non-relief, 

and total tor the state, tor lhis age grouping. 

Data presented seem to show the.tin the relief group there is a 

preponderance ot population in the early adult age and in the age group 

-45 to 54 years, 1f1 th a smaller per cent or the population between 30 to 

45 years. In the non-relief samples the age distribution ot the popula­

tion bears a much closer reseablanee to that of the general population 

than that ot the persons who liftd in the rel1-et households. 

14,. 
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PART II 

THE l!DONOMIO STATUS OF THE HOUSEHOLD 

Size or Fama. 

The tYPical ta.rm Ope;l'&.ted by both owners and tenants on relief was 

smaller than that of non-relier tam ownsre and t:enants. From data at 

hand it was round that 48.8 per cent ot relier owner• and tenants operated .. .. 

less than 100 a.ores of' land as compared with 32.0 per cent ot nou.-rel1e1' 
,. 

owners and tenants. Table 5 shows the.t approxilnahl7 one-halt', 50.l per 

cent, of the househol4 heads Qperated farms ranging in size trom 100 to 174 

acres, which was a larger proportion than was included in the same cl.ass 

1nterft.l tor all tarmere in Payne and eleveland counties in 1930. !he 

owner• and tenants in the non-relief' groups operatm the largest sized t'a:rms. 

Tb.is may be due to the tact that the ta;rm owners are Tery much under-repre-

aentad 1n the relief' groups since only '2 farm oaers were on relief. Taking 

all :tarms ot 1'15 acres and over, it was round that this group comprised 17.3 

per cent or the t0tal tor the two counties in 1930 as compared with 12.9 per 

cent tor the entire sample studied. 1'1.7 per oe.nt for non-relief owners, 13.7 

per cent f~ _non-reliet tenants and 5.'1 per oent tor relief tenants. One of' 

two ractors 'Wf\S responsible tor the ditterenoes. Either the size or tarms 

was' decreasing after 1930, or the S6Dlpl1ng procedure did not distribute t'arma 

altogether 1n prop0rtion to size, or perhaps both factors were actiTe. 

'l'he modal size interTal ot tarms operated was 100 to 17-i acres, and 

this group contained tram two-titths to one-halt ot all the ta:rms operated 

by the T~ious o1asses of operators. The Oklahoma 1811.d surTey, popularly 

called the "checkerboard s;ystem", is no doubt largely responsible tor this 

beeauae of the preTaili.ng tendency tor land to be sold and rented in 160-acre 
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TABLE 5 

Percentage Distribution ot Farm Operators 
in Relief and Non-Beliet Households 
According to Size or :rums Operated 

Per Gent et Household Heada 
Who 9.Eerated J'arms ots;eecitie4 Size 

Size ot hrms: All !'a.:riu: : : 
by Acree . 1n Both . ~~e.l Fu,a Ow.ne:l'e . J'a.:m Tenants . . . 

:Oount1.es : ll$-l1et and • Non- . Bon-• . 
: 1930 .. Hon ... Reliet : Reliet Relief . Relief· Re,liet . . 

'fotal Farms 4939 791 42 307 194 248 

Uncler 10 2.9 1.9 2.4 2 •. 3 1.5 1.6 
10 - 19 2.6 2., 2.4 1.3 3.1 4 .. 0 
20 - 49 10 •. 6 8.3 ,~e 4.2 15.5 a.5 
50 - 99 2-i.5 24.l 42.8 22 .. 1 217.8 20.6 

100 ... 174 42.2 50.l 40.5 S2.4: 46.4 51.6 
175 - 259 8.9 5.8 6.2 4.1 7.7 
260 ... 499 7.6 5.7 ,., 8.5 1.6 5.6 
500 - 999 .7 l..l 2.4 2.3 .4 
1000 and Over .1 •. $ .7 

tracts. On the other hand, 160 acres probably approximates a eonTenient 

17. 

e.oo.nomically sized f'al"m. unit in. this al'ea. ~though such a unit has naTer 

been def'initely defined ter the 8.l"ea, a "rule o:t thumb" proc.edure in tarm 

management is to ass.um.a as a point or dep8.l"ture that the typical p:raetiee 

which has eTob,,d through tamers' experience in an agricultural region 

approximates the optimum farm organization tor that region. Oil this basis, 

i _t may 't>e deduced that since the overwh1tl.m1n.g preponderance or the non-

typtce.l tarms are smaller than the modal elass and that sin.oe there is a 

.disproportionately heaYy sran tation ot the relief relati w to the non-

reliet population toward the smaller farms, a part of the tinancial distress 

ot these two counties may haTe grown out ot an uecOJloaiC balance between 

the lend and the hwnu taotors in the agriculture ot the counties. EYen 
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had the prioe levels been favorable to the typical f'e.rmar, it appears more 

than probable that large numbe.rs of the farmers studied would have suffered 

economical distress regardless. 

Kinds ot Livestock Owned 

Out of' the entire sample, 43.9 per ce:nt ot the village relief house­

holds had no 11 vestock as compared with 38. 8 per cent ot the 11.on-reliat 

village households.. This, however, is somewhat surprising because municipal 

ordinances often prohibit residents trom keeping liv&stook when they would 

do so otherwise. In tarm households 2,9 per c-ent ot relief' households and 

6.7 per cent non-relief' households had no livestock. The village popula­

tion kept cows., hogst sheep and goats, and poultry. Horses, mules, and 

other o.a.ttle kept by village households were tew in number and those who 

kept these type's or stock usually were farmers whose tar.ms were located 

near the village. Ot the eight village households which kept horses and 

mules sb: were farm owners and tenants. A smaller proportion of village 

relief households kept stock than did non-relief' households with the ex­

ception ot goats. This oan be explained in that it 1s more economical to 

keep goats as a source of' home milk supply than to keep cows. 

In studying the farm households ·( Table 7) reli&f' farmers who owned 

livestock averaged 2.4 horses and mules per household, whereas the non­

reliet neighbors averaged . 4 per household, but the contrast·s are eve.n 

greater in regard to milk con . other cattle, and hogs. The average number 

ot milk cows and other cattle (6.2) tor the survey is below the aTer~e tor 

the Etntire farm population ot Payne and Cleveland counties (8.2)per cent. 1 

The average tor the relief' group is lower than the non-relief' group. Or the 

1 n~t.eenth Census or U.S. Agriculture, 1930, Table IX, pp. 18-21. 



TABLE 6 

Per Cent of Rel,d.et and Noa-Relief' Households 
Who Owned L1Testoek in Payne and Olev-eland Oounties 

Oklahoma 1934 

Per Oent o~ Households 
: Village l'al"II 

'r.Y'Pe 
ot 

Livestock : Relief' : N<>n .. Reliet : . Relief' : Non-Relief 

Households Without 
Livestock 

Horses and Mules 
Mille Cows 
Other Oattle 
Hogs 
Sheep and Goats 
Poultry 

43.9 
1.9 

23.4 
2.8 

19.6 
3.7 

40.2 

38.8 2.9 
3.8 64.7 

38.8 "!6.5 
5.7 58.8 

11.0 64.3 
1.4 ·"' 49.3 S9.3 

Average Number ot Livestock Owned 
by Relief and Non-Relier Households in 

Payne and Oleveland Counties, Oklahoma, 1934* 

6.7 
78.2 
86.a 
70.l 
57.a 
4.1 

77.0 

Type AY•!!:(5e Number or LiTestock per liouaehold 
Village : . J's.rm ot 

Livestock : Relief' ! Non-Relief Relief Non-Relier 

Horses and Mules 
Milk Oows 
Other Cattle 
Hoga 
Sheep and Goats 
Poultry 

1.5 
1.3 
1.0 
1.6 
2.5 

13.3 

3.4** 2.4 
1.3 2.5 
2.3 3.9 
2.5 ,.o 

18.3 25.0 
26.2 34.0 

i Averege Number . based on U$0.al households dn.1.ng 11 vesteek. 

4.0 
6.5 
9.6 
9.4 

3$.0 
112.2 

** In COlllputing average number of' horses and mules in the Tiliase non­
reliet gr~up one case was om1 tted. This h.ouaehold head's occupation 
was listed as a tenant but he was really a stock trader and on January 
1, 1931, owned 30 head ot horses and mules. 

19. 
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reUet households. 9 out of 10 owned. polll.tt'Y with an aveJ>ege of 34 ehiekena 

pe;r househol4. compared to 5 ~t .r 6 ium-rellef houaeho141 OWD1ng an anrage 

ot 112 chicken, pe.:r houatibe:14. 

!lie impon-.oe: of the :torepliag comparlRn• 1• the.\ raiaer gn.erall.7,. 

in f &1'Dl population• at l•-'• . the poonr tanU1•• •ela.m . keep aa many Un­

stock a.a tho•• in moderate au4 CG!lf~ri•b1• Cil"ClJ!late.nc.1. . J'requ.ently the 

poor"t ram tamil1e.a have no liTe.s\oa whatever,. In clepre.nion pertou when 

farmers an al.mos\ tnv.anaoly ton:•d lo a n'bs1atenee. or selt-lU.ffieing basls, 

the keeping~! livestock both aa a ·~ of food for the t•~l1 and as a 

means of derlv1ng a small ca1th income ls a1•ust ind.lapenP.ble. Failure to 

de e.o ie of\en a directly eont~bu\bg fact~ in the neettaelt7 for a fantly 

to aak tor some k1nd o'f reltef. h doub.l• 1n the population groups studie-a 

here, a partial aolutlon of the J!'ellef p;robl• could have bee~ effected b7 

aettlng up what ._. be .called a fallilJ' \Ull\ ltveatock pngl"IO. Unfor-tunatel7 

sucb a prognm would haw been ·of neoeaa1,7 e experimental procednre for the 

reason that resear·dl haia ao, ,et- edabltlhe4 a xaorm&Uff fllllil7 li•estoclc 

CCJDbine.Uon enterpris~. 'l'hia remains one of the cb&llengea of a progNlm of 

femil7 rehabilitation. 

Ontstandlng lndel>tfJdlleaa ol 1~il1ee 1n JeJm.&ry 1931' 

Of the relief group 75.6 per cent and ;3.3 per oen, of tbe non-relief 
2 

group reported ln~bteu••• with an averag• of $338 mi.cl $1.181 per house-

hold, 1'etpeeU wly. !a.bl• 8 lh01rl the houeeholdl grouped aoco:rti.ng to amount 

ot indabtemaa. Of thoae houa.ebolda who had an. indebted.ne11•. appro.dmaiely 

ctm-tht'l'd of the relief housebola owe·A leas than $100. About tlv..,..is:tha ot 

them owed lea11 than $500. One-aix\h h'84 $500 or more . In the non.relief 

h&ueho·lda oae-balf owecl 1••• than $500 and one.half .-.a more thm2. $500 and Offl'. 

2 
J.yerage basec1. on the JmmbeJ' o~ hc,a;.nboldtl ha'ring 1nd4btetnesa on Janury 1 .• 
19~. 



In case or the farm population with debt.s the average indebtedness 

ot rellet heads was $3'79 , and non-relief heads $1,337 as compared wi.t:b. th.e 

Tlllage group in which the relier heads averaged $219 and non-relier heads 

averaged 't637. The luger proportion or owners than or tenants among the 

non-relief households probably aocounts tor the dif:terenoe due to the fact 

that own.eel farms are frequen:Uy heaTily mortgaged. 

Pe.r Cent or Households Grouped According ta 
.Amount ot Indebtedness, J'anuary l, 1934 

: Per Cent ot Popul.aUen with Indebtedn.ess 
Total VU.lg• : IPa:rm Amount ot 

Indebtedness lion .. : Non- : Non-
t Relief : Reliet 

Total Households 
Indebted 

Under $100 
100 to 499 
500 to 899 
900 to a,99 

2500 to 4499 
5000 and abon 

76.5 

24.0 
sa.o 

6.9 
6.6 
1.0 

7.4 
18.0 
8.4 

ll.4 
4.5 
3.6 

Relief : Reliet Relief : Relief 

69.l 46.4 79.4 55.6 

26.1 11.5 23.2 6.l 
34.S 16.3 39.3 18.6 
5.6 7.6 ., .3 a., 
2.8 e.1 8.1 12.5 

2.4 1.5 5.2 
.s 4.5 

'?he tact that relatiTely more re11et than non-relief household heads 

21. 

wre enoumbend w1 th debt is not inconsistent with the finding that debts or 

non-!'elief heads of households were typically larger than those of the reliet 

groups. In the tiret place, -reliet more o:tten than non-relief f'amilies • as 

will be seen later, had liquidated their debts in as tax e.s p0ssible. hr-

thermore, they owned less land, fewer 11Testook, and were more limited as to 

other types ot liquidable assets which could be used as collateral tor borrowed 

money and other tYJ)es ot credit than were the non-relief t"amilies. On the 

other hand, a substantial part or the increased debt ot the non-relief f'amilies 
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was 1n the torm ot unpaid taxes, default or interest, and other detaloa-

tions which automatically beoame ehargeable against their assets when the 

payments were not made. Finally it is not at all improbable that one im-

portant means of keeping oft ~e relief rolls was through the use of ei-edit 

by those families to whom such an escape was acces.s1ble. Theoretically,- , 

it would be expected that an applicant would n0~ beoome eligible tor relief' 

benefits 1t he could obtain credit in any way so as to enable him to be in-

dependent. There is no implication that this principle either was ·or was 

not invoked rigidly in reference to the ea•ea included in this study. It 

simply seems to be the logical or the expected rule ot procedure. 

Net Change in Indebtedness ot Houaeholds ham. 
1anuary 1. 19'30. to January 1. 193' 

AB has been mentioned abow, oh.anges 1n the debt situation ot house-

holds may ha Te borne a direct relation to their relief status. HoweTer, 1 t 

ie to be noted that ta.rm and Tillage families do not otter a strictly parallel 

study on this point • .Agriculture, even in the l01rest eoonomic leTele,requires 

a large outlay ot land. and capital in proportion to the returns realized. In 

the tarm group. theref'ore, changes in the debt situation often may be more 

directly related to the tiud charges of' the product.ion enterprises than to 

f'amily 11 Ting as JJuch. On the other hand, the bulk 01' the village f'amilies 

studied lived upon salaries and wages when employment was available. They, 

theretore, would have leas reason to alter their debt situations for reasons 

other than the demands of actual living than is usually true of' farm families. 

In Table 9 the percent.age distribution of' tamilies is given in relation 

to changes in inde_btedness from January l, 1930, to January 1, 1934. Not all 

the debts were cont~aete"d during the period of 1anuary l, 1930. to .Tanuary 1., 

1934, but all the change in the amount of debt represented did take place 

during this period. Ot the relie:t' households, 64.4 per cent increased their 



Net 
Change 

Total 

Increase 
Decrease 
UnchBllged 

TABLE t 

Percentage Distribution ot Household Heads 
Aooo:irding to Net Change, in Ind-ebt.edneas 

J"anuary l, 1930, to January l, l934 

Per Ce.nt of liousehold H•ads 
Total Villag,e • . 

: Non .. : Noll-
:rum 

:Relief Rell et Reliet : Relief Relier 

100.0 100.0 100.<J 100.0 100.0 

60.4 39.'1 63.& 37.3 55.5 
15.6 7.8 6.5 6.2, 19.1 
24.0 52.5 
'-, 

29.9 56.5 25,4 

24. 

! Non-
Ral1et 

100.0 

40.6 
8.4 

51.0 

debts on an aTerage of $195 while 15.6 per cent decreased debts on an average 

ot $389. In the non-relief ~roup ,, 39.? per cent inor-eased debts averaging 

$659 while 7.8 per eent decreased debts averaging $824. A larger per cent 

or relief than or non-rel.1ef households 1no-reased indebtedness, but the 

size of the non-reliet indebtedness was three Umes as large as the in-

debted.ness of the reliet heads. 

During the periol January 1, 1930, tG J'anuay 1, 1934, debts W81"8 eon-

traete4 by mortgages, unpaid taxas and other debts including rent• groc.eries, 

and health care. Ot the relief' households 69.l per cent reported that new 

debts averaging $201 had been contracted between J'anua.ry 1, 1930• and January 

1, 1934, end the non .. reliet group reported 41.l per cent households with an 

illerease in indebtedness with an average o:t $6~2. 'l'he :torms in which the 

increased 1ndeb~edness accrued ts indica'ted in 'fable 10 and the average 

8lll0unt ot increased indebtedness tor these househol4:s is shown in Table 11. 

The overlapping ot classifications within the groups of those who had 

indebtedness was due to households contracting several types of debts . 



TABLE 10 

Per Cent ot Households with Increase 1n Indebtedness 
1anuary 1, 1930, to 1anU&ry' 1, 1934 

Accor-ding to Principal Typee ot 
Indebtedness which Increased 

Per Gent ot Householde 
Total VUl.age 

'l'ypes of : :- Non-
Indebte,dness : Bel,tet' ; Relie:t 

: l'on­
Reliet: Relief : 

: lion­
Reliet : Re.lief 

With Inereaaad 
Indebtedness 

Mortgage 
Unpaid Taxes 
Others 

69.l 
27.V 
14.2 
44.8 

4.1.l 
24.3 
4.2 

17.2 

68.2 
9.3 

12.5 
43.0 

TABLE 11 

30.l 
12.0 
4.8 

l'l.7 

69.5 
34.9 
15.1 
45.6 

ATerage Amount ot Increase in Indebtedness per Household 
J'anuary l, 1930, to 1an.uary 1, 1934 

Accor.ding to Principal 'fypee ot 
Indebtedness which Inoreaae4 

ATere.ge Increase in Dollars pe.r .Household 
Total Village Farm 

44.8 
28.6 
3.9 

r,.1 

Typee ot Non- : : Non- -: Non-
Indebtedneas : Relief : Relief Reliet : Relier Relief Relief 

A.nrage Total 
In4ebtednes.s 

Mortgage 
Unpaid Taxes 
Others 

$201 
231 
103 
157· 

$692 t1a1 
976 130 
114. 184 
245 206 

$316 ' $230 J7&> 
536 242 1040 
129 77 670 
1,1 139 282 

25. 



In studying the farm households the data revealed that 69.5 per 

cent of relief' households owed an aYerage of $230 as compared to 48.8 

per cent of non-relief' households owing an anrage of .$760. Slightly 

more than one-halt of the farm population owed mortgage indebtedness 

w1 th an anrage of $242 tor relief house,halds and tl ,040 tor the non­
\' 

relief' households. In the relief households, bo\h farm and village, the 

increases in debts were mostly '!'or purposes other than the presern.tion 
i .. \ \. 

ot the property and inn-stments owned. Presumably, the principal reason 

tor the increases shown was intdequate inc0lll8s with which to provide the 

neo·ess1t1es of life. 

Unpaid taxes anraged $77 tor 1{) per cent of the relief' households, 

while 4 per cct non-relief households had unpaid taxes averaging $6'70. 

Other debts had accrued to 45.6 per eent of relief and to 17.1 per cent 

non-relief households. The average _amounts of increased debt in these 

classes were $139 and 1282, respectively. Also, among those who had an 

increa~e. in the amount of delinquent taxes and 1nc-reased mortgages was a 

larger number of owners in non-l"eliet' than in relid households which was 

to have been expected inasmuch as the ta.rm Ollll&rs had more property to be 

mortgaged and against which taxes might accwnulate than did the tenants. 

J.)ecnase in Reserns Between 
January 1. 1930, and January l, 1934 

An aTerage or $1,187 decrease in resene trom January l, 1930, to 

J'anuary l, 1934, octcurred in 31.9 per eent of the relief households and 

an aTerage ot $4,409 in 42.l per cent of the non-relief households. Farm 

hous-eholds 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 tor ownership of operating equipment by the farm population since 

these decreases occurred in savings, chattel, land and buildings, :tor.t'eited 



TABLE 12 

Per Cent or Rouseho.lda w1 th Dacrease in Resene 
Grouped by Type or Decrease 

J"anuary 1, 1930, to 1anuary 1, 1934 

: Rouseholds wt th . n.o.reue 1n Re.--nes ~--~-=-----------"='~~----------....,.,-----------
Types ot 
Decrease 

Tot al : Villa.g• . J'arll 
: Ron- lfon_. Ron-
: Reliet Relief: Relief Reliet: Reliet Reliet 

Households 
with Decrease 31.9 42-.l 28.0 36.4 

Drawn on SaTings 10.0 20.fi ll.2 19.l 
Deorease · in Chattel 11.1 6,4 2.8 5.? 
Land Buildings 3.2 2.8 2.8 .9 
Porteited Installment 3.2 1.:s .9 1.4 
Lite Insurance• 10.5 18.1 10.2 14.3 
Lite Insurance Loan 5.0 6.6 6.5 5.7 

• !nauance clroppea. 

AYerage Decrease ot Re••l'T•• Per Household 
GJ'Ouped ae to T.n>• ot Decrease in 

Houaehol4a Hanng Ol~reases 
.Tanuary 1. 1930, to .Tanuary 1, 195-l 

33.5 
9.5 

14.3 
3.3 ,.o 

10.6 
. 4.4 

A'(erage Daorease ot Reserves 
In Dollar• p•r Household 

44.0 
21.0 
s.5 
3.4 
1.4 

19.3 
6.8 

Total Vill.Me . Farm ~ 

Types ot : 
Decrease 

Total Decrease 

Drawn on SaTings 
Chattel 
Le.nd and Buildings 
Forteited Installment 
Life Insurance* 
Life Insurance Loan 

• D>.suranoe dropped. 

. ReU.et 

$1187 

794 
352 

2054 
486 

1253 
955 

Non-
Rell et : R•ltet 

$2209 tl649 

1064, 996 
1190 114.2 
6l,39 2100 
3247 200 
2183 lt(,4 
299 16"3 

lfOn- Non-
bl1•t Relief Relief 

$1389 $1035 $2442 

525 701 12~3 
624 291 1360 . 

3100 2038 6429 
~2'1 512 41.54 

.2164 1172 2187 
362 5:53 281 

2? .. 
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installments on lite insuranee and dropped lite insurance. 

Decrease in :reserTes, Table 12, through the saerifice or savings, 

ehattel and lite insurance, atf'ects the large.st number of people from all 

households - relief &nd non-relief, Tillage and farm. The greatest number 

who had decreases were in saTings in all groups except relief tal"Jll house-

holds. In this group the largest decrease was in chattels. In all house-

holds decrease in lite insurance ranked second to saTings. However, lite 

insurance itselt is a saving primarily tor those people who liTe to the 

date ot m.aturity or their policies. The average decrease per household was 

highest in loss or land and buildings, in both reliet and non-relief groups, 

but this attectecl a SJll8.ll minority ot the households. In the relier group 

loss of lite insurance rated nerl to loss of land and buildings in severity 

and next to decrease ot chattels in relatiT& frequency, and was followed by 

decrease in sartngs and t'ort'eited insiall:aents. In the non-relief group 

:torte! ted installments ranked second to loss o:t land and buildings followed 

by loss or lite insurance, decrease in chattel and sayings, Tabl• 13. It 

has been definitely shown that reserTes in non-relief households decreased 

on the aTerage in amount and in greater relati Te fre.queney than thoae of re-

lief households. This was probably due to the t'aet that non-relief people 

originally had more property or economic Talue and therefore; had greater 

risks than relief houaehold heads. Also, it indicates that by this aeans 

non-relier families were able to remain o:tf the relief rolls at least during 

the major part of the depression period. 

Extraord!nary Losses 
January l, 1930, to .Tanuary l, 1934 

Table 14 shows that extraordinary losses, that is losses whi.ch may be 

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



TABLE 14 

Per Cent ot Households Which Experieneed Extraordinary Loss&a 
1930-1934 According to Type or Loss · 

Types Anrage Amount .of Loeses Per iq>usehold 
ot 

Extraordinary: 
Total r Village : Farm 

Bon- : Ron- Non-
Losses :. !tli•r _ l i e~ s R&lief Rel1et Reliet Rel1et 

~otal Losses "19.9 

Bank J'ailures 2.4 
stocks and Bonds 1,0 
Bad Debts 12.9 
LiYestock 29.8 
Crop Pailure 22.2 
Medical Cara* 63.6 
Other Lesses 2.9 

• or. tn. i, p. 32. 

83.5 

1.7 
3.8 

15.9 
34.4 
19.3 
68.3 
6.4 

71.0 78.5 83.5 

2.s 3.3 2.2 
1.8 2.8 . ., 

11.2 11.i 13.6 
3.7 5.2 40.0 
3.'l 4. 'l 29.4 

66.3 73.6 62.5 
1.8 1.9 3.3 

Anrage AJRount ot Extraordinary l,eaaes Per Rouse.hold 
According to Types ot Losses 1930-1934 

Types AT&rage Amount o'f> Losses Per Hcusehcld 
ot : t!otal 'f1llye : :rant 

85.2 

1.1 
4.1 

17.2 
44.3 
24.3 
66-.5 
7.9 

ErtraordillaJ'Y: Non- Non- : Non-
I.oa••• Relief Relief Relier Rel.let : Relier Relief 

Average Total 
Losses 

Bank 1'a1lure 
st c and Bonds 
Bad Debts 
Liwstock 
Crop J'ailure 
Jledi.eal Care* 
Other Losses 

t 382 

231 
6512 
205 
94 

~6 
242 
:J49 

• ct. tn. 3 p. s2. 

$ 605 $ 2'lS 

225 38 
1937 425 

728 280 
185 :)l 
'80 325 
188 210 
43'1 122 

t 369 $ 418 $ 680 

287 328 161 
850 12.600 2198 
678 181 740 
88 96 189 

545 34:'l •75 
1'19 113 192 
'625 399 422 
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3 heaviest 1n the following order! medical care, loss ot 11 vestock, crop 

failures, bad debts and ether losses not itemized. Livestock losses and 

crop 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 w1·th those or the farm population. In the relief od non-

relief ta.rm groups the average loss per household tor livestock 11as $96 and 

$189, and tor crop tailures was $347 and $4,5 , respectinly. Probably the 

. non-relief group of farmers, among whom most of the farm owners were toUD.d, 

' were compelled to bear losses on crops and Unstook oc.ourring on the tarms 

operated. by te.rumts as one ot the reasons tor their losse-11 being greater 

than those of :Che relief farmers. Two-thirds or all househQlds had expenses 

for medical care, personal injuries and funerals. The average medical ex-

pense tor the relief groups was t242 as comp,u,ed to $188 in th, non-relie:t' 

households. For the relier village group the average was $21'0/ non-reliet 

village $179, relief far!!1 $il3, and non-relier tarm $192. Despite an appre-

eiable variation in the avez,age cost or medical care to d1:t'terent ole.sees ot 

families there was a high degree of uniformity as to the incidences or those 

costs in the various population groups. A very small per cent or the entire 

group reported bank failures, stocks and bonds and other losses as a source 

of financial lo.ss during the period ot the study. The highest loss per house-

hold was in households who had losses on stocks and bonds. 

Phenomenal as it may seem, losses ot this type nr• both greater in 

amount and more frequent in occurrence in the non-relief' than in the relief 

population ot the farm as well as the village COJIJJl[un1t1es. While it may be 

true that the non-relief groups had more property to l9se than did those on 

3 Medical care includes meclice.tion , h0spitalization, personal injuries ,md 
funeral expenses. 
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relief, it is apparent that their socio-eoonomio patt&rns· o 

not as easily shattered or disrupted .as were those ot the relief' popula-

tion, In other words~ prc>viq.ential losses oft.er a se-Tare test ot the 

psycho-social equilibrium. ot a s-oc1il gJ"Oup, whet.her i ·t be a :tamily or a 

COJDluni ty. '!he ability of a group to av.ata:in noh losaes w1 thout being 

reduced ~ a staie ot d&pend:ency may be regarde-d as one or the best meaa\ll"ea 

ot' 1 ts ·soeio-economic 1ntegn..tion. The psy:ollolog1oal efteets ot su.dden 

tinaneial loss.e-s are usually-. de.vaatating upon the indtTi,dual, and it re-

paated otten become eumulatiTe and t'orm a starting point in a Tioious circle 

ot di.scouragem.ent, despair, loss of 1n1tiat1Te and resourcefulnftss which 

lead to despondency and at last to incnased economic dependency. While the 

data aTailable de .not demonstrate eXpl1citly the Tarious phases ot this cycle, 

the int'erences to the ett-eot that such a eye.le ia a reality are quite rtTi4. 

Types and Sources ot Public and Printe Relief and 
Other Extra<>rdinary Forms ot Aid 

ReUet households used tor this study were cases appeari11g on nliet 

Nils 1:n. October 1.933. For that month. these households recei..-ed assistance 

1n the form of direct relief giwn in cash or kind, work relief; an.d in addi-

tien may haTe 1'8Ce1Ted private relief trom such agencies as the Red Cross, 

the Salntion Arlq, or others. Aleo, aesistano_e trom relatives and .:f'riands 

was included as pr1v-ate relief for relief' households. Both village and farm 

households on relief rece1Ted an ave:tage of t'l. or a.a average per person o.r 

$2 and $1, respeot1Tel.y., the figures being round.ad out to the nee.res, dollar. 

This was in the torm ot direct relief, money, grocery orders,, rent orders, 

medical es.re, work relief on work-relief projects, aud e-ther relief' such as 

assis'\ance trom private agencies. 
' ~ ·. ~ . . . . "., 

Work relief' awraging $7 and ~ per household. ~r- $2' ,~4· ·ta· p&r porsen 
' . -,",~, .. ~ _,.)_(,., . 

per month, was gi,yen to 76.6 per o~t of the Tillage-· hc,u•ehql:~ ia.riii. .05~-3:11:tr 
' . . . , {,, . -. . ' . . ... . . . . . . . . 

I _, ,; a • a . . . 
... . . . . . . . ' . . 
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cent of the farm households, respeeti'vely. Direot relief was given to 28 

per cent of the village households with an aTerage or $4 per hmiaehold O·r 

$1 per person as compared to 35,2 per eent of t he farm households who re-

eeived an average of $3 or less than $1 per person. Approximately 3 per cent 

received other relief in both groups. 'l'he Tillag.e group received more relief 

per household or per person than farm group received. In most cases the vil-

lage household was to·te.lly dependent on relief ,agenaies tor subsistence, while 

the ta.rm family could supplement relief assista.nee with some farm products. 

TABLE 16 

Per Cent ot Households and P•rsona Reo,1 rtng Reliet 
Grouped as to 'bl>• et' Relle:t' ReoelTBtl in October 1933 

'l'ypea 
ot 

Relief 

RQue•holu : :Pera.on• --~~~-------~--,~------: Village J'a:rm : __ v_1_1_1_ag_• ______ Fa_rm ___ _ 
Per : ATe.r-: Per Awr-: Per AT&r- : Per : Aftr-
Cent : age Cent : age Cent : age : O'aat : ye 

ATerage • 7 

Direct Relief 28.0 4 35.2 
Work Relief '16.6 7 85.3 
Other* 3.7 5 3.3 

• "I 

3 20.7 
6 81.'1 
3 2.9 

• 2 

1 
a 
2 

31.6 
87.3 
4.5 

$ l 

l 
l 
-** 

* Other relief comprises Red Cress. Salvation · :ArJay,,. and other· priTate agencie.s. 

** ATerage amount less than t1t•ty ·cents not ·sh<>Wl1. 

During the year of 1933 all households both relief and non-reliet 

were analyzed as to other forms of assistance given during the year. Thia 

assistance was from both Federal and local t"un.ds s11~h -as orop and livestock 

loans by the Farm Credit Administration; advances on commodities made by 

the Oommodities Credit Corporation. such as adftnc.es en corn, cotton and 

wheat in storage; benefit payments on crop reduction made by the Agrieul-

tu:ra.l Adjustment Administration tor reduci:ag acreage planted to wheat, 

cotton, and corn and the reduction of hog production; employment on CiTil 
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Works projects; Veterans' compensation, both Confederate and others, in-

eluding loans on Veterans' bonus, certiticatee and pen.sions and hosp1 tal 

compensation; and aid g1Ten to specit'ied cases as proTided by state laws 

to be paid out of local county funds. 

The tact that many :temilies received two o:r more types of assistance, 

some of which were rather indefinite as to kind, amount, and date ot receipt, 

makes analysis dU'ficult, and, therefore, the inter;pretations nqiat be made 

with resenations. Approximately all 0iT11 Works Administration workers 

received aid during the months of Sept.ember, NoTember, and December. Some 

forms of aid were received monthly while others were received seasonally. 

Aid through the Agricultural Adjustment .Adm1n1st.n.tion to farmers and 

the Oivil works Administration to non-farmers and relief farmers comprised 

the major type of aid ginn in 1933. 'fable 1'7 and 18 show the types ot 

assistance received by relief' and non-relief households during the year. 

In the relie:t group 79.2 per cent of the households received assistance 

amounting to $50 on an average as compared with the non-relief households 

which r&ceived an average amount of $181. 

A8 would be expected the relief households, both village and farm groups, 

received assistance in the largest per cent ot cases through the Civil Works 

projects with an average or $25 per household. The small proportion, 2.1 per 

cent, of' non-rel.ie:t employees on Civil Works Administration projects received 

an average emount of $58 since they 1'0rked as foremen and supervisors of works 

projects, which explains why the receipts of non-relie:t" h.ousehold heads in 

these few instances were higher than those of relief household heads. The 

crop reduction 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 ot $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 

oases were owners than relier household heads, therefore, making it possible 

to get e. 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 reliet households became known to relief agencies. Prior t o 

jan:uary 1, 1930, 5 out or 107 Tillage households, and 6 out ot 272 in the 

t arm. group were known to relief agencies. During 1930, 5 farm households 

received relief' tor a period or 31 months; 3 village househol.ds receiT3cl 

relief' 30 months. In 1931, 10 farm households received relief 49 months or 

4.9 months per family, and 7 village housekolds received relief 39 months 

or 5.6 months per tam.Uy. During 1932, 40 farm f8lllilies received relief 

115 months or 2.9 months per family, and 19 Tillage households received re­

liet 86 months 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 mo.nths per tamily in eaeh 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 lev•ls or both. Perhaps 

the best approach of many that might be made would be to determine the nature 

and character or the respective relief needs of these two populations. For 

obvious reasons, the .Agricultural Adjustment program did not ofter the Tillage 

groups an effective escape from the necessity or going on relief. There can 

be no doubt that this form at benefit eased the tension of economic stress in 

agriculture both immediately and appreciably. This should account partially 
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Average ~tal. 
~ Iiousehol.d 

CJ-ops and Li~e.stoek 
CQIJJl1f)<l,1ty Mvanc.es 
A .. A. .A. 
o •. •• 
Vete:rana• OOJlU?e.ll&at1on 

: · »on- · : Bon- : · Non- : 
:ielle.t Rellet:Rel1et BelJ.td'd~lief Belief: 

$ 60 $ lSl t 3'1 t 2l'l t 55 $ 1'16 

81 '700 42 14 7-00 
.f:4. 149 ... ,e 44 300 
'18 139 65 ?8 143 
25 58 29 5' 23 59 
i2 362 108 43:'8 30 350 

Old .Age .and Mothers• Pension 15 64 - 15 64 
others .!/ 41 319 M 200 24, :529 

Y othel:' assistance was assistance trom relatives. triends. and boys 
1a Civilian Conservation Corps. 
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tor the differences 1n length of time Tillage families as compared with 

tarm tam.Hies were recipients of' relief', and also. should be a partial ex-

planat1on or the differences in amounts received especially when the Tillage 

population seemed to be favored at the expense of the people 11 ving on farms. 

Furthermore, in the works relief' programs, farmers often can otter 

teams, truoks, and other equipment as well as their own labor tor hire, while 

more frequently than not, villagers have cnly th&ir labor. In another way, 

this same contrast e.s to resources presents a situation in. which the :farmer 

should be able more of'ten than the Village dweller to find temporary employ-

ment such as work at grading county and township roads, hauling freight, dirt 

or graTel. In cases of dire necessi t ;v.:,, the f'armer could even sell a part ot 
. -~df° .. 

his equipment, livestock, or feed in o:-de,r to meet emergencies. 'l'hat one 

or more ot these courses was sometimes adopted by tarmers during the depre.s-

sion 1s a matter ot cemmon knCJWledge. 

The ehiet disadvantages the fa:nner suffered in comparison with the 

villager during the depression were, (1) his tixed charges had been pre-

Tiously determined on a basis ot several years of high prices, and could 

not be sealed down immediately to coincide wi t n eommodity price levels; (2) 

the vendibility of farm commodities dropped almost to zero while at the same 

time granaries and larders were bursting with commodities produoed at high 

costs; {3) in common with the villager, the f'armer's labor was valueless. 

This means that while the co~1ned pressure of taxes, interest, &nd depre-

ciation as driving the tarmer ever neanr the maelst.rom of bankruptcy, he 

had no outlets tor the things he could have sold it there had been any anilable 

markets. The Tillager eould not find an outlet f'or his labor, but he had re-

latiTely a smaller overhead burden than the farmer. On the other hand, in so 

tar as the farmer could produce his own living at home he had no fear ot star-

vation, although he may not have been able to convert his products into cash. 
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With the village population; the question was one or how to procure the 

absolute necessities or lite. 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 fa:rm group was in need or rellet 

primarily as a means toward their rehabilitatio.n while the no,n-tarmers were 

in actual want ot the minimtnn essentials tor the eo.nt.inuation Q'f life. 



PART III 

OCCUPATIONAL AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD9 

40. 

Probably one ot the most directly contributing taetors to the problem 

ot unemployment in rural 00Jlllllunities is a laok or other than agricultural 

uses tor the excess labor supply. .AJJ a co,rollary to this, there is also a 

distinct abaence or non-agricultural skills through which farm populations 

may be able ta realize supplementary incomes. EYen in the rural Tillages, 

·skills, techniques, and knowledge or business principles are more elementary 

and, there:tore, more J.imi ted 1n their .-rrs.oti Y&neas "than in larger o1 ties 

where specialization is intensU'ied. It may seem a logical oontlict to say 

that rural populations sutter in depression periods trom an absence or highly 

integrated skills and trom the fewness 0t eoonooaic uses tor labor, while in 

cities eTe:r specialization kas contributed to unemployment. The more probable 

e:xplanation seems to be that the rural community presents an extreme ot the 

tirst type of situation mentioned while the city is a case or an oppo-site 

extreme. 

In data to be presented shortly, there seems to be abundant ertdenoe 

in support or the eontentipn that Tersatility ot occupational skills and 

e::q,erience is conspiouo-usly lacking among the rural population generally. 

Tb.is is more noticeable with the tat,m than with the Tillage population and 

also it is emphasized to a greater extent among the relief than in the non-

relief groups both tarm and Tillage. While the t:oregoing deduetions han 

been der1Ted trom gen&ral analyses or the data at hand, it appears to be 

entirely tenable to maintain that the occupational history ot a population 

group is a direct limitation upon its potential adaptability to the uneer-

tainty of economic transitions. Such is the general thesis in the light ot 

which data on the o.ocupational st'R'.tu.s ot household heads are to be examined. 



Last Occupation of Household Heads 

In the total relier population studied, agrleultural workers com-

prised 65.7 per cent or the household heads, 11.6 per cent being owners, 

53.0 per cent tenants, and 1.1 per cent rarm laborers. HoweTer, in the 

relief tarm group almost one-third as large a proportlon 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 relier aa in 

the non-relief samples, the proportions being 70.9 per cent and 39.9 per 
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oent, respectively. The data in Table 19 whoy that at th& time ot the sur-

Tey only S6.0 per cent ot the :reliet and 90.6 per oent or the non-Nlie:t 

ta.rm household head:s were actually employe..1 in agriculture. or those 111 the 

relier sample, less than one per cent were employed in business outside of 

agriculture while the remaining 13.2 per cant either were never employed, 

temporarily out or work, er could not give sutf'ieiently specific information 

on their employment status to be cla.ss1t'ied. In the nan-relief tum 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 oe.11t were retired, and the 

remain4er, 2.8 per cent. were unaccountable. 

A further study ot the data in Table 19 shows that there is at least a 

tangible degree or occupational adhesion ~e.tween agricultural and village 
,. 

communities. Approxlmately the same proportiona ot Tillage dwellers and re-

sidents or open CCl>untry areas go baek and torth bet.ween village and open 

country to t1nd work. This is 1nd1o-at1ve ot a laclc ot abrupt demarcation 

between the tarm and village populations. While this is not a study on rurai 

community organtzaUon, a brief' mention or the p&int in question is necessary 

as an e.xplanation of the tendency ot farmers to supplement agric.ultura.l employ-

ment with work in villages and of vi.llagers to look to employment on the :farm 



farm as a possible source of food even though they may not desire to moTe 

there for actual residence. This is seen as a method employed by parts ot 

both population groups for preserving established socio-eoonomie bonds, 

while at the same time they may go away trom their places of residence in 

order to find a source ot liTelihood. 

Pel'Cent~e l)1str1bution ot Village and Farm 
Household Heads According to Type of Last Oo,oupat1on 

!OW V1Uye :ram 
Oo:0upatfOI18.l : . Hon- : . Jlgn-• . 

Group :Re.lief' ·• Relief Relief . Relief . Relief • • 1 ,. t 

All Occupations 100.0 100.0 100.0 lOQ.O 100.0 

.Agriculture 65.'7 69.7 14.0 8.6 e&.o . 
Own.ere 11.6 37.4 2.8 5.3 1-s.1 
'le:nants 53.0 30.S '1.5 2 •. 4 70.9 
Laborers 1.1 2.0 3.7 .9 

Non-Farm Labor 1'7.1 ll.l 60.8 is.a 
Unskilled 11.s 6.4 -4:2.l 21.0 
Semi-skilled: 2.4 3.4 8.4 11.0 
Skilled 2.9 1.3 10.3 4.8 

Business 3.2 '7.8 9.3 24.9 .a 

Miscellaneous* 14.0 11.4 15.9 29.7 13.2 

Non .. . Reli.ef 
I 

100.0 

9-0,6 
49.4 
39.9 
2.3 

2.·3 
1.3 
.a 
.2 

2.0 

5.1 

* Includes retired, unoooupied, unascertainable, and t .hose who had n.enr 
been gainfully employed.. 

A study of the occupational status of th~ Village population ertnces support 

ot the previously st~ted thes·is that a lack of occupational specializaUon 

tends to aocentua.te the unemployment p:Nbl.$lll. ;tt is det1n1 tely diseernable 

that in the relief group there was e. tar greater relat1Te absence ot ocoupa-

tional skill and specialization thu. was characteristic or the nen-relief pop-

ul.ation. For eDlD.ple, 42.l per cent ot the relief' Tillage household heads were 



classed as unskilled la.borers while th& proportion \bus classified ln the 

non-relief village group was onl7 21 •. 0 per cent. Again. onl7 9.3 per cent 

of the relief household heada were eiagaged in busines~, ei the_r paprletori.al 

or otherwlae .. while thi• &ta.lgaa\t,an acCO\lilted tor 21+.9 per oent of the nen­

reltef hou. .. hold head.a. 4].ao. 11J. Q per cent of the reUet as compared with 

s.G per eent o-~ the no~llef village. ~sebold Mada we~e employed in 

fl0'1eulture. J'inally, 15.-9 per ceu, ~ the reltef and 29.7 per cent.of the 

iion-rellet houdll.olcl heaq were pi.e.& 1n tbe 111laeellaeou9 grouping. .A. 

more de-tal1•4 s ~ o.t this el••• ahcw \ha~ noa ot the ~llet as compared 

wtth g.1-pel" cent of the D.()n-rellef beau we__re nttff-4. which ln41cate• a 

ra\her 41.amal pn:apeo\ for~ nUe1' populatlon when tb.e7 an1.v• at. old age. 

There le a general obsel'T&\ion which may be m:ade relaU•e to t he relief . 

farm popul.ation, none of whom were em.plopc11n Q1' kind ol wage earning labor. 

tn deteimt.111.ng eligibU1 ty for relief, the a4n1n1atrat1v,e ml• followed was 

that 1.t a tam.117 l1tt4 on a :f'arm lfhere too4 could 'be p-ro4uc•4. and if a 

0member of th.a\ faaily could ob'tab. P1Jlful work of a.a, kiacl. U did ut 

au\omatuall7 oon.atltute a rel.let e:ate howeTer gre:at mq have been .tte 

economic 41.•tre•,. Such a rule ooul.4 1.10:t 'N, and waa ut lnvoke4 1.a the 

'YillagN where the occup&DC7 ot a boa.a• wae in :DO a.oae a guaraai\ee of f eod 

and where. al.thoug)l wo.rlr::en mtgh, be at,1o1'84. the tat.al wages earnd 

.frequen'17 ,rere 1neuff1cient to !.uaTe t.he aalj:afaollon of th• Dl()st eleaental. 

h'amall .... , .. 

Ocnp&Uonal Jl1atory of Kcmweh.ol.d lea.cw 

fhe •tu4y of prier oeeu.patlo~l expert••• ot boueebol.cl beaa 1• prob­

ably one (!f the be·st means for discovering contrthtlng tactor• lo a reliet' 

as.tuatt.on • . Oontl'U"y to a wldtl7 ca.rren\ eplatou occapa\1onal moblllt7 ma7 

be a meu1 towa:r4 economic ••••• at often u being a ca.:rrel.aU.ve ot b1sol,. 

,nncy. Observation aeem.s to be that the di:a:rupt.bg illfluao•• ot mobillV 
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are frequently given greater weight than are its integrating concomitants. 

The important q uastion is, what kinds ot shifting or oacupations are condu .. 

ei va to a greater probability of dependency and what kinds are .Jn.ost likely 

to insure financial independence? While the data available do not throw an 

adequate amount of light upon these issues, they have produced a basis tor 

at least a limited numbs;- or supportable generalizations. 

During the entire work history of all heacls of households studied 82.3 

per cent or relier and 56.2 per cent ot non-relief' groups had been farm 

t.nants at some time. In the relief farm. population 90.1 per cent had been 

:tarm tenants as compared to 63.l per cent non-relief tarm population. The 

climbing or the so-called "Agricultural I.adder" has occurred with less tre­

quenoy in the case or the relief than of the non-relief household heads. 

It may be seen in '?able 20 that the relief :ta.rm sample was drawn more heaTily 

from the tarm tenant population than the non-relief' group, 90.l per cent and 

63.l per cent being the respeot1Te proportions. Likense, 32.7 per oent or 

the relief farm population as compared with only 19.5 per cent of the non­

reliet farm group had been non-agricultural unskilled laborers at one time 

or another in their 11 ves. While the proportionate differences are smaller 

tor semi-skilled and skilled non-agricultural labor, it is true that these 

classes had contributed more heavily to the reliet than to the non-relief' 

farm population. On the other hand, the situation is reTersed 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 tum household heads had come. 

Turning to the Village sample or household heads, it is apparent that 

the general tendenoy p~Ta.ils which was noted in the farm population, but 

with a somewhat modified emphasis. That is to say, the lees highly skilled 

trad.es and occupations had contributed more hee.Tily to the relief than to 

the non-reliet population, while the re-Terae is true as a rule in case ot the 



!ABLE 20 

Per Qent or Village and Farm Relief and Non-Relief 
Household Heads Who Bave Had Experience Prior to 

October 1933 in Specified Types ot Occupations 

. • Pe-i• Cent· ot Household Reads 

46. 

'fypes ot Ooeupation: Having Speoitled Occupational Exp•rtenoe. 
in Whioh --~4ro~·-ta1~----. ~l.--~'T~il~l~ag-e ___ : --........ -1a..,..·· -.rm---

Household Head• Non- : Noa- : Non-
HaTe Had Experience; Re.U.et : Relie:t ReUet : Rel1et Relie:t : Relief 

Agricultural 
Owners 21.4 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.l 20.6 21.a 

Non-Farm Labor 
U.nakilled 40.9 24.4 61.7 88.'7 32."l 19.5 
Semi-.skilled 11.1 9.5 18.7 19.1 8.1 6.2 
Sk.illed ll.l 7.1 19.6 9.1 7.7 6.4 

Business 12.8 22.1 20.5 40.6 9.9 15.a 

Miscellaneous* 1.6 2.8 2.s 6.2 1.1 1,9 

* Includes Unknown. 

.;,!c 

more highly skilled and specialized occupations. As an evtience ot this con .. 

tention, it may be pointed out that in the village relier group 62.6 per cent 

of the household heads had been tenant farmers as contrasted with only 36.4 

per cent of the non-.;-eliet heads. Likewise, 14. 9 per . cent ot the relief heads 

were once farm laborers as can.pared with 9.1 per cent ot °'he non-relief group. 

Again 61. 7 per cent of the relier as opposed to sa. 7 per cent of the non-relief 

household heads had been unski.lled laborers. Oont.rari.wi8'a, only halt as large 

a proportion,. 20.5 per cent as opposed to 40.6 per cent, ot the relier as ot 

the non-relte:t group hacl been formerly engaged in business and protessiou. 

A third obserTation deductible trom Table 20 is that of the persons in 

the relief group wh.o had migrated trom the farms to the villages, the heaTiest 

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 

tarm. population who came from the villages. In other words, the prepon­

derance or migrants exchanged between farms and villages in the relief popu­

lations were from the more untrained and UllStable elements ot both. In the 

non-relief populations the exchange of population tends perceptibly t-eward 

the more specialized and the more st~ble elements. 1udging1 therefore, 

from the ooeupational backgrounds of _the household h•ads tound in this study 

it seems supportable to say_ that the f'low of population between r-arm.s and 

villages tends to remain at, some.what near at lee.st, a :ta1rly constant level, 

and that changes in socio-economic status tNquently occur not at the time 

but after the moTe has ~e.en _mad:e. To say the least, these . data suggest the 

probably oo·currenoe ot a leg between oecupa:Uonal shifts and change either 

tor better or tor worse in the econQJllie situation ot the mover himself. 

In the relief populations of both tarms and villages, the ave;-age 

length of stay of household heads as farm tenants respeetively was 3.3 years 

and 6.8 yeal'S greater than the no.n-relie:f 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-agricultural oeeupations, 

both r .or the 1'arm and the village populations, was loDger tor the non-relief' 

than tor the reliet household heads, allowing only one or two purely chance 

exceptions. 

J'rom the :foregoing statements ot tactual data, it is Justifiable to 

state that e:xoessiv.e occupational mobility is at least concomitant with eco­

nomic insolT&ncy. Inaem.ueh a.s the data given above have not been standardized 

tor the age of tha ·aubje-cts, thie oontention ean be stated only tentatf;yely 

fQr th.a time being. Brie:fn~ss ot periods of stay in a given occupational class 

suggests that frequent adaptations to new and unfamiliar situations must be 



TABLE 21 

Average Number of Years Village and Parm Relier and Non-Relief 
Househol4 Heads Who Rave Had Experience Prior tQ October 1933 

Were Employed 1n Specified Types ot Oceupat"iona 

: ' . . Average, l'iflmiber ot' Y'•u• Houaehold Reads 
Ha.Ting bperi·enc.e Have worked in 

47. 

Types ot .ocoupa Uon: __ ~-....wSn.w.e~ew..111w1t1w1iliJie~d....:.&YP .. · ..;e •. s;..· ,.;:o;::;t...: . .=.Oe;;;.c.:;.;; ll:::.P;;.:a:.:t:.::1:.:o:n:::•------
1n Which : 'Petal · : Village . : ____ F_a_.• .. ·---

Rouaehold Heads : Non.. : lion- : Non-
Have Had Experience: Relief Relief t Reliet R•liet Relief Relief 

Agrleultura.l 13.7 15.5 13.3 .12.8 13.8 15.9 
Owners 15.5 26~6 14~5 22.7 13.2 26.l 
'l'enants 14.9 ll.l 14~8 8~0 15.0 11.7 
I.a borers 7.8 6.3 5.3 6~2 8.6 6.3 

Non-:re.rm Labor 8.7 10.$ 10.l, 12.9 7.6 e.5 
l1nSk1lled 8.4 9,9 9.8 13.5 7.3 7.5 
Sem1-akille4 e •. & 10.• l(;). 7 1().3 ,.7 10.6 
Sk1lle4 9.1 11.2 8.8 U>.6 9.5 9.l 

Business "1.6 9.6 8.5 12.1 6.6 7.3 

* 
• The MisceUaneoue droup1ncludes unknown. 'l'here.t'ore, averages cannot 

be compute:d. 

made, appren1ioesh1p terms must be repeated, and hence the duration or the 

low earning period is prolonged by necessity. Apparently this has eeen the 

experience of a larger proportion of the relief '\han ot the non-reli,et pop-

ulations or both tarm and village. 

In view of the relati Tely high occupational mob111 ty of the rural relief 

population it may be aid that the rural people are laoking in highly inte ... 

grated skill, mature experienee, and a knowledge of stable business pr:1n .. 

eiples. 'l'hese factors pa.ralle11ed.with unemployment, which is frequently 

tound in a highly mobile population. have been somewhat contributiTe to the 

need tor relief in rural households, especially in the farm groups. This 

high occupational mobility oan be explained more fully when detailed analysis 
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ot unemployment during the period under study is made. 

With the a'boTe statement in mind the occupational status of the house ... 

hold heads has been standardized tar age ditterence·s by computing an index 

of ocoupational mobility (d1T1d1ng the numb&r ot jobs held during the entire 

work period by number ot years employed time• 100) • 'fable 22 presents oon­

clusive eTidence that excessive occupational mobility rises with unemployment 

theratore necessitating the need fe,r relief. For example, houaehold heads 

haTing a higher ooeupa.tional mobility are thoee shown to be. on relief in a 

greater proportion as canpared with those who b.ava the lower mobility rating • 

. Data to substantiate these taets are as tollows: 7 .1 per cent or nliet heads 

haTe an index of occupational mo:b111ty ct: 0 u ·eompa.Nd with 16.? per cent of 

the non-relief household heads. Qne-teurth of the Nlief heads had an index 

ot occupational mobility of 10 or below, while on••halt ot non•reHet heads 

had similar :ratings ot 10 or below. 

However, when the mob111 ty indexes or rarm and village household heads 

are compared the results may be somewhat disillusioni:ag. Low occupational 

mobility characterizes the village household heads to a greater extent -tha:n 

those Gf the farm populaUon. In the relief groups, 29.9 per cent of the 

Tillage as compared with 24.2 per cent 0t the farm household heads had in­

dexes of less than 10, while 1n the non-reliet groups 64.1 per cent of the 

village as opposed to 47.5 per cent of the ta:rm householders came into this 

category. On the other hand, 8.f. per cent ot the village as contrasted with 

15.1 per ·cent of the farm household heads in the relief population had occu­

pational mobility indexes of 50 or abo:ve, while in the non-relief population 

the eorresponding figures were 2.0 per eent ud 3.3 per cent, respectively. 

All this is oaleulated to emphasize the contention that a relatively high 

degree or ocoupational mob!l.1 ty is a characteristic ot the more improTident 

segments ot the farm population. Likewise, it goes to show that the same 
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may be said or the Tillage household heads. However, it should n.ot be 

interpreted to militate against the thesis that, within limits occupational 

mobility also may be a means toward ec·onomie independence when applied to 

the more aggressive and enterprising members or a population group. 

'?he ocoupational mobility or the ta.rm popule.ti.on. is analyzed separately 

and is sholl?l in terms ot the index or oocupational mobility tor owners ant 

tenants in 'fable 22. In a.11 cases owners ha.Te a lewer index er occupaiiona.l 

mobility than the tenants. Also there is greater va.riation in the mobility 

or the owner tarm population, relief andnon-rel1et. than in the tenant re­

lier and non-reUef farm population, the propoi-tions being 7.1 per cent 

owners on relief and 17.9 per cent non- relief O'Wller.s with zer<i> as their 

occupational mobility index as compared with 9.1 per cent relief tenants and 

13. 3 per o-ent non-relier tenants. Two- thirds, or 69. 0 per cent. of the owners 

had an occupational mobility o:t 10 and bel ow as cc,mpared with 29.9 per cent 

in the tenant group . 

Not only is it true that :rarm owners were relatinly less mobile than 

tarm tenants but also the mobil.ity of' boih 01Ull8rs and tenants rec.eiving re­

lief was greater than that of non-reU.ef' houaellold heads of identical tenure 

status. Of' the non- relier owners, 72 . 3 per cent as compared with 45 . 2 per 

c-ent ot the relie:t owners had mobility indexes of less than 10. A similar 

compat1son tor th.e tenants giTes 35.6 per cent tor the non-reliet and 22. 3 

per o•nt tor the relief group. Only .3 per cent or the non•reliet owners 

had occupational mobility indexes of 50 or more as compared with 4. 8 per Ollll.t 

ot the relief' owners . Likewise, 7. 4 per cent ot the non-relief in ~on\raat 

with 18. 8 per cent of the relief tenants had mobility i ndexes of 50 and above. 

The main point ot the discussion of occupational mobility thus tar has 

been to attempt to establish a masure of the degree of association between 

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



Index 

'l'ABLE 22 

Percentage Distribution ot Household Heads .According to 
Index ot Occn1pat1onal Mobil.1 ty 

ot . : ,..ote.l : VU,ly• Farm 
Occupa ti Olll.ll: 1 Non- : Hem- . ·• 

Ko:bil.ity . Relief' · t Relt:et .. Reliet . a.11.~ . :aeliet : Relief .. . . 
I 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.o 100.0 100.0 

0 '7 .l 16.'7 . 1.9 22.Q 9.2 
:.It - 9 21.4 - 39.4 28.0 "2.5 15.0 
10 - 19 25.3 20.1 !U.a 1'1.8 22.8 
20 - 29 19 .• 6 12.4 19.6 11 .• Q 16.5 
30 -39 9.8 6.0 8.5 1.9 10.2 
40 - 49 5.9 2.0 1.s 1.4 "1.4 
50 - 59 5 .• 8 1.2 2.8 1.0 7 .o 
60 - 69 2.6 - .5 .9 1.0 3.3 
70 ... 79 l. •. 5 .l l.9 l.l 
so - 89 1.e ' .4 1.9 1. 
90 and,. A,on 1.$ ~'l .. 9 - - l.9 
No Int'orma t.1 on .4 1.4 - -

P-ercentage Distribution ot Parm Bouaehold Heade 
According to the Index ot Occupational Mobility 

100.0 

14.9 
12.e 
21.0 
13.0 
7.4 
2.1 
1.3 

.3 
,2 
.5 

1.0 

Index ot : l oner, l Tenants 
Ooeupa'ti.011.al; Tetal : ?Jon- ! Non-

. Kob11ity .. Oder : Teiwit Relief • Relief : Re.lief .. Reliet • •· . 
0 16.6 ll.5 7.1 l"l.t 9.1 l!S.3 

l - 9 52.4 18.4 38.l 64.4 13.2 22.S 
10 - 19 l'l.2 22.8 26.$ 16.0 22.3 23.1 
20 -29 9.8 l'l.~ 19.0 8.5 1.6.3 18 .. 2 
30 - 39 l.'1 12.8 2.4 1.8 12.2 13.$ 
40 - 49 1.4 5.4 2.4 1.3 a.1 3.4 
50 - 59 .3 5.6 2.4 S.6 3.4, 
60 - 69 .6 l.'? 2.4 .3 4..1 
70 - 79 .7 1.5 
80 and AbOTe 3.7 4.6 3.0 

50. 



relief as the dependent variable. While no ooetf'icient of correlation 

haa been computed, the date. show undeniably that a high degree ot oecu-

pational instability and a heavy propol'tion o,t population upon reliet are 

positively interrelated, trOlll. a practical point ot view. This suggests 

that one ot the baaic_ c.onsideraUons in the relief ~ituation is not aerel.y 
' . ' 
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unemployment at the moment at which application to?'. assistance was made but 

also the occupational history, the long ti.Jae oceupational •pattern" ot the 

population group. Theretore, it seems ent.11-ely justitia.ble to conclude 

that the occupational pattern ot a group is a primary :tu.notion ot its soeio-

economic stability .• 

Empl.oyaent .metory of Household Heads 

The proolem ot unemployment during the period J'anuary 1930 to October 

1933 presents major sooio-eoonomie problems. This was caused partly by the 

general business depression beginning 1n 1929 which resulted in labor turn-

on:r separating farmers trom .tarm property and non-agricultural w:>rkers trom 

jobs or property used in production. The emplo,yment situation during this 

period became aoute especially in the reliet groups atuUed and ean be 

ascribed as the eaue or mue.h or the occupational instability or both the 

relief and the non•reliet households or the rural population. Data ab.ow 

that the majority ot all household heads were unemployed at some time during 

the period under study. (See Table 24} 

From january 1. l930, to OCtober l, 1933.5.1. per cent ot relief house-. 

holds liTing on tarms and listing agriculture as their occupation had been un-

employed while 87.8 per cant of relief households liTing in Tillages tollowing 

non-tarm oecmpations had bean unemployed. Totaling the village and farm re-

lief groups 4.0 per cent in agricultural occupations and 34.5 per cent non-

agricultural, respaotively, had been unemployed. In the ease of heads ot 
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households not on relief, only 3.1 per cent of those listed as farmers 

and 31, 9 per cent of the non-farmers had been unemployed during this 

period. In many instances the household h:eads, although continuously 

employed on the farm, did not reoei ve returns on farm labor and 1nve,stme.ut. 

This may explain the large- per cent ot the farm population round on reliet 

rolls. 

'!'ABLE 24 

Percentage Distribution ot llousehold Heads According to 
Con'tinuous Usual Employment Statua t:r0J1 

1anWl?7 1, 1930, to October l, l93S 

Status 'l'Otal . Vill3!a• Farm . 
ot Non- Non- Non-

E!J>loyment : Relief Relief Relief 1 Relief Relief' . Relief .. 

'l'otal 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

J'arm.ers 63.1 69.7 4,7 a.s 86.0 90.6 
Employed 59,l . 66.6 3.8 6.2 90.9 87.3 
Unemployed ,.o 3.1 .9 2"•' 5.1 3.3 

Non-Farmers 36.9 26.4 95.3 83.3 14.0 6.9 
Employed 2.4 17.2 7.5 S6,0 .4 3.9 
Unemployed 34.5 9.2 8'1,8 2"1.3 13.6 3.0 

Retired 3.9 8.1 2.5 

In October 1933 1 as may be seen from Table 25• 62,3 per cent ot the 

relief semple were employed in agriculture while 2,6 per eent were othenise 

employed, lee.Ting 35.1 per cent unemployed in t.his group. Practically all 

ot the unemployed, 34.i3 per cent,. were from the non-tarm occupations and the 

majority lived in Tillages. Of the non-relief group oD.ly 7.7 per cent were 

unemployed, while 69.3 per cent •re employed in agriculture and 19.l per 

cent ware employed in non-farm occupations. The largest proportion ot unem-

ployed persons ls round in the Tillage group, both relier and non-relief. 
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:this unemployment was due to the absence or unskilled non-agricultural 

labor necessary to keep the non.-tarm. laborer employed. 

In comparing the employment hi.story et h•ds ot households during 

the period January 1. 1930• to October l, 1933, the month ef October l~ 

and the e1J.lPlaymen.t history- of entira working lite data show that une:mploy-

ment in all groups parallel to the periods compared, with negligible dit-

terences, the percentage of unemployment f&r October being 'lowes:t. Thia 

can be attributed to the tact that September, October, and November are 

months that crops have to be gathered. During this period employment on 

farms ia hea'Yier than during other tall and winter months~ Laborers, in 

Tillages oftentimes work on tarms dU?"ing crop gathering periods. 

TABLE 25 

Percentage D1str1 bution of Household Heads 
According to Employment Status as or Oetober 1933 

S:\atus : ·to\$1 Villge . !'arm. ~ 

ot %. Non- Non-
Emplozm.en:t ;&.lief : Relief Relief : Relief Relief 

Total 100 .• 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 lOQ .• O 

l"armers 63.l 69.7 4.7 9.6 86 .• 0 
Km.ployed 62 .. 3 69.3 5.8 "l.2 S5.3 
Un.employed .e .~ .9 1.4 • "1 

Non-J'armers 36.9 26.4 95.3 83.3 14.0 
Employed 2.6 19.1 8.4 61.3 .4 
Una:m.ployed 34.3 7.3 86.9 22.0 13.6 

Retired ~.g 8.1 

Non-
:R.sliet 

100.0 

90.6 
90.6 

6.9 
4.6 
2.3 

2.i 

In studying Tables 24 and 25, the outstanding observation to be made 

is that unemployment had been a charaeterist1e primarily ot the village and 

the relief farm populations both tor Ootober 1933 and the three year period 
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immediately preceding. Inspection of these data suggests the pertinent 

question, 1:f only 14.3 per cent or the relief rarm population were actually 

unemployed 1n October 1933, and if o:ialy 18."l per cent ot this group had 

been regulaJ:'lY lJ1:lemployed during the immediately preceding three year•. wby 

was the J>.&ed tor reliet t'elt so keenly by the group ·as a whole? Only a 

plausible answar can be given since 1ihe 4ata do not arrord an objective 

solution, and that is th~t 'fl1::1le the qjority of the farm population en n ... 

liet were not actually unemployed during this time, their income• were inade~ 

quate to spare th&m from ~t and mis•ry. Al.so,. the October situation or the 
,,, 

re.rm population does not present a ·true pictve ot their employment su.tus 

tor the reason that at tha~ time or the year ~81"8 is usually a heayY demand 

tor cotton pickers and tor other temporary laborers in gathering the tall 

crops. October is a month in which unemployment or farm paople should be at 

a miniDm\11 in Oklahoma. 

The data at hand as well as oanmGn obserTa.tion giv.e rise tc a serious 

doubt as to the real meaning ot unemployment or farm people. When is a tarm:Etr 

not employed, when he is in a position in .which he eannot e.ngage in farming 

at all, or when he has a slack season at which hs 1s not able to converl 

labor 1:nto an immediate eash income? On 1.he baeS.• ot a general knowledge 

ot the seasonal nature of agricultural work, tb.ai is intemittent periods 

of comparative idlenee-s ana ot intense rushes in farm work, it would seem 

that only by an arb1 t:ra.ry and a purely subjective dett.ia1 tion co~d it b.e 

determined whether a bona tide farmer is unemployed or no·t.. In any ease, 

his status would depend largely upon his own conception ot his predicament. 

That is to say, no industry otters the opportunity to:r complete year around 

employment that is at'tord&cl by agrioultU1'8, if only the tamer himself has 

the resourcefulness and initiative to use his labor to advantage. It is 



quite a dit':t'erent matter, howeTer, if by- being unemployed a :t'armer means 

to oonTey the idea that he is unable to extract an adequate :t'inaneial re­

turn from his operations to meet his eurrent expenses.. Otten this is the 

real situation. On the other hand, the situation of the wage earning 

elasses ot the villages oan be regard•d as actual unemployment when those 

who are able bo41ed, who desire and seek employment, who are employable, 

cannot find a gainful use for their labor. The data here given more than 

likely reTeal very nearly the true a1 tuaUon tor the village population, 

bo1h relier e.n.d n.on-relie:f'. All o:f' this suggests that comparisons made 

between Tillage and tarm populaUons a.a to unemployment at a gl'ten ttme 

must be drawn reservedly. 
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Considering the entire •mployment history of the relief and non-relief 

population, one-halt (50.6 per cent) or the Tillage household heads haTe 

b&en unemployed at times tor periods of trom 1 to 21 years. Only 11 per 

cent or the farm households have been unemployed at intervals ranging from 

l to 22 years. This does not necessarily :mean that these people lived only 

on the tarm or in tb.e village during their e:n.tira earning lite. lmlploymen.t 

records show that an appreciable proportion of' both village and farm house­

hold heads have migrated often from village to country and from 0ountl"Y to 

village. Table 26 shows the unemployment periods experienced by heads ot 

households in specified places of residence as of October 1,. 1933. 

J'or the most part unemployment has been experienced by family heads 

tor canparatively short periods. In the farm population, both relief and 

non-relief, 1 t is only a small minOcri ty or the family heads who had been un­

employetl at all. It may be significant to observe that unemployment was more 

prenlant among the Tillage household heads ot both rel1e.:t' and non-r.eliet 

tami.lies than eTen in the relief farm population. From a g&cneral internal 

1napection of the data at hand, it would appear that probably the principal 



Number : 
ot Yea:rs . . 

Unam;ElOled: 

Total 

0 
1 - 5 
4 - 6 
7 -9 

10 - 12 
13 - 15 
16 .. 1a 
19 - 21 
22 and. Over 

TABLE 26 

Percentage Distribution or Household Beads 
With Unemployment Records Aeoording to 

Number or Years Unemployed. 

1 Non- Non-
Re lie~ R•l1et !. Reliet : Relief Relief' 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

59.4 S7.4 9.4 S9.9 ?9.0 
21.a 6.3 43.9 1~.o 13.2 
12.1 3.6 30.9 9.0 4.7 
1.6 .9 2.8 2.8 1.1 
1.3 .5 3.e l;O .4 
2.1 .9 4.7 3.3 1.2 
.8 1 •. 8 .4 
.6 .1 1.e .5 
.3 .3 .9 .5 

Non-
Reliet 

100.0 

93.4 
4.0 
1.9 

.2 

.3 

.2 

in.aidenoe of' unemployment in the tarm group was upon tho·se who ha.d migrated 

to the farms trom non-farm co:mm:uni ties and wl'lo, apparently• had n.ot become 

thoroughly absorbed into the agricultural pattern ot 11:te 'When the relief 

program began. It this inference be tenable, it is ot vast im-portance in 

the national recovery program. It s~ests that the general standard of 

living ot the farm population has been lowered by the movement ot apprec.iable 

numbers .o.f unemployed villagers to the farms. It also implies that one ot' 

the important problems of the farm comm.unity is the assimilation and rehabil-

itation ot these emigrants who ha-re t'led from the non-agrioulturel occupations 

to the farms. 

The relief village population has been, undoubtedly, the souree of 'the 

graTest unemployment in rural communities. At least that was true up to 1933. 

Howe-rer, there is one ext.enuating factor. Tb.e beginning ot the federal relief 

program waa.,in all probability, a stimulus to migration toward the villages 



because this enabled elients to be closer to the sources of relief, the 

distributing points, and also brought them into closer contact with the 

various works programs . 
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While not direotly applicable to an explanation of unemployment history, 

the foregoing statements are necessary to an understanding of the differences 

in the incidenee of unemployment found between various population groups. 

Not only doss it sesm that the volume of unemployment was greater in the 

Tillages than on the farms but also the probable duration was much greater. 

Finally, it may be said that there seems to have been a eorrelation 

between the types ot occupational fitness of different aggregates ot the 

rural population a.n.d the ha.zard 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 non-agrieultural work 

in the villages and who floated baok and torth between village and farm. In 

some oases, perhaps a sizeable proportion, a laek ot resou:roes and definite 

connections necessary for making a start either in agriculture or in trades 

may ha.Te been the rasponsible :factor. At any rate, the problem ot rural 

rehabilitation seems to be oonoentrated upon these rather indefinable classes 

ot the population. whether in villages or on tarma. 
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PART IV 

COMPOSITION OF RELIEF AND NON-RELIEF HO~SEHOLDS 

Types or Household• 

The characteristics ot households are important aids . in determining 

the socio-economic situations of population groups. In a specific sense, 

the household is a· social institution. It not only presupposes the exis-

tence or a tamily or quasi .. tamily group; but also implies that the usual 

bonds ot tamily integration may be e:nanded even beyond the biological 

tamily g:roup. There are various reasons why the family may be enlarged 

and projected beyond its simplest confines. Among these may ba the sex, 

age, and social composition or the population of the eamtmity, which may 

render detached persons w:u,.ble 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 own, and the infirmities of old age are among 

the factors which contribute to the frequent necessity for the expansion of 

the family group. Under these same conditions, howeve:r, a smaller proportion 

of families 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 analysts 

~ factors contributing to the compo&!'~ioJ:1. and organization of households. 

Accordingly, the households included 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 

ot husband and wife only, those composed of children whose parents have died, 

or in whateTer structural form the household :may have been maintained. These 

data are gi van in Ta.ble 2'7. · 



~roentage Distribution otl!ouaehol4a 
Aeoordug to TJ':pe 

TYpea 
ot 

ll1>11aehq).cl• 

All Households . 

B sband and Wife 
Rubaad • Wife • u4 Chilclfta 
&tsbarut an4 Ohtldru 
Wit• and O'h11dnn 
Ch1ldnn 
One Pttnon (llale) 
One Person {lemals) 
Doubled Up 
Additional Peraens• 

100.0 100.0 

9.2 
fi'l . 5 2., 

.a 

. 5 
6. 3 2., s., 

15. l 

19 .. 2· •. , 
••• 2. 0 ., .. , 
a.t 
a.o 
9. 2 

100 .. 0 100.0 

11. 2 20. 6 
s&.1 ss., 
1. 9 1 •• 

1.9 
1.9 1., 
6 .. 5 1., 
J.D 6 .. 2 
6.5 1. 0 a~, ,.a 

100.0 100. 0 

a.5 ie.-, 
58.1 55. "1 
2. 6 3. 0 
1. 1 2 .0 
-· ... •• &.t 6.1 

.3 i. .. e 
s.5 2.s 1,.,, 10.0 

Aa aay be Men troa 'leble a,. ordi.nary twlie-a 1 those oom.posed ot husband, 

wife, and cll114:ren, ocm.prind 5'.5 }Ntr cen"t ot the tot l re.lier houehol4•• 

while tn the .ru»t,•NU.et P'O&J ihi• ine accounted tor 54.6 ~r eent of" the 

pl'Opor\ion, allowl:DS. hl" ohanee errors ,1:n all tour ot ~ hlllplea atud1e4. 

!his 1• a1p1tioa.at tor 11. show that the :,r:lnolpal type o:f tam.17 preratais 

tfidon4. tally he.tte 1f1 th ohlldMn 11au up 5. 0 per o•.nt of tiie no-A- Nllet 

and 5. 7 per een\ or the reU.ef tal'lll ho.uaahol.4• , \u, s.s per cent o'f' the non-

nl.1-at and 1 .• t per aent of" ,u relief Till11ee bou.5$hol4:a • trom whlo.h 1 t would 

a8H th t 1a spite ot geographic tsolat1on tb.e ope-n coun:try is lees hoattle to 

~• broken tamUy than eOJ1centretad eient:era or populat1oa. On the other hand• 

one-p9r11CD: houae-hol.4s ware mo,:,e heaTily c-oncen:trated in the Till.age "tb!t 1n 
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the farming p9pulation. Probably the re~son for this is that solitary 

life is less irksome in small towns than in the opan country because of the 

g:ree.ter aeeessibility or personal and professional services which in the 

village may be su.bst:t tuted tor family services. Rouseholds composed of 

husband and wife only existed in about Moe as great proportions 1n the 

· non-relief as in the relier groups both fa1'111 and village, but the propor­

tion as between farm and village relief households and between farm and 

village non-relief households were about equal. The only significant pro­

portions o'f doubled .. up households were found in the relief population group, 

with the villages shoWing a somewhat greater attraction for this type ot 

household than the open oountry. Finally, it was the :f'arm much more often 

than the village, and the relief' more often than the non-rel1e:t' household 

which ottered shelter to other persons in. addition to :regular members of 

the family. This is indicative, not merely or the hd,spitality o'f the tarm 

household, but ot the dependence or t'arm people. upon the t'amily not only aa 

an instrument for procreation but also as an agenoy tor the dispensation ot 

charity and benevolence. This role has been tore:ed upon it to a large extent 

by the oomparati n absenoe of agencies doing sod.al welt'are work in the open 

c.ountry. 

The pet-oentage diatr1but1ons of peraona in the n.rious population groups 

according to the types ot households in which they :t"esided are shown in Table 

28. To see the complete meaning o:t these data, it is necee.sary that they be 

studied in oonneotion with those gi van in T-a:ble 27. ?or the reason that house­

holds may vary in size trom 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-relier households were found 1n 

ordinary families, that is those made up of' husband, wife, and children with 

no one else living in the home. This type or household contained 69.6 per 



TABLE 28 

Percentage Distribution ot Persons 1n Households 
According to Type ot Rous.ehold 

'fY:pes 
ot 

Howaoolde 

All Households 

Husband and Wit'e 
Husband, Wite,. and Children 
Husband and Children 
Wif'e and Children 
Children 
One Person (Male) 
One Person (P'emale} 
Double.ti Up 
Addition~ Persona* 

* See tn. to Table 27. 

. .. 
. Per -Clent, ot Pe-rsons 

In Spee:.1t1ed 'fypes ot ,ioueeholde . 
'lotal : Villap : Farm. 

tNon... ; :llfon- : :Non .. 
: Relief: .Reliat: Re~iet: Relief: Reliefl;Reliet 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100._o 100.0 100.0 

3.9 10.o 5.1 ll.5 i.s . 9~6 
64.5 59.,f. &9.6 '?2.9 62.7 68.3 
2.8 2.3 l.l'S l.3 3.2 2.6 

.6 1.9 1.9 .s 1.9 

.2 .5 ., 1.1 .3 
1.4 1.3 1.5 .4 1.3 1+5 

.5 .s 1.s 1.7 .1 .5 
e.2 3.1 9.9 1.6 "·' 3.6 

l"? .9 10.7 ,., 7.6 20.8 11.7 
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cent or the relief' village and 62 .• 7 per cent of the relief tarm population. 

and 72.9 per cent ot the Tillage and 68.~ per eent of the farm non-relief' 

population. As may be seen by referring to Table 27., the ordinary tamily 

contained a larger proportion of the total po;pulation than it comprised ot 

the total number ot households. 'rhe reason tor this is obTious, because 

population increases taster than the number ot households, and one person 

as well as other small households do not bear a high proportion to the 

total population. Doubled-up households and households whi~h had addi-

tional persons also accounted tor a larger proportion ot the population 

than or the number ot households. This means that the proportions ot popu-

lation which ca.me trom other types of' houaeholds must be smaller by compar-

ison than the proportions such households comprised of all households. 

Tb.ere is a significant obserTat1on which may be drawn from. Table 28. 

That is, whether~ because of necessity or o'therwise, there was a greater 
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tend&nc7 for relief than for non-relief householde to be doubled-up anti to 

off.er shelter to other persons than the tmme~ate family, and this was mor• 

prttll()un~ 1n :tarm then 1n village llftaeb.ol-da. 'l!b.11. ma1 be regarded ae a 

f'o:rm of acoommodatton \o econoad.c atresa. and it may suggeet that the t 117 

is one of the more important agenelu 1n th• rural c0lml.ftm1'\y f .or- ta dis­

pensation ot voluntary asst.stance to the a.pendo.t an.a. nee:c\y. 

In table 29. the proportion ct hoU114lholu 1'h1eh had additional. person• 

is shown acctol"d!.ng to the k1nehtp relation et addltiona.l persons to the 

households which l'tnd themselves as agenia fo-r the care of varto:ua lne• of 

dependent persona. For the re&SOJ1 that a gtwa houohold -0_ne11 wtll c~ 

tor person• o.f dlffer-e~ aecnea ot nlat1on:ehlp ta Ule heade,, lheM c.laasi~ 

fioatl:ona overl.ap ep ether a.at canno, be total.ea or avera«e4 convem.ently. 

Per Cent of bl-let and londellet Jlon.1•hold.s 
Which ''!tad Additional ·:per.ll(ml Aooord1ng io 

Relationsblp of_ .&4dit1onal feraon.s tf> 
Roa.aeholcl 1teada 

J.elationshlp of 
Addi lional Jeraou, 
to Rouehold Rea41t 

.; l> · r Cent ol Bouaeholdil 
: . NS!l 1Jad ,ldd1\1on!J f•rtSPH 

20.,, 11.2 11'.9 s.2 23.2 12.,3 

P&reata and. Grandpare,nta f>.l 4~6 3~7 4:7 7.0 
»ro\bezt1 and Sl.sten 4 .4 3. 6 J. 7 3,3 4~8 
Uncle• and 4unt.t ~5 •. 2 · ~9 - • ~4 
1uecea and .aph-. 2 .1 .9 1.9 .4 2!2 ::::n~·ld!'aD 11:! 5 ;{ 1:•~ ~-~ 11:, 
step Nld.l'U. 1,,5 i- • .9 - - 1~8 
Children•• 6.8 3.1 9.3 1~9 5.8 
!fo Belatton 1.5 • 1 ... • .4 2.2 

..... 
3~4 
.8 

• !Ji.ts figure ~iiuila £lie Nil o? •Sibte&:'ttpi' aud •Idditt,onai Penon.•* u 
gt.•.e. in !'ab1e 27. 

" Xneludu husbanda ad wtv••• eon• and ~ ten,-111:•l.w, of marn.ed children. 



On the whole, the relief households offered assistanea most ottan to 

grandchildren or the household head• next to their own children, and then 

to their aged parents, with siblings ot heuseho1-d heads 00mins in :tourth 

place in frequency. This order ot giTing assistance is not maintained by 

each single population group. As to remote degrees ot relationship, it. 

s.eems that chance was the governing factor. While the data do not show 

explicitly the reasons tor the extsUng distributions, 1 t may be aasunm4 

(l) that because or the kinship bond, depenA•nt persons loot to their 

cl.osest relat1Tes tor aid tirst, and (2) tha\ wlth the potential increase 

ot :relat1Yes coming with t.he passing ot Ume, as in the possibility of having 

more grandchildren than ehildren, the proba'b111t1\ts of having to take care ot 

dependents in such cases are increased. 

While th.e numbers or additional persons in the households visited by 

this study are not satistically signitica.nt in thaselves because ot their 

smallness, they are important :rrom another point ot view. 'fhey show the 

range ot kinship relationships which may tind oomtert 1n the rural household, 
·:-';'J., 

speaking generally, and they show the proportions or nrious degrees ot kin-

ship relative to each other whieh :m.ay be included.. Owing to \he smallness 

ot absolute numbers a detailed distribution of add11ional persons is not 

shown. RoweTer, sueh a distribution tor the relief and non--reliet population 

en mass is g1Ten in Table 29. 

In Table 30, it may btt 1een that there is a variation bstwoen relief 

and non-rel-1et households as to inoidence or relationship among \he addiUona.l 

persons 1n household.a. In non-reliet houaehol.ds grandchildren comprised 29.0 

per cent ot the additional persons, parent an4 grandparents 24.5 per cent._ 

brothers and sisters 19.4 par oent, and adult children who ha4 returned home 

after he.Ting l1Ted elsewhere 16.1 per oent. In the relier h.oueehol.d the 

order ot frequency was changed somewhat. In that group, grandchildren 
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comprised 33.l 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 aupplemen-

tary to those ginn in Table 29. Their principal n.lue is that they give 

a close up idea ot the obnrse side of the aame thing. In the torme:r, the 

objeet was to :f'in-d out what proportions or the households ware open to other 

persons than the immediate family and the degrees of· kinship which seemed to 

ha•e preterenee, In the latter e.a.ae the purpose is to show the ccmparatiTe 

tendencies or persons. or different degrees ot relationship to the household 

head to take up abodes w1 th their kin8Jll8ll:. 

'!!ABLE 30 

.Percentage Distribution ot Additional Persons in 
Households .According to Relationship to Household Heads 

Relat1onah1p ot ~r cent: ot Persons ot 
Additional Persons : ____ s_p_e_c_i_t_i_e_d_R_e_la,... _t_i_o_n_i_n_H_o_-us_e_h_o_l_d ___ _ 
to Household Heads Relief Non-Reliet 

All Relations 

Parents and Grandpa.rents 
Brothers and Sisters 
U'nc·les and Aunts 
Nieces and Nephews 
Grandchildren 
OousiJle 
Step-.Chilclren 
OJU14ren• 
llo Relati.on 

100.0 

17.S 
12.9 
1.5 
6.0 

33.l 
.7 

4.5 
19.5 
4.5 

* Including husband• and wives ot ma?'l"ied ch11dren. 

Size ot Households 

100.0 

24.5 
19.4 

1.:s 
5.2 

29.0 
.6 

16.l 
3.9 

One ot the most significant socio-eoonomic patterns ot fe.mily lite is 

the phenomenon or size ot family. As a general principle, the size or tam-

ilies tenets to vary in'tersely with eeonomic status. If the family concept 



is enlarged to include not simply the husband, wite, and child~ issuing 

tram., a single marriage union but also these together with all other pel"sons 

a.haring the same shelter and board and dependent upon a eommon source ot 

maintenance, the same tendency may be observed. That is to say, the eco-

nom.10 resources of a ho,usehold usually do not increase as rapidly in pro­

port1Gn as the size ot the household at least in population groups with 

limited means. At this point in tha study the objective is to make a com .. 

parison ot relief and non-relier households w1 th a Tiew to te·ating the abon 

mentioned principle. 

" In Table 31,. the perc,:entage distribution ot populations ot the ditte:rent 

samples are given according to the nUllber of persona ill the households vis1te4. 

In general the modal size ot households supplTing relief population was 6 

persons and that of non-relier population •s 4 persons. In the relief group 
l 

as a whole, it a typical household were assumed to haTe 5 persons, 29.9 per 

cent ot the households with relief population would be smaller and 55.2 per 

oent wuld be larger than the typical, while 1n those o'f the non-reliet popu-

lat1on 49.l per cent would be smaller and only 154.5 per oent would 'be larger 

than the usual household. These comparisons show deof.dely that the rel1et 

problem is associated with overpopulation or households, it the typical size 

ot non-reliet households may be taken as a criterion. 

In a more detailed compar'iaon• it may be seen that the~· ot sizes 

ot Tillage households both relier and n.on-reliar was less than that ot farm 

households. In the village reliet sample, none or the population came from 

households of more than 10 persons while 1.1 per cant ot the relief tarm popu-

lation came rrom households of 14 persons. In the relief populations ot both 

Tillages and tarms, the modal size ot households was 6 persons while in the 

non-relief population it was 5 persons in the Tillages and 4 persons on the 

tarms. In the non-relief samples, the distribution curves ot population are 
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skewed sharply toward the smaller sized. househol.ds while in the relier 

groups the billge ot the curtes are shifted more toward the intermediate 

and larger sized households. It a 5 person household be assumed to be 

typieal, 47.3 pe-r cent of the non..;-re·liet tarm an_d 54.7 per cent ot the non-

relief Tillage population was tc:nmd among the smaller than typically sized 

households while the ·corresponding proportions in ~he relief groups were 

28~8 per cent tor tam and 33,2 per cent tor the village groups. This. ot 

e·ourae, leaTes 52,7 per. cent or the non-reliet and . :'71,2 per c•nt of the relier 

ta.rm. population. as cQmpared with 45,3 :per cent or ·,he non-relief and 66.8 per 

cent of the relier "1.lle.ge population to come· trom houaeholds which had 5 or 

more persons, ',l'hus it 1 s s~H~n that the larger households are more heaTily 

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

TABLE 31 

Percentage Distribution or Population 
A.eoarding to the N\111.ber ot Persona 

in 'l'he Household 

P•r O•nt o:t POJ:!u1ation ba141y 
Nllmber of Peraona: 'Jotal f Vill!I• 

Per Non- : 1 Non-
Hou,ehold ! Relief' : Reliet : Reller Relier 

All Households 100.0 100 .. 0 100.0 100.:0 

l l.8 2.1 3.3 2~l'. 
2 4.6 11.8 6.6 13.l 
3 11.1 16.5 9.2 19.7 
4 12.4 18 • ., 14.1 19.8 
5 14.9 16.4 12.1 20., 
6 17.9 12.7 22.5 12 .• e 
7 9.8 7.9 13.9 .. , 
a 11.7 5.4 14.1 4.3 
9 4 .. 6. 4..3 2.0 

10 u.1 1.3 2.2 1.3 
11 3.1 2.2 1.5 
12 and Over 3.0 ., 

in Houa•holda . 
~ ram . Non-. 

Re.lie~ ! Reliet 

100.0 100.0 

1.3 2.0 
3.9 11.4 

il.8 15.5 
u.e 18.4 
15.9 l.5 .• 2 
16.3 12.6 

8 .. 5 a.a 
10.9 5.7 
5.4 5.7 
6.0 .1.3 
4.2 2.3 
"-•O 1.1 
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Turning now to the distribution of households themselTes as shown 

in Table 32 it will be seen that the smaller households, those or less 

than 4 or 5 persons were relatively much more numerous than extra large 

hou~holds although they did not supp!y as large a proportion ot the 

population as did the less numerous bu~ larger houaeholds. 

11'here is one caution that should be ob.saned in studying the tore .. 

going sets or data. It is quite easy to carry th$ conclusion that bigness 

ot houeeholds is coincidental w.1 th economic dependency too tar because, •s 

TABLE 32 

Percentage Distribution ot Household& 
According to Number of Per.eons in Household 

: Per Cent ot ,Households 
Number of Personst Total .Village re.rm 

( 

Per : Non- .. L'NOn- Non-. 
Household :·Relief' Relief' Relief 1 leliet Relief Relief 

All Households 100.0 100.0 100. 0 
~ .' 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

1 a.7. 7.8 14~0 .. 7., 6.6 7 .'9 
2 10.8 22·.5 14.0. 23.i 9.6 22.2. 
3 17.4 21.0 13 •. 0 2:S .. 4 19.l 20.2 
4 14.5 17.9 15.0 l7.:'J 14.4 1'7 .'9 
5 14.0 12.,g 10.2 14 ... e. 15.5 11.a 
6 14.0 8.1 15.9 7.7 13.2 a.2 
7 6.6 4.3 8.4,, 2.0 5.9 4.9. 
8 6.8 2.6 ,,, ;5. 2.3 6.6 2.a. 
9- 2.4 1.8 1.0. 2.9 2.4 

10 2.4 1.5 1.0 .ts 2.9 .5. 
11 1.3 .7 .5 1.8 .s 
12 and OTer 1.1.. .2 1.5 .4. 

may be seen in Table 32, the extremely large household is alao extremely rare. 

While the large household does turnish a disproportionately heaTY share ot the 

population, its general importance may be over8lllJ)ha&1zed. The seriousness o't ·· . 

ite economic distress may be actually great to its cwn members but ot compare.-

tive 1ns1gniticance to soeiety at large. It is trom the viewpoint ot the larger 
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group primarily that the interpretations should be made. 

Size of Households in •.Ammain" Units 

The age and ae:x oomposition ot households l~gel;r d:eterru.ne the nature 

end character of the ph;ysio.al needs of their members. Sydenstr1ckar and 

King originated the· .,ammeJ.n n soal..e whereby physic.al n.e~ds can be measured. 

with the population standardized. tor ageand sex. 'l'hat is, each person is 

placed on a scale in proportion to 1 taking into conS1derat1on his age and 

sex,. lJsing the tta:mmain" unit seale hous.eholds of this surTey were measured. 

llore than one-halt of the families lived in. households t.hat measured tl"OJII. l 

to 3.9 "ammain" units. :Ot the relief group, 1 ou't of 4 lived 1n lu.>usehelds 

ot 4 "ammain" units or above as compared to lout ot Sin the non-relief' 

group. 1bese larger households are mo1"6 orten found in the tarm th.an in 

the village population. 

When the data on size of households were standardized as shown in Table 

33. there was mitigation ot the principle or an inTers-e- relation between size 

ot tamily and economic status. Only 21.5 per cet or the village and 26.4 

per oent of the farm relief hou.sehol·ds contained a nwnber of persona tot.a.ling 

4 or mora "ammain" units. HoweTer, in the non- relief village group there 

were only 9.1 per eent and in the non-relief' tarm group 18.4 per oent ot the 

households which were 111 the aame size ranges. While large households are 

mainly phenomena. or rellet and tarm populations, standardization or the data 
' 

goes a long way toward reducing the pioture to the actual size or the problem.. 

Sex Gampoaition o:f Populations studied 

Socia~ and economic problems are associated with the sex ratio of the 

population. This is notieeab.le in studying the ratio o:f the sexe.s in the 

different sections of the country as it aftec~s the :marriage rate~ death rate, 

birth rate, the stability or the family, criminality and imlllorality or the 



TABLE 33 

Percentage Distribution ot Households in lmme.1n"Un1ts• 

'total vI1rage la:rm-
: Non~ . Non- . Non-•. . 

Amain Units :Reliet Reliet Relief' i Relief Reliet Relief 

'l'otal Households 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Up to 1.9 20.3 31.2 2s.o 31.l 17.3 31.2 
2 to 3.9 54.6 52.8 50.5 59~8 56.3 50.14 
4 to 5.9 20,9 13+7 18.7 8,6 21.'? 15.4 
6 to "l.9 3.7 2.2 2,8 .5 4.0 2.e 
8 to 9.9 .5 .1 .7 .. 2 

• · fttgar S:,denstrioke.r anc! WU.tre-d I. King, Reprint io. 6'23, U.S. Publtc 
Health., 1920, p. 2844. 

Scale: Kale J"aale 
Under 2 Years · .2 Under 2 Years .2 

2 to 4 .3 2 to 4 .3 
5 to 9 .4 5 to 9 .4 

10 to 12 .5 10 to 12 .5 
13 .6 13 to 14 .6 
14 to 15 .7 15 to 18 ."I 
16 .a 19 to 36 .a 
17 to 18 .9 37 to 64 .7 
19 to 35 l,.O 65 and OTer .6 
36 to 55 .9 
56 to 75 .a 
75 and Oyer .7 

population. end other phases of social behaT1.0r. On the other hand' rurality 

or urbanity, occupational and industrial e:ctiTii:Y, and maturity ot popula-

tion are tunotionally related to age and sex com.positions or population groups. 

Aeeording to Sorokin and Zimmerman, agriculture. as it is carried on in 

t811lily units, otters Tery little outlet tor women other than t'amily 11:t'e. 

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

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

than on terms. l The congregation ot young adults and ot relatiTely more 

1 P. Sorokin and Carle c. Zimmerman, Principles ot Rural-Urban Sociology, 
p. l555. 
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females in cities than in rural areas has much to do with the character-

!sties ot the city population. The heavy proportion of persons ot active 

ages tends to increase per capita income, to decrease the proportion of 

dependent persons per 100 wage earners,to stimulate mobility of city popu-

lations,to delay marriage, and may be associated with Tarious forms ot 

sooial unrest, In a population having a praponderan.ce of young adults the 

death rate except possibly tor industrial accidents naturally would be 

10lf9red. In industrialized cities where occupations require male worJ ers 

the proportion or married persons in the population tends to decrease, '?hese 

general considerations, along with numerous others which may be impli&d, are 

regarded as t'urniahing a substantial the sis in the light ot which the sex 

composition of a population may be studied. 

in 1920 the sex ratio tor Oklahoma W9iS 109,l males per 100 tamales. . \~;:., 

By 1930 the ratio' between the sexes . had tal.len to 106.1. The sex :ratio tor 
. 

the rural population in 1930 was 109.9 males to 100 females. In the rural 

tarm population there were l.12.3 males per 100 tamales and tor the rural non­

tarm. population there were 105.3 males per 100 females. 2 As a population 

becomes more urbanized the ratio or the sexes is expected to change. The 

urbanized population tends to have a higher proportion of tamales to malea 

than the rural tarm population. The same tendency ie noticeable in ' this 

study. The Tillage population has a larger per oent ot females than the 

atriotly farm popul.at!o:-.. 'l'hese che.rseteristica are shown in eensus dats 

tor Oklahoma 1930 • . from COJ{lputations based on Oensus data two distinct trends 

are detinabl~ in the general population ot Oklahoma between 18'0 and 1930, 

First, urbanization has increased rapidly. Second, the excess of' males OTer 

tamales has declined wi:bh marked emphasis. 3 

2 
Pitteenth Census of U.S. 1930, pp. 442.-443, 

~ 
See O. D. Duncan, Population Trends in Oklahoma, Okla • .Agri. Exper. Sta. 
Bul. 224, p. 17. 



73. 

or the sample studied the number of' males to 100 females in the village 

or rural non-tarm population was below that for the state as a whole, being 

98.2 tor the relief' and 95.8 for the non-relief population as oompared with 

105.3, the state figure for 1930. The tarm population in the sample areaa 

had approximately the same sex ratio as the ·rural populaUon or Oklahoma in 

1930. These proportions were 108.3 tor the relief' and 114 tor the non-relief 

tam group as oompand with lH~.3 tor the entire ata~e in 1930, The number ot 

males per 100 tamales in the different age elassea tor relief and non .... relief' 

population ia shown 1n Table 34. It all ages of 35 7ears and above are ta.ken 

together, it may be observed that there is a heavy exeess ot male relatiTe to 

female population. This excess increases as the age ot the population inoreapes. 

• . 
.Age • . 

Group 

Total 

Ull.der 5 
5 .. 9 

10 - 14 
15 - 19 
20 - 24 
25 - i4 
~5 - 44 
45 - 54 
55 - 64 
65 and Onr 

TABLE 34 

Number ot )[ales per 100 Females in Rural 
Reliet and Non-Relief Population ot 

Cls'f'9land and Payne Count1es 
Aoo.ord1ng to Age Groups 

)(ales . per 100 J'uales · 
'fotal Tilly• . Hon- . Non-. . 

Relief Reliet Relief . Reliet Rel1et : " 

105.6 109.3 98.2 95.8 108.3 

96.l 115.7 uo.o U3.7 91.5 
96.S 120.1 83.3 a1.a 102.1 

115.6 83.0 136.0 84.4 117.8 
88.1 121.2 '12.0 71.8 9.2.0 

105.0 102.2 'l3.6 97.0 115.0 
as.~ 89.6 71.4 9~.3 94..6 

100.0 10'1.9 69.6 12'1.2 112.2 
126.0 106.0 136.0 92 .• 6 120.8 
143.4 143.6 138.4 129.l 145.4 
181.5 146.7 211.1 91.7 166.7 

J'a:ra 
lfon-
Reliet 

114.0 

u&.s 
139.5 

82.5 
134.l 
104.0 
88.l 

105.4 
110.4 
148.l 
182.1 
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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. Hc»Jerver, in 

the adult population at that ttme the :num.ber ot males for 100 females ranged 

tram 114. S in the group aged 20 to 24 years up to 217.S in the 60 to 64 year 

age group. Undoubte.dly this was a phenomenon ot the preponderant male migra­

tion which flow&d into the t•1rr1 tortes at the till.a or their opening tor eettle ... 

ment. Such a eondi tion is oharacteristio or new regions and or ,agr1cu].--t.·ural 

and min~ng areas in partteular·~ In all probahili ty • a large pal"t or the dis­

tort ion in the sex distr-ibution is a concomitant ot the types of economl.o 

opportunities available in the ste:te on the one hand and ot the natural 

changes in the pepule.t1on pyramid itself" on the other. AB the population 

grows older, the original excess1Te masculinity is being gradually trans ... 

t'erred f'rom the younger to the older age groups. 

Net Production Rate Fer Generation 

Lorimer and Osborn have computed the net reproduction rate per genera­

tion by comparing the, nmnber ot children w1 t.h the estimated number needed to 

supply just so many adults at reproductiTe ages as are liT-!ng in any group. 4 

Pigures used h:ere have been adjusted ror the int'luences ot .,arying death rates 

on net reproduction.. By using 11:fe te.bl.es prepared by the Metropolitan Life 

Insurance C'om.pany these writers estimate that 44:3 children under 5 years ot 

age to eTery 1000 females 20-44 years ot age are neoe.asary to insure a stable 

populat.ion. 5 In order to secure hom-0gene1t1 and to eliminate racial difter­

eno•a in sun1.T8.l rates, they bas&cl their oomputation on' the nat1Te white 

populaUon exclusively. 

4 Lorimer and O:aborn, Dynamics or Population , p. 359. 

5 Ibid, p . 10. 
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It Lorimer and Osborn's ratio of children to women of speoitied ages 

be used as a base,, that is 443 equaling 100, 1 t is possible to determine to 

what extent the net repro.duetion rate per generation of' a given population 

exceeds or falls short of that neo~ssary to maintain itself at a stationary 

level. For example, in 1930 there were 601 Urtng children under 5 years 

of age per 1000 ~n 20-44: years old in the native white population ot 

Oklahoma.. 6 Then it 443 is taken as a bas&, or 100, the net rep:Nduet.ion 

rate per ge.nerat:ton ot Oklahoma population was 135.7 pe,r cent or the number 

required to maintain itself at a constant level. 

Due to the :tact '\lhat less than 5 per cent or 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 repl1'04uction rate per generation 

tor women stlldied in this sample. In comparison with the Lorimer and Osborn 

base ot 443 children under 5 years ot age per 1000 1'i01l&n aged 20-44 ye.a.rs, th• 

relief group had a net reproduction index or 163.V B.8 compared to 108.8 tor 

the non-relief group. The combined index tor the entire sample studied was 

12'1.l which was lower than the reproduction rate tor the state as a whole in 

1930. Analyzing eaeh group separately the Tillage population had a reproduc­

tion index ot 112.8 tor the relief and 110.0 tor the non-relief group as 

compared with the farm group who had a net reproduction index of 182.2 tor 

relier and 107.9 tor the non-relief population. All groups with the excep­

tion ot the relief farm group had a net reproduction rate per generation 

which was lower t-han that tor the entire state, as a whole, 1n 1930. 

It the above comparisons be carried one s"8p further their signifi­

cance rslative to the future population of Oklahoma can be seen clearly. 

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

6 Fif'teenth Census of U.S. Population, 1930, Vol. 3, Part 2, Table 2, p. 542. 
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of the rural non-farm population was 143.0, while that of the farm popule.-

t1on was 186.2. In the preceding paragraph it was seen that the reprodue-

tion index ot the reliet farm population studied ns 182.2. From this, th3 

implication 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 econ0111ieally unable to proTide 

their ohildren with more than a subsistence standard of liTing at best • 

.All this is emphasized when it is recalled that, in 19:30. 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-rourths of the farm population ot the state wre recipients of some 

form o.f relief. '1 

.Annual :rertility Rates of the Population studied 

A comparison ot the popula tion 1:ii regard to fertility may be expressed 

by the ratio or children to women ot specific age groupa-. These ratios tor 

ditterent studies are shown in tems ot ( l} the n:umber or children eTer born 

per 100 or 1000 women or specified ages, and gives both past and present 

:tert111ty ot the population, (2) the number of children un.der 5 years ot age 

per 1000 women 15-44. years of age and (3) the number or 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 

l year of age per 1000 women age 15-44 years of age has been used. For com-

parat1 ve purposes c.msus data were inoluded. The total Oklahoma birth regis-

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

7 For trends in the relief situation see o. D. Dunoan, Recent Changes in the 
Relief Situation .in Okla:tnma. Current Farm Eeonomica, Okla. Exp. Sta. Ser. 
49, Vol. 8, No. 1, pp. 18-20. 
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ot males to lQO !em.ales being 106.0. a According to Lorimer and Os.bqrn, 

an ideal population with no deaths between births and the end o! the re-

productive period, assuming 106 males to 100 females 15-44 years ot age, 

should be 68.'7 births per 1000 women per year. 9 'Jllus, it would tollow 

that :t"ertility ot the Oklahoma population ea 34.5 per oent grea.ter than 

the figure necessary for its maintenance at a atation,u-y level. 

'l'e secure. a trend of the fertility rate or the reltet and non-reUet 

households or the study the nuil.ber of surviving .children under one year of· 

age per 1000 women l5 to 44 years of age was eomputed aru:iually over a period 

ot 5 years, 1929-1933, inclusive.. These results we:re correC"ted tor dee.the 

that might have occurred to children under 5 years of age and are shown in 

Table 35. lO C:omparing the relief and non-reliet population, women of re-

lief households had more children per 1000 women than did women ot non-

relief households. The aTerage tor the 5 yea.rs prior to 1934 wa.s 191:.5 

children per 1000 women of speoitied ages in relief and 128.2 children per 

1000 Yoinen in the non-relief · households. The Tillage population of this 

group both reliat end non-relief and the tam non-relief group han a fer-

tility rate of 140.l, 124.8, and 129.$, respectively. 'l'h.e relier tarm group 

had a ratio ot 208.9 which 1s very much 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 or age in the re,liet 

and 81.2 children per 1000 w0111en of' identical ages in the non-reliet popu-

lation. '?he fertility rate of all women ages 15 to 4:4 years in the survey 

8 r1tteenth Census of U.S. 1930, Vol. 3, Pop. p. 542. 

9 Lorimer and Osborn, Dynamics ot Population, p. 352. 

lO In order to establish the annual birth rate which would be entirely 
comparable trom year to year, the number or children living at the time 
ot study was corrected using the death rate of children of ages specitied 
ot these two counties. 
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A.Te rage 

19:53* 
1932 
1931 
1930 
1929 

TABLE 35 

'?he Number o:t Children Bern 
{ExelusiTe or Still Births) 

Per 1000 women .Age 1.5 to 44 Years of Age (1929-1933) 

Total Villye . Farm . 
Non- won ... Non-

Reliet : Rell et . ielie:t . Rt9J.1er Relief Reliet . . 
191.5 128.2 140.l 124.S 208.9 129.5 

199.6 81.2 85.0 '10.l 234.8 85.0 
171.8 123.4 203.1 lll.'1 161.4 127.8 
185.0 165.9 1.36.7 179.1 201.6 164.1 
253.5 153.2 1?8.2 132.4 2"!9.3 160.2 
14"1.4 114.9 96.2 129.6 165.7 108.7 

• Schedules ware taken as cit Oo'to'ber 1933. · De.ta 'for year 1933 were 
adjusted to twelve months basis. 

oounties was mueh higher for all years exce.pt 1933 than the :tertili ty rate 
-

tor Oklahoma as a whole, since the rural farm population of Oklahoma shows 

a rate of 117.1 and the rural non-tarn:. population a rate or 96.4 per 1000 

women of specified ages. 11 

The ratio of ehildren to women in the non-reli~t groups, both Tillage 

and farm, in.creased in 1g30 over the ratio tor 1929, with a still larger 

inorease in 1931. But in 1932 the ra~e began to decrease and :f'ell much 

below the 1929 rate. The highest ratio tor women or the relief' group was 

among the ta:rm populatio.n tor the years ot 1930 ud 1933. For the relief' 

Tillage women the ratio was highest in 1932. In comparing the tertility 

ot these groups the ratio ot children born per 1000 women decreased in 1933 

to a figure mueh below 1929 ratiea, while the tertility or the tarm relief 

population increased approximately 44 per cent. 

Other studies on tb.e fertility of the relief' population appear to 

show similar tendencies to those indicated by these data. J'rank W. Notestie.n, 

ll l!'i.t'teenth Census U.S., Ibid. 
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in a study of tert111 ty of families on relier, co.ncludes that families 

who are dependent on relief have not necessarily become more fertile after 

b•ing on reliet. 12 Also Sem.uel A. Stoutter made a study of fertility ot 

families on relief in lfilnukee and surburbs ill whieh he considered all 

00ntinements between October l, 1930, and December l, 1933, em.ong 5520 

relief families and tound that :35 p•r cent more confinements occurred in 

relief houeeholds than among a control group in the same ncinity. 13 

In gene:re.l it may be eonc.luded that the fertility ot the relief popu-

lation ot this survey i .s higher than the non-rel1et population. This oan 

be attributed to the excessive numbar ot children 1n relief homes aver the 

number in non-relief hoaes as one of the main factors necessitating the 

need of relief by these families, since, oftentimes oase, workers seem to 

ta.Tor needy families with small children. Furthermore, it must be kept 

in mind that due t .o the smnpling procedure used tor these data the families 

rece1T1ng aid in October 1933 were classed as relief households and may not 

have been so olaseed during the t1 ve year period prior to the time the survey 

was made. Rad these same families been stu.died before dependency their fer-

tility rates would probably have been high. regardless or their economic status. 

Age Distribution o:t Heads or Households 

In studying the age distribution or the male ho'tllaehold heads ot relief 

and non-relief' groups the data in 1nable 36 sh01r detinite:ly that old age can 

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

12 Frank W. Nolestien, Fert.ility ot Families on Reliet • Reprint from the 
Jlllbank Jlemorial !'und Q.uarterly, Vol. XIV. No. 1, J"an:. 1936• p. 48. 

13 Samuel A. Stoutter., Fertility or J'amilies on Relief, J.ournal of' .Amari can 
Statistical Assooiation, September 1934, p. 53. 
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ot age are more numerous in the relief farm group, the percentage being 

a.s, while the non.-reliet tarm group have 4.3 per cumt, non-reliet village 

4.8 per cent, and Tillage relief' group 2.8 per cent. In all age groupings 

und•r 46 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.-relie:t Tillage, 41.7 per cent in the non-relief tarm and 30.S 

per cent in the Ti.llag,e relief groups. Kore than one-third or all male 

head•, 38 .. 6 per cent of ihe rel1et and 38.8 per cent ot the non-relief male 

heads, in the farm population are in·i the age grouping 45 to 65 years ot age. 

'l'ha village group show ditterent proportions, 45"8 par cent relier Tillage 

and 31.6 per cent non-relief ville.ge male headS, There were 15.l per cent 

.Age 
Groups 

'lotal 

Under 19 
20 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 34 
35 ... 39 
40 ... « 
45 • 49 
50 - 54 
55 - 59 
60 - 64 
65 ... 69 
70 - "14 
75 and Aben 
No )(ale Head 

TABLE 36 

Peroentage Distribution ot Kale Heads in 
Relief and Non-Relier Households ACo.ord.ing to .Age 

Total •· • Villya 
Non- .. Non-. J"arm 

% Relief Reliat Rel1e-t : Relief Relief 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

.15 .1 .7 
6.6 4.3 2.8 4.8 8.1 

10.3 6 .• 9 6.5 e.1. ll.8 
9.2 9.4 7.5 12.9 9 .. 9 ,.a 10.6 6.5 11.:r u.o 
9.8 11.1 7.5 '1.6 10., 

10.3 10.2 12.2 •• 3 9.6 
12.9 10.3 16.8 13.4 11.4 
10 .• 3 7.6 7.5 7.2 11.4 
7.1 8.9 9 .. ~ 6.7 6 .2 
5.6 6.4 10.3 · 3.$ 3.7 
2.4 4.8 1.9 4.8 2.6 
2.6 3.8 3.7 5.8 2.2 
2.6 5.6 ., .t, 9.1 .7 

Non-
Relief' 

100.0 

.2 
4.1 
6.6 
8.2 

10.3 
12.3 
12.2 
9.2 
7 . 7 
9.7 
7.2 
4r.a 
3.1 
4.4 
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or the male household heads in the non-relier as compared with 8.8 per 

cent in the relief farm group who were 65 years or age or over. The age 

distribution of Tillage male heads was similar to that or the farm relief 

group. Totaling the village and t'arm male household heads we find a 

slishtly larger per cent of relief than ot th.e non-relief population in 

age groups under 45 years, and e. smaller per oep.t in age grouping 65 years 

and above. 

Households with no D,18le heads appear to b~ on relier in relatively 

t8'Jf oases, especially in the tam group. This ?flS.Y be attributed to insurance 

policies carried by the husband and to adult clU.ldren wbo may take the reapon­

aib111 ty or bread-winner tor the family. 

The age dist?ibution of female heads as shown in Table 37 is somewhat 

similar to that or male household heads. A larger per cent of relier than 

non-relief female heads on farms were below 45 years of age, with a slightly 

larger per cent in the non-relief Tillage than in reliet village groups. 

Approximately the same proportions or all population groups were between 45 

and 65 years ot age. The percentage of female heads abon 66 years ot age 

is smaller than the per cent or male heads in :this age olasst but they 

appeared in comparable proportions w1 th male heads ill all age groups it the 

sex ratio of \he general population are considered. 

Incidentally, it may be po1l:l.ted out that the proportions of househo:J,ds 

with no tame.le heads were from two to tour times as large as that of house­

holds with no me.le heads. In both relief and non-l'8Uef t am groups U.O 

pei- cent of the households had no temale . head as compared with 12.2 per c~mt 

in Yillage reliet and 6.2 per cent in village non.-re;,liet .group. This may be 

due to several factors. Insurance policies are more often oarried on the 

mal.e than on the female head of the household, and in case t he female head 

dies tun~ral e:xpe.nses have to be met without aid of insurance. R~lati ves 
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Age 

0-l'OUP8 

Total 

tlnder 19 
20 ..;. 24 
25 - 2, 
30 - 54 
35 ... 39 

'° - 44, 
45 - 49 
50 .. 54 
55 .. 59 
60 .. 64 
&5 - 69 
70 .. 74 
75 and Abo'ff 
No Female Head 

TABLE 37 

Percentage Distribution or J'emale Heade 
In Relier and Non-Relier Household• 

According to Age 

. Total t Tilly• _ : . 
: ~ !ton- : . lion-. . 
: lleliet t &diet 1 Relief' : :Relier· 

100.0 100.0 100.0 ioo.o 

3.7 l.5 S.'1 .5 
9.5 7.9 5.& e.s 

10,.6 e • ., 3 .. '1 . ·10.5 
12.1 11.6 14.0 1$.8, 
9.8 11.7 8.4 '1.2 

10.s 9.2 12.2 8.6 
9.8 8.8 16.8 5.3 
8.4 10.2 5 .• 6 13.9 
7.1 5.6 5.6 5.S 
3.2 6.2 4.7 6.3 
2.1 3.8 3.7 s.e 
l.3 2.8 1.9 .... , 
.e 2.2 1.9 4.2 

u.:, 9.8 12.2 6.2 
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!'arm 
i Non-

Ji$11ef' · : Relier 

100.0 100.0 

3.? 1.s 
11.0 7.'1 
13.2 8.0 
11.4 10.2 
10.2 13.3 
9.6 9.4 
7.e 10.0 
9.6 8.9 
7.7 5.8 
2.6 6.6 
1 .• 5 3.9 
1.1 2.3 

.4 1.1 
11.0 u.o 
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are usually more inol1ned to assist single or widowed tamale than male 

heads of households .. Adult children out or the home help the mother more 

often than they will help the tather. Aleo, it seems that it is easier 

for the female head to take care of the family and supervise the farm,, in 

the case of tarm households, or find some source of income in the village, 

than for the lone male head. 

To :further prove the statement that relief' household heads are yo.unger 

than the non-relie:t heads a tree hand o~ ·ot age d.i:f'terences of m.al.e and 

female heads are shown .in Ftgures 10 and 11, 'n11s difference is even more 

striking in the farm group than in the village,. stnoe marriages usually 

occur at an earlier age in tb.e co.untry than in the non-agricul ture.l c-.un-

1 ties. Also, th:e :t'arm youth can climb the "agricultural ladder" more .rapidly 

w1 th a tam11y than wt thout • The :farm. youth haTe before them the family 

pattern; with a certain aontinuity 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. Tlle data in Tables 36 and 

37 show that immaturity among village male family heads 1s less likely to 

be a contributing tac-tor to their being on l!'elie:f than is true in the tam 

pop,:ll.ation. 

In the typical marriage• as shown in 'fable 38, the husband was one to 

tour years older than his wite. Generally" there was a. closer proximity ot 

h:wsbands and wi't'$s as to age in the non-relief than in the relier populat.ion.s. 

Excesses in the age of husbands oTer 'that ot wives were somewhat greater in 

the relief village th.an tn any other population group studied. 'l'he propor­

tion ot wives who were older than their huilbaads is comparati-yely small, 8.3 

per cent, tor relief wives and 8.2 per oent tor noa-relist wives. In 8.0 p&l" 

cent ot the relief and e.5 per cent tor non-relief families, the ages at hus­

bands and wives ware equal. 
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TABLE 38 

Percentage Distribution ot Marriages Showing 
Age Ditterenees of Husband and Wite 

Age Difference: Total Villye !'arm 
ot . . Non- Non- . Non-. . 

Husband and W1t• R.eliet . R•liet .: Relief . Reliet Relier . Relier . . . 
Husband Older 
30 Years or Over ., .l 1.2 .4 .2 
25 - 29 ., .7 1.2 .6 .4 .a 
20 - 24 3.4 1.9 7.0 2.8 2.1 1.6 
15 - 19 4.3 2.5 5.S 1.1 3.8 2.9 
10 · - 14 11.1 8.5 17.4 5.'1 8.8 9.5 

5 - 9 26.0 26.l 19.7 27.7 28.2 - 25.6 
l - 4 37.7 43.5 41.8 44.S 36.2 43.3 

Same Age 8.0 e.5 1.2 9.0 10.5 8.3 

Wite Older 
l - 4 6.8 6.1 2.3 '7.9 8.4 5.4 
5 - 9 .9 1.4 1.2 .6 .8 1.8 

10 - 14 .3 .3 1.2 • 4 
15 and O't'er .3 .4 .4 .2 

These percentages are similar to age differences t'or marriages in 

Payne county during the 36 years prior to 1933. In '7.0 per cent ot 101 465 

marriages studied husband and wite were the same ages while 7.3 per eent ot 

the wiTes were older than their huabands and 85.7 per cent of the husbands 

·were older than their wiT&s. 14 

86. 

'l'he coetticients of simple correlation of the ages of husbands and wives 

were computed aocord111g to population classi:f'ies.tions used. The highest co­

ett1c1ent correlation was .916 ! .012 tor the nen-reliet Tillage group. In 

oomp8l'illg this with relief Tillage heads it is seen that they had a slightly 

lowr correlation, .848 !: .03, than non-rel1et heads. Contrariwise, the non-

14 O;D.Duncan with J'ohn llcClure, 1ames Salisbury, :rr., and R1ehard Simmons, 
'l'he :raet.or of' Age in Marriage, American Journal or Sociology, Vol. XXXIX, 
No. 4, J'anuary 1954, pp. 476. 
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relier tarm household heads had a coefficient of simple correlation lower 

than the relief household heads, the correlation being .758 ! .02 and 

88; 

.891 i: .014, reapecU·vely. J'rom the aboTe figures it may be stated that, 

eTen though there 1.s a difference in the coetticient of simple correlation 

tor the d1ttere~t· groupe s~udiecl, tbere is a .high· correlation 'between the 

ages ot husbands and wiTes in all groups, and the ditterenees observed 

could scarcely be .. •aid ,o have a eigniticq,nt bearing, upon thQ problems ot 

re.lier. 

Education ot H-eads ot .Houeehol4'1 

'l'he most sUi table available indica:Uon ot the educational attainment 

tor the population or this study is the grade completed in school. This 

in.formation for relief 9:nd non-relief heads· ot ~l households ot bQth 

sexes is shown in Table .. 39. '?he heads ot rural households receiving relief 

had less formal education than their non-relief neighbors. Only 11.3 per 

cent or the total rel1et in contrast with 28.7 per cent of the non-relief 

group had finished one or more year.s or high school work. Ot the non-relief 

group, 4.8 per cent ot all household heads had college training as compared 

with 1.1 per eent in the relief' population. In the village population 29.7 

per c•nt of the relier as compared with only 9.0 per ce~t or the non-relief 

houeeheld: hea·ds had stopped ·at the tourth g~ or below. .In the tal"!ll. group, 

t .he corresponding proportions were 19.5 per cent tor the reliet and 14.5 per 

cent tor the non-relief household heads. Howenr, only a negligible propor­

tion ot household heads with ao formal education was round. 

The ta:rm household heads, both male and rem.ale, haYe less formal educa­

tion as measured by the grade completed than the village population. Only 

25.6 per cent of the non-reltet tarm. and 10.7 per cent of the relief farm. 

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

Percentage Distribution ot Kale and Female Heads 
According to Laat Grades Completed 

89 •• 

La.st . fotal Villye Farm • 
Grade : Non- Nen- . . Non-

Com~leted ·i Relie:r Relier Relief Relle:f' Relief Reliet 

- 4 22.2 13.l 29.? 9.0 19.5 14.5 
- 8 66.5 sa.2 15?.5 53.l 69.8 59.9 
- 12 10.2 23~9 

' 
10.5 30.8 10.1 21.6 

and Above 1.1 4.8 2 .. 3 '7.l .6 4.0 

per cent of the non-relief and 12.8 per cant relief Tillage household heads. 

A slightly larger per o.ent of household heads in the farm than in the village 

group, both relief and non-relief, stopped sethool at the eighth gratie, 8.Jld 

in both the farm and village population, a larger proportion of the relief' 

than ot the non-relief' household heads did not go beyond the eighth grade 

in school. 

Using simi.lar comparisons as shown in fables 40 an.d 41 female heads 

of households haTe 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 the male heads completed one year of high sehool work or more . The 

dif:ference between the proportions of all non-reliet male and female heads 

ot households having completed the ninth grade is not greater than might be 

expected. the figures being 28.4 per cent tor f°emale heads and 22.9 per cent 

tor male heads. Only a small proportion ot household heads have college 

training. Tb.a per cent ot male heads in the village, both relief and non-

relief', is slightly larger than the per eent of tamale 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. 
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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 ot years completed 

in school. Oklahoma relief and non-relief populations have an average 

grade attainment which is higher than the average tor all populations in-

eluded in the CClll.plete survey conducted. 1n the several states together. 

Edwards and Winston found that less than one-half ot all relief heads had 

oom.pleted grade school f and only 1 out ot 20 was a high school graduaie, 

whereas about two-thirds or the non-relief family heads had finished grade 

school, and 1 out or 6 had been graduated from high sohool. 15 In P8,1lle 

and Cleveland o.ount.ies three-fourths of the relier and ti ve-sixths ot the 

n.on ... rellef household heads had grammar school education or highe;r. Moreover, 

1 out ot 9 ot the relief and lout c:,t 4 of the non-:relle!' household heads had 

training which was carried in.to high school or aboft. 

Last 
Grade . .. 

Completed 

0 - ... 
5 - 8 
9 - ·12 

13 and Oftr 

TABLE 4'0 

Percent.age Distribution 0t Feule Reade 
Acoorcling to Last Gra4• Ooiapleted 

:rem.ale Heada 
Total VU.lye 

Non- : Non-
Relier : Relief Relief '° Relief . 

16.7 9.1 20.9 6.8 
68.2 58.? 61.6 .9."l 
1,.2 27 .:5 1·6.3 37.3 

.9 4.9 1.2 6.2 

J'arm 
Non-

Reliet •· Relie:t . 
15.1 9.9 
'l0.6 61.7 
13.5 23.9 

.a 4.5 

15 A. D. Edwards and Ellen Winston, Education or Heads and Children or 
Rural Reliet and Hon-Relier Households, Research Bulletin, Federal 
Eme?gency Reliet Administration, J"uly 24, 1935. De.ta tor this study 
coTer& 47 ,counties in 24 states. Fayne and Cleveland counties are 
the representative Oklahoma counties included in this study. 



Last 
Grade 

Completed 

0 - 4 
5 - a 
9 - 12 

13 and 0Ter 

T.AiLE 41 

Percentage Distribution ot Male Reads 
According to Last Grade Completed 

Jl-1.a Heads 
Total : Tilly• 

Non- l Bon-
J'arm 

l 

Reliet : ~lief .l Relief . • Relief' ! Belier 

2,.e 17.1 38 •• 11.s 24.0 
64.8 57.7 53.5 56.5 68.9 
6.2 · 20.5 4.6 2ft..~ 6.7 
1.2 4.7 3.5 7.9 .4 

91.. 

Non-
Relie:t' 

19.0 
58.1 
19.2 
3.7 

Simple coettioients of' correlation between the highest grade finished 

in school 'by the husband and that of the wife were computed. The results 

are significant, but d<:> uot show that the grades ot education completed by 

non-relief heads o:f' households haTe a higher correlation than those ot relief 

household heads. 'fhe village household heads had a coetf'ioient of simple 

correlation or .580 "t .O'l:L tor the relief group as compared with .596 t .048 

tor the non-relief group. The tarm population showed a lower eoetticient of 

simple oorrelation than the village population, and the coefficient tor the 

non-reliet was lower than that of the reliet tarm. group. being .495 ~ .Q33, 

and .537 ! .046, respect-inly. I.n all probability. age dif:f'erenc.es between 

the various population: groupa studied :may .ott$r a partial explanation ot these 

variations, s1noe there are characteristic sim.11,arities as to ages of husbands 

and wl ves which are, peculiar to farm and to Tillage populations. 

Education of Children 
in Reliet and Non-Relief Households 

Like their parents children in relief households are handicapped edu-

cationa.lly in comparison to non-relief households. Only a small per eent of 

ehildren not in school had not completed grade school. Ot children together 
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whose parents were on relief' 30.2 per cent had ninth grade education and 

above as a-ompared with 53.6 per cent of' those children wnose parents were 

not on reliet. t ·n the reiiet pa-pulation 28.5 per cent of' the male as com-

pared with 31.5 per cent ot the female children out of sohool had gone to 
., 

the ninth grade an.d b~yond, while in the non-relief sample the coneeponding 

proportions wre oo·.5 per otnt tor male and 58.J per cent tor temale ohildren. 

In the Tillage 40.9 per cent ot the ·male and 52.2 per cent ot the female 

children out ot school in the relief' population had finished the ninth grade 

or more, In the non-rellet Tillage populaUon 1;h.e corresponding figures were 

53. 7 per cent or the male and 78.3 per cent of the · female children out ot 

school. For the non-':rttliat ta.rm population 49. '7 per eent of' t .he male and 

55.4 per cent of the children not in aohool had gone to '11-e ninth grade and 

beyond. while in the relief t'8l"Ill group 26.7 per cent o"t the male and 22.8 

per cent of the female ehildren had attained grade status of one or more 

years in high school. These comparisons are bro1Jght out from data given in 

Table 42 and 43. 

Oom.;eleted 

0 - 4 
5 - 8 
9 -12 

15 and Onr 

'l'AJ3LE· 42 

Pe~ntage Distribution ot Kale Childr&n 
1.4 Years and Above Jfot in School 
According to Last Grade Campleted 

•:, ·Total : TUJage, 
: Non~ .. .. Non-. • 

Beltet' : lleliet : Reliet : Relief . 

9.8 2.8 13 •. 6 ... ..... 
60.'l .f.6.7 '5.5 46.3 
27.7 4.2.4 36.4 ..V.9 
l.8 8.l 4.5 t.8 

: J'ai,n 
Non-

Rflli•t . Relie:t . 
8.9 3.6 

64.4 46.7 
25.6 42.0 
1.1 7.7 
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The average years schooling t'1n1shed by male -childt"en ot non-rEf.Uet 

tarm households net in sehool, was 9.2 years as compared with 9,.7 years 

tor those ot non-relief Tillag,e households. 14ale childnn of reliet house-

holds both tor :farm ru;ld Tillage had an aver.age ot 7. 9 years ot sc.hooling. 

:remale children not in sehool tram non-rei1et village hows<,holds had Qom-

plated 11.4 years of school1ng while those trom non-relie!' tarm households 

had completed 9.6 years. For the ral1ef' greupa the. e,Terag• gra4e completed. 

was 9.3 years and 7.9 years, respectively, tor Tillage and 'farm female ch11-

dren not in school. 

Last 
Grade 

Completed 

0 - 4 
5 - 8 
9 - 12 

13 and OTer 

Percentage D-iattibu'tion of Female Children 
14 Years a:nd AbOTe Wot 1n Scho-ol 
Aec:e>r~ing t-o Last Grade Oomplet:e4 

Total. •· VUlage • 
t Non- t . Non-~ 

:Reliet ·• Relief Relief . B.eliet .• • 
e.7 2.2 fr.4 

60.0 39.3 '3.4 21., 
26.3 4'1.4 47.S 60.9 
5.0 11.1 4 .• 4 17.4 

: :rarm 
Non-

• 
' 

Relief Relief 

10.5 2.7 
6~.7 42.9 
17.5 44.6 
5.3 9.8 

Age grade distributions ot ohildren in school were made for males and 

:tamales separately, and are shown as grade progreH made in Tables 44 and 45. 

The per ccent of children o.t each sex who wre retarded .t·or relief households 

were praet1oally the same, 62.2 per cent tor males and 81:.1 per cent tor 

tamales, :respeoti'Hly. '?here was a greater variatio~ in non-reliet house-

holds, 65.3 per cent ot' males being retarded as com_pued to 5.9.3 per cent 

ot females. In all groups a large per cent of children in reliet households 

were retarded. A larger per cent was aeeelerated in the non-relier house-

holds. In considering the number ot years retarded by relief and non-relief 
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children, the relief children were retarded in the greater number ot 

cases, and the larger number ot years. This may be par-tly accounted 

:f'o;r by the reliaf' people being the more mobile than the non-relier popu-

lation as has been shown in the occupational mobility. 

In comparing the Tillage and farm children still in school, acoel-

eration is found as oftan among the f'arm boys and girls as tor the Tillage 

boys and girls, the girls be-ing accelerated relatively more of'ten than the 

boys in all 1nstaneea. The 'Yillage group had relatively more boys than 

girls "at grade" in "both the relief' and the non-relief' pop11latio:ns, and 

relatt:vely more girls than boys "acoele-rated" in both CJ·lassiticationa .• 

Tb.is 1s not true with the f'arm. group since oomparatively more girl.e than 

boys were accelere.te.d and at grade in both populations. Seasonal employ­

ment tor boys on the tarm often interrupts their s~hool work. 16 

The strie:tly tarm population had less tormal education th8.l1 

the village population. 'fhis is likewise true with children 1n school sinoa 

the tarm ohtl.dren are :retarded tor a 1·onger aTarage number ot years than the 

Tillage child:re:n. This may be at.tr1buted to the shorter terms or schools 

in the country, mobility of the popula'Uon and aeasona:l jobs f'()r the tarm 

people. Farm boys and even gi.rls are kept ,out ot school to help with the 

planting and harvesting ot crops. The Tillage children have access to better 

equipped schools, better qualified te~chers and longer terms of s"Chool. Also, 

the lack ot oc.cupational opportunities tor children in the village ca~e them 

to stay in school longer. 

16 A more' detailed study of the education.al attainments of youth lo-25 ye-ars 
ta discusi&d by Len Oonner in a study of 'f.he Statue of' Youth 16.-24 Years 
ot Age Still in the Home of'Parents or Rural. :Reliet and Non-Relief Bouse­
holds 1n 'fwo Oklahoma Oowa:Uea. U'npubl1.shed :Master• s thesis, Library i 
Oklahoma .Agrieult11ral and Meoha.n1cal College, 1937. 



TABLE 44 

Pereentage D1st:r1bu1.1on or Male Children in School 
According to Grade Progress Made in School 

. Total ·• v1115a ·• Farm • • • 
<Jrade Procru• : .. Bon- : l Jiu.- . • • 

In Schoel . :Reli•t • a.uet Relief' .. Reli&f . Relier . . • ·• . 
Ac-cele,rate4 2., 6.'1 1. 6 5. & 2.6 

At Grade 15. 4 28. 0 Ba. 6 t59.S 13.l 

Retarded 82.2 65.S 75. 8 65.1 84..3 
l Year 30.0 $1. 5 33.9 3.2. 6 es.a 
2 Years 21.s 1'1.l> 17.7 1.2. 4 22.s 
3 Years 12., 9.3 ,., 6-.7 15.6 
, Years 10., ,.~ 6.5 2.3 12.0 
5 Taus .. , 2.0 4. 8 1.1 4.2 
6 Yeara 2 •. 0 ., 3.2 1.6 
7 Yeara or More 1.2 1.6 

Percent.age Distribution ot hmal• Gh114ren in School 
AOo·or41ng to Grad.a Progress Mau 1n School 

: T<>t!A : v1uaa• Farm 
Grade Progreas : t lion- 1 Non- .. ~ . . . . 

In School :.Relte:t . t.Uet . IteUet ~ bliet Rell et : • .. • 

Ao.oelen.'94 2.e 8. 3 2.6 a.a 2.8 

.A.t Grade 16.l 32.2 1e., ~.3 15.2 

Retarud 81.1 59.5 79.0 58. 9 82.0 
l Year 3t.6 st., 4J(). B 3.l. 4 32.0 
2 Tqre 22 • .f. 16.8 18.4 16."1 24.2 
3 Years u .. o ,., ,., 4..9 l.2.9 
4 Years '1.$ LS 7.9 l.t ., .3 
5 Yean a.a ~e 1.:5 l..O 3 . 4 
6 Teare 1.6 .a a., 1.1 
7 Yeara or IION 1.2 .2 l.3 1.1 

95,. 

NoJl ... 
Reltet 

7.0 

24. 8 

68.2 
1.u.2 
19.0 
10.0 

4. 6 
2.S 

. 9 

Non-
Rell et 

8.1 

31.l 

60. 8 
35.8 
16.9 
4.4 
2.4 . ,, 
.3 
.3 



96 . 

'?he tact that household hea.u ot the Oklahoma surTey had a higher 

formal educ t1on than the avarage tor thoae 1n.elude4 in the regional eurftl' 

eigners, and Ia41ana o priae a neal1g1bl• proportion ot the population or 

this study while in tbe gen.aral aur,•y 8 per oent are foreign bom., 'l p•r 

eent Negroes, and 1 per cent are other r cea. 

Supporting dat. euggeat that to 

taator 1n41reotl.y related to the relier , 1tuat1®. l'l The ame g-eneftl.1-

ations which have been reached in regutl to education ot hwuhol4 head• 

It tills study are true, wl'lh reterene• to the ahilAna ot relief househol.4a 

both 111 school and out ot school. Th• lack ot eocmem.to HC-uri v ee9Jlllli to 

detel"Jlline, to a certain .xtent, the 'OUll\ ot tol'llill ecluoation attained 1n 

any population group. 

17 'rhGraaa c. KcC01•11iok, &mal Kouaehol4 Relief and Bu- Reller, Reuuoh 
}{on:ograph, wa•1ngton, U}Sfi• p. a. · 



PART V 

HOUSING OF RELIEF AND NON-REI.IE!' 1A14ILIES 

Description ot Houaes 

Housing tac111Ues are generally belie'hd to he.Te a de-tinite int'luence 

on tamily Ute. It 'they are adequate, 1:a the. sense 'Ulat there is ampl.e room, . 

if they proTide pleasant surroundings, and it they are eompa.ratively eonve11-

ient, :f'amily lir-e is encouraged. On the other band, it is <Yonoeded that 1n ... 

adequate housing is a source or tension and disruption in family living. The 

data presented in this study indicate that houses available tor the reli.at 

population generally a.re less adequate in a purely physioa.1 een.se than tor the 

non-relief population, but. there oan be no exaet line of deme.roation between 

the types et houses in each group. !'urtherm.ore, 11. should not be tol!'gotten 

that poor housing may represent a :result as well as a oause ot low standards 

ot living and economic dependency. In other words, the hous'ing situation is 

to be regarded as e. concomitant ot the relief J)'roblema. 

The houses ocoupied by both relief and non-relier families were ot all 

types and non-relief as well as reliet houa.eholds were domio1led 1n poor 

houses. The poorer houses in the village were made of lUDLber. They usually 

had trom two to tive rooms. The roots, the walls and the floors ware in a 

cUl.apidated condition.~ The interiors o:f' tne houses were dirty and unlcept. 

AB a rule the houses were only parttally heated., usually by wood tuel and in 

some oases only by the oook sto-.:e. Very seldom were these J:io-uses equipped 

with either electricity or running •ter. The more run-down houses in the 

country we.re of the B8Jlle general description, bilt in n.o oaae did they have 

either running water or electricity. Families living in this type or house 

moved otten and usually moyed into pt>Orer houses as their poverty and nnt 

increased. 
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The intermediate grade .of houses show an improvement i n their habi­

tability and in the potential eomtorts 01'tered their oe.eupants. '!'he houses 

in this class were generally in a better kept condition than were the poorer 

ones, and usually they were clean. However, the occupants ot these homes 

got their water tor culinary purposes trom outside wells and used kerosene 

lamps tor lighting!' Wood 'Wa.s generally used as tuel, but in some cases where 

wood was not anilable eoal was aubsti tuted.. Vill:aga and farm houses be­

longing to this group were similar in size and general characteristics. 

The largest group ot houses we.re ore. still. better grade, and showed 

evidence o't a fairly high standard or U'Ving as far as it may be possible 

to judge tam.tly living by housing conditions. The walls, roof, and floors 

were in a state of good l1fpair. Ths water was more accessible, either 

equipped. w1 th nmning water or a well · ind.de of the house. The entire house 

was heated~ These homes show a greater possibility than those or the in­

terior types for comt'Q'i°t to their ·occupants. 

Houses of the best types were in exeellent repair as to walls, tloora, 

and roof. They were clean and attrac'tinly furnished, and were supplied 

w.i th water and electr1o lights. Superior types ot houses were :round in all 

groups, relief and: non-relief, Tillage and farm, but mare often in the 

Tillage and non-relief' than in the farm and relief groups, since farm house­

holds in fewer cases have aocess to electr>i·oal power for lights. 

Method ot ~ting Beusea 

The conditions ot the various structural parts ot the house were 

classified under three divisions: root; (1) tight, (2) cracks, and (3) 

very drafty: walls; (1) tight, (2) cracks, and (3) very drafty: tloo~; 

(l) tight, (2) Cl!'acks, and (3) 'Hry drafty; and the interior; (l) attnctiTe 

and clean, (2) clean, and (3) dirty-. Accessibility t.o water was alao taken 
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as to: {l) 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 occur, but a satistaetory degree of 

consistency to make .a detailed study possible preTailed. In order to tind 

a standard relation or housing conditions to structural parts an arbitrary 

rating scale has been set up to reduce the data into terms or numbers. 'l'.b.is 

scale provides the number "one" tor the lowest rating tor each or the tive 

structural parts considered and "three" tor the highest rating, thus giving 

a possible perfect score of 15 which may be computed trom the scale given 

below: 

Rating Values A9signed bz Descrlptioa ot HQuse 
Structural Parts: 3 2 : 1 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
s. 

Root 
Jlalls 
J'loors 
Interior 
Water 

Tight Leek;r 
'fight Oraoks 
'right. Oracks 
Attractive and Clean Olean 
Running Water Well in House 

Very Leaky 
Very Dratty 
Very Dratt;y 
Dirty 
Well Outside 

On the basis ot the scale deuloped., the houses of temilies in this 

study were rated trom 4 to 15. (See Table 46) In general, the residences ot 

the relief tamilies were rated somewhat lower than those ot non-relief tami-

lies. This may be seen from the tact that 75 per cent ot the houses ot reliet 

f8lllilies were rated from 9 to 12 while '13.6 per cent ot those ot non-reUei-

families were rated 12 or abova. On the other hand, 14.8 per cent of the 

houses of relier families as compared with only 5.2 per cent of those ot 

non-relief tamilies 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 highs.st possible score. 

In com.paring the tarm and village families it was found that the houses 

of the villagers could be rated appNCiably higher as a rule than those ot 



farmers. This was attributable primarily to a oonspiouc;,us absence ot 

running water and electricity in a majority or the tarm houses whether 

100. 

in the relief or the non-relief population. In the :tarm group , 30.6 per 

oent or the relief and ?O.l per cent or the non-relief tamilies liT&d 1n 

houses which rated 12 or above. The corresponding proportions for Tillage 

families were 42.9 per cent tor the relief and 83.7 per cent for the non­

rel1et sample. At the opposite end of the scale ,, 9.5 per cent ot the relief 

a.s compared with 2t 9 per cent of the non.relief' Tillage families 11 ved 1n 

houses whioh rated 8 and below while 1r·the farm sample the corresponding 

proportions were 16.8 per cent or the reliet and 6.0 per oent of the non­

reliet households. 

All is shown in Figure. 13, the geu:ral rule is that houses ot non­

relief families were superior in rating to those o.f relief families. There 

is a strong likelihood that when the farm and Tillage samples are thrown 

together and shown simply as reliet and non-relief groups, the preponderance 

of ta.rm tenant houses 1n the relief' sample may tend to exaggerate the inci­

dence of poor housing in that group. A known tact is that under o~dinary 

circumstances the housing tac1lit1es ot farm tenants in Oklahoma are rela­

tively poor by whatever criterion they may be appraised. 

A turther analysis was made ot the h0cusi».g situation in relation ~o 

ocoupatione.l mobility of the heads of the households. Occupat.ional mobility 

and house rates were cross-tabulated and straight line trends were oompuhd 

by the "method ot least squares". This method takes into consideration all 

obserTations and gives each one an equal weight in the process. For conven­

ience X is used tor mobility and Y tor house rate. Atter total values ot X 

and Y were found tor each group studied the following formulas were used: 
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y ;: a 1- bX ... _ - EX 
..... -,r 

J(y = !! 
n 

lx:ample ot methods used: 

b • E (XY) - n !:d!72 
E (X2) .. n (Xx) 

a=)(y-b}lx 

Values compiled trom data tor non-relief household observations. 

X : 10/'191 

Y : 9,874 

XY: 125.044 

x2 = 200,139 
n = 813 

Using J'o:rmulas shown above: Mx = lO,~i = 13.27 

b = 125 0'4- - 813 13.2'1 · 
288,139 - 813 13.27 

a : 12.15 - {-.041) (13.2'7) : llT~lJ 

Subatitutitl8 in Formula Y::: a• bX 

When X = 10 

Y • 11.71 '1- {-.041) (10) :: 11.~ 

: -.041 . 

When X = 60 

T • 11.71 ,.+ (-.Oil) (60) : 9.2 

By the aboTe procedure the following wlues of X and Ywera computed: 

Value ot Tin Terms or X 

Population 
Group 
Studied 

Total 

Farm 

Relief 
Non-Relief 

Reliet 
Non-Relier 

Village 

:a.lief 
Non-Relief 

Value .or T 

X: 10. 

10.0 
11.z 

9·.8 
u.o 

10.4: 
12.9 

X = 60 

9 •. 4 
9.2 

a.a 
11.1 

'l'he t r end lines are shown in Figures 14 and 15. 
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t 
House : 

Rating .. • 
Total 

4 
=> 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

None* 

TABLE 46 

Peroentege Distribution of Households 
According to Rating ot 

Rouses Occupied 

Total V1llye 
N.on- Non-

Rel.let 1 Relief Relief Relier . . 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

.5 .6 1.0 

.e ., l:eO 
1.6 1.0 1.0 1.0 
2.1 1.0 2.8 .5 
9.8 l.9 3.7 1.4 

19.3 6.5 13.l 3.8 
1~.o '5.6 14.9 2.9 
16.6 S.7 19.S s. 7 
24.3 30.3 21.5 19.l 
4.7 21.9 6 •. 5 16.'7 
2.9 6.6 8.4 15.3 
2.1 14.8 6.5 32.6 
.s .4 .. -

* Inrormation inadequate tor computation o!' rating. 

l'a:rm 
Non-

Relief Relief 

100.0 100.0 

.4 .8 
• 'l 1.0 

1.8 1.0 
1.8 l.l 

12.l 2.1 
21.'7 7.4 
15.1 '·"6.6 
15.4 9.4 
25.4 34.2 
4.1 23.6 

.7 3.6 

.4 8.7 
. • 4 .5 

The g&nere.l trend tor all groups show that the higher the occupational 

mobility, the lower the house rate. Figure 14 shows trenus tor village relief 

and non-relie:t' groups, the trend lines being almost parallel. The trend lines 

tor ta:rm groups are ditterent in that the slope is more steep tor non-relief 

than tor relief households. This may be due to the over-representation ot 

tenants in the relief group. 'fhe trend lines ot the entire group (Figure 15) 

take on the form ot the t'arm population trend sinoe it is heavily weighted by 

the large number ot farm households in that group. ' (See 'fable- 2) 

It was necessary to measure size and adequacy ot the houses by number 

ot persons par room, since other data were not available. Dean G. Carter 

states that it is generally aasume-d that one person per room represents about 
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the correct requirement tor average houses and average families. l 

Assuming one room per person as adequate housing, · 27. 7 per cent at the 

relief population liTed in overcrowded conditions as compared to 6.1 per 

cent ot non-reUet population. In a study ot 11:0 Oklahoma farm families 

living in diYersified and wheat farming districts ot Oklahoma it was tound 

that 19.1 per cent ot these families lived in hsuaes providing less than 

one room per per.son. 2 

iaking the to\al tarm tam111es included in this study, 15.2 per cent 

live in <!>T8rcrowded conditions . Of the tarm relle:t, 31.6 per cent lived 

in onrcrowded condit1ons as compared with only 6.4 per cent o:t the non-

relier ~smilies. 71gure 16 shows graphically the per cent or households 

grouped aeeording to adequacy ot housing. In the village sample, as shown 

in Table 47, 17 .. 7 per cent ot the relief and 5.3 per cent ot the non-relief 

t'811lil1es were overcrowded. At least a part of the difterenee between tam.s 

and villages in respeet to the physical adequacy or houses may be explained 

as being due to (1) the proverbial smallness of tenant :t'arm houses, and (2) 

to the tendency or f'am families to be greater in size than non .... rarm. te.m111es. 

Also. doubled up households occurred in relaUvely greater frequency among 

the :ra:rm th~\ ~Ong the village population. 

From the foregoing data, it does not appear that overcrowding is a 

serious problem tor the rural population as a whole. The suggested one room 

per person housing ratio includes living ro-OJJ1, dining room, and kitchen. 

When :t'igured 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-

crowding to a signU'ieant proportion of the populatio.n were tound in the 

1 Dean G. Car:ter, Arkansas Farm Housing eonditions and Needs, Ark. Exp. Sta. 
Bul. 305, June 1934, p. 7. 

2 Mattie Faye M~Oollum, Possibility of Privacy 1n Rural Homes of Oklahoma, 
unpublished study, 1934, p. 8. 
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Persons 
Per 

Rooa 

Total 

Less than 1 
1 Person 
Kore than 1 
Ro intorma:lion 
l Person H.H. 

. • 
: 

Per Cent or Households According to 
Number or Persons per Room 

Total t ' v111age 
Bon- : ~ Non-. 

!Relief Relief Relief' Relief' 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

17.9 52.0 23 . 4 56.9 
45 .. 4 33.7 44.9 30.l. 
27.7 6.1 17 .. ~ 5.3 

.3. 
8 • .., • e.2 14.0 7.7 . 
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. Farm . 
Non-

Relief Relief 

100.0 100.0 

us.a 50.2 
@.6 Si.O 
31,6 6.4 

.4 
6,6 8.4 

relief samples. It may be added howeTer, that there are other factors to 

be considered, among these are age and sex composition or f'am.1.lies and the 

size ot rooms 1n houses. Furthermore, tor an analysis ot these factors to 

ha·ve definite meaning it would be necessary to know more about how the tam-

ilies utilized the available space in their houses than can be determined 

from this surTey. For example, sometimes farmers m.ay use parts ot the 

dwelling as storage space tor grain, cotton, harness, implements, or other 

equipment while Tillage people occasionally employ a room as a shop, a 

store, or a small office • .Also, in some instances oTercrowdiq is induced 

by keeping lodgers. In :f'aot there are many ways in which portions ot the 

dwelling ma:y be diverted trom purely residential to commercial or other use. 

These points haTe not been attacked by this study, and cannot be elaborated 

upon tor lack ot definite 1ntormation. 



109. 

PART VI 

SOCIAL PARTICIPATION AND COMMUNICATION 

~ 

The tam1ly does not exist alone un.influenoed by outside social 

environments. Groves states that much or family behavior is actually 

derivative; having its origin in 'the out-ot-the-home experiences of the 

various members who compo.se it. 1 In this way the family is kept in elose 

oontaot with the social environment and 1s forced to adapt itself to the 

conditions of a group lite larger than that of the home. 

The village, the neighborhood., and the community make up the different 

out....ot-the-home groups foun.d in this rural study. Within these groups are 

to be :f"ound organizations such as schools, colleges, religious, and fraternal 

organizations) coop•rat1ve buying and selling groups, children's and young 

people's aoe1eties, and informal groups, Oommun1oation between these groups 

and outside activities are carried ,on by the use ot radios, telephones, cars, 

daily newspapers, other newspapers and maga~in11s. Pa.:rticipation in and 

uses ot these items are shown by the net change during the period 1anuary 1, 

1930, to January 1, 1934. 

Net Change in Soeial Participati0n 

The church has always played a Tery 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 lanuary 1, 1930, to 

.Tanuary l, HJ34, there was no increase 1n attendance to religious organizations 

in any group but a decrease ot l~.2 pe-r cent 1n the relief group and 4.1 per 

cent in the non-relief gl'Oup. This decrease is mol:'9 noticeable in the tarm 

population, both reliet and non-relief, than in the village, since distance 

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

1 Ernest R. Groves, Social Problems ot the Family, p. 5. 
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within the tarm population by the taet that means of transportation are 

positively correlated with the per cent of attendance to all social gath-

er1ngs within the rural comm.unity and t also, the great decrease in the use 

ot oars, especially in the relief' ta.rm group , during this period • 

.AJ!, may be seen in Table 48; there was an increase of 3.9 per cent in 

school and college attendance by children ot all relief households. Atten-

danoe of the farm children in these households in.creased 4.8 per cant as 

compared to 1.4 per oent or the village children. This may be accounted 

tor partly inasmuch as the colleges ot the S.tate made it possible tor 

students to attend school by deterring tees and providing part time work 

tor them to 4ef'ray 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 belier that formal training 

would :f'ac~litate the finding or employment was an added stimulus for going 

to school. Still further, 1t adult children could go away to school, it 

lightened the burden of making a. living tor the remainder of the :f'ami'ly ~ 
• 

Fraternal organizations suffered a decline in membership during this 

period. The decrease in the non-relief' houeeholds was 10.8 per cent tor 

the village as compared with 19. 9 per cent tor the farm households. '!'he 

greatest decrease, 59.2 par cent was shown in all relief' households e.s 

compared to 14.5 percent i:Q. all non-relief househalds. '!'his is as would 

be expected, sinee o.ah fees are necessary in order to maintain membership 

in most ot those organizations. 

The increase in attendance to children's and yowig people's organi-

zations in all groups wa.s due probably to the t'aet that these organizations 

provided an ine:xpensive means of entertainment and recreation, which could 

be substituted for other forms of social participation. 



TABLE 48 

Percentage Distribution ot Households 
by Net Change in Social Participation 

t !otal.. V11t,l!§e 
Organiza~tons . Non- 1 : Non-• 

A:tte.nde.d :Reµet Reliet Relief : l,taliet 

School and C ollt:lge:s s.s -, .. 1.4: - 3. 3 
Religious -13.2 - 4.1 - 4. 3 
Fraternal - 5.9.2 -14:.5 -6S. 8 -10. 8 
Ooop. (Buying &. Selling} -36.0 15.a - 5 .9 
1arm.ers' General - 22. 2 -13.0 -50.0 ~12.5 
Ob.ildren & Young People 1.8 3 . 6 . 8 
Informal Groupa - 3.0 - 8. 3 - 4.8 ·"' 

lll. 

:rar.m 
l Non-

Reliet Relief 

4 .. 8 - 3 . 3 
-16.7 - 5 . 6 
- 54.5 -17.9 
-39.1 l?.7 
-20.0 -13.l 

2.8 4.8 
- 2.4 -11.l 

~• attendance at tamers• general organizations dropped 1n both re­

lief and non-relier tarm groups, but more notioeably i n the relief groups 

than in the non-relief. CooperatiTe buying and sellin.g through :t"armers' 

oooperatives increased in non-reliet· groups by 15.2 per cent and decreased 

in rellet groups 36.0 per cent. According to J. K. Stern the good cooper-

ators are the farmers who look at their problems trom a long time point ot 

view. 2 Data presented in this study may indicate that the no.n- reli&:t 

people a.re looking at their problems :from. a long time point ot view and 

are not living the "hand to mouth existence" which is characteristic er 

so many reliet people. 

Social participation in village, neighborhood, and community groups 

as a whole declined during the period 1anuary 1, 1930, to J;anua:ey 1, 1934, 

w1 th the e:xeeption of at:tendance to children's and young people• s groups, 

school and e~llege attendance ot ehildren 1n relief households and cooper-

e.tive buying and selling among n.on-reliet tar.mars. 

2 Stern, J .K:., Membership Problems in !'armers' Cooperative Purchasing 
Association, Bill . 258, J'uly 1931, Pa. State College, p. 7. 
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NET CHANGE 1N SOCIAL PARTICtPATION 
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Decrease in Use of Oo:mm.unioation Devices 

Comparing the use of oommunioation devices such as ·d:i:t>s, tele­

phones, automobiles, daily newspapers, other newspapers and magazines, a 

ma.:rked decrease was noted in the proportion ot all households which used 

these items between J"a.nuary 1, 1930, and .Tanuary 1, 1934. (Table 49) 'fhe 

most noticeable decrease was in the use of' the telephone, whioh was disc on• 

tinued 90.0 per cent 1n the. relief households as compared with 56,o' per c.ent 

in the non-relief households which had pr,evtously kept a tele:Phone. The 

lee.st 8.mount of decrease in ~he use ·ot telephones tn all groups was in the 

non- relief tarm 'households whieh were tollowe~ 1n order by the non- relief 

Tillage, the relief Tillage, and the relief farm households. 

The net decrease i n the use of' automobiles was 87.3 per cent tor 

relief and 25.0 per cent tor the non-reliet' groups. (See Table 49) The 

decrease in the use ot automobiles tor the farm non-relief' household.8 was 

small, being only 10.5 per oent; while the deeTease in the non- relief 

village households was -81.8 pe1 eent ot the households. In the relief 

groups. ·86.2 per cent of th~ relief farm and 93.3 per cent tor the relief 

village households showed a deeNaae in the use ot automobiles. 'rhe farmer, 

when possible, will Jl18.intain an automobile to use tor marketing his tarm 

produce if for no other purpose. The frequent trips of tarmers to the Til­

lage market are usually tinanoed by surplus farm products. At the same time 

some ot the p:!'.'oduets are exchanged tor groceries and teed tor livestock. In 

many instances this has kept the farmer :f'rom the relief roils. On the other 

hand, automobiles a,re not as much a necessity to the villag1:t households as tQ 

the farm households. In many instances WJ.ue.cl automobiles were placed 1n gara­

ges, sheds, or left to deteriorate 1n yards, licenseless and, there-fore. legall: 

unusable. The owners. unable to obtain a satisfactory pr1ee trom the sale 
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eTen had they been fortunate enough to :tind buyers, would hold to them 

until such a time when, they hoped, th.air tinaneial strains would be 

alleviated. 

The decrease in the use or radios was more than t~ree times as great 

in relief households as in non-relief households. The only increase shown 

in the use ot any communication deTice was that of the radio in the Tillage 

non .. reliet group. There was a decrease ot 23.2 per cent in the non-reliet 

farm group compared With 66.6 per cent to~ relief village and 60.0 per cent 

decrease -ror relief tarm households. Figure 18 shows the proportions of 

families which reported net decreases in the use. ot agencies of- communica-

tion tor the relief and non-relief group• .. 

Agen.eies ot 
Qonmnmioa.uon 

Radios. 
Telephones 
Automobiles 
Daily Newspapers 
Other Newspapers 
Magazines 

'l'ABLE 49 

Percentf\ge Distribution ot Households 
With Decrea.se in Communication · 

! Total : Villye 
% :. Non- ! ! Non-
1Re).iet Bel1et Relier ; Relief 

61.9 1'7.9 66.6 .. 8.3 
90.0 56.0 88.9 '7G.2 
87.3 23 .• 0 91.3 81.8 
72.0 45 .• .f, 47.8 71.4 
4:"I. 7 9.5 58.3 50.0 
42.3 9.9 87.5 27.3 

: l!'ali'Jll. 
N-0n-. Relief Rell et ,. 

60.0 23.2 
90.4 50.6 
86.2 10.5 
82. 'l 41.2 
43.8 6.4 
26.3 7.5 

'l'he greatest decrease in the use of reading materials was ·. tor daily 

newapapers by the relief tarm group and for the magazines by the relief 

Tillage houaeh0+ds. llowenr, these greu:ps of families gave up other types 

ot reading less otten than daily papers. Perhaps one reason why relief 

village households did not decrease their use ot daily newspapers as often 

relatiTely as non-relief' Till4ge households 111.a7 haTe b&en that fewer or 



them were subseri bars to them 1n the first place. In comparison we find 

that because of the imp~rtant role newspapers and magazines play in the 

liTee o-r rural people in covering local, political, and social news and 

conveying to the readers home..-making hints and ta.rm a.ids, other news-

papers and magazines he.Te been dropped in the least nwnber of cases in 

all groups. Also, this type of newapapers and magazines were often paid 

tor with surplus tarm pr,o.d.uets which would otherwise be or nominal Tal.ue 

to the owner, making the continued. use of these media of o-ommunications 

possible. 3 

A positiTe relationship was shown between the net ollange in social 
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participation and eommuniaation devices and the eeonomie progress of' relief.' 

and nan-relief households in all groups w1 th the exception of school atten-

dance by children or relief households. This exception tends to show that 

indireetly programs tor raising the standard of living of the underp:rin.leged 

classes were in operation during the period J'anua:ry l,. 1930, to January l, 

1934. S1nee that time, planned educational prog:rams t0r adults as well a, 
tor children ot the rel1et househo.lds haTe ben gt ven special oonsicleration 

by relier programs. (Uosely aasoc1ated with this fact is the increase 1n 

attendance of all househ0lds at children's and yeung people's organizations. 

It may be said that there is a tendency, 1n this period of social decadence, 

for people to try to make readjuatments to ,changing social eonditions. 

3 It wa.s not uncommon to hear ot tamers who paid ,ubscriptions r-or local 
county papers and 1'011 farm journals with produce, scrap iron" old :radiators 
tor automobiles or anything which might either be converted into oash or 
used by the publishers themselves. Besides 'that, the prices of nn.oat of 
these classes of li'terature were only nominal. 



SUWARY 

This report is a comparative study of the rural relief' :tamilies 

and their nearest non-relief' neighbors., A. l'Urtll 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 ot the total number of rural 

families or Payne and Cleveland QoWlt.ies as giTen by the Ull1ted States 
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Census 1930. Approximately twice as many non-reliet as reliet households 

were chosen. 'l'his was done in order to p:raserve simil.ar proportions of' 

relief' and non-relief' :t'amiliea ,in the sample to those in the general pe,u ... 

lation of tbs counties studied. 

!he incidence of neetl and want was telt by both the village and !arm 

population group. The :!'8.l'mel''B problem during the. depression was not so 

much the danger of starving, as his inability to :find a market tor ta.rm 

products and to disoova,r ways and means tor meeting his fixed costs. On 

the other hand. the Tillage population had no outlet tor their labor. It 

may be said that the lack ot other than agricultural uses ot the excess 

labor suppl.y is a direct contributory ~aotor to unemployment. Bo~h diTer-

sity of c;,ccupatienal experience and high grade,e ot technical skill were 

conspicuously laok1.ng among the rural population. 1I'his is emphasized to 

a greater extent among the relief and non-relief farm groups and the reliet 

Tillage group. 

,llhare was a heavy graTitation of relief. relative to the non-relief• 

population toward the smaller farms. This may ha.TS been partly due to the 

tact that the eQonomioally sized fa.m11, unit 0f Oklahoma showed a tendency to 

increase in size during the period of lowest ta.rm prices. 

The poorer families seldom kept as much liTestock as those in moderate 

and comtortabl.e cireumatances. Frequently the poorer families had no live-

stock whatever. 
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A greater number or relief than non-relief heads of households · 

had encumbered debts but the average debt tor non-relief household heads 

was larger than that or household heads in the relief group. 

*?he increase in indebtedness during the period 1anuary 1, 1930, to 

January 1, 1934, was due largely to mortgages and unpaid taxes. This is 

noticeable in the non .. relie:t' !'arm group since they had more property to 

be mortgaged and .against lfhic~ t~es might aC¢umulate. ReserTBs in non-
, . ,.; 

relief households decreased on the average in amount and in greater rela-

tive :t"requeney than those of reliet households. Extraordinary losses were 

both greater in amount and more frequent in occurrence in the non-reliet 

tarm and village population than in the relief population. 

Ot the households appearing on :relief in October 1933, the village 

households received an aTerage higher amowit of relier per person than the 

tarm. households. This was probably due to the taot that village households 

were totally dependent on relief agencies tor enibaistence while the ta.rm 

tam.ily could supplement relief assistance with some tarm products. 

Comparisons of relle:::' ~d non-relief hCUS<'h.olds show a number ot 

differences which point to larger families, greater wiemployment, lesa 

educational attainment and higher mobility ot the relief households. Also, 

the heads of relief' households tended to be younger than the non-reliet house-

ho1.d heads. The househol4s contained relativ-ely' more children than the non-

reliet households which may be attributed to the younger age ot the relief 

heads, and the emigration or adult children from non-reliet households. 

The ordinary type of family exists in a cons-tant proportion 1n all 

groups studied. The only significant number of doubled-up households were 

found among the relief population. The village shows a larger proportion 

ot doubled-up households than the fa.rm population. Relier households, also, 

ottered shelter to additional persons, usually relatins, because of the 

kinship bond. 
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'l'he size of the household tended to be smaller among the non-

relief than among the relief population. The avare.ge size ot relief house~ 

holds was 6 persons in comparison to 4 persons in the non-relief population. 

This is probably due to the doubled-up tam1lies in relief households. All 

tour groups had a net reproduction rate lower than Oklahoma as a whole with 

the exception of the relief :re.rm population. Data prese11ted tram this study 

tends to show that the potential natural increase of the Oktahoma poptµ.ation 

is not si,n\ply dependent upon the rural population but. upon those elements or 

the rural population which are economically u~ble to proVide their children 

w1 th more than a subsistence stan.dard of living. 

The majority ot family heads completed their. formal education with 

grade sehool graduation. The non-reU,ef household heads had slightly higher 

average grade attainment than the heads ot relief households. This same 

comparison holds true to children or relief . and non-relief households. It 

may be state4 that lack of formal education e.pp$8red to have been eontribu-

tory to nee~ tor relier. 

Houses o:t the population group studied follow the general rule that 

houses ot non-reli,ef' 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 einoa ten.ants are mGre mobile 

and high mobility is closely correlated with poor housing. 
#. 

A \ecrease in social participation was noticeable 1n all groups studied 
·:;;. 

as well as a decreaae 1n e·ommunieation devices. This is believed to be an 

indication that the satisfaction ot cultural wants becomes secondary to that 

ot physical wants in times of' soo1o-econom1c distress. While there was no 

evidence o:t actual starvation in a physical sens.a• 1 t was quite obTious that 

the gratification of cultural and social wants was reduced to almost a nega-

Uve tact except in instances where little or no t'inanoial cost was involved. 





J'IDEBAL DERGJDiCY RELDI' AmlNISi'RA.TI ON 
&.ny L. Hopkin.a, Adzll1niatretor 

1. IdenUticetton and compoai tio.n ot houeehold: 

ll9. 

l. Sehedule B'Wllltff Date ot 1aterv-1ew fteld agent ------- ------- -------
a. full nem.e ot hea4 ot household ------------~------~--~-------
3. Reaidence: (a) state . (b) County (o)ViUege 

( d) It th1a ta'.mliy doea no$ liTe in eny Vi.llege, oheck-lir--e-re- ( ) 
4. Color (or race) or he cl or houaehold (check) (x) one ot the tollowtng): 

a. White ( ) 
b. Negro ( ) 

c. Mextean ( ) 
d.. Chinese ( ) 

e. 1e.paneae ( ) 
t. .Amerioen 

Indi·an ( ) 

5.. Jlaabere ot houaehol4 during October. 1933. 

:tion:- . • 
:ship . : . 
:to . • :.tge 
:h•d. :S-:'1, 

Date :ot :(M :l••t 
' 

: 
• . 
: . • 

:Ha.tty• .:It tor-: 
:or tor-:eip. . . 
:etga :b•ra, : 
:born :79er• : 

lfwlber Teen 
0«MQlete4 .. . • . 

a. ,111ptno ( ) 
h. other 

t Spe'Ci' ... fi ... >:----

: .. . 
:Wu 
.:111,uiber 
:etlll 
: iJl 

. • 
• . 
:\Ju mem-
:ber in 
:aouee-
:hold 

• . 
• . 
. • . • 

mur,.. :houee-.:or :l>tnh-:(B Ol' tllYed :G:'a4• :II1p : COl-: •ohocd :J'e.n.l, '30: 
ber. :hold : r}:4a7 ;P.L) :ta u.s. :SohooJ.:Se.hool:l.ege.s.( Yea,Bo): ( Yea,lk>) • . 

(a) • (b) : ioh (d) !•) • !t) • !11 • (h) • U}1 (J) . 'k) : • • . .. . .. r. • : . : •. : : . : .. . • .,I . • E : : t : : • . : . . • • 
!. . . ' .. .. : • : : • . . . .• . • . 
' . • .. ' l • • • • • .. . . . 

" • . . . s. : • • t : . . : • . ., • • • . . 
i. . .. • • : .. : : • .. . . . • • ,. . ' I ; : : : . • : . .. . . • . 1: : . t : -:--_ 1 : • : . t • • . 
g. . . , 

• . • . . : .. . . : • • • • • • • . m. . • : . • : . : . . • • . • • It., • : : • . l : ·• : : . • • . 
II. .. • . .. : • ' • • • . . • .. 1 • • 
I!~ : : : . : ·: : l . . • . • 
ti. I .. X • J : t • : . l •· . ,. ·• 
15. : • . : 1 : • • t : • . . .. 

6. If houeehol4 •ea formed atter J'emary l, 19.30, g1Ye date ~ its to:rmatioru 
• 

-------------------
7. (a) Did Qct~l>er house-hold include a combined or "cloubled. up" t&mil.1? 

Yea()No() 
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··- Bohedule number -
(b) It O wber household included a ecmldned or ttdoul)led up" tUl.llJ, 

nner the toUow ing: 
(l) Did this e-om.btnetiou teke place atter January l, 1930 ? 

TN() () 
(2) Ree.9ou tor combinati-on ------~----------~--~-------

( c) It eay memhera et Octo'bc" houeehold did not :receive relief .1n 
Octot,er, l\l8S,, g1v• line number& ah.own 1n "5" ~--------------

II. Occupational m.etory, .rarm 'l'enun. and ~1U.ty ot Read ot Houehold 

a.. Give e•cupat1oael history ot hea4 ot household (include periods ot un­
enlP.lo,ment). Begin with tirst Job tor pa7. It working at home tor 
wegea, write "homett under eolwa (i) . 

:I>uration : : .. , . leallenoe . .. 
Month:ot Job o.r : . : : " • • • . 
and :perl.Qd ot • .. :Eaminae:: : . mi .. . • . 
Yeer : ua•pl.o,- :Ocoups-: In4us- i . P•l" :: t :Town- . to . 
Began: llleDt :Uon 1 try : nth : : State:: Count,: ehip .Tob 
(a) ; (\)) , : {e) i (d) :(e} : :(f) : (g) :(h) . • (i) 

• . • : H ·~ • . • .. . 
• . • • : : : . 
: : : 
.. . . ... . ; • . . .. . • .. : . .. . . ... • . . • ' . . . . • . .. • . . : .. •• s . . . . • • . 

:: : . ·• ·•. .. 
: . 1 1: i • .. :i : : . 

9. G1T• ten:\11'e hietory ot :head or houaellold (crop er, tenant, ortgeged 
01rner, o-.ner, neger, or partner). It pan•tilae farming enter ill• 
torme.tion belbw, record other eccupation under Question 8 above. 
Cbaraeterize reault ct operation ot eaoh tarm as ttprof'itable", "broke 
even", "suffered loss". 

. . 
Month: 
and : NWnl>er 
Year :ot years 
Begen: operate4 
(a) :(b) . . 

. . 

. . 
:Tenure 
:st tue 
:(e) .. .. 
. . 

11\Ul f 
: r pet-; 

: r..oaatlcm ----------~--~-
:t1m.e : : 
: tum ng : NwabeJ' : 
: (lull or:ot erea: 

part) : op•rate4: stete 
(d) : (e) : tr) . • . . . . 

. : . . . . . 

. . 

. .. 

• . . • 
. . 

, : Town-:.Ruult or 
;County: ahi::p :operatt9.n 
:(g) :(h) :(1) 

• • 

: . ! . 
1 
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- 3 - SQhedu.le Number 

III. Jmployaent Status ot Members of Household other Than Head 

10. Bnpl0yment etatua 1• Ootobex-, 1935, For each member of houaehelci, 
other th.en head, who we.a 10 ne:re ot age encl over in October, 1933,. 
supply the following intorma:tio.n. It ensw"Or to colwm .(b) 1s "No", 
enter a claeh (-) in each column-a (o), (d), (e), (t), (g), and (h). 

. . 

. . 

. . 

: It' uuaftr ~ (tij · fe 7••, g!'fe the toilowfng Sia fer 
: le.a~ ,iol> at uaaal. 049a'Uon 
; ii• :it : : . : 
tpreYiau.• :pr•Y1Cllle : 1 : :Moa'11 
: ~la~ : regular •- : : .: and 
:mnploy- :plo,-ct ••• : : :year 

:Raa person:11e11'\ on :on hODl.e tam : : : : la•t 
:prenou,l7;h0118 tsm:or in family : : :jol> at 

Line :bea :or 1n :business, did : :l'JIN41... :usuel 
number: fil})lo)Wt : :family : pu•son nqet T&: : : w.e.Hl.Y: ocCMp&• 
ahon : regulerlY'l; buainees : wage• ? :rOeetJpa-: IadJt•- ,earn- : t1 on 
in ,5 : f Tea, llo) ; ( Te_a .No) :( T-8 •. No) a ioD. : try : inge : endetl 
(a) :(b) :(e) :(d) :(•) :(t} :(g} :<•> . . . . .. . " . • . 

: . : . • ,. !, 

: : . . 
: . : . . . . : • : • . . . .. 

: : :: . . . . . . . . . • . . 
~ . " . 
• . . . 

: : : ! ~ . . ; ·: l . . 
10. ( co11tlaued) . 

It enawer to (i) i .s •no"1 enter a de.ah (-) 1n ea~ll of col\11111& Jj), 
(k), ( 1), am it auewer to oolwa (a) .le "Yt'•,., enter a de.ah (-) .1a 
es.ch ot coluama (n), and ( o). 

: : If employed in Oct. :1r uem,loy:I.t' nO"t employed &Jll 
: Wu perao.:11 : :1933 . . -: ,at in · Oct. :cnot seeking work 1». 

Lia• :employed la: : :Uiiiil U.9~3~· w~s :ootober,.19$3* cheek 
number:Ootober, : :w .. 117.:person s.eek:end give l.'eaaon tor 
shown :19.33 :Qocu ... :Iadu-:ean- dng employ. uiot seeking work. 
in 5 :ffee,Bo) :paUon:try :iqe :(~.a., Ho) :die•: Ree.eoa 
(a) :(1) :(j) .:(k) :(l) :(a) :Jn) (o) 

• . 
' • . . . . . . . . . . .. . • . . . : : . . ·• . • . . .. • • . 

: ·• : : .. 



IV. Economic St atus ot Househol 

11. Land and Li Yeatock, J"e.nue.ry l, 1934. 

: . ' . ' 

Schedule Number 

-. . 

---

: .t~ . -~· ' . . 
d. MU.k oowa . • . 

12. Total eu.tsta.nding :J.ndebtedness ot heec! et household ;ran. 1, 1934 _ 

13. Increase in indebte4ness trom J"anuary l, 1930 (or from formation ot 
household, 1:t atter January l, UJ30) to 1anue.ry 1, 1934. 

a. 

'b. 

It• , 
lnft!ease i ·n mortgage indebtedness: 
l. farm lan<l an-d buildings 
g. Chatt-el in4ebtedne8' 

'Pup ,mpe14 - - -
Other dehta (gecittl 

~ . 
;, 

• • . . 

14,. Deereasea ia reae-nea from 1eauar-;y l, 1930 (or tr• to:rmat1on or 
houaekold_, it atter J'anuary l, 19:,0) to J'anue.ry 1, 1934. 

Item 
a. Drawn on onnga 
b. De·ereaae in ch.attels 
c. Decrease 1n land e-nd buildings 

e. Decrease• in 111',e 1naurBllce 
t. Borrowed on 11:te iJUJUranee 

: Ten.el 

. • 

. . 
• . . 

Ccmment 

15. D.uee.se in iadebtednees tran J'enue.ry 1, 1930 (or from formation ot 
household it after J'anuary 1, 1930) to .J'anuary l, 1934. 

Source of tunda uaecl -to Goreaae inde'bteb.e-ea : Total • Comment . . . 
• : . 

: . . 
• : . 
: 



_,_ 

16. LN•o or enraol'dtaari ex;r,ea ... :. la elute •U loe•o• bet••• J &lllfflr7 
1. 1930 ( or U. ct houehol4 fw.m•U.cm. tt aner J'eum.aJ>y 1. 1930) 
eAd .1,muary l, 19M. 

: : . i,~ '.: - : ~·=; Ii : . . : : 

i· §~ 1n#t·s : :~;a: : : ; : : :: : = ~:~ :: ::: ::: 
o. . · ttebta · "· ·: t • 

t 1 I 

: . : : : ' : 

ii. hnenG " ' • . : ':" ' 

v. ~· · 4 Scul'O•• of 'PUbllo ancl Prtft\e Rel1•t 
u.i other htraord1n.r,- oza or A!ct 

. :: : : 

1'1. lnt.ttcet,e tn,e• ·lffld eourc.n ot n,lt t noeivod by th.ta bouaehol4 
dur1u Ootober ltn. trus uctla OCl1tted oa 1lon,-rellet achedul.es) 

:, . :: ; : I J ii ii f £ l :,. · == r io~ '~i ~.ft.; i;f~ :::=r • : . . ..... u • 
'type ·iu'm.i -~·'·. (Ca• or Uad} • ill . . . . . .. . 

:Print• .-... , u ·• Doll ant • 
(a) : {I)) • ,~i .. <t1t : J•> • ... 

• r 

• nsa11 !Jl&at l • it. .. 
• .. . • 

.11. ilsrk DJ.l•t . • : :: • " • 
" . 

!; §lr:l5!J2J:! : : u : 

~ : : : l7 ~ : : : :: 
: = : : ' 

. : ; : : : : : ~.: . 
• 

18. a.. ;ta• heuaehold. knotrA to eny tn• ot rel.1st" ecm:acY be.tor. 1muu7 
l, 10301 Yu ( ) Jfo I ) ucertaiiutble ( ) 



124. 

- 6 - Schedule Number -
19. Other torme ot assietanee received trom January 1, 1933, to 

January 1, 1934 

:lliii1ili ih-11 ' yll\11 tn : 
R•celved . Doll are . 

a. • . 
: . . c. 

• . . . . • 

. . 
• . s. Hi• 
: . . d. otnl1aAe' Couervation corps . . 
: . . •• Oirtl Wo~ks !blplOJ!!!llt 

,. 
• • . 
: • . . . 
• • 

VI. Change in L1rtng 

20. Changes in roods end other items used by the household tram J'anuary 1, 
1g30, (or from tormat1011 of household it atter 1anuary l, 1930) to 
1enua%"y 1, 1934. (Thia ••~tion omitted trom the Study) 

21. Housil!g ccnditicns es or J'e.muary 1, 1934: 

. a. Number ot rooms: Rooaa in uee: Boou heated: • 
b. Building materiel: brick , ito~ , lumber ,"'"'iirngle , 

log , oiher ( apeeity)- -. · --:- -
e. ltooT:"'itght , leaky , very lee:ky • 
cl. Wall•: U.gh-:r- ; ereO'lta , very d.rJiy' • 
•· :noor: tight-, erects-, very dre.tty-. 
t. Interior: at'tracUve en7'iieu , cle~ , dirty • 
g. Lights: (lc•ro•ae~ ) , (el ... · city: polfer line -power 

plant )~gas: pipe liae__:_, home pl.81\t ) (other: -.pecity ). 
h. Water-;-twell: in house , outside T:"1"1'Wllling water in -

house ). - -
1. Heating: tunaee in use: (Yea, Ito) , ( ) : nwnbe-r or st o,:es in 

u.s-e • .---j. Fuel: wood_, coe.1_, other (specify) _. 



22. 

- 7 .. 
Schedule Number 

Rousing changes .tran J'an:uary 1, 1930 (or trom time ot household 
tormatioa it atter J"enuary l, 1930} to January 1, 1934. 

125. 

a.. Has household occupied the same dwelling since J'anue.ry 1, 1930? 
(Yes,No) . . • 

b. General coiilition of roo~, we.Us and floors: better -----aame ,, poorer ____ , 
e. Nwaber ot rooms: greater ; ,eauae , lesa " 
4., Size of rooma! · 1-e:rger • eeme ___ :. aDal.l_e_r---•. 
a.,. Hee.ting: t,ett•r .aeme • poGrer , t. Ligate: hetter ____ ..., allllle ___ ; peorer ---
g. Water: kre conve111.ent 881119 , lese -eonvem.ent • 
h. Was. ela~.:u1e Q.Url'ent diseoatinued: (Ye•,No) ( ) It "Ye~", - ' 

give month. ud year •· R&e.aoila: 
1, Waa gas d1acontinued,..:-Yi""'e_•_· -,(--);-Bo ( ) • I..,.t-"Yi~e-s"""",,...,-g"'='1-v(t_mo_n...,.t ... h-

and rear • Rea-eotta: ------~----~~---
23. :racilitiea tor COJIIIWl.ieation u,ed by house.hold. Check appropriate item. 

a. ,. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
t. 
g. apeci y· 

.: In use as Gt : ln use ·u ot : It not in 1enu,ar;y 
:lanuary l, 1930?:J'anuary l, 1934: 1,. l9M,Glt·e .reeson 
: Or) : (c) (d) . . . • . . 
• • 
1 

: 

. . . 
~ . ·• 

. . 
: 
·: 

24. Che.age.a ia aoc.tal participe.Uoa ot .household trOlll Jsnuary 1, 1930, (or 
trom torlilation o-t household it atter .Tanuary l, 1930) to January l, 1934. 
Ent.er "Same" it thel'e has b•ea no Che.age, "Added" it parttc1:pet1oa llaa 
been tnereased., tt(leereas-4", U' participati()n has been. dro,ppe d o.r de­
creased, and "None" it household n.ever parU,cipated. 

g. 

:Exte11t ot pa'rtlcl-: 
ipation(Seme,Add(ad., :OCIRll.9nt 
: lleffeased None) b) : ( c) 

: 

. . . . 
; 
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