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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
FEDERAL EMERGENCY RELIEF ADMINISTRATION
Washington, D. C., June 1, 1935.

Sir: I transmit herewith the third report covering the Unemploy-
ment Relief Census of October 1933. This report deals specifically
with the family composition of the cases receiving emergency relief
during the month of October 1933. The data are presented for the
United States, by States, by urban and rural areas in each State,
and for cities having a population of 250,000 or more in 1930.

The analysis was made under the general supervision of Howard
B. Myers, Assistant Director in charge of research. Thelma A.
Dries directed the tabulations; Charles F. Beach and Mildred B.
Parten served in an advisory capacity. This report was prepared
by Dorothy S. Thomas. The services of others who participated
are also acknowledged with appreciation.

Respectfully,
CORRINGTON GILL,
Assistant Administrator
Division of Researeh, Statistics and Finance,

Hon. HARRY L. HOPKINS,

Federal Emeryency Relief Administrator.
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS, OCTOBER 1933
INTRODUCTION

One of the first steps taken by the Division of Research and
Statistics of the Federal Emergency Relief Administrationafter its
establishment in the spring of 1933 was to organize a census of the
persons accepted as eligible for unemployment relief. This census
was nation-wide and was taken as of October 1933. Schedules
covering 3,186,181 relief cases were collected by the Federal
Emergency Relief Administration in cooperation with State and
local relief adminjstrations. The data obtained in these schedules pro-
vided the minimum essentials for immediate relief administrationand
program planning, and were analyzed to show how many persons were
involved in these relief cases, their race, sex and age, the size of
the family groups represented by the cases, the different proportions
in the several geographic divisions and States, in urban and rural
areas, in the larger cities, and in the 3,000-odd counties. The
principal results of these analyses were published in Report Number
One in May 1934 and Report Number Two in November 1934.

This, the third report, attempts a different type of analysis of
the Relief Census data. It has been prepared as a result of the
increasing interest in social security and work programs and is
directed towards problems of long-range planning rather than immed-
iate emergency needs. So far as the data permit, it attempts an
analysis of the family composition of the relief case, and endeavors
to differentiate the various groups which will be involved in pro-
grams of rehabilitation and of relatively permanent care. This
analysis has two aspects and attempts to answer the following
questions:

(1) To what extent are these relief cases composed of normal
family groups, in regard to which the main problem of reha-
bilitation will be the provision of employment for the head
or other members of such families?

(2) To what extent are these relief cases composed of broken
family groups, particularly women with dependent children,
where provision of employment would be only a partial
solution and where some additional or substitutive measures,
such as mothers’ pensions, are indicated?

(3) To what extent are these relief cases composed of families
or individuals whose occupational rehabilitation is extremely
improbable, due chiefly to old age, and where permanent care
needs to be provided?
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2 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

The first aspect of this analysis was made possible by the facts
that the relief case was the unit in which the data were assembled
and that the head of this unit and the relationship of each member
of the unit to the head were designated in the schedule. The relief
case can, therefors, be described in terms of the family composition
of the persons included in each case with the designated head as
the point of reference. The following types are readily classi-

fiable:
Designated Head Qther Persons in Reljef Case
1. A man Bis Wife and Their Children 1/
2. A man His Wife, 2/
3. A man His Children_3/
4. A woman Her Children 4/
5. A man 5/
6. A woman 8/

The first two of these classes represent what is commonly called
the norma] family, the next two the bhroken family, and the last
two the pon-family person,

A great variety of other types could have been classified in terms
of the relationship of various other persons (brothers, sisters,
parents, in-laws, grandparents, grandchildren, etc.) to the head. A too
detailed classification, however, would have been statistically
insignificant and administratively unimportant. All such persons,
therefore, were classified as a single group under each of the six
preceding types and designated simply as "others,” regardless of
the degree of their relationship or lack of relationship to the
head.

The second aspect of this analysis was made possible by disre-
garding both the head designated in the schedule and the relationship
of the family members to the head and taking as apoint of reference
the age and sex of the persons in each case. Since it may be pre-
sumed undesirable, as a matter of social policy, to permit the
employment of children under 16 years of age, and since. the possi-
bilities of reemployment for most persons 65 years of age or over
are sharply limited, an analysis in terms of three age groups, i.e.,
under 16, 16 to 64, and 65 and over, shows roughly the extent of
possible immediate occupational rehabilitation, in so far as age

1/ Also referred to in this report as husband-wife-children type.
All children of head, irrespective of age, are included.

2/ Also referred to in this report as husband-wife type.

3/ Also referred to in this report as man-children type. All chil-
dren of head, irrespective of age, are included.

4/ Also referred to in this report as woman-children type. All
children of head, irrespective of age, are included.

5/ Also referred to in this report as non-family man type.

B/ Also referred to in this report as non-family woman type.
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 3

and sex are the determining factors. Thus, cases 1/ containing
persons 65 ‘years of age and over, but containing no persons 16 to
64 years of age, represent to a large extent a problem of permanent
care and point to the need for a system of old-age pensions. Cases
containing children under 16, where the only person in the case 16
to 64 is a female, probably represent a problem of assistance in
addition to, or as a substitute for, employment and point to theneed
for a system of mothers' pensions or a more general sortof subsidy.
Cases containing both males and females 16 to 64 years of age
probably represent, in the main, a class of cases definitely reha-
bilitable through employment or special work programs 2/.

Although this analysis is made on the basis of the relief popu-
lation as of October 1933, the proportions of cases of various types
are considered applicable to more recent relief totals, They also
provide a basis for checking the generalizations for this Census by
detailed current studies in special localities.

As explained inthe section onmethod (pp. 101-107), the proportions
of the various types of families were estimated on the basis of a
random sample 3/ of 207,850 schedules, selected from the 3,178,-
089_4/ census schedules in such a way that each urban and rural
area in every State would be represented by a minimum of about
1,500 schedules. An additional 124,568 5§/ schedules were sampled
to represent the principal cities.

L/ Case and family are used interchangeably in this report. The
analysis deals with the family composition of the relief case,
ilmd makes no attempt to break up a case into two or more fami-

ies.

2/ The October census did not secure data on physical or mental
disabilities, however. Data from other studies indicate that
some of these persons of employable age are so handicapped that
they are unable to work.

3/ See (pp. 105-106) for a discussion of the sampling procedure.

4/ Excludes 8,092 cases for which no detailed information was
available,

A/ Excludes 4,567 cases for Washington, D. C. whichhad been sampled
for the District of Columbia in the State analysis.

Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis



4 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS
SUMMARY

The normal family predominated in the cases on emergency relief
rolls in October 1933, the most frequent type consisting of a hus-
band, his wife and their children. One case in eight, however, was
a broken family, and one case in six a non-family person or group.
Relatively few of the normal families contained any other person
than the spouse or children of the head, although a fourth of the
broken and non-family types contained other related or unrelated
persons in their household groups.

The problems of rehabilitation and continuing care indicated by
this analysis are (1) reemployment, (2) care of the aged, and (3)
special provision for women with dependent children. About 90
percent of all of these cases include at least one person (other than
a woman needed to care for dependent children) 16 to 64 years of
age, and-thus appear to involve the problem of reemployment for
one or more members of the household. For 10 percent of the cases,
however, no question of reemployment is involved. Half of these
consist of families where there are persons 65 years of age or older
with no person of employable age in the household group. The other
half involve women with dependent children under 16 years of age
with no other person of employable age in the household. It must
not be inferred, however, that this 10 percent represents the limits
of the "problem-groups" on emergency relief. An appreciable pro-
portion of the 90 percent contain persons 65 years of age or over,
or consist of a woman head of a family with dependent children
under 16 with perhaps only one older child of employable age.
How far the employment of one member of these complicated house-
holds can be stretched to cover all their economic needs is a
question that requires further investigation. The 10 percent may
thus be taken as representing only the most serious aspect of the
problem.

Broken families and non-family persons were more typical of the
urban than of the rural emergency relief cases. The old-age prob-
lem was somewhat less severe, the woman-with-dependent-children
problem somewhat more serious, in urban than in rural areas.

The broken family was especially frequent among Negroes.-as com-
pared with whites, and the problem of women with dependent chil-
dren was found twice as frequently in proportion among Negroes
as among whites. The old-age problem, on the other hand, tended
to be less serious among Negroes.

There was great variation among the 48 States and the District
of Columbia, both in the family-types represented by the relief
cases and in the problems involved, Normal! families represented
more than 80 percent of all cases in Kentucky, South Dakota,
Louisiana and New York, but only 35 percent of all cases in Nevada.
Broken families represented about 10 percent in North Dakota and
five other States, but only about 4 percent inMinnesota. InNevada,
57 percent of the cases were of the non-family types; in Tennesses,
only 8 percent.
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS ]

The extremes of the old-age problem were found on the one hand
in the District of Columbia and Louisiana, where only 1 percent of
the cases consisted of persons 65 years of age or older and had no
persons of employable age in the household, and in Nevada and
Oregon where these cases represented 21 percent and 12 percent of
the total respectively. South Dakota represented the lower limit
of the woman-with-dependents problem with only 1 percent of its
cases consisting of a female with children under 16 and no person
of employable age in the household, and Wyoming with 13 percent
of such cases represented the upper limit.

The large cities also showed great variations, both in types of
families on relief and in rehabilitation problems. In Oakland,
89 percent of the families were of normal types; in San Francisco,
only 44 percent. In Birmingham, Atlanta, Houston and Baltimore
well over 20 percent of the families were of broken types, while
in Oakland but 5 percent were of these types. Four percent of the
families in Jersey City were of non-family types, contrasted with
46 percent in San Francisco.

Richmond and Seattle represented the lower extremes of the old-
age problem; Boston and Portland, Oregon, the upper extremes.
The range was from one-half of 1 percent to 10 percent in the class
of cases containing persons 65 years of age or over, but no person
of employable age. The range for the most serious aspect of the
female-with-dependents problem, as represented by cases containing
children under 16 where the only person of employable age in the
household was a woman, was from 1 percent in Kansas City and St.
Paul to 15 percent in Birmingham,
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6 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

GENERAL FINDINGS FOR THE UNITED STATES
Types of Families on Emergency Relief Roll

Most of the cases on public unemployment relief in October 1933
consisted of so-called normal families. The most numerous group
(accounting for 52 percent of the total) was the type consisting of
a man, his wife and their children. In an additional 4 percent, the
case included not only a husband, wife and children but also other
related or unrelated persons. Twelve percent of the casesconsisted
of a husband and wife without any children, and an additional 2
percent, of husband and wife with other persons. Thus, some 70
percent of all the cases included a married pair, usually with
children, and relatively infrequently with any other persons in the
family group. (Table 1).

The remaining 30 percent were made up of broken families (a man
and his children or a woman and her children) and so-called "non-
family” persons (a man or woman alone, without spouse or children,
with or without other related or unrelated persons in the house-
hold). The woman-children type accounted for 8 percent of the
total, contrasted with only 3 percent for the man-children type.
An additional 1 percent each was accounted for by these two latter
types in combination with other related or unrelated persons.

Contrasted with this broken-family group, the non-family groups
were predominately the male-head types, no less than 9 percent of
the total cases consisting of a man alone, and an additional 3 per-
cent of a man with other related or unrelated persons 1/ in his
household. The corresponding percentages for female-head types
were only 4 and 1, respectively.

Almost two-thirds of the family heads in the husband-wife-children
type of family were under 45 years of age, and more than 80 percent
were -between the ages of 25 and 55. The proportions for the woman-
children broken family type were very similar, but contrasted
strongly with the man-children type where scarcely more than a
third of the heads were under 45 years of age. The greatest pro-
portion of younger persons as family heads was found for the non-
family mantype, i.e., 16 percent were under 25 years of age and 31
percent under 35, whereas only 6 percent of the headsinthe non-
family woman type were under 25 and only 15 percent under 35 years
of age. In this latter type, no less than 29 percent of the heads
were 65 and over, whereas only 16 percent of the heads in the man-
alone type were in this age group. (Table 2).

As indicated by the type-analysis, most of the cases contained
clearly defined family groups uncomplicated by other related or
unrelated persons in the household. Only 12 percent of all cases
had "others" involved in the household, such persons being found
proportionately least frequently in the husband-wife-children

L/ Hereafter, other related or unrelated persons are usually referred
to simply as "others.”
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 7

families, (8 percent of this type) and most frequently in the non-
family man, non-family woman and man-children types, the percent-
ages for these types being 22, 19 and 18, respectively. Most of
the families containing "others” had only one such related or unre-
lated person but appreciable proportions (5 percent, 4 percent and
4 percent, respectively) of the three groups just mentioned contained
two others, and in the non-family man type three others were found in
3 percent of the cases, four others in 2 percent of the cases, and
five, six, and seven others in 1 percent each. The husband-wife
type also showed a considerable range in the distribution of the
number of “others" in the family group, 8 percent containing one
other, 2 percent two others, and 1 percent each containing three
and four others. (Table 3).

Thus, the following picture of the type of family composition of
the relief case emerges: the normal family predominated, the most
frequent type being a husband, his wife and their children; one in
eight cases, however, consisted of a broken family, and one in six
cases of a non-family person or group, the woman-children type
accounting for three-fourths of the former, the man-alone type
accounting for approximately two-thirds of the latter. Relatively
few of the normal families contained any other person than the
spouse or children of the head, but almost a fifth of the brokenand
non-family types contained other related or unrelated persons in
their household groups. A large proportion of the husbands in the
husband-wife-children and of ‘the mothers in the woman-children
types of families were well below middle age, whereas over half
of the heads in the husband-wife, and man-children, and the non-
family types were beyond middle age (i.e., 456 years or older).
Almost a third of the non-family women heads were 65 years of age
or over.

Race Differences: Negroes and the numerically less important
group of "other races” (i.e., Chinese, Filipinos, etc.) showed
striking differences in family type when compared with whites,
Eighteen percent of the Negro cases contained broken families as
contrasted with 10 percent of the whites. The family consisting
of a husband, his wife and their children 1/ accounted for only 38
Percent of the Negro cases, whereas this type was found in 55 per-
cent of the white cases. Negroes also had slightly greater propor-
tions of hushband-wife families and of all non-family types combined
than did whites. The greatest differences between the two racial
groups were the preponderance of brokenfamiliesand the deficiency
of husband-wife-children families among the Negroes. The excessive
proportion of broken Negro families is accounted foralmost entirely
by the woman-children type, which comprised no less than14 percent
of all Negro cases, whereas the man-children type was found in no
more than 4 percent of the cases. (Table 1).

1/ Unless specifically stated otherwise, comparisons between types
are made in terms of the pure and mixed type combined, e.g., in
&his instance, husband-wife-children and husband-wife-children-
others" are combined.
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8 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Seventeen percent of the Negro families contained other related
or-unrelated persons, the corresponding percentage for whites being
9, and each of the six family types had other persons proportion-
ately more frequently among Negroes than among whites. As  with
the whites, however, most of the Negro families with other related
or unrelated persons contained only one such person, and the same
types had larger numbers of other persons among Negroes as among
whites. R

There were proportionately slightly more young Negroes than
young whites as heads of families, the percentage of family heads
under 35 years of age being 33 and 27, respectively, for the two
races. The age-distribution of heads for the two races, was, on
the whole, not greatly dissimilar. (Table 2).

The greatest difference between "other races” and whites was in
the proportion of families containing other related or unrelated
persons, i.e., 20 percent of such familiss among "other races" as
contrasted with 9 percent among the whites, the difference bsing
most apparent in the non-family man type. The distribution of
heads of "other races " by age conformed closely to that for Negross,
and differed slightly from the whites. The distribution of the
number of “others” in families of "other races" differed somewhat
from those for both whites and Negroes, the "other races" showing
larger proportions of families containing four or more "others"
than did either the Negroes or the whites, the difference, however,
occurring almost entirely in the two non-family types.

The pictures of the Negro and of the white relief case show
striking differences. The husband-wife-and-children type was more
typical of the white than of the Negro case; the broken family,
particularly the woman-children type, was more frequent propor-
tionately among Negroes. The Negro family groups were more heter:
ogeneous than the white, i.e., more frequently contained relatives
other than the spouse or children of the head or an untelated
person.

Urban-Rural Differences: The greatest difference between family
types in urban and in rural areas was in the larger proportion of
husband-wife-children families in rural areas, 56 percent rural and
50 percent urban, excluding "others” from this type, or 62 percent
rural and 54 percent urban, including "others.” A corresponding
deficiency of rural families in all other types was found rather
consistently, though to a slight degree, in each of the "pure" types
except the man-children type. The deficiency was especially clear
cut in the woman-children and the non-family types. A larger pro-
portion of the rural families contained other persons than did the
urban families, the percentages being 15 and 10 respectively, this
difference again reflecting a tendsncy found in both white and
Negro families, 14 percent rural and 9 percent urban for whites,
28 percent rural and 16 percent urban for Negroes. (Table 1).

The Negro-white differences were maintained in rural as well as
urban areas and the urban-rural differences were clear cut even
after allowing for the racial factor.
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10 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

The rural relief case, then, is piclured as more frequently con-
taining a married pair and their children than the urban family,
and as being more heterogeneous inthe sense that other persons were
found in the family group more frequently. The urban relief case
was more frequently a broken family or a non-family type than the
rural.

Problems of Rehabilitation and of Permanent Care as Indicated by
Family Composition of Cases on Emergency Relief Rolls

Instead of analyzing the relief cases according to the conven-
tional types of normal families, broken families, and non-family
groups, these cases can be examined from the point of view of the
types of problems with respect to rehabilitation or old age and
mothers’ aid pensions which they present. How frequently is there
apparently no problem other than that of reemployment, i.e., how
often do the relief cases contain persons who, barring physical and
mental disabilities, are clearly of the employable classes, whose
main responsibility when they are removed from the relief rolls
will be to take care of themselves and their immediate families?
How often are the cases, although containing persons of employable
ages _1/, complicated by the dependence of children 2/, or old
people 3/, or both, where employment, except under very favorable
circumstances, can scarcely solve all of the economic difficulties
without the addition of some form of subsidy or pension? How often
is the problem found in these cases not one of reemployment, for
the most part, but of permanent care, i.e., cases of o0ld persons
with or without dependent children?

The most favorably situated group, from the point of view of this
age and sex analysis, consists of cases where all the persons in the
household were between the ages of 16 and 64. These accounted for
no less than 28 percent of all the relief cases. Six out of ten of
these contained both males and females, three out of ten contained
males only, and the remaining one case out of ten, females only.
The problem of this group is predominately one of male reemploy-
went. (Table 4).

Fifty-nine percent of the cases, however, contained children
under 16, and contained no person 65 years of age or older. In
this group, nine cases out of ten contained both males and females
of employable ages. Their problem, therefore, can be at least
partially solved by reemployment, but the extent to which this can
be effective will depend upon the number of dependents per employ*
able adult.

Nine percent of the cases contained persons 65 or over and were
not further complicated by the presence of children under 16. Only
about half of this group, however, contained males or females

L/ Ewployable ages are defined as the ages 16-64.
2/ Children here refer to persons under 16 years of age.
3/ Persons 65 years of age or olaer,
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12 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

of employable ages. The problem here is partly one of reemploy-
ment, almost equally a problem of male and female reemployment
and partly one of subsidies or pensions for the cases containing no
smployable person or those where the extent of dependence is
unusually severe.

The remaining seriously complicated group contained both children
under 16 and persons 65 years or over and represented 3 percent of
the total cases on relief. For every ten cases in this group, six
contained both males and females of employable ages, one contained
only males of employable ages, but the remaining three either con-
tained no males of employable age (2 out of 10) or no persons at
all of employable ages (1 out of 10). A composite picture of the
old-age and female-with dependents problems represented in these
emergency relief cases can be obtained from the following summary,
derived from the basic tabulations,

The 0ld-Age Problem
The analysis by types in-
dicates that in 9 percent
of all cases the designated
head of the family was 65
years of age or older.

The percentage of all cases
containing persons 65 years
of age or older was, how-
ever, considerably higher,
amounting to 13 percent.

In 5 percent of all cases
there were persons 65 years
of age orolder, but no per-
sons of employable age.

The Female-with-Dependents Problem
The analysis by types indicates
that in 14 percent of all cases
the designated head of the family
was a female.

In 11 percent of the cases the only
person 16 to 64 years of age was a
female.

In 5 percent of all cases there
were children under 16 years of
age, in families where the only
person 16 to 64 years of age was a
female.

Thus, although the old-age problem is involved to some extent in

about 1 out of every 8 relief families, it predominates in

only

1 out of every 20, in which cases there are no persons of the ages

favorable to employment.

The problem of a female with dependents is apparently involved

in 1 out of every 7 cases, and is predominant in 1 out of every 20
cases, where children of dependent ages are found in families con-
taining no person but a female in the age-groups favorable to
reemployment.

Race Differences: The Negro cases were in one respect more
favorably situated than the white cases, 36 psrcent having neither
children under 16 nor persons 65 years of age or older, compared
with 27 percent for the whites. A larger proportion of the Negro
cases, however, contained females only (17 percent for Negroes
10 percent for the whites),thus making the solution of the problems
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to a greater extent resmployment for both sexes among the Negroes.
(Table 4).

The cases containing children under 16, but no persons 65 or over,
were less favorably situated among Negroes,for 16 percent contained
only females of employable ages, compared with 6 percent for whites.

The group of cases containing persons 65 or over, but no children
under 16, was quite similar for both races, but the seriously com-
plicated group where there were both children and old people offered
more of a problem among Negroes than among whites. Only four out
of ten of this group contained males and females of employable
ages, compared with 6 out of 10 among the whites. Furthermore, 3
out of 10 of the Negro cases contained employable females only,
as against 2 out of 10 for the whites.

The Old-Age Problem The Female-with-Dependents Problem
Comparable Percentages for: Comparable Percentages for:

Whites Negroes Whites Negroes
In 10 percent of 8 In 14 percent of 22
the cases, the the cases, the
designated head designated head
was 65 years of was a female.

age or older.

13 percent of all 12 In 9 percent of 17
cases contained the cases, the
persons 65 years only persons 16
of age or older. to 64 years of
age were females.
In 5 percent of 4 In 5 percent of 10
all cases, there all cases, there
were persons 65 were children
years of age or under 16 in fami-
older, but no lies where the
persons 16 to only person 16 to
64 years of age. 64 years of age

was a female.

Thus, the Negro relief cases were slightly more favorably
situated for rehabilitation than the whites as far as the old-
age problem is concerned, but decidedly less favorably situated with
regard to the female-with-dependents problem. Among the Negroes,
1 out of every 10 cases involves a {emale with dependent children
with no other person of employable ages in her household, compared
with 1 such case in every 20 for whites.

Urban-Rural Differences:  Rural relief families contained
children under 16 and persons 65 years of age and older more fre-
quently than urban families. For example, families containing
children under 16 but no persons aged 65 or older were represented
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14 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

in 63 percent of the rural cases, compared with 57 percent of the
urban. Similarly, the complicated class of families containing
both children under 16 and persons 65 years of age or older was
found in 5 percent of the rural cases and 2 percent of the wurban.
The proportion of cases containing persogs 65 years of age or older
but no children under 16 was 11 percent in rural areas and § per-
cent in urban.

The least complicated type of case, that containing only persons
of employable ages, was found less frequently in rural areas than
in urban areas, 22 percent and 32 percent, respectively.

On the whole, the problems were somewhat more complicated in
rural areas. There were consistently fewer cases with persons of
employable ages in those types containing persons over 65 years
of age. The families with children, however, showed up more
favorably, in one respect, in rural areas, for 93 percent of those
containing children but no persons 65 years of age or older also
contained both males and females of employable ages, compared with
only 88 percent in urban areas.

The urban-rural differences were most apparent for Negro families,
only 26 percent of the Negro rural families having neither children
nor old people, contrasted with 40 percent of suchcasesamong Negro
urban families

The old age problem falls consistently more heavily upon rural than
upon urban areas; the female-with-dependents problem, however, is
somewhat heavier in urban areas. The latter is particularly true
with regard to Negroes, among whom 1 in 9 cases in urban areas
represents a female withdependent children and no person of employable
age in the household, compared with 1 in 17 cases in rural areas.
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16 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

FINDINGS FOR THE FORTY-EIGHT STATES AND
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Types of Families on Emergency Relief Rolls

The predominant family-type in the emergency relief cases con-
sisted of a man, his wife, and their children. The United States
average including "others" was 56 percent for this type. This
average was equalled or exceeded in slightly less than half of the
States (23 out of 49). In all but fifteen states this type comprised
more than 50 percent of all cases. The range, however, was very
great, from 24 percent of such families in Nevada (23 percent "pure”
type, 1 percent with "others") to 70 percent in Kentucky (60 per-
cent "pure" type, 10 percent with "others"). Arkansas and Wyoming
were next lowest to Nevada, averaging close to 40 percent husband-
wifs-children families, and New York, North and South Dakota and
Tennessee had percentages almost as high as Kentucky (66-68 per-
cent). The highest percentages of this type combined with "others”
were found in the Southern States—10 percent in Kentucky and
South Carolina; 9 percent in Alabama; 8 percent in Tennessee; and
7 percent in Louisiana and West Virginia.

There was less variation among States in the hushand-wife types.
Taking the pure and mixed groups together, the percentages in 31
States ranged from 10 to 14, and in 15 States from 15 to 18. Only
New Mexico and North Dakota had percentages less than 10 (both of
them were 9 percent). The four States with percentages as high
as 18 were Florida, Indiana, Hansas, and Louisiana, The mixed
type was again characteristic of certain Southern States. Four
percent of all cases in Alabama and Louisiana were the husband-
wife-others type.

The range for these types combined (representing the so-called
"normal” families) 1/ was from 80 percent or over in Kentucky, Scuth
Dakota, Tennesses, Louisiana and New York to 35 percent in Nevada.

Broken families, particularly the woman-children type,were partic-
ularly numerous in North Carolina, Wyoming, Maryland, and New
Mexico. In each of these states, woman-children families were
found in 15 percent or more of the total cases. The lowest pro-
portions of woman-children families (2 percent and 3 percent,
respectively) were found in Minnesota and South Dakota. There
was little variation in the percentage of man-children families,
the range being from 2 to 5 percent only.

The so-called non-family groups ranged from 57 percent in Nevada
to 6 percent in Tennessee. There were eight States having 20 per-
cent or more non-family man types (man alone and man with "others").
Nevada had 50 percent, Montana 24 percent, and Oregon 23 percent.
Maryland with 3 percent ranked lowest. There were 19 States with
less than 5 percent non-family woman types and only four States
with as high as 10 percent.

S

1/ See (p. 2) for an analysis of the composition of these types.
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The families were least heterogeneous in Massachusetts and most
so in South Carolina. In the Yormer State only 3 percent of the
families contained "others," in the latter, 25 percent. Wisconsin
ranked next lowest {o Massachusetts with 4 percent. In thirty-
three States. the percentage of "others" ranged from 5 percent to
14 percent.

To summarize; The general findings for the United States indi-
cated a predominance of the normal family inthe cases onemergency
relief rolls, This composite picture was reflected, with a wide
range of variation, in the 48 States and the District of Columbia.
More than four-fifths of the cases in Kentucky, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Louisiana and New York represented normal families.
Broken families reached their maximum proportion of around 20
percent in Wyoming, Maryland, New Hampshire and New Mexico.
Nevada was an extreme deviate, with 57 percent of its cases of the
non-family type and this type represented almost 30 percent of the
families in Montana and Oregon. The relief cases were least neter-
ogeneous in Massachusetts, where only 3 percent contained "others,"
and most so in South Carolina, where the corresponding proportion
was 25 percent, (Table 7).

Raee Differences: In twenty-three States and the District of
Celumbia the Negro population amounted to 100,000 or more in 1930.
In eleven of these States and the District of Columbhiaa thoroughly
reliable racial comparison of types can probably be made, for the
sample of Negroes was in each case well over 1,000 (ranging from
1,305 in Arkansas to 2,579 in South Carolina). The most striking
and consistent difference between the whites and Negroes was in
the low percentage of husband-wife-children families found among
Negroes compared with whites. The data on this point are indi-
cated in the following summary table.

Table A. Estimated Percent of Total Families that are Husband-
VWife-Children and Husband-Wife-Children-Others Types,
for Whites and Negroes in Eleven Selected States and
the District of Columbia

Husband-Wife- Husband-Wife- Total Husband-

State Children  Children-Others Wife-Children

White Negro White Negro White Negro
Alabama 61 40 ) 10 69 50
Arkansas 42 27 4 4 48 31
District of Columbia 44 34 1 1 45 35
Florida 52 37 4 4 56 41
Georgia 58 36 4 4 B2 40
Ilinois 50 29 4 3 54 32
Louisiana 63 46 7 7 170 53
Maryland 62 48 4 3 66 51
Mississippi 55 36 6 5 61 41
North Carolina 53 38 5 6 58 44
South Carolina 50 43 11 9 61 52
Virginia 57 40 7 5 64 45
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18 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

For these States the range for whites, in the pure husband-wife-
children type was from 42 percent of all families to 63 percent of all
families. In all but one State and the District of Columbia, the
percentage was 50 or higher. The corresponding range for Negroes
was from 27 percent to 48 percent and in all but 3 States the per-
centage was 40 or lower. In every State the percentage for whites
was much higher than the percentage for Negroes.

The differences for two other types are interesting, i.e, the
woman-children type and the non-family-man type. These are sum-
marized below for each type including "others.”

Table B. Estimated Percent of Total Families that are Woman-
Children and Non-Family-Man Types (including "others")
for Whites and Negroes in Eleven Selected States and
the District of Columbia

Woman-Children Non-Family Man

State White Negro White Negro
Alabama 7 14 6 8
Arkansas 9 9 17 21
District of Columbia 5 12 21 14
Florida 7 7 16 20
Georgia 7 12 12 15
I1linois 10 21 14 12
Louisiana 5 5 8 14
Maryland 12 21 4 2
Mississippi 9 13 8 13
North Carolina 15 20 5 8
South Carolina 10 13 9 1
Virginia 11 18 8 10

The situation is somewhat less consistent than for the husband-wife-
children families, but there was a tendency for the Negroes to
exceed the whites in the percentage both of woman-children and of
non-family man types in most of the States.

Urban-Rural Differences: 1/ In the rural areas of 40 States, the
husband-wife-children type of family was found in 50 percent or
more of the relief cases. In urban areas, on the other hand, this
type reached 50 percent of the total in only 25 States. High rural
percentages tended to characterize the Southern States, while the
northeast and central areas attained the highest proportions for
urban areas. The woman-children type represented more than 10
percent of all cases in the urban areas in 29 States, but in the
rural areas in only 10 States. In only three States (Nevada, Texas
and Vermont) was there a greater proportion of woman-children
families among relief cases in rural areas than in urban areas.
There was a less consistent difference in the proportion of non-
family man cases between rural and urban areas. In the urban areas

1/ In urban-rural State comparisons the District of Columbia, being
wholly urban, is omitted.
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of 19 States, this type represented 15 percent or more of all cases,
compared with a similar situation in the rural areas of 15 States.
(Table 7).

Although the averags proportion of families containing "others"
was markedly greater for rural than for urban areas, no constant
tendency in this respect is found when the separate States are
examined. In nineteen States, the rural proportion was somewhat
greater than the urban, in twenty States somewhat less and in nine
States there were equal proportions for urban and rural areas.

To summarize these urban-rural differences by States: The
findings for the United States indicated a predominance of the
husband-wife-children type and a corresponding deficiency of
woman-children and non-family man types in rural areas as compared
with urban. This average tendency was reflected in most of the
forty-eight States. . )

The tendency noted for the rural cases to be more heterogeneous
than the urban (indicated by the proportion of families containing
"others"), however, was not reflected in most of the States; the
average reflected unduly the influence of the situation in certain
of the States with the largest populations.

Problems of Rehabilitation and of Permanent Care as Indicated by

Family Composition of Cases on Emergency Relief Rolls

As indicated before, the most favorably situated group from the
point of view of their probable self-sufficiency after leaving the
relief rolls is the group of families containing no children under
16 and no persons 65 years of age or older. All the members of
these families are between the ages of 16 and 64, and barring
disabilities of various sorts, probably employable. There was great
variation among States in the percentage of such families to total
relief families. The highest percentages were found in Nevada,
California and the District of Columbia, each of which had 45 per-
cent or more of its relief families of this uncomplicated type.
In Nevada, 7 out of every 10 of the families of this type contained
males only, more than 2 out of 10 contained both males and females
and less than 1 out of 10 females only. In California and the
District of Columbia, the situation was quite different; in the
former more than half of these families and in the latter slightly
less than half, contained both males and females. Although this
class of families represented only 28 percent of the relief families
for the whole of the United States sample, contrasted with the 45
Percent for these two States and the District of Columbia, almost
two-thirds of the families in this group for the entire country
contained both males and females. .

As stated above, the most complicated group of families, from
the point of view of the solution of their problem ot dependency,
is composed of families where there are both children under 16 and
Persons aged 65 and older. Whereas this group represented only
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three percent of all the relief families in the United States, three
States showed 7 percent: Kentucky, New Mexico, and South Carolina.
In three-quarlers of these Kentucky families there were both males
and females of employable ages. In South Carolina the comparable
proportion was somewhat less favorable, scarcely more than three-
fifths of the cases containing males and females of employable ages,
while New Mexico with but two-fifths was decidedly handicapped
in this respect.

The States ranged from 27 percent (Nevada) to 71 percent (Ten-
nessee) in the percent of families containing children under 16,
but no persons over 65. Kentucky, with 69 percent, had propor-
tionately almost as large a group as Tennessee. In both of these
States, however, more than 9 out of every 10 of these families
contained both males and females of employable ages. (Table 8)

Finally, as regards the group of families with old persons but
no children under 16, in 22 of the States the percentage representing
this class amounted to less than 10, and in only nine was it 15 or
greater. Nevada with 24 percent reported the extreme and in 9
out of every 10 cases of this class there was neither a male nor
a female of employable age. (Table 8).

The following summary indicates the range of variations found by

States:
The 0Old-Age Problem

In 2 percent of the cases in
the District of Columbia
and 4 percent of the cases

in Louisiana, lhe designated
head was 65 years of age or
older, As the other extreme,
Nevada has 24 percent and
New Mexico 20 percent.

Three percent of all cases
in the District of Columbia
contained persons 65 years of
age or older as contrasted
with 26 percent in Nevada
and 23 percent in New Mexico.

In 1 percent of the cases
in both the District of Co-
lumbia and Louisiana there
were persons 05 years of
age or older, but no per-
sons 16 to 64 years of age.
The upper extreme was rep-
resented by Nevada with
21 percent and Oregon with
12 percent, and New Mexico
and New Hampshire with 11
percent each.

The Female-with-Dependents Problem
In 4 percent of the cases in South
Dakota as contrasted with 26 per-
cent in North Carolina and 24 per-
cent in the District of Columbia
and New Mexico, the designated head
was a female.

In 4 percent of the cases in Louisi-
ana and South Dakota, and 21 percent
in the District of Columbia and Wy-
oming, and 20 percent in North Caro-
lina, the only person 16 to 64 years
of age was a female.

In 1 percent of the cases in South
Dakota and 2 percent in Louisiana
there were children under 16 in
families where the only person 16
to 64 years of age was a female. The
upper extreme was represented bY
Wyoming with 13 percent and North
Carolina with 12 percent.
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The old-age problem was .most acutely represented in relief
cases in Nevada, Oregon and New Mexico. In the first of these
States, the proportion of cases in which persons over 65 were
involved, but where there were no persons of employable ages, was
more than 1 in 5, contrasted with 1 in 20 for the country as a
whole. The District of Columbia, at the other extreme, had only
1 such case for every 100. Wyoming and North Carolina, with
approximately 1 in 8 cases representing females with dependent
children under 16 years of age, contrasted with South Dakota where
the proportions were 1 in 100 and with the United States average
of 1 in 20 such cases.

Race Differences: As indicated above, a reliable racial comparison
can be made for eleven States and the District of Columbia. Due
to the thinning out of the data, however, a summary analysis of
only the four main age-and-sex groupings can be made for whites
and Negroes in these States, as shown in Table C. The percentages
in the last column represent the most favorably situated group from
the point of view of rehabilitation because all members are of
employable ages. The proportion of these cases was greater among
the Negroes than among the whites in all of the States except
South Carolina. For the Negroes, the percentages ranged from 20
in North Carolina to 46 percent in the District of Columbia and
Florida, and for the whites from 16 in North Carolina to 43 per-
cent in the District of Columbia.

The families representing the most difficult rehabilitation problem
are those containing both children under 16 and persons aged 65 and
over, In general, the Negroes bad a larger proportion of families
in this group. The range for the whites extended from 1 percent
in the District of Columbia to 6 percent in Mississippi, North
Carolina and South Carolina, while for the Negroes the comparable
group ranged from less than 1 percent for the District of Columbia
to 9 percent for South Carolina.

The situation for the group of cases containing children under 1'6
but no persons 65 and over was as follows: The whites had, in
general, proportionately more cases than did the Negroes. This
fact obtained in all States except the District of Columbia and
South Carolina and in these the proportions for Negroes and whites
Wore identical.

No important racial difference was shown by the percentaggs for
families containing persons 65 years of age and over but with no
children under 16. Larger proportions occurred among th'e Negro
group in 7 States but in only one State (Mississippi) was the dlfferexzce
marked. The District of Columbia contained the smallest proportion
of cases in the group, 1 in 25, while Arkansas had the largest,
1 in 7 cases. The comparable proportion for whites in these 2
States which also represented the extremes among the Negroes were
1 in 50 for the District of Columbia, and 1 in 5 for Arkansas.
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The extent of the racial differences in these twelve States may
be shown more clearly in terms of the summaries of old-age and
female-with-dependents problems which follow.

The Old-Age Problem: In these selected States the Negroes are
decidedly less favorably situated than the whites in regard to the
old-age problem, The extremes are indicated in Arkansas whereinl
case in 5 among the Negroes the head of the family was a person
65 years of age or older, where 1 case in 4 contained a person 65
years of age or older and where 1 case in 8 consisted of a person
or persons 65 years of age or older with no persons of employable
age in the household. In this same State, the comparable propor-
tions for the whites were 1 in 6, 1 in 5, and 1 in 10 respectively.

The range for the whites in this group of States extended from 1
in 33 in the District of Columbia for heads 65 years of age orover
to 1 in 6 in Arkansas while for Negroes, the comparable range was
from 1 in 50 for the District of Columbia to 1 in 5 for Arkansas
and Mississippi.

The proportion of families containing a person 65 years of age
or older varied for whites from 1 in 20 in the District of Columbia
to 1 in 5 for Arkansas. For Negroes, the percentages ranged from
1_ in 33 in the District of Columbia to 1in4 for Arkansasand Missis-
sippi.

The group of cases reflecting the most serious aspect of the old-
age problem, i.e., cases where there were persons 65 years of age
or oider but no persons of employable age, ranged for the whites
from 1 in 100 for Louisiana tolin14 in Illinois, and for Negroes,
from 1 in 100 in the District of Columbia, Louisiana and Maryland
to 1 in 8 in Arkansas. (Table D).

The Female-with-Dependents Problem: As in the case of the
Previous problem, the female-with-dependents problem falls most
heavily on the Negroes. The disparity between the Negroes and
the whites is evident in all classes for all 11 States and the
District of Columbia although Louisiana showed only a slight ad-
vantage for the whites in the four groups considered.

For the white families, a female was designated as the head in
Alabama, Losisiana, Florida, and Georgia in 1 out of every 10
cases, bul in Arkansas and North Carolina in 1 out of every &
cases, For the Negro families, the same States held the lowrange
(ess than 1 in 5 cases) while in Illinois and North Carolina 1 in

Negro cases was in this class.

For the families in which the only person of employable age was
a2 female, the situation was very similar to that described above.
Louisiana, Alabaga, Florida and Georgia represented the low
Extremes for whites (less than 1 in 10) and North Carolina and
Arkansas represented the upper limit of the range (1 in 6): ) For
Negroes, the range was from less than 1 in 6 (Florida, Louisiana
SO}lth Carolina and Alabama) tol in4 (District of Columbia, Illi-
101s, and North Carolina).

The most acute cases from the standpoint of employment—the group
of families with children under 16 in which the only person of
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employable age was a female—showed consistent Negro-white dif-
ferences throughout the whole group of States, with the Negroes
decidedly more unfavorably situated than the whites. For the
whites in this group the range was from 1 in 50 for Louisiana and
1in 33 for Alabama to 1 in 10 for North Carolina. For the Negroes,
the comparable range was from 1 in 83 for Louisiana to 1 inT
for North Carolina.

Urban-Rural Differences: The urban-rural differences for the
United States as a whole, noted on page 8 , are found rather con-
sistently when a state-by-state comparison is made. Thus, in the
rural areas of 41 States, more than 55 percent of the cases con-
tained children under 16 but no person 65 or older, whereas so
large a proportion was found in the urban areas of only 28 States.
In only 12 of the 48 States was the proportion of these cases greater
in urban than in rural areas. (Table 8).

The class of families containing both children under 16 and
persons G5 and over represented a small proportion in both urban
and in rural areas. In the rural areas of 14 States and the urban
areas of 2 States, however, this class represented 5 percent or
more of all relief cases.

Families containing persons 65 or over, but no children under 16,
were found in 15 percent or more of all cases in the rural areasof
16 States, but to that extent in the urban areas of only 4 States.

Families conlaining only persons of employable age (i.e., neither
children under 16 nor persons 65 or over) were found dispropor-
tionately in urban areas. They represented 30 percent or more of
all families in the urban areas of 27 States, but attained this
Percentage in the rural areas of only 5 States. In only 7 States
was the rural proportion in this class greater than the urban.

The Old-Age Problem: In the findings for the United States as
a whole, it was pointed out that the old age problem was more
acute in rural areas than in urban areas. When a state-by-state
¢ omparison i{s made, this finding is in general upheld. (Table 9).

Thus, in 15 percent or more of the families in the rural areas of
20 States, the designated head of the family was 65 years of age
or older, whereas this percentage was reached in the urban areas
of only four States. Louisiana had the lowest percent of such
heads in both rural (5 percent) and urban (3 percent) areas. New

ampshire with 28 percent in rural areas represented the 'other
extreme; the comparable urban percentage for this State being 1:4
Percent. Nevada had 27 percent in rural areas and 21 percent in
urban areas,

A similar situation was found when the proportion of cases con-
taining persons 65 years of age or over was examined. Fifteen
Percent or more of the cases in the rural areas of 32 Sta.tes, but
in the urban areas of only 15 States, contained persons in these
older age groups. Louisiana and New York reprgsented the lowest
Proportions, both for rural and urban areas (10 percent rural, 7
Percent urban). New Hampshire (30 percent)and Nevada (29 percent)
Were again at the upper extreme in rural areas, and Nevada had
the highest proportion in urban cases (23 percent).
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The most seriously situated group of cases, i.e., those containing
persons of 65 or over, but no persons of employable ages, occurred
in 10 percent or more of the cases in the rural areas of 15 States,
but to that extent in the urban areas of only 4 States. The lowest
proportions were found in Louisiana, where this group represented
only 1 in 100 cases, both in rural and in urban areas, while the
highest proportions were found in Nevada (1 in 4 cases rural, 1 in
5 urban), New Hampshire (1 in 5 rural, 1 in 10 urban), and Oregon
(1 in 7 rural, 1 in 10 urban).

The Female-with-Dependents Problem: For the United States as
a whole, this problem attained greater prominence in urban than in
rural areas. This general situation was reflected in the urban and
rural areas of the majority of the 48 States. Thus, a female was
designated as the family head in 15 percent or more of the cases in
the urban areas of 31 States, but in the rural areas of only 13
States. The only person of employable age involved in the case
was a female in 15 percent or more of the cases in the urban areas
of 15 States, but in the rural areas of only 7. (Table 10).

Finally, the group of cases reflecting this dependency problem
most acutely, i.e., cases where there were children under 16 and
where the only persons of employable age in the family was a
female, was found in at least 1 out of every 20 cases in the
urban areas of 39 States, but in the ‘rural areas of only 20 States.

The urban extremes were represented by Nevada and South Dakota
with about 1 in every 33 cases, on the one hand, and by North
Carolina and Wyoming with more than 1 in every 7 on the other.
The comparable rural proportions for these same States were 1 in
25 for Nevada, 1 in 100 for South Dakota and 1 in 10 for North
Carolina and Wyoming.
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FINDINGS FOR THE 37 CITIES WITH A POPULATION OF 250,000
OR MORE_IN 1930

Types of Families on Emergency Relief Rolls

Two-thirds of the large cities were below the United States
average in their proportion of husband-wife-children families, i.e.,
less than 56 percent of their relief cases were of this type.

The husband-wife and husband-wife-children types combined, repre-
senting the so-called normal families, accounted for 50 percent or
more of all relief families in all cities except San Francisco
(44 percent). San Francisco had the lowest percent of husband-wife-
children families (381 percent), Jersey City and Louisville the
highest (74 percent and 73 percent respectively). These last two
cities (along with Providence) had the lowest proportion of hus-
band-wife families (10 percent). Oakland, with no less than89
percent of all its relief families of the "normal" types (70 percent
husband-wife-children and 19 percent husband-wife) ranked highest
in this respect. (Table 11).

All but six of the cities equalled or exceeded the United States
average in the proportion of woman-children families; man-children
families,on the other hand, were somewhat under represented. Taking
these two classes together, however, "broken families" were more
typical of large cities than of the United States generally. Bir
mingham, Atlanta, Houston and Baltimore, each with well over a
fifth of their cases of the broken family types, ranked highest
in this respect. Oakland, with only one family in twenty of this
type, ranked lowest.

There was an extremely large range from the lowest to the highest
percent on non-family types, from 4 percent in Jersey City to 46
percent in San Francisco. For the cities asa whole, the non-family
man type was much more frequent than the non-family woman type:
19 cities having more than 12 percent of the former and only 3
cities having more than 12 percent of the latter.

Taking the percentage of relief cases containing "others" as an
indication of the heterogeneity of the family-groups, the larger
cities were found to be more homogeneous than the average relief
family for the United States as a whole. In Boston and Oakland
there were no families containing "others,” 1/ in Milwaukee 1 per
cent, St. Paul 2 percent, Detroit 3 percent and Minneapolis and
Rochester 4 percent. The most notable exceptions were Memphis
with 24 percent, Dallas with 22 percent and Houston with 21 per-
cent of all families containing "others."

Thus, the relief family in the largest cities is shown to be pre-
dominately "normal,” except for San Francisco. "Broken" families,
particularly the woman-children types, however, are found somewhat
1/ See Limitations of the Data and of the Analysis, p. 100, for adis-

cussion of the effect of variations in administrative procedure

in defining the case-unit.
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more frequently than in other areas, and reach a high proportion
in the four Southern cities of Birmingham, Atlanta, Houston and
Baltimore. Non-family types represent about half of the families
in San Francisco.

Problems of Rehabilitation and of Permanent Care as Indicated by
Family Composition of Cases on Emergency Relief Rolls

The relief cases in the large cities were considerably more
favorably situated for rehabilitation than those in other areas
generally. For the United States as a whole, 28 percent of the
relief cases contained neither children under 16 nor persons 65
years of age or over. All but 10 of the large cities had at least
28 percent of such cases, and 9 had 40 percent or more. San Fran-
cisco represented one extreme with 58 percent, Louisville the
other with 12 percent. (Table 12).

The group containing children under 16 but no persons 85 or over
varied from 34 percent in San Francisco to80 percent in Louisville.
Slightly more than half of these cities had less than 60 percent
in this group, slightly less than half had more than 60 percent.

The group containing persons over 65 years of age, but no chil-
dren under 16, varied from 3 percent of the total in Richmond and
Washington to 14 percent in Boston and Portland, Oregon.

The complicated group containing both childrenunder 16 and persons
65 and over represented a small proportion in all cities, varying
from less than one half of 1 percent in Boston, Milwaukee and
Washington, to 4 percent in Atlanta, Dallas, Houston, Indianapolis,
Louisville and Memphis.

The Old-Age Problem: The city differences in incidence of the
old-age problem may be summarized as follows:

The designated head of the family was a person 65 years of age
or over in only 2 percent of all cases in Richmond and Washington,
but in 16 percent in Buffalo. (Table 13). ]

In Washington 3 percent and in Richmond 5 percent of all families
contained persons 65 years of age or older. The percentage rose to
8 in Denver and Portland.

The real incidence of the old-age problem, as such, is best shown
by the proportion of families containing persons 85 years of age or
older put containing no persons of the employable ages, 16-64.
In Richmond and Seattle this class represented less than 1 in 200
Cases; in nine other cities, about 1 in 100 and in all but 6 cities
l°§s than 1 in 20. In Boston and Portland, however, it represented

In everv 10 cases. . .

The Female-with-Dependents Problem: A female was designated as
the family head in only 8 percent of the cases in Oakland, but in 30
Percent of the cases in Birmingham. In 21 cities this class repre-
Sented 15 percent or more of the total. (Table 14). )

The only person in the family of employable age was a female in

Percent of the cases in St. Paul, contrasted with 24 percent of

¢ cases in Birmingham.
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The most serious aspect of the femaie-with-dependents problem is
shown by the proportion of families cuntaining children under 16in
which the only family member of employable ages was a female.
For the United States as a whole, this type of case represented 1
in every 20. In 22 of the 37 principal cities, the proportion was
at least 1 in 2. The range was from 1 in 100 in Kansas City and
St. Paul to 1 in 7 in Birmingham.
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RACE DIFFERENCES AS SHOWN BY COMPARISONS OF WHITE AND
NEGRO RELIEF CASES IN THE 15 CITIES HAVING_ A NEGRQ
POPULATION OF 50,000 OR MORE IN 1930

Fourteen of the cities discussed above and Richmond had a Negro
population of at least 50,000 in 1930. These cities are a favorable
group for a racial comparison of family types and rehabilitation
problems.

Two types are especially significant from the point of view of
Negro-white differences. As indicated above, they are the hus-
band-wife-children type. in which the whites generally have larger
proportions than the Negroes, and the woman-children type, which
is usually more characteristic of the Negro relief case than of the
white.

The husband-wife-children type showed clear-cut differences be-
tween Negro and white proportions in each of the fifteen cities.
The highest proportions among the whites were in New York, T4
Percent, and in Richmond, 70 percent. These two cities also had
the largest Negro proportions of this typs, but the percentages
amounted only to 56 for Richmond and 52 for New York. In all of
the cities the husband-wife-children type represented at least 47
percent of the white families, bul in eleven of the fifteen cities,
the proportion for Negro families fell below this perceat. In
St. Louis scarcely more than a quarter, and in Chicagoonlya third,
of the Negro families were of the husband-wife-children type.

The woman-children family was much more characteristic of the
Negro than of the white relief case in these cities. Birminghzm
with 16 percent represented the highest proportion among the
whites, but in 10 cities the Negro proportion exceeded this per-
cent. In three of these, Atlanta, Baltimore and Houston, one-
quarter or more of all Negro cases were of the woman-children
type, and in three additional cities, Birmingham, Chicago and
Philadelphia, hetween one-quarter and one-fifth were of this type.
(Table 11).

The Negro families in these cities were more heterogeneous than
the white families, as indicated by the proportion of cases con-
taining "others.” In Atlanta, Houston and Memphis more than one-
Quarter of all Negro relief families contained "others,” and in
Birmingham. New Orleans, Chicago, Philadelphia and Richmond
between one-sixth and one-fifth. This tatter proportion was reached
in only three cities for the white relief families, i.e., Memphis,
Houston and New Orleans. In two cities, the proportion for white
families was as low as 3 percent.

Problems of Rehabilitation and of Permanent {are

As found for the United States total, the Negro relief cases in
these cities were more frequently composed of employable persons
unhampered by dependent children or persons of older age levgls
han were the white relief cases. In Pittsburgh and St. Louis,
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more than half the Negro relief families were of this class, com-
pared with a third of the whites in the same cities. In five other
cities, Cleveland, Washington, Chicago, New Orleans and Memphis,
between 40 and 45 percent of the Negro families had this compo-
sition, whereas only in Washington did the percent of white families
reach this level.

There was a less consistent race difference in the proportion of
families containing children under 16, but no persons aged 65 or
over. The highest percentages of total white families were for
New York with 80 percent, and Richmond with 73 percent. In both
of these cities, the Negro proportions were lower; New York, 63 per-
cent, Richmond, 68 percent. Baltimore Negro families of thistype,
on the other hand, represented 70 percent, while the white proportion
was slightly lower, 67 percent. In three cities, St. Louis, Pitts
burgh and Cleveland, the Negro proportion waslessthan 50 percent,
whilt)e the white proportion mever fell to so low a percent. (Table
12 A).

In not one of the fifteen cities did the class of families con-
taining persons over 65, but no children under 16, attain a greater
proportion than 7 percent among the Negroes, but in three cities the
white proportion was 10 percent or more, i.e., Houston, St. Louis
and Chicago.

The most complicated group of families, i.e., that containing
children under 16 and persons 65 or over, showed no significant or
consistent difference for the two racial groups and did not amount
to more than 5 percent for the Negroes or 4 percent for the whites.

The 0ld-Age Problem: These cities, with their large Negro pop-
ulations, showed the least acute rehabilitation situation so far as
old age is a factor, and the situation was somewhat less acute for
the Negroes than for the whites.

In only 2 of these cities, Houston and St. Louis, did the propor-
tion of white cases where the designated head was 65 or over reach 10
percent, and Houston, with 11 percent, was the only city where the
comparable Negro proportion exceeded 5 percent. (Table 13 A).

In each of these 15 cities, at least 5percent of the white families
contained persons in these older age-groups, but in five cities,
Baltimore, Detroit, New York, Pittsburgh and Washington, the pro-
portion among Negro cases did not reach 5 percent.

In only two cities, Chicago and St. Louis, did the proportion
of white families containing persons 65 years of age or older, but
no persons of employable age, attain the United States average pro-
portion of 1 in 20. In no city was the Negro proportion greater
thanlin 33 and in sevenof the fifteencities it was1 in100 or less.

The Female-with-Dependents Problem: There was a definite and
clear-cut race difference in the problem connected with female
heads of families and female-with-dependent-children.

In St. Louis almost one-half and in Houston, Birmingham and
Atlanta over one-third of the Negro families had females designated
as the family heads. In these same cities, the comparable proportion
for whites was approximately one-fifth. (Table 14 A).
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In one-fifth to one-third of the Negro families in nine of these
fifteen cities the only person of employable ages was a female, and
in only one city (New Orleans) was the proportion less than 1 in 8.
Among white families, onthe other hand, the proportion exceeded 1 in
8 in 4 cities, Birmingham, Washington, St. Louis, and Memphis.

Thus, the rehabilitation problems in these cities are more largely
conmnected with female dependency than with old age and the female-

dependency problem ordinarily represents a Negro, rather than white,
relief situation.
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NUMBER OF FamILiES

ESTIMATED PERCENT OF FANMILIES BY AGE OF Heao

ToTaL
Enumerateo] Toral
or i JAw |usoer 18|18-24|25-34 35-44| 45-04) 5554 |65 AND
Estimatep | Samrce [AGeEs| Years [YEams|YEARS|YEars]|YEans|Years| Over
Urban Areas =-e--ec~----s-a-s-so} 2,023,182 | 113,541 | 100 . 6 {2 |8 |23 |13 8
Fanilies with Male Heaas 00 | 92 6 123 | |23 |12 7
Husband-Wife ----- M 8 {18 |18 |2 |19 16
. S {22 |34 123 9 3
Tl (BB 4
Fanilies nth Femala Heads M 6 19 25 | 23 15 3
Woman-Children eeecne.- 100 M 6§ |23 {30 |23 {1 7
. Non-family Woman eveeeeee-see| 110, 6,708)] 100 H § |10 |18 [ 21 | 22 24
yoe Uni 25,800 | 1,758feeee|-mmamanfomemn]meneenen P ety ET e -
White 4,576,300 | 87,601} 100 . 6 21 29 | 13 9
Fanllles mth Male Heads ee-eeo] 1.323?).400 ﬁ.gsf)g ig . g fé 12.2 g(‘i g Zg
lhsband-Vlnf&Chlldren —--ew--| 888, 47,5821 100 - 4 |25 |35 | 9 3
Man-Children «oou-. - 43, 2,4611 100 ~ 1 8 24 33 20 b 1)
Non—family Man —occeeee - 199,900 | 12,075] 100 1 8 {13 |22 2418 15
Fanilies with Female Heads 223,000 | 12,918% 100 * 4 116 | 24 [ 23 | 17 15
Woman-Children --evevae 150,000 8,603 100 * 4 2 30 25 13 8
Non-family Woman —eecesae-ces] 73,000 | 4,316] 100 H 5 8 {13 ]2 |25 28
Tyoe Unk 16,900 1,326 ere[camcaone]anman RO PRGN PR T e
Negro 409,600 | 23, wo] - 8 t2r |28 alito 6
Fanilies with Male Meads -.....| 301,800| 17,437| 100 * 8 |27 |28 |22 |10 5
stand-Wife -coeeeeo- - 79,600 | 4,59] 100 P 7 |24 |25 |24 |13 7
Husband-Wife~Children - .| 162,400 | 9,219) 100 * 6 |32 32 |X 8 2
Mar=Children «..eee-- - 12,700 785| 100 -+ 3118 |27 )28 | 7
Non-family Man ccevee-- - 47,100 2,8641 100 2 17 20 20 19 12 10
anilies with Female Heads -..-| 99,000 15,9311 100 . 8 |24 {28 (20 |11 8
Woman~Children -eceaaca-. . 62,600 3,640 100 . 9 |31 |3 |18 8 4
-4 36,400 2.235 100 6 |14 |24 | 24 } 16 16
X rr7) PSR [ [ PRSI [ RSN S, -
37,200 2.149] 100 : ] 9 6
32,000 786 100 10 7 6
, 200 163] 100 2 " 8 9
20,900 | 1,113} 100 L 4 7 3
2,000 15| 100 + 16 10
Non-family Man - 5,200 395 100 * i 6 13
Fanilies with Fomale £,200 6530 100f  ° 7 16 7
Woman-Children ceeeesessan—es) 4,000 252/ 100 7 1 f
Non-family Weman 1,200 101] 100 L 5 16 2

Tyn tink,
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38 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS
TASLE 2. UNITED STATES SummARY: DISTRISUTION OF ReLIEF FaumiLies, Ocvoser 1933, oy
Trpe of FAmiLr, AND URSAN and RURAL AREAS, awo 8y CoLor or Race, Sex, aw0 AGce oF Heap
Nyuser OF FAMILIES ESYIMATED PERCENT OF FAMILIES 8Y AGE OF HeaD
TovaL
EXUMERATED| Totat
or T At [Ukoer 18118-24]25-34] 35-44 ] 45-54| 55-64]65 awp
ESTIMATED | SaupLe fAces| YEars |Years|Years| Yeaws|Years]Years| Over
1,154,857 } 94,309] 100 * 9 2 23 2 13 1
1,021,300 | 81,462] 100, * 9 23 23 X 13 10
52, 12,171] 100 N il 171 11| 141 18] 25
Husband-Wife-Children 702,400 . 100, . 71 27| 8| 2| 1 s
Man-Children weme-eecous 40,900 3,242| 100, ¢ 2 10 22 28 22 16
Non-family Man 126,100 | 12,063| 100 3 21 15 12 14 14 20
Families with female Heads 114,900 | 10,855} 100 1 4% 12| 22 21 Ty 2
Woman-Children -- ---u-- 5,500 6,938) 100 * 4 16 30 26 14 1
Non—family Woman -cececacu-o 39,400 | 3,917] 100 1 4 5 7 131 51 4
Type Unk 18,700 2992} ----f-mmevean]emann e B atd EE2EES CEEL ]
White 969,200 | 82,491| 100 - 9 24 20 13 1
Faml ies mth Male Heads ----. 664,600 | 71,694| 100 > 9| 2« 24 20 133 1n
c——— 121,300 | 10,318 100 * 15 17| w0 13] 18] %
Husband-\h fe—Chl } dr«-n ...... 609,200 | 48,226] 100 < 6| 27| 29 22 11 §
Man-Children -..ox. 2, 2,694 100 * 1 100 24 27| B 18
Non—family Man wwcceccaan - 101,700 | 10,4571 100 2 2 15 13 15 15 20
Families with Fenale Heads -.. .20 | 8,961] 100 1 4| 121 22| 2 1} A
Woran-Children -cecee.ae cson 58,900 L. 788F 100 . 4 15 30 27 14 10
Non-family Woman .... cacenn 29,200 | 3,173} 100 H 5 6 71 12) | 43
Type Unk 16,500 | 1,835)-ccc]ccrmmcca]cnneafoaaas DRI PP, J e
Negru 167,700 | 9,441] 100 1 100 19] 20 2] 4] 14
a:ilies wuith Male Heads ----. 141,000 7,782} 100 % 11 20 20 22 14 g
band-¥i 28,700 | 1,621] 100 121 18 15| 18| 1§
Hugband-Wife-Children eeeee. 800 T 4,435] 100 - 8] 23| 4| 24| 14 7
Man-Children -een. 7,700 426] 100 P 3 12 17 34 17 18
Non-family Man —ceeeeceman.n 21,800 | 1,239] 100 5 4} 16| 11] 15| 10| 18
Families with Female Heads -.. L 400 1.510] 100 . 4 12 22 20 15 27
W Children 14,900 835 100 o S| 17 30 22 12| 14
Non-family Woran ... ;——mee 9,600 625| 100 1 2 4 gy 17| 0t 48
Tvpe Und 2,200 FUT-Y Y I P DUNIOIY U IO A e feemcee
Other RaceS wcecercecsccconoon..| 18,100 | 2,378( 1200 1 10] 26| 24 17 12| 10
Families w‘i‘th Male Heads ee--- 15,700 | 1,985{ 100 1 1l 27| 24| 16] 12 1:
Husband-Wi fe 2,000 2| 100 - 1 1 14 14
Husband-Wife-Children -.....| 10,400 { 1, 25 100 < g §3 §9 17 | 12 -
Man-Children .- 900 123| 100 ] 5] 18] 18| 24| 19| 16
Non—family Map --eveeeenc 2,500 5] 100] 6 2] 20 9| 9l 8| 16
Families vnth Female Heads -ee 2,300 345] 100 * 5] 18| 24 ] 21| 14| 18
Woman-Children -ececeoucacn-. 1,700 2661 100 ) 5| 22{ 20| 24| 11 8
r,:zn'-m”’ Woman eeewoomono. 60? 113 100 . 7 7 6| 14| 22| 45

® Less than .6% in this class.
</ No cases in sample in this class.
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40 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Taste 3. Ux17€¢8 States Summany: Distrisuvion oF REL:er Famivies, Ocroszer 1933,

RualL
NUMBER OF FAMILIES
TOTAL
ENUMERATED Torat ToraL
oR N FAMILIES
EsvimMaten SaueLE
United States 3,178,089 | 207.850 100
:m: z.g;?.asoo 17;.(27;2 }88
3 2300 33,231
Other Race $5.300 1,521 100
Husband-Wife 439,700 28,142 100
Husband-Wife-Childre 1,773,800 | 111,900 100
Man-Childr 98,900 6,603 100
Woman-Childre 292,200 19,433 100
Non-family Man 379,000 27,397 100
Nonp~family Woma 150,000 10,625 100
Type Unkno 44,500 3,750 | ----- -
Whit 2,545,500 170,092 100
Husband-¥i fe 326,300 21,556 100
Husband-Wife-Childre 1,497,300 95,808 100
Man-Children 75,700 5,155 100
Woman~Children 208, 900 14,7391 1c0
Non-family Man 301,700 | 22,532 100
Non-family Woman. 102,300 7.489 100
Type Unknown 33,400 3,161 | cecmeee-
Negr 577,300 33,231 100
Husband-Wi fe-mm- 108,300 6,190 100
Husband-Wife-Childr 245,200 13,715 100
Man-Children 20,400 . 100
Woman-Children 77,500 4,525 100
Hon-family Man 69,000 4,103 100
gon-faM|ly Wom 45,900 2,916 100
ype Unknown 11,100 571 B
Other Races 00
Husband-Wife 53'?38 ";gg 100
Husband-Wife-Children 31,300 2,378 100
Man—Children 2,800 "238 100
Woman-Children 5,700 518 100
Non-family Man 8, 400 760 100
Non-family Woma 1,800 220 100
Type Unk "100 18 o
Urban Area
-=- 2,023,132 113,541 100
Husband-#i fe-——- "287.700 | 15871 100
usband-—Hife-Chilgrencacmommcomemaeeee | 4 571 500 57.914 100
Vanachdrdren~ 58,000 | 3.361 1%
yoman-Childre 216,600 12,495 100
Noo~fanily Ma 253,000 15,324 100
on~-family Woman 110.500 6.708 100
Type Unknown 25,800 1,758 e
White
- 1,576,300 87,601 100
Husband-Wife ’
Husband-Wife—Childran-- 2o 200 R 100
Man-Children - ‘3:300 2,461 100
Wuman-ctjlldre 150. 000 8.603 100
hon-fanily Man 199900 | 12,075 100
on-family Woman 73,000 4316 100
Type Unknown ’ 3 ——
15,900 1,328 -
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TYre of FamiLY, PRESENCE OF

AREAS

UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

41

*OTHERS”™ N FAMILY, COLOR OR RAcE OF HEAD, AN0 URSAN ANO

ESTiMATED PERCENT

Famiti1es CoNTaINING

Two THREE Four Five Six SEVEN OR
No Orners®®| Owne Othea Otnens | Orners | Ovnzms | Ornems | Orwens Mone OTHeRsS

88 7 3 1 1, M . :
90 6 2 ‘ . L] . N
83 10 4 2 1 b .
80 9 4 2 2 . 1 1
88 8 2 1 1 ' : .
92 5 Fi 1 H . : .
82 11 4 2 1 *
85 9 3 1 L] » L] .
78 g 5 3 2 1 1 1
81 12 4 1 1 . . »
90 6 2 1 - - - -
89 7 2 1 : : : :
o 5 2 > : . . .

10
8 7 3 1 : . : :
0 8 5 3 2 1
82 11 4 1 1 * * *
83 10 4 2 1 - N -
84 10 3 1 1 M * .
89 7 2 1 . » : :
77 13 5 3 1 1’ » -
% 13 ; ; % 2 1 1

11
n 14 6 2 1 * . .
81 9 4 2 2 1 1 1
gg 11 2 ]1. g L ] . *
70 ] ?, 3 2 - . 1

19 F: 7 5y i
78 12 7 3
57 8 7 8 10 2 3 4
72 10 7 4 2 3 1
%0 6 2 1 . : . .
S : 20 I T O I :

1

84 13 3 2 : M M .
a7 8 3 1 M »
83 7 4 2 2 1 . .
82 11 4 1 1 *
91 2 1 . - . .
91 H 2 1 . : . .
4 4 1 * : . . .
S8 9 3 2 . . . .
90 7 2 1 » .
86 7 4 2 1 1 . -
8¢ 11 3 1 !
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42 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS
Tastt 3. UWITED STATEs SuMmamy: OisTrisuTion of ReELisF Famities, Ocroser 1933, oy
RuaaL
NUMSER OF FAMILIES
Tovat
EnunenaTeED TovaL TotaL
oK 1] Famroies
EsTimATED SamrLe
(Urban Areas-Continued)

Kegr 409,600 23,790 100
Husband=Wife 79,600 4,569 100
Husband-Wife-Children 162,400 9,219 100
Man-Childrer 12,700 100
Woman-Childr 62,600 3,640 100
Nnn-famfly Man 47,100 2,864 100
!};n-familzww:;ma" 36,;88 2,23% 100

pe Un n 8, 4 rmmm———e

Other Races . 10
Husband-Wi f 37.238 218 108
Husband-Wife-Childre 20,900 1,113 100
Man-Childr -000 ' 100
¥oman-Children 4,000 252 100
Non~family Man 5,900 395 100
Non-family Woman. 1, 200 101 100
Type Unknow 1 10 | s=c-me=-

Rural Areas.
Husband-Wif “123'333 2;'%3? 100
Husbang-¥ife-Children 702,400 53,986 100
Man-Children 40.900 3'242 100
Woman—Children 75,500 6.938 100
Non-family Man 126,100 12'063 100
Non=family Woman. 39,400 ‘917 100
“Type Unkn 18,700 1992 e
. f

White
ushand-Wife 121.300 | 3o:318 100
Husband-Wife-Children 609,200 48,226 100
Man-Children +300 1694 100
Woman-Childr 23300 %789 100
Non-family Man. 101,700 10,457 100
Non-family Woman 29,200 173 100
Type Unkn 16, 500 ] e

. '

Negro
Husband-Wif 167,700 9,441 100
Husband-Wife-Children 28,700 1.621 108
ManChildre 82,800 4,496 10
Woman—Chitdren ' 90 - igg
Non-family Man %1.300 885 100
Non=family Woman. -800 1,239
Type Unkn 2:%00 ] o

: IR

Other Rac
Husband-Wi fe 18.190 2,319 1%
Husband-Wife-Children 10 4 0 a2 00
Man-Childre P33 1,265 1OO
Woman-Children 00 123 ioo
Non-family Man 1';00 266 100
Non-family Woman. 2,500 365 0
Type Unkn 9 112 ..
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Trre of Famity, PRESENCE OF

"CTHERS® N FamiLy, COLOR OR

43

Race OF Hgat, AND URBAN AND

AREas
ESTIMATED PERCENT
FAMILIES ConTainIng
Two THREE Four Five Six Seven on
No Orners One Otuer | Ovnenms OTHERS OTHERS Otners Ovners | Mome Ormeas
86 9 3 1 1 - - .
86 9 3 1 1 * . *
91 7 2 1 * M : °
81 12 ¢ 2 1 . ° N
83 11 4 2 . * * .
17 11 6 3 2 1 1 1
79 12 6 1 * * ’ *
80 8 4 2 2 1 1 1
84 10 1 . 4 2 - -
89 3 1 . 1 > .
68 22 3 3 3 < - L
75 15 7 3 < 4 <
57 ] 5 8 11 3 2 5
72 10 6 s 1 : 4 *
86 3 1 1 M N .
84 10 1 1 1 M M y
90 6 2 1 * : N Z
78 13 5 2 1 : 1 .
83 11 3 1 1 : 4 :
67 12 8 5 3 2 1 2
76 12 6 2 i 1 1 *
87 7 1 1 : . .
86 9 ; 1 1 : : y
91 M 2 1 : . y 7
80 12 4 2 1 . 7 .
86 3 1 : : 1
68 12 a 5 3 2 2 2
78 12 5 2 1 1
8 1 5 2 1 1 . !
7 3 5 2 1 1 . .
85 9 . 1 1 : . .
71 16 7 4 2 1
12 17 5 2 1 1 1 !
64 12 9 5 3 3 2 :
71 17 7 3 1 1
82 ‘ 2 2 ! . !
81 lg 4 2 M : * :
89 2 1 1 v P
73 m 8 4 1 4 .
86 P 5 P4 1 1 7
56 8 10 7 8 ‘ 3 s
73 10 9 3 5 + z !

® Less than 6% in this class.
< No families in sample in this class.

1 Less than 51 cases estimated.

** Slight discr
no "others®

Digitized for FRASER
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44 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TABLE 4. UnITED STATES SumMmarY: DiSTRIBUTION OF ReLIEF FAusLi€ES, Ocvoser 1833,

NuwB€eR OF FAMILIES ESTIMATED PERCENT
ToTaL . FAMIL1ES CONTA ¢ NING PERSONS OF SPECIFIED AGE-GROUPS
ExuMgraTED | Torar |_ToTau
or In [FAMILIESE Fayqqses FAMILIES FAMILIES FaMiLIES
ESTIMATED | SAwPLE wiThH CHILD=[w)iTH CuiLD=~{wiTH PerSOKS| wiTH Ne1TaER
REN UNDER | SEw UNDER [65 Awb Over,| CwiLOREW
16 an0 16, Bur No suT No UnpER 16
Persons €5 | Persons 65| CwiLomen | Nor PERSOMS
AND OVER Ano Over UNDER 16 | 63 axd Ovir
United States ------- - 3,178,089 | 207,850] 100 3 59 9 28
Vhite 2,545,500 | 170,082 100 3 €0 10 217
Negro ---w-- | 577,300 | 33,2311 100 4 52 8 36
Other Races ~e---e.. -} 55,300 4,527 100 6 &5 7 2
Urban Areas weeweee--..| 2,023,132 | 113,540 100 2 57 9 xR
Vhite --. 1,576,300 87,601 100 2 58 10 30
Negro --. 409,600 . 100 3 52 6 40
Other Races —oooeeoo.| 37,200 2,149 100 6 65 § 23
Rural Areas 1,154,957 | 94,3100 100 5 &3 ii 2
White . 969,200 | 82,491 100 4 64 10 2
Negro ---. 167,700 | 9,441f 100 7 55 12 2%
Other Races ~ece-eee..| 18,100 2,378] 100 6 65 8 2l
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 45
PResence OF AGED PERSONS AND CWiICOREN, COLOR OR RACE OF HEAD, AND URBAX AND RuPAL AREAS
EsTiMaTED Perceny
Famivies Containing Persons OF SPECIFIED AGE=GROUPS
Famtpies wivn CniLcRen uwDER 16 awD Persous 65 ano OveR
sg::‘.',:,::: CONTAINING Containtng ..zc|°7:YzAuI“M‘A"|.GEs
ToraL AND FEMALES MaLes Oney FemaLES OnLy NOR FEMALES
16 10 64 16 1o 64 16 1o 64 S vo 64
Years oF AGE Yeans OF AGE Years OF AGE YeARS OF AGE
100 52 8 28 8
100 62 7 24 6
100 4 11 4 12
100 61 14 20 4
100 56 g 28 €
100 63 7 ] 5
100 2 13 28 10
100 €4 13 19 4
100 9 8 25 9
100 62 7 2 g
100 52 9 2 e}
100 85 17 2 6
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46 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TaBLE 4=-CONTINUED., UNITED STATES SUMMARY!

DISTRIBUTION OF RELIEF FamiLies, Ocroets

RuraL

Negro e=so.
Other Races ------ S,

Other Races ....

Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

ESTIMATED PERCENT

FAMILIES CONTAINING PERSONS UF SeeCIFIED AGE-GRoues

FAMILIES WiTh CHILDREN UNDER 16, BUT w0 PERSONS 05 anp Over

Contatntng ConTaInINg

SOTH MALES CONTAINIKG CONTAINING HEITHER MALES

ToTay AMD FEMALES MALES OnLY Femares Owiy NOR FEMALES

16 1o &4 16 7o 64 16 To &4 16 vo 64

YeARS oF Ace | Yeans oF Ace Yeans or Ace YEARS OF Act
100 % 2 8 :
100 2 2 6 .
100 81 3 16 *
100 89 3 8 -
100 88 2 10 :
100 0 2 8 *
100 78 3 19 -~
100 89 3 8 -
100 93 2 5 -
100 3 2 4 °
100 89 3 8 *
100 89 4 8 o




1933,
Argas

UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

47

8Y PRESENCE OF AGED PERSONS AxD CHiILDREN, COLOR ON RACE OF HEAD, AND URBAK axso

EStiMATED PERCENT

FamiLies CokTAINING PERSONS OF SPECIFIED Age—GRrours

YT %0 CuiLprEn unpgr 16

FaMIL1ES with Peasons 685 awp Over, 8
COKTAINING CONTAINING
soTn MaLES CONTAINING CONTAINING NETTHER MALES
ToraL AND FEMALES Mages Ouiy Fewares Oniy NOR FEMALES
16 to 64 1€ vo 64 16 1o 64 16 To 64
Yeans of AGE Ytans of Act Yeans oF Ase YeARS OF Age
100 16 17 21 46
100 1% 18 20 46
100 18 13 17 45
100 23 12 15 5
100 14 19 21 45
100 i) 20 21 46
100 19 1% % 43
100 26 1 2 S0
100 .18 15 19 47
100 18 16 19 47
100 13 12 2 48
100 18 14 18 50
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48

TasLe U-CONTINUED. UNITED STATES SuMmmMaRy:

UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

DISTRISUTION OF RELIEP Famities, OCTOIER

1933, oy Presexce OF Ageo PeasSons axp CniLOREw, CoLom or RAcE oF Hezap, AnD Ursan awmo

RURAL AREAS

Un‘zted States -eercrcccces

Negro
Other Races «c-cceccmeee

Urban Areas cececececcnmces
White --
Negro --.
Other Races «cecceacaa-n

Negro -..
Other Races

ESTINATED PERCENY

FamiLies ConTAINING PERSONS OF SPECIFIED AGE-GROUPS

FAMILIES wiTH NEITHER CHILDREN UNDER 16, wOR PErsoNs 65 anp Over

Coutaining
BOTH MALES Containing Conraining
TorAL ANO FEMALES MALES OwnLy FemaLES Owiy
16 1o 64 16 1o 64 16 ro &
YeaRS OF AGE YEARS OF AGE Years oF At
100 3¢ 27 11
100 61 29 10
100 62 21 17
100 60 32 8
100 59 28 13
100 58 30 11
100 62 20 18
100 58 33 9
100 66 26 8
100 67 27 7
100 65 24 10
100 63 30 7

* Lless than .6% in this class.
- No families in sample in this class.
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Taste 5. UNITED SYATES SuMMaRY:

49

PrOPORTION OF RELIEF FaAMILIES, OCTOSER 1933, CONTAIN-

tus () AcED Heaos, (8) Acep Pgasons, axp (c) Ageo Persons wivHout Orner ADuLTS, BY
CoLonr OR RACE OF HEAD, AND Unsan ANO RUNAL AREAS

NunBeR OF FAMILIES

ESTIMATED PERCENT

Negro
_ Other Races -.... evmcaee
Rura}

White

mg RACES cuneeocmcmcnns oee

FAMILIES

FAMIL (€8 CONTAINING

' 1% WHICK FAMILIES Persons 65

aTaAL ToraL Desigrares Convaining | Years of AGE

E““"‘o:‘"" "w HEAD waAS & PERSORS 65 OR OveR BUT

SausLe PERsoN 65 Years oF AGE CoNtAINtNG

EsTimaTen Yeans oF Ack oR Ovea NO PERSONS

or OvER 16 1o 64

YEARS OF AGE
3,175,089 207,850 9 13 5
2,545,500 170,092 10 13 5
§77,300 | 33,231 8 2 4
55,300 4,527 7 12 3
2,023,132 113,540 8 11 4
1,576,300 87,601 9 12 4
600 .7 & 9 3
37,200 2,149 6 12 3
1,154,957 94,310 1 15 5
8 82,491 11 14 5
167,700 9,441 14 19 7
18,100 2,318 10 pLs 4

! The total sample includes cases of “unknown family type.”

for number of such cases. Percentages were computed on the basie of known

types only.

Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

See appendix table



50 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TASLE 6. UNITED STATES SUMMARY: PROPORYION OF RELIEF FAMILIES, OCTOBER 1933, CONTAIN=
ine (a) Feuare Heans, (o) OuLy Fewares 16-64 Years OF Ace, {(C)ONLY FEMaLES 16~64 YEaas
OF AGE BUT WiTn CHILOREW, BY COLOR OR RACE OF HEAD, AND URSaN AwD RumaL Aneas !

- NuMseR oOF FAMILIES ESTIMATES PERCENT
- FAMILIES
CONTAIKING
ToTAL FamiLics I::u;:::: CriLorex
Ewumerateo | TOTAL IN WHICH oMLy Peason | UMER 16 1
o tw Destenates 16 10 64 waicH Oney
EsTnareo | SawriE Hero wAS | yeaes oF Ace Pensox
A Femare wAS & FEMALE 16 ro &4
Yeans oF Age
wAS A FEMALE
United States ---e-e-cevmoucacenaac} 3,178,089 | 207,850 14 i S
White 2,545,500 | 170,092 12 9 S
Negro 577,300 | 33,2t 22 17 10
Other Races cecceacencccomencaaaas 65,300 4,527 14 9 7
Urbap 2,023,132 | 113,540 16 12 1
White 1,576,300 | 87,601 14 7 L
Regro 409,600 | 23,790 25 20 11
Other Races -eoe--a- cemeorrocasae 37,200 2,149 14 9 6
Rural 1,154,957 | 94,310 10 8 4
White 969,200 | 82,491 9 7 4
Negro 167,700 9,441 15 11 6
Other Races -commcececmerccacaan. 18,100 2,378 13 g 6
1 The total sample includes cases of 'unimom famly type.® See appendix table
3 for number of such cases., Re g o on the basis of known

types only.
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52 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS
Tasie 7. DistRisuriOh OF RELIEF FaMiLiESs, OCTOoBgr 1933, oy Tn:'or Fan
NUMBER CF FaAMILIES “E{:‘,‘IE&JR‘%’,‘IJ’
ToTaL TotaL NORMAL
EnumgRrateo ™ ToTaL
or Samwpee | FAMsLIES Hussano-
ESTiMATED HusBAND~ Wire-
WIFE CHiLDREN
Alabama 98,648 | 4,930 100 1 3
khite 58,000 { 2,900 100 9 61
Negro 46,500 2,028 100 12 40
Other Races 2 2 e
Urban Areas 28,470 1,469 100 11 43
whit 13,100 654 100 9 sS4
Negro. 16,300 815 100 13 33
Other Rac ] 4 - = 4
Rural Areas 69,178 3,461 100 10 57
White 44,800 2,246 100 9 64
Negro. 24,200 1,213 100 12 4
Other Ra * 2
Arizona 20.427 4,082 100 10 40
White 10,600 2,116 100 13 40
Negro 1,000 205 100 23 za
Other Races 8,800 1,761 100 5 42
Urban Areas 9,058 1,814 100 9 35
ke Blal Bl o83
Other Races 4,400 asg 100 2? 3
Rurni Areas 1,3 | 2,268 | 100 1 45
Neore ,600 [ 1,312 100 13 “
Other Races o] 4
) 4,400 873 100 7 4
Ar ansas- 44,331 | 4,828 100 12 »
Negre, 35,200 3,520 100 1n 42
Other Rac 13,100 . 100 14 a
1] «
rhan Ares 18,910 | 1.8% | 100 B
Negro 1,300 1,122 100 12 3
Other Races 7'702 752 10 13 L
Rural Areas
“white.. 29,415 | 2,942 100 12 42
Negro , 2,398 100 10 45
Other Races 5,400 542 100 16 3
Calif ia
"ahite 18,284 | 3,720 100 16 45
Negro 100, 400 3,166 100 17 “
Other Races 6,400 141 100 20 %
Urban 1,500 413 100 6 51
roban
whoter. 101,252 | 2,016 100 16 “
Negro 2700 | 1,709 100 17 o
Other Race 6,200 5 100 19 %
9,100 100 [ 51
Rural Area
White 17,112 1,704 100 18 51
Negro 14,600 | 1,457 100 20 5
Other Races 200 16
2,300 3t 100 ‘ 60
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 53
1Ly, Color om Rack oF Heab, AND BY STATES FOR URSAN AND RURAL AREAS -
ESTINATED PERCENT OF FAwILIES BY Tyee
NormaL FamiLy Baoken FamiLy Non-FamiLy
Broxew Non=FamiLy w1t Otneas ¥iTh_OTHERS wits Otnges
Hussano—| Hussawo~ Man- Woman—
Man— Yoman— Man | Woman Wire— | Wirg—=Caito—{ ChiLoren— | CHitoren— | Man— | Woman=
ChsLomen | CoiLonen ALONE | ALone Otngrs | men-OTHERS OTHERS Otners | Otnens | Otuens
2 8 4 2 4 9 1 2 3 1
2 6 3 1 3 8 1 1 3 1
3 11 4 3 S 10 2 3 4 2
3 15 4 4 4 7 1 3 2 3
2 10 5 2 2 7 ° 2 3 2
3 2 3 5 5 6 1 3 1 4
o s 7 s - 3 ot - < s
2 ] 3 1 4 10 2 2 3 1
2 5 2 i 3 9 1 1 2 1
3 5 5 2 5 12 2 3 5 1
4 7 14 3 2 7 1 2 8 2
3 ] 18 3 2 8 1 1 6 1
3 8 14 9 4 2 * 3 4 3
4 10 9 2 2 8 2 3 10 2
4 9 15 4 3 7 1 2 9 2
4 7 2 -] 3 L] 1 1 6 2
5 11 16 7 -] 2 1 1 3 4
4 11 9 3 2 9 2 3 12 2
3 6 13 2 2 7 1 2 7 1
3 4 17 3 2 6 1 1 [ 1
4 9 8 1 2 8 2 3 $ 2
3 8 8 7 3 4 2 2 1 4
3 g 7 6 2 4 2 1 10 4
3 7 9 12 4 4 2 2 12 4
2 ? 8 7 4 4 1 2 14
2 8 7 5 3 4 1 2 u 5
2 7 10 10 5 2 2 14
4 8 7 7 2 4 2 1 3
3 8 7 6 2 4 2 1 8 3
4 7 9| u 3 4 1 2 S 2
3 7 v 1 3 : : 3 t
3 7 18 ‘4 1 2 N * 3 1
3 10 10 8 5 6 1 - 2 J
s 5 13 1 1 7 1 3 1
3 7 i 4 1 3 s ) 2 1
3 7 | s 1 2 . 5 21 1
3 10 10 8 5 6 1 2 w
5 4 " 1 1 7 2 3 2
2 4 )] 2 2 3 . . 4 "
2 3 B3| 2 2 3 : L =
‘ 10 s 2 2 7 - 4 4 4
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54 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TasLe 7. ODistrisuTion oF ReLser FamivLies, Ocrtosen 1933, sr Tyee oF Fax

Numagr OF FAMILIES BTt e
¢ Torat Totar T NomuaL
WYMERATED OTAL
¢ or Sn::u FAMILIES “‘;z':"_"
STIUATED wire | Cariorex
Colorad 22,815 3,609] 100 12 45
White 19,000 2,997 100 13 “u
Negro 1,100 uzl 100 16 27
Other Races 2,800 500 100 7 54
Urban Areas 17,043 1,695 100 13 45
Whit 14,200 1,414 100 13 4
Negr 1,000 102} 100 16 28
Other Races 1,800 179 100 8 56
Rural Area 5,772 1,914 100 12 4“4
White 4,800 1,583 100 13 43
Negro b 10
Other Races 1,000 321 100 5
Connecticut 23,961 4,245 100 11 %
White 22,600 4,052} 100 11 57
Negro 1,400 193] 100 16 4
Other Races o + - V] -
Urban Areas 19,902 1,920 100 11 %
white 18,100 1,796 100 11 57
Negro: 1,200 14 100 16 4
Other Races. o o VY i 4
Rural Areas 4,659 2,325 1% 11 57
whit 4,500 2,25 100 1 58
Negro 200 69
Other Races - - - ‘ !
Delaware. 5,862 3,49 100 14 42
White 3,800 ,335 100 11 51
Negro 2,100 1,163] 100 2
Other Ri 4 4 + + B4
Urban Areas 4,726 2.362] 100 14 42
White 2,900 1,474 100 11 52
Negro 1,800 888 100 20 %
Other Races - - M 4 <
Rural Areas 2,138 1,136 100 13 2
Thite f’;gg 1| 100 1 8
qro z15] 100 16
Other Races 4 4 ) 4 <
District of Columbi 12,223 4,57 100 16 36
:’.":—: g.g 2,678 100 10 ;:
Other Races o 1.8% 10?1 lg <
Urban Ar 12,228 4,567, 100 16 %
White 2,700 2,671 100 10 “
Negro 3,500 1,89 100 18 34
Other Rac o 4 M i
fFlenid 102,432 51091 100 16 5
whit 53,700 26781 100 13 52
Negro 48,700 2,431 100 19 31
Other Races 4 o o” o Ed
Urban Areas 55,474 2% | 10 18 b4
::l:; 2:.000 1,197 100 15 42
i e S I N R
Rural Areas 8,95 28] 100 14 2
:2;:‘ gg.égg 1,181 100 12 fg
Other Race T “Zl 10?‘ 13 4
Georgia 9,588 3,466 | 100 14 48
:*Ht: 37,300 1.857] 100 11 58
egro—-—— . 1, 100 18 »
Other - V] - ) 4 4
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56 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TaBLE 7. DISTRIBUTION OF RELIEF FaAMILIES, OcTosen 1933, By Tyre oF FAM

Nuges o FawrLies| ST NATED PERCRAT o
Tovat Tora. NORaAL
ENUMERATED ™ TotAL
or Samrre | FAMILIES | yyspanp—] Huseano-
ESTIMATED WiFe WeFe-
CHILOREN
{Geargia-Cont inued)

Urban Areas 34,098 1,6@2 100 16 2

White ;%,ggg 662 100 13 54
ro
mer Races v 1'033 l(l-)‘ 18 33

Rura) Areas 35,490 1,774 100 13 54
¥hite 23,90 | 115 100 1 60
Negro 11,600 579 100 17 40
Other Races 4 4 7 4 4

Jdaho .. 5,433 | 5.434 100 13 i
wkﬁé'c_e 5400 5.372 100 13 45
0 4
Other Races 2 18 .

Urban Areas 2,667 | 2,667 100 14 46
vhite 2,600 | 2,610 100 14 47
Negro : 46
Other Races~eee 2 1 e

Rural Areas 2,766 2,767 100 12 43
:h-tr: z.ao?l 2.762 103 15 43
Other Racesaa.- 1 7

m imi: 227,996 | 9,092 100 13 4
ite 183..';88 7.518 100 12 38
mr Races 31:400 1,5;2 e 1

Urv!::r_szms 192,899 | 7,699 100 13 48
M'rf_ 155.9(038 6,222 100 12 gg
Otger Races 3?,200 1.4§§ 12 =

Rumtmas 35,097 | 1,39 100 13 51
nit 32,700 1,29 100 13 53
mge . 2,400 o7 *

r Races 4 4 4 4 ’

ind ivﬂ(h"? S 76,649 | 4.352 100 16 45

Negro 66,900 3,91 100 16 48
Other Races 9'5_’88 39; 10 16 2

Urban Areas----- 54,886 | 2,187 100 16 ]
NeGrO——mamemmm 43.400 | 1]810 100 17 1
Other Races "‘lg 37; 190 16 ;—"‘3

R“m (hreas at,765 | 2,165 100 15 51

s 250 2,141 100 13 L.
Other Races 4 23 J 4 J
hmwhite ..... 35,051 4,585 100 12 60
o i || s | | &
Other Ra 200 19 -

Urban Areas 26,368 | 2,423 100 12 58
,,e?: 23'388 2.35 100 12 58
Other Racese--- 200 17 .

R"w":}t:""“"‘" 10,683 | 2,122 100 12 67
Negro 10,600 | 2,105 100 12 67
Other Races 109 1 : ——

Ka ! 2
fnsas
o 46,221 | 4,619 100 16 8
Thite —--| 39600 | 3083 | 100 | 15 %
Other Races 6-388 523 199 21 3

Urean Areas 27,89 | 2,8 | 100 18 149
Nearo 21,300 | 2,128 100 17 52
Other Races 5.5% 2| 10 2 38
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 57
LY, COLOR ©OR RACE OF HEAD, AND BY STATES FOR URBAN ANO RURAL AREAS *
ESTIMATED PERCENT OF FAMILIES 8Y Tvpe
BAOKEN NON=FAMILY NorMAL FamiLY BROKEN FAMILY Now=FamiLy
®ITH OTHERS WiTH OTHERS WiTH OTHERS
umn- Wouak— | Maw | Wowan "‘;’I"‘E"" m"'“:_'c‘”":’;_ Cnrn*- c:l":."; Man= | Woman=
- REN= N
wonew } CniLDres | ALone | ALone OTners REN-OTHERS OTneRs Orwers Otnens| OTuers
3 11 8 8 2 4 1 2 4 2
A I S O A I O O O O O
4 1?/ _a/ 3 o 4 4 .3/ 4 vy
3 5 8 1 2 5 1 1 6 1
3 4 7 1 1 5 1 1 6 1
4 6 12 2 4 5 1 2 7 1
4 W) J 7 o 2 ) V] ) 7
3 9 18 5 1 2 1 N 4 1
3 9 17 5 1 2 1 > . 1
3 ] 13 4 1 2 1 1 4 1
3 10 12 4 1 H 1 1 4 T
I A 2L A S O I S B IR O I
< 2 Z 3 9 ) 4 4 a J
2 10 5 1 4 * 2 2 1
2 9 ‘é 4 1 4 * 1 1 1
2 17 10 8 3 3 1 4 2 3
2 1 1 1 3 - 2 1 1
2 10 12 4 1 3 M K 1 1
2 17 10 2 3 1 4 2 3
3 7 ] 5 2 4 1 1 3 1
3 7 8 5 2 5 1 1 3 1
o . J . ) o 4 o 4 o
2 9 9 2 5 1 2 2 1
2 8 9 g F: 5 1 1 2 1
— 15 10 9 3 5 2 4 1 2
2 10 9 2 5 1 2 2 1
3 9 9 2 1 5 1 1 2 i
— 15 10 10 4 5 2 4 1 3
2 6 8 5 2 5 1 1 2 1
2 6 8 6 2 5 1 1 3 1
! ‘ 4 v v 4 4 4 4 4
3 5 g 1 1 4 1 1 3 .
2 5 8 1 1 4 1 1 3
4 10 12 5 2 1 1 L t t
3 [ 9 1 1 5 1 1 3 :
3 6 9 1 1 4 1 1 3 *
————
: 4 1 3 1 ' 4 .
2 ? N : 1 3 1 ’ 4 *
e
2 5 3 2 4 : 1 4 t
AEEEIEREI RN RN
—_ 8 8 4 4 5
3 6 5 1 1 4 1
3 5 s| 3 3 5 : T S
3 9 N 2 4 1 2 4 2
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58 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS
TaBLE 7. DiSTRIBuUTION oF RELISF FAmsLiES, OcTOomer 1933, oy Tree oF Fau
NUMBER OF FAMILIES Es}:u:ﬁgﬁn!" of
ToTaL NoauaL
EnvnenaTED “’.',:L Torat
or Saupre | FAMILIES | Hussanp= | Hussauo-
EsTimaTEd Wire c:""_':.'“

{Kansas—Cont inued}

Rural Areas—— 19,032 1,901 100 14 $8
White 18.300 | 1.82 100 13 59
"'g'- 200 *

Other Races- ¢

Kentucky———e=ae—- 98,8331 3,437 100 10 €0
White 91,200 2.868{ 100 9 62
[T Ty — 71.700 569 100 16 39
Other Races 4 4 Y ) 4

Urban Areas 18,340 1,830| 100 13 50
White~me—— 13,100 | 1,311] 100 11 54
Negro——ewaen 5, 200 s19] 100 1?7 39
Other Races— 4 4 4 ~ 4

Rural Areas—- 80,542 1,607 100 9 63

e 78,000 | 1,557] 100 9 64
Negro——w———- 2,500 50 .
Other Reces- - 4 4 +

Louisignpecan—a 76,751 | 3,827 100 14 §5
(LR L — 41,400] 2.063] 100 10 63
T 1 — 35,200( 1,757 100 18 46
Other Races- 100 7 *

Urban Areas——- 38,766 | 1.930 100 16 48
white 14,500 7201 100 12 56
Negroe—smam— 24,200 1,206 100 19 44
Other Races- 100 4 *

Rural Areage-- 37,985 | 1,897 100 11 62

[ ——— 26,900 ) 1,343] 100 10 67
Negro——=emw-, 11,000 551 100 14 51
Other Races-. 100 *

Vain 8,884 ] 3,623 100 10 57
LR T—— 8,800 | 3,608 100 10 57
Negro——e—a— 3 it .

Other Rsces 3 4 °

Urban Areas 40821 2,018 100 10 58
”‘-::::_-:: 4,000 2,009| 100 10 58
Other Races- ? 2 .

Rura) Areas—a-. 4,832 1,605| 100 10 56

ite—mm 4,800 | 1.s99| 100 10 56
Negro——ac—a- H H .
Other Races-. 1 2 *

Maryland 31,817 | 4,300 100 12 s7
:h-te-—--—- - 20,300{ 2,988) 100 10 62
o: ::-'::: 11.505 1.315 103 15 45

Urban Areas 26,991 | 2,695 100 13 56
wite 16,200 | 1,613] 100 11 §2
Other Races. .803 1'05.24 103 13 4

Ru;:}tAnu 4,82¢| 1,605] 100 9 61
Negre 4,100 1,3751 100 9 63
PH S 700 2301 100 8 s

Massachusetts 89,8481 3,558} 100 1n 48
Yhite 86,400 | 3.476| 100 1t 1
Other Race 3':88 11? 199 13 2

Urban Areas 84,086 | 1,674 100 11 48
White 80,800 | 1'608] 100 | 11 49
Other Race 3'209 6: .

Rural Areas 5,782 1 1,924] 100 11 47

5,600 ] 1,867] 100 11 a
Negro. 200 5¢ s —
Other Races H 3 »
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 59
1LY, CoLor or RACE 0f HEaD, AND BY STATES FOR URSAN AND RURAL AREAS
EsTinaTED Percent of FamiLits ay Type
Broxen NON=-FAMILY Noruar Famiry BROXEN Famiry Now=Famiry
wiTH OTHERS wITH OTHERS wiTH Ovners
Mane WOMAN— Man WOMA N "‘:'SMW- 'Hﬂ_lcub- c Man- C“Vlouu- Max— | Womas—
o R 't tre— 1FE~CH1L0=] CHILDREN~ 1LOREN-
Cnicomex CHiLoREX LONE Acone OTHERS | NEW-OTmens OTneRs OTHERS OTngrs{ Oruens
8 3 9 2 1 3 * * 5 *
2 3 9 2 1 3 * ° 5 :
3 5 2 1 3 10 b3 1 4 1
3 S 2 1 3 10 1 1. 4 1
3 7 6 3 4 9 1 5 5 2
4 4 - 7 4 4 4 7 4 7
3 7 5 2 4 8 1 2 4 1
3 6 4 2 5 8 1 2 4 1
3 9 7 4 4 8 1 2 5 2
4 Mg 4 4 o 7 4 7 o+ o
3 4 1 1 3 10 1 1 4 1
3 4 s 1 3 10 1 1 4 1
4 s K v 4 4 4 < < 4
2 4 6 1 4 7 1 1 3 1
2 4 ‘ 1 3 7 1 1 4 1
2 4 8 1 5 7 1 1 6 1
2 5 8 5 4 6 1 1 5 1
2 6 7 3 7 1 1 5 1
3 $ 9 2 5 5 1 1 5 1
2 - 3 8 1 1 5 .
: 3 3 | 3 7 i 1 i
2 3 6 1 5 11 1 1 7 *
2 10 9 4 1 3 1 1 2 1
2 10 S 4 1 3 t 1 2 1
3 11 [ 4 1 4 1 2 1 1
3 11 3 4 1 4 1 2 112
—_—
—_—
2 9 13 4 1 3 1 : 2 1
2 3 13 4 1 3 1 2 1
_—
3 14 2 4 1 4 M 1 1 i
2 11 3 3 1 4 . 1 1 1
3 18 1 5 1 3 2 3 !
< = - v 4 v 4 - < d
3 15 2 4 1 3 . L B
3 12 3 4 1 3 : ! Lyt
3 20 i 5 1 2 : 2 L1l
- - - « < <4 - 7 < d
2 2 2 9 1 2 3 1
2 ¢ H 1 3 ] 1 2 211
5 10 3 3 3 13 2 3 3 2
< > % % ) _, s 4 4 4
3 12 1 10 : 1 : . N
3 13 13 10 . * y : 1 1
5 3 17 13 + 1 - £ !
3 12 1 10 : 1 : . B
3 13 13 10 . : : i ty?
3 12 8 . 1 4 M 2 i
3 12 1 8 . 1 ’ M
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60 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS
Taste 7. Disymisurion OF ReLies FamiLies, OcToser 1933, 8y Tvet oF Fan
Nuuser OF FamiLits T3piuated Pﬁ‘;“,"! i
ToTas ToTat Hommay
Enywenateo " Torat m
on Saurrz | FaMILIES Hu‘s'uun- ‘;‘l“"t"_"'
EsTimaTED ire CHinony

Michigs 152,679 | 4,474 100 13 57
White 138,400 | 4,156] 100 13 58
Negro 13,500 2801 109 16 50
Other Races- 800 28 *

Urban Areas--- 104,200 | 2,069] 100 13 58
whit . 91,100 | 1,809] 100 12 59
Hegro 12,700 252 100 15 50
COther R 400 [ *

Rural Areas—-- 48,478 | 2,405 100 13 34
Whit 47,300 | 2,347 100 13 55
Negro------- 800 38 :

Other Races- 400 20 .

Minnesota——a—e-- 45,358 | 3,672 100 10 51
White «.500 | 3,627 100 10 51
"egr 700 35 *

Other Races- 160 10 .
Urbav_\ Areas--- 35,844 1,780 100 10 49
ite———om—— 35,000 | 1,740 100 10 50

Negromn——a—- 700 35 *

Other Races- 100 5 *

Rural Areas-—- 9,514 | 1,892] 100 9 56
#hite——mm—om 9,500 ¢ 1.887| 100 9 56
Negro-—mmmn- + + < d b
Other Races- 2 5

Mississippio———m 54,559 | 4,802{ 100 11 4a
:g;::- - 317200 { 2.471] 100 10 s
Other Races- 23'309 2,339 190 2 ,

Urban Aress--- 12,163 | 2,837 100 11 n
Nojte——— §.400 | 1,261} 100 | 9 i
b4 3o 7,800 1,576} 100 3 1,

Rutal Areas--- 40,398 [ 1,965/ 100 11 5%
hite 24,800 | 1.210] 100 | 10 57
hegro———-——- 15.600 sl 100 13 1| M
Other Races- 1 .

Missouri————e—o— 45

r 57,156 | 4.878f 100 15
i 41,400 | 3,987} 100 | 13 3
Other Races- 15'283 8% 199 -

Urban Areas—— 43,607 | 2,170] 100 | 15 bt
Nearo 28,600 | 1,422 100 14 H
3 s 14,900 40| 100 18 2
Other Races '200 8 .

Rura: Ar 58

H 13,558 | 2,708f 100 12
White 12,800 | 2.565| 100 12 60
Negro- 00 141 100 18 4
Other Races- - M 2 .
Montana. - 45
a-- 18,882 | 3,155 100 11
White 18,600 | 3.637| 100 | 11 45
Negre P4 7 H
Other Races 300 51 .

3 R 9,019 | 1,804] 100 | 11 2
Negro 8,900 | 1,781| 100 | 11 -
Otger Races~ 100 17 »s

Rural Areas 52

i 9,863 | 1,951 100 11
Tnite 9,700 | 1.516| 100 | 12 5
Other Races 200 34 .

Mebraska- 13,00 | 401|100 | 14 4
e v w8 |3
Other Races- '100 14 H
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 61
1Ly, COLOR OR RACE OF HEAD, AND BY STATES FO0R URBAN AND RURAL AREAS *
EsTivatey PERCENT oF FamiLiEs 8y Tree
SROKEN sOn=FaviLy NCRMAL FamiLY BROKEN FamiLy Non=Famiry
wit OTneRS *xitH OTHERS with OTRERS
Yan— CowAne 4 - Hussanp— | Hussanp— Man= Wowa ¥ - | % -
THILOREN C«?:::u A:.‘;:: A:::: wyFE- WiFE=CniLD— | CHILDREN~ | CHILOREN~ 0':‘::,5 32:::5
CrTneRs REN-OTHERS CTneRrs OTHERS
3 7 9 3 1 3 1 1 2 .
3 § 9 3 1 3 1 1 2 .
3 15 5 4 1 2 * 1 2 2
4 8 8 2 1 2 i 1 2
4 ? 8 3 1 2 * b 1 1
3 15 S 4 1 * 1 2 2
3 4 11 3 1 3 1 - 4 -
3 4 12 3 1 3 1 * 4 *
2 1 20 4 1 2 - 1 1 -
2 1 20 4 1 2 * 1 1 -
2 8 22 4 1 2 - 1 1 M
2 8 22 3 1 2 * 1 1 *
3 7 15 4 1 2 1 M 1 -1
3 6 15 4 1 3 1 1 1
L i ~ - ./ < ~ - s <
3 8 6 6 2 ] i 2 4 2
3 7 5 4 2 6 1 2 3] 2
3 10 & 9 5 5 1 3 5 3
3 1 8 10 2 5 1 2 51 02
2 9 7 6 2 & ! 3 i
3/ 1?( 13 1?/ .3/ .31 7 ~ o 4
3 7 5 5 3 6 1 2 3| 2
3 ? 4 4 2 7 1 2 3 1
3 8 7 5 5 6 ! 3 L
2 10 2 4 1 2 2 2
2 9 ; : 2 ‘- ! H 211
2 14 10 14 z 4 G
2 1 2 4 1 2 2 2
2 o [ i 2 : ! : 21
2 15 10 15 2 ‘ 4 L2
2 7 2 4 1 1 3 1
2 7 : 3 2 b H H - I
2 ] 13 ] 2 2 1 1 L
2 8 21 s 1 3 : 31t
2 8 21 s 1 3 SR L
———
2 10 25 6 1 2 : ! AR
1
2 | 10 25 ; 1 3 ! 2
——
2 6 17 3 1 i : M 4 1
4 1
3 6 17 3 i 2
—— 3
- -
2 8 ] 4 1 2 - . 1 .
2 7 9 1 2 . }
1 19 10 3 2 : . ! “1 =
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62 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Taste 7. DisTrisuTion OF ReLiEr FAMILIES, OcToser 1933, sy Trre ofF Fan

Numger oF FamiLIfs Es!;;A"YE—'F'D“ E;EFI;:‘"
Torar ToraL NomualL
ERUMERATED ™ Totan m
on Sausre | FAMoLIES | HusBAND- ":&“":'
EsTiMaTED WIFE CiLoRex
{Nebraska-Cont 'd}

Urban Areas 8,432 | 1,879 100 15 57
White. 8,300 { 1.648 160 15 60
gtgru . : 1,10(: 2%3 100 22 33

er Xaces~

Rura] Aress 4,413 | 2,198 | 100 11 60
White 4,400 | 2,181 100 11 60
Other Fac S B 4 B

Nevada- 2,946 | 2,946 100 10 23
:h.'t_ 2,700 2,5;3 100 10 3
egro
otRer Race 200 22¢ 100 10 25

Urban Aress—- 1,300 | 1,278 100 10 24
:t.u:: 1,200 1,2&; 190 10 24
Other Rac ] 46 .

Rural Ar 1,700 {1,671 100 9 22
:t.mro---——- 1.502 1.‘§1 100 9 22

G 9
Other Races- 200 180 100 2 24

New ;h,. hire 5,030 3,134 100 10 51
”‘::- 5.000 3.12; 100 10 51
Other Races 2 2 >

Ur:gr‘ntAr" 3,791 |1,893 100 10 54
Negr 3.809 1.89§ 100 10 54
Other Races- 4 4 i’ 4 .

R";ggt‘fus-—- 1,235 11,241 100 12 43
iddad 1,200 1,23; 100 12 43
Other Races- 2 H s

Kew Sprsey————- 84,452 15,205 | 100 | 11 55
Negre 68,200 |4,195 100 10 59
it tedon | eie | wog | 33| 3

Urban Areas.

" 78,198 2,862 100 11 55
Aepre e al A R
Other Ra ) ) 4 > i

Rural Aress— 12,356 |2,243 | 100 | 12 51
Negro. 9,500 11,892 100 11 S4
Other Races-— 1'80_0, 351 103 18 %,

New Mexico.

A 8,587 |4,52¢ 100 7 48
thite——m- s:oog 4:12 109 8 48
Other Races- 600 374 100 6 48

Ur:gg Areas-— 2,485 [ 2,477 100 7 47
"‘é: 2300 j2:277 | 100 7 4

. °“°; Races- 200 | 184 100 P 50

ura ress——-

Whitem oo 2 4,102 12,047 100 8 48
Noare 3,700 1fesg 109 8 48
Other Races-
400 190 100 7 47
N [N
M3 305,252 {7,108 | 100 | 12 64
T ) | 6| 8
Other Races- * 10
€00 20 .-

Urb —

Than Aress 270,754 |5,396 | 100 | 11 &4
Negro 244,100 (4,864 100 11 fg
Other Races- 26'288 52; 190 18
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 63
iy, CoLon on Race of HEAG, AwD BY STaves For URsAN AND RumaL Argas ?
ESTIMATED PERCENT OF FamILIES sy Tyep
BRoxen NoN=FamiLY NoamAL FauiLy Broxew FaMiLY Now=FamiLy
wiThk OTNERS WiTH OTHERS with Ovmens
[P WoMAN=~ MAN woman | Husmano~ | Huseawo— Man- Wostan— WMan= | Woran—
Wire— | Wire-Cur~ § CHiLoRE o
CHiLOREN | Cmitomen | Atowe | ALowe Omess | onen D Orum.- Orn:::- Ovnens | OTkens
1 8 10 3 1 2 M 1 1 .
1 7 10 3 1 2 * i b3 .
1 19 10 9 2 * * 1 I 1
3 8 9 4 1 2 * M 2 *
3 8 9 4 1 2 * M 2 >
2 5 48 6 1 1 e 1 2 1
2 4 50 5 1 1 * 1 2 1
1 [ 33 [ < 4 2 2 2 5
2 3 49 5 1 2 - . 2 »
2 3 49 5 1 2 * : 2 :
2 5 48 6 1 1 - 1 2 1
2 5 50 6 1 1 * 1 2 1
F 6 31 6 1 4 2 3 2 6
2 12 11 6 1 H 1 1 1 1
2 12 11 7 * 2 1 1 1 1
2 12 9 6 M 3 ; 1 1 1
2 12 9 6 . 3 * 1 1 1
d 4 4 r 4 7 ., e « 4
2 12 17 8 1 2 1 1 1 1
2 12 16 8 1 H 1 3 1 1
3 9 7 4 2 ‘ 1 1 1 1
AN I L I A O R N A R A
4 1?1 74 .5/ .21 V] 7 7 ) v
3 10 7 4 2 ‘ 1 1 1 1
A A I O A I R A I O IR O
~ 15/ 3 .6/ .2/ .5: Z W) 2 )
2 7 10 2 5 2 1 3 1
§ 6 9 2 2 5 5 ; g ;
% A 13, s 2 3 > 7 Wl I
4 1 8 2 4 1 2 2 3
4 13 8 ; 2 4 1 2 2 3
5 13 8 . 2 § 2 3 2|2
3 14 2 5 1 2 1 3
3 14 7 7 2 5 1 2 t13
4 9 10 . 2 6 2 3 i
4 2 4 1 2 2 3
' i3 H 7 2 ' : ! z |2
5 15 7 2 3 6 2 3 E
2 8 5 1 3 . 1 1 .
2 7 5 g 1 3 : 1 1 :
2 14 ‘ [ 1 2 2 2 !
2 8 4 1 3 M 1 1 .
4 8 4 g 1 3 : 1 1 .
- 15 3 5 1 2 3 2
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64 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Taate 7. DisvRisytion OF Revier FamiLses, Ocrosen 1933, sy Type o5 fau

Numper oF FamiLtes Es;::?ﬁ:s i:cg[::!or
Torar Torat NomuaL
ExuMeRaTEd ™ ToraL u Hussanom
E“mu’ SaMPLE Famiries u;:::o— WiFe-
CHiLOREN

{New York-Cont‘d)}

Rural Areas 34,498 | 1,742] 100 13 59
White 32,800 | 1,628| 100 13 60
Negr 1,400 72 e
Other Races 200 12 M

North Carolina 56,041 | 3,844 100 9 47
White X 2,028 100 8 53
Negro 24,000 | 1,8101 100 8 38
Other Races 100 6 .

Urban Areas . 21,091 | 2,105] 100 10 40
Whit 8,800 878| 100 9 48
Ncgr 12,300 | 1,226] 100 10 35
Other Races- z 1 °

Rural Areas 34,950 1,739 100 8 51
Yhite 23,100 | 1,150{ 100 8 56
Negro 11,700 584l 100 8 40
Other Race 100 1 :

North Dakot 10,020 | 3,329| 100 9 64
¥hite 3,900 | 3,296 100 9 65
Negro 2 7 °
Other Races 100 26 *

Urban Area 1,669 1,668 100 8 n
White 1,700 1,657 100 8 71
Negro 2 6 ¢
Other R 2 5 i

Rural Areas 8,351 | 1,661 100 9 63
White 8,200 1,639 100 9 63
Negro : 1 .

Other R 100 21 .

Ohjo--- 202,865 | 5,436] 100 14 50
Whit 165,100 | 4.603| 100 13 $3
Negro- 37,500 826 100 18 36
Other R 300 7 -

Urban Areas 155,784 | 3,098 100 14 48
White———ammm 120,800 | 2,402| 100 13 §2
Negro-———ee- 34,700 691| 100 18 38
Other Races 300 5 *

Rural Areas 47,081 | 2.338] 100 | 14 55
::n- 44,300 | 2,201] 100 14 fg
b3 S 2,700 z:g 109 17

Oklahona - 107,237 094{ 100 13 53
¥hite gg:aoo 3.0i8| 00! 3 gg
et Feces g | il |

Urban Areas 32,436 | 1.612| 100 14 41
¥hite 26,100 | 1,295{ 100 | 14 ;g
Other Races 5383 zgé 199 18 —

Rural area 74,803 | 1.,482) 100 | 13 58
:2;:« 66,800 | 1,323] 100 13 ?2
the Fuee S.500 | ie) a0 | w4 ) 42

Oregon 1

9 16,666 | 4,664 100 14 4
White 16,500 | 4.614{ 100 14 41
"*gf 100 22 o
Other Races 100 28 .

Urban Areas. 12,224 2,443 | - 100 13 28
White : '

EH S I I R
Other Races. 2 10 -

Rural Areas 4,482 | 2,221 100 16 48
Mhite 4400 | 2508 100 16 5
Other Races. z 1;
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 65
1Ly, CoLorR of RACE OF HEAD, AND 6Y STATES FOR URBAN aND RumaL Argas 2
ESTIMATED PERCENT OF FAMILIES oY Tree
NON-FAMILY Nomuar FamiLy Broxex FamiLy Now—FamiLy

w17 OTHERS WITH OTtHERS wiTH OTngns
Hyssanp-| Husaano- Ma N~ Wouan~
MAN- WOMAN= Man Woman Man— | ¥oman—
Coscomen | Cwiromen | Avone ALONE 0'7'"':,; :;'::_'&'“'!':; c’g‘f‘:‘!’:‘:' 0“0'1_'-“"!"::' Omiers | OTHeas
1
2 6 10 3 1 1 -
2 6 ] 2 1 § 1 . § t
4 3 14 4 6 2 5 1 2 2
4 13 3 5 2 5 s 3 2 2
3 16 5 8 3 [ 2 4 3 3
3 18 5 8 2 5 1 4 3
3 16 5 [ 2 5 1 2 3 ;
3 19 5 9 3 £ 1 5 3 3
4 12 4 6 2 5 1 3 2 2
4 12 3 5 1 5 * 2 2 2
3 14 [3 7 3 6 2 4 3 3
Vo3 6 10 3 M 2 1 : 2 .
3 & 10 2 2 1 * 2 *
2 10 4 2 M 1 * . - M
2 10 4 2 1 * * M *
3 6 11 3 - 2 1 - 2 .
3 § 1 3 * 2 1 M 2 *
° 3 8 13 4 1 4 . 1 1 1
3 7 13 3 1 4 . 1 2 *
3 13 15 ? 2 3 * 2 d 1
3 8 14 4 1 3 M t g
3 8 14 4 1 3 . 1
3 14 14 8 2 3 ° 2 - 2
4 5 9 3 2 5 1 1 3 :
4 5 9 2 2 5 1 1 3 *
5 3 16 5 3 2 4 1 2 2
6 3 5 8 4 2 5 1 : £ 1
3 5 8 3 2 s 1 M 4 .
4 9 9 7 4 6 2 1 5 1
3 10 11 7 2 4 1 1 5 1
3. 9 12 [ 2 4 1 1 5 1
4 14 8 12 2 3 1 2 4 2
3 3 7 2 2 6 1 N 4 -
3 3 7 2 2 5 * * 4 *
4 4 10 2 3 9 3 v 5 V]
¢ 2 8 21 5 2 4 1 1 2 1
8 2 5 2 4 1 1 2 1
1 8 24 6 1 4 - 1 2 1
1 8 4 6 1 4 . 1 2 1
2 7 12 3 2 s 1 1 2 1
2 7 12 3 2 4 i 1 2 1
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66 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Taste 7. OiSTRIBUTION OF RELIEF Famivies, OctoBer 1933, BY Tyee QOF raw

= NuMBer OF FAMILIES E";::T'f“:ﬁ':“i::(”
NorMaL
ToTaw ToraL
ENUMERATED ™ TotaL Huseanp-
on SamsLe |FAMILIES | HusBawo— | y pq_
ESTIMATED Wire | cuivonen

Pennsylvania 324,461 6,457 100 11 54
ng: 282,100 5,614 100 9 57
Negro 42,200 839 190 19 38
Other Races 3 200 4

Urban Areas 207,872 4,143 100 11 52
Whit 170,500 3,398 100 10 55
Negr 37,200 741 100 19 37
Other Races 200 4 ¢

Rural Areas = 116,589 2,314 100 9 59
White 111,600 2,216 100 9 60
Negr 4,900 98 *

Other Races: - - < 4 -+

Rhode Island 10,684 2,590 100 10 59
whit 10,200 2,462 100 10 60
Negro 500 123 100 16 45
Other Race 5 *

Urban Areas 10,114 2,017 100 11 €0
White 9,600 1,923 100 10 61
Negr 500 50 *

Other Races - * 4 .

Rural Areas 570 573 100 18 45
White 500 539 100 18 45
Negro 2 33 *

Other Races * 1 *

South Carolina 89,326 4,685 100 9 46
Whit 40,600 | 2,106 100 8 50
Negro 48,700 | 2,579 100 9 42
Other Races 4 7 2 4 <4

Urban Area 25,695 | 2,567 | 100 10 39
White ﬁ.zog 1,132 180 12 4
egr 40 43 100 3
Other Races 51 %% - ]

Rural Areas 63,631 | 2.118] 100 8 49
::-t: g?,BgO 974 108 g ]

r ,400 ,144 10
Otger Races 4 : ] V] - <

South Dakota 22,382 3,872 100 12 64
White 22,300 | 3.853| 100 12 64
Negr 100 15 *

Other Race 2 4 *

Urban Areas 4,244 2,065 100 13 54
White 2100 | 2,058 | 100 | 12 54
Negro H 10 .

Other Races 2 1 .

Rural Areas 16,238 | 1,607 | 100 11 66
:‘"“!e 18,200 | 1,799 | 100 11 66
egro H 5 .

Other Races 2 3 »
Tennessee 60
S 39,312 3.930 100 10
hite 30,800 | 2,081 100 9 o
ge 8.500 B48 | 100 15
Other Rates H 1 .s

Urban Areas—-- 16,094 | 1,611 100 13 80
Negre 9,100 o0e | 100 | 12 u
osproma——r 7,000 705|100 6 4

Rural Areas--- 23,218 | 2,31¢| 100 7 68
Knite 21,800 | 2,172 100 ! &%
Other Races- 1'502 “;’ 190
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 67

1LY, CoLOR OR RACE OF HEAD, AND BY STATES FOR URBAN ARD RURAL AREAS *

ESTIMATED PERCENT OF FaMILIES BY TYpPE
BROKEN Non=FAMILY NorRmAL FAMILY 8roxen FamiLY Non-FaMiLY
wi1TH OTHERS wiTH OVHERS witn OTuners
Hussano—~ | Hussano~ Man— Woman—~ MAK= | Woman—
MAN= Woman— Man WoMAN - - -

CriLoren CHILOREN ALONE ALONE (;‘1.:: RS .,T.':.-:f"n':ns C"O"I::’E:Es“- c'z)l'rL:::s" Oruees | Owwers
3 8 10 3 1 6 . 2 2 1
3 7 10 2 3 6 * 1 2 1
2 10 12 5 3 6 . * 4 1 1
2 9 10 3 1 6 - 2 1 1
2 9 10 3 1 (-] - 2 2 1
2 11 12 [ 2 6 - 4 1 1
3 5 10 2" 1 5 1 1 3|1
3 S 10 1 1 5 * 1 3 1
4 4 4 4 - 4 s - ]
3 8 7 2 1 4 1 1 2 i
4 8 8 2 1 4 1 1 2 1
S 14 5 8 1 2 < d * 3
4 8 7 2 1 4 1 1 2 1
3 8 7 2 1 4 1 1 1 1
3 5 20 1 2 3 1 . 3 -
3 5 19 1 2 3 1 3 -
3 8 6 4 3 10 1 3 5 El
2 ] 5 4 3 11 1 2 4 2
3 9 6 4 3 g 1 4 5 3
z 7 V) 7 7 V) 7 ] - 7
2 12 7 6 3 7 1 4 6 3
2 11 8 § 2 9 1 4 6 2
2 12 7 6 4 6 1 5 6 4
< + v 7 M v v 7 Y v
3 7 5 4 3 11 1 3 4 3
A S O A O O A A B A I A
Y 5 _s, f, a 15 7 V s 4
3 3 9 1 1 4 - N 3 :
3 3 3 1 1 4 . » 3 »
3 5 13 2 1 3 . s . .
3 5 13 2 1 3 . : " :

v - - - 2 -
I I I O IS RS NN R M N I
2 6 1 1 8 . 1 4
2 6 1 y 2 8 b 1 4 1
3 7 2 2 8 7 2 3 5 1
2 8 2 2 5 8 2 © 4 1
E 8 3 2 2 10 1 2 3 1
2 8 2 2 8 7 b 3 5 1
4 2 v} V) ) V) ) o — v
2 - - 2 7 M 4 -
2 g . . 2 7 . 1 s :
4 3 4 . 7 9 3 1 4 .
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68 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Taste 7. DisTRisuTION OF RELIEF FamiLies, OcTosEr 1523, ey Tyre of Fau
ESTINATED PERCENT OF

. Nuwsgr or FamiLies Samig 163 8Y Tyoe
Nomway
TovaL TotaL
Enumenaten " ToraL Huseano~
Esrmargo | Swwrse |FamiLes Hu::::n- et
"ILOREN
Texa 105,045 | 3,022 100 12 44
A I A
egro .
Other Races 22,700 640 100 8 51

Urban Areas. 73,898 | 1,482 100 12 43
Negro 19300 b %5 0| 1 |
egro 7, 352
Other Races 16.300 329 100 8 i8

Rural Areas 31,147 [ 1,540 100 12 48
White 20.700 {1,030 100 13 48
Negro 4,200 199 100 1% 34
Other Races 6,300 311 100 10 56

Utah 16,356 |4,019 100 9 52
White 16,100 | 3,958 100 9 52
g: ;: Race égg ;g :‘

Urban Areas 10,701 |2.137 100 10 A8
White 10,500 | 2,087 100 10 48
Negro 100 20 *

Other Race 200 30 *
Rural Areas 5,853 | 1,882 100 8 60
:’2':_ 5.600 1,57; 109 8 60
Other Races 2 9 .
Vermont—— 2,817 {2,620 100 10 59
it 2,800 | 2,818 100 10 59

Negro H 2 .
Other Races 4 v J ’ 4

Urban Areas 1,600 | 1,664 100 12 59
hite 1,700 | 1,663 100 12 59

1
Other Race J J o 4 o

Rural Areas 1.157 | 1,156 100 8 58

::;::: 1,200 | 1,155 100 8 56

1
Other Races ) ) 4 ] <
Virginia- 14,983 | 4,603 100 1n 49
white 8.200 | 2.821 100 10 57
Other Race s'”‘.’ 1'"3 "99 12 A0
Urbdan Areas

n A 9,627 | 1,925 100 12 48
‘{“:;:; 4,300 863 100 11 57

o L 8,300 |1,082 ( 300 [ 13 ’0

Rura) Areas 5,356 [2,678 | 100 8 51
Negro 3,900 11,958 | 100 8 3
Other Rices 1.400 n; 100 8 | 27 .

Washington
ashingto 37,877 | 3.666 100 15 47
Negro 37.;80 3.531 100 14 4
Other Races s et
ce 100 14 .

Urban Areas 2 45
White 5,967 | 1,289 100 14 H
Negro zs.ggg 121 100 14 4

Race 1 b e

Ru?’:I‘:r--- 109 ? -

White 11,910 | 2,377 100 15 53
Negro- 11,800 2.360 100 15 2
Other Races

T 100 11 e
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 69
1LY, Cotom ok RACE OF HeaD, AND &Y STATES FOR URBAN AND RURAL AREas
ESTIMATED PERCENT OF FAMILIES BY Tyeg
BROXEN Now=FamiLy NoruaL Famity Broken FamiLy Now=FamiLy
with OvueRs w1t OTHERS wiTn OTneRs
Hussano- | Hussawp— Man- Woman~—
Nan= Woman MaN WomAN - " - - MaN= | Woman—
CuiLDREN CHILOREN ALONE ALone :-,’,.T“ “'::_-&':::.s c"t;";;.::- °"°',‘,,°,‘:‘," OTneas | Otnens
3 10 8 [} 2 § * 3 [} 2
3 9 10 4 2 6 A 2 5 1
2 14 7 9 2 4 * $ 3 4
3 8 5 2 2 7 2 3 9 1
3 10 9 S 2 6 > 3 6 2
3 9 11 4 2 7 * 2 s 1
2 15 7 9 1 4 * \ 5 3 4
3 9 5 3 2 7 2 3 10 1
3 8 7 4 3 ] M 2 6 1
2 9 7 4 2 (] ' 2 5 1
3 10 9 11 7 2 2 3 . 5 4
4 5 5 1 2 § 2 1 7 *
2 11 11 [ 1 4 . 1 1 1
2 12 11 (] 1 4 . 1 1 1
2 12 14 6 1 4 - 1 1 1
2 13 ¢ 6 1 4 M 1 1 1
3 10 5 7 1 v * 1 1 1
3 10 -3 7 1 3 ® 1 1 1
3 8 10 2 1 3 1 1 2 .
3 8 10 2 1 3 1 1 2
o - 4 - < M4 4 o~ < +
3 8 9 t 1 3 1 . 2 1.
2 8 9 1 1 3 1 . 2 .
- - ) -t 7 v, - o - o
3 8 12 3 1 3 1 1 1 .
3 8 12 3 1 3 1 1 L
-~ o 4 4 4 7 4 < 4 -I
3 11 5 2 6 1 3 5 2
2 9 3 3 2 7 1 2 5 1
3 15 6 6 3 5 1 3 4 3
2 1 4 4 2 s 1 2 4 2
g 1 3 1 2 7 : ; 4 !
4
- 13 : .6: ?/ v 4 < 2| -
3 9 5 2 7 1 3. 6 2
3 8 3 3 2 ? 1 2 ? 1
2 12 [] 6 5 9 1 5 3 5
3 6 17 3 2 4 M 1 2 1
3 ] 17 3 2 4 ’ 1 3 1
e, 0
2 7 19 4 2 3 . 1 2 1
2 7 19 4 H 3 * 1 2 |1
——
R
3 4 1 2 2 4 1 1 3 .
3 4 1 2 2 4 2 1 3
——
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70 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TABLE 7. DistRisuvion OF Revief Famivies, Ocroner 1933, sv Tyee oF fau

ESTIMATED PENCENT OF
NuMBER OF FAMILIES FAMILIES B¢ TYPE
Nommag
Totat ToTaL
ENUMERATED N TotaL Hussan-
oR SamrLe [ FAMILtES | Hussano— WiFE-
ESTIMATED wiFE CriLoren

West Virginia 86,342 4,714 100 11 55
Whit 80,700 4,303 100 11 56
Negr 5,700 410 100 17 35
Other Races—-- : 1 *

Urban Areas 21,055 2,103 100 13 42
Whit 18,000 1,797 100 13 44
Neg r 3,100 306 100 14 3
Other Races - < 4 ~ ~

Rural Areas 65,287 2,611 100 10 59
Whit 62,700 2,506 100 - 10 60
Negr 2,600 104 100 20 37
Other Race 2 1 *

Wisconsi 67,352 4,266 100 1 56
White 64,900 4,115 100 11 57
Negr 1,800 89 *

Other Race 700 62 .

Urban Areas 48,95€ 2,437 100 11 S4
Whit 47,000 | 2,342 100 10 55
Negro 1,700 86 -

Other Races 200 9 *

Rural Areas 18,416 1,829 100 11 62
white 17,900 1,773 100 11 63
Negro --- 2 °
Other Races 500 53 -

Wyoming 1,482 1,482 100 11 40
White: 1,400 1,416 100 10 41
Negro t 23 *

Other Races ' 43 d

Urban Areas 709 109 100 12 38
White 700 &51] 100 11 38
Negr t 22 .

Other Race H 36 .

Rural Areas 778 773 100 10 43
White 800 765 100 10 4
Negro 1 1 .

Other Race 1 7 d
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 71

1Ly, COLOR OR Ract O©OF HEAD, AND =Y STATES FOR URSBAN AND RuRAL AREAS *

£STIMATED PERCENT OF FaMiLigs 8Y Typg

NoamaL FamiLy BroxeEx FamiLy Now-FamiLy
Broxex Non-FausLy witd Otaers Witk OTneRs w1ty Orugas
Hussano~-| Hu 0= L} w

Man— FouAN= MaN Fouan u'“ n.- L] r:-'éz - | tm L:::-tn- Cu !ov.:?:-u- Mane | Wouaw—

Crriomen | CiLomes | Acons ALONE | Otnens | omen-Otuers | Orneas Orngrs | OTHERS | Otnens
3 7 7 2 2 7 * 2 2 *
2 7 7 2 2 7 * 1 2 *
4 12 14 S 2 3 1 2 2 2
3 10 13 5 2 ] M 2 2 b
3 10 12 4 2 7 * 2 2 .
4 13 17 6 3 3 1 2 2 1
o -3 of - -« s - - s o
3 6 [ 2 2 7 . 1 3 .
3 6 5 2 2 7 . 1 3 *
4 10 9 5 2 3 i 2 § 3
2 7 16 3 1 . . 1 )
2 7 16 3 : 1 1 1
2 8 18 3 : 1 M 1 1 1
2 8 17 3 : 1 ° : 1 1
2 4 11 4 1 2 v 1 1 1
2 4 11 4 1 2 M M 1 1
2 18 2 s 1 1 ~ 1 1 .
2 16 21 5 1 1 e 1 1 *
2 17 22 5 1 1 4 1 1 1
2 18 21 6 1 1 1 1 1
3 13 20 5 1 2 4 - 2 .
3 13 20 S 1 2 -~ * 2 °

iThe total sample includes cases of “unknown family type.® See
appendix table 3 for number of such cases. Percentages were
computed on basis of known types only.

Iless than 51 cases estimated,

*Less than .6% in this class.

**Per ge omitted b there are less than 100 cases.

JNo cases in sample in this class.
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Tasce 8. DisTaisuvion OF ReELIEF FauiLies, Ocrvosem 1933, sy Prestuct oF Astd Pusen
AND CHILDREN, COLORM OR RACE oF HEAD, ANO 3Y STATES FOR URSAN AND RURAL Argas?

Urban Areas...
Rural Aress...

Ari Z0Ma-ccaeonon

Urban Areas...
Rural Arease..

Arkansas...-.--.
White....

Mengesaw
Oeger ches-
Urban Areas...
Rural Areas...

Californiasmeaee
iteeeceen
Negroe-emee=
Other Races.

Urban Areas---
Rural Areas-.-

Col orado-.---..-
White..

N [ (- Y.
ther Races-

Urban Areas._.
Rural Areas.--

Connecticutoca..
| LR C———
Negroeeecea-
Other Races-

Urban Areas..-
Rural Areas...

Delaware.coveoa-
White....
Negroceamvan
Other Races.

Urban Areas..-
Rural Areas-..

District of Col.
N [§ - ——
L 1 ——
Other Races-

Urban Areas...
Floridaceeerea.
White.

Negroeeennen
Other Races.

Urban Areas..-

NUMBER OF FAMILIES]

ESTIMATED PERCENT

FAMILIES wiTH]

FAMILIES wiTH

Rural Arease..
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ToTaL FAMILIES wiTh] FAMILIES wiTH)
ENUMERATED Tova TovaL [CrioreN UnDERICHILOREN Under| Peasons 65 ] Neitwer Caite
‘W fFamiLiEs] 16 and PEnsOns] 16, syt NO a0 Ovem, sut|oREN Usoen 16
Esvidaten | SawLe 65 AND OveR PErsons 65 | No Cricomnew | Now Peasons
Ano OvERm Undza 16 &5 AND Over
4,93 | 100 [ 66 7 21
2,900 100 5 0 6 19
2,028] 100 7 61 8 A4
2
29,470 | 1,469 100 4 63 6 2]
69,173 | 3.461 100 7 67 7 19
‘2,437 | 4.082] 100 4 56 9 3
10,600 { 2,116 100 3 49 12 36
1,000 205 . 100 2 39 ? 52
8,800 | 1,761 100 s 86 6 23
9,058 | 1,814 100 4 53 9 )
11,369 | 2,268 100 4 58 9 29
48,331 | 4,828 100 5 54 16 2
35,200 | 3,520 100 5 57 15 23
13,100 1.30; -100 4 43 19 34
18,916 | 1,886 100 4 50 12 35
29.425 | 2,942 100 5 56 19 20
128,264 | 3.720 100 2 47 7 45
100,400 | 3,166 100 1 45 7 47
6,400 u1 100 2 4 9 4
11,500 43| 100 5 66 4 25
101,152 | 2,016 100 2 46 6 46
17,112 | 1,704 100 2 52 10 36
22,815 | 3,609 100 3 52 16 2
9,000 | 2,997 100 3 51 16 3t
1,100 112 100 2 It 1 4
2,800 500 | 100 6 64 13 17
17,043 | 1,695 100 2 52 14 32
5,772 | 1,914 100 4 52 20 4
23,061 | 4,245 100 2 o4 10 2
22,600 | 4,052| 100 2 64 10 A
1,400 193 100 4 56 8 3
o -4 -t o Fl Fi o
19,302 |1,90] 100 2 65 9 2
465 12,351 100 2 61 12 %
5,862 | 3.4% ] 100 3 55 8 34
3,000 [ 3493 ] 100 [ 61 7 2
2,100 1. 163 100 3 44 9 L)
t - - o v L4
4727 | 2,363 | 100 3 54 b ]
1,135 | 1,136 | 100 6 61 1 2
12,228 | 4,567 100 - 51 3 43
2674 | 2,671} 100 1 1 1 43
954§ 1.892 100 : 51 2 €__
12,228 | 4,567 100 51 3 45
102,432 {5,109 100 6 3
53,700 {267 100 3 3 H 3
48,700 | 2,431 100 3 a 5 %
) o P r - - -
ss.478 | 2,760 ] 100 2 47 6 s
46,958 | 2,348 100 4 59 7 A
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Tasts 8. DisTRIBUTION OF RELIEF FAmiILIES, OCTOSER 1933, BY PRESERGE OF AGED PErSons
ANS CmiLokeEN, 0OLOR OR RAGE OF HEAD, AND 8Y STATES FOR URSAK AND RUAAL AREASS

Urban Areas ..
Rurat Areas ..

L1717 ————
Whiteeencen
Coonven

3:?; Races
Urban Areas -
Rural Aress -

HTinois ceucenn
u'ite ———ee
9r0 emaee
Other Races

Urban Areas -
Rural Areas -

indisna cecen..

Other Races

Urban Areas -
Rural Areas -

108 e
White eo...

Urban Areas -
Rural Areas -

.1 T Jp——
¥hite eeao.
[ JPE,

Other Races

Urban Areas -
Rural Areas -

Kontucky a.o.e.
ite maao.

louisiang aeme.
thite .....

0 vonee
a

Wrban Areas -
Rural Areas =
Waine
::ltt haad

[ J—

Otﬁ' Races
Urban Aress -
al Areas -

Digitized for FRASER

NuwBER OF FAMILES)

ESTIMATED PERCENT

ToraL T FaMiL128 wiTh| FAMILIES wiTr JFAMSLIES wiTu] FAMILIES WiTH
Enumenateo | O A | ToraL {Cuiiomew Unogr{CHiLoren Unces] PeRsons 45 {NeITHER Citi=
& ™ IFamiLtes|16 anc Persons{ 36, eur No |awd Ovem, sut|omew Unoer 16

ITIMATED | Shupre 65 anp Oven | Pemoows 65 | No CuiLomew | Nom Peasowns

And Oven UnogR 16 65 ANp Over

85,588 | 3.466 100 3 59 6

37,300 1,857 100 3 5 6 26

. 1,609} 100 3 51 7 39
2 ’ + + 2 4
34,098 1,62 100 2 54 [ 38
35,490 | £,704 100 4 63 6 27
5,459 | 5,433] 100 2 53 i5 29
5,400 | 5,370 lm 2 54 15 28
* 48

' 16 n
2,689 2,667 100 3 55 16 26
2,766 |2.766| 100 2 51 14 33

227,996 19,002 100 3 53 1 33

188,500 | 7.5181 100 2 55 32 3

38,100 1,518 100 € 43 7 44

1,400 55 hd

192,895 7,69 100 3 53 10 u

35,007 | 1,393 100 i ] 1 26

76,649 | 4,352( 100 3 55 15 27

66,900 3.%1 100 3 56 16 25

9,600 3% 100 3 51 10 36
10 3

54,584 2,167 100 3 54 14 29

21,765 . 165 100 4 57 18 20

35,051 4,545 100 3 63 9 25

800 4,417 10 3 64 $ 25
1,000 2091 100 4 43 25 28
200 19

%4.,368 | 2,423 100 2 61 9 28

10,683 2,122 100 3 68 10 19

46,228 4,619 100 3 56 3 28

3 . 10 57 13 27

32.% 3 8*3 100 % 47 12 37

600 62 hd

27,189 2,718 100 3 54 13 30

19,052 | 1,90} 100 3 L 13 25

98,885 13.,437] 100 1 69 8 16

91,200 |2.868[ 10 7 n 7 15

7,700 5691 100 14 43 12 A
4 od o -4 ot o ot

18,30 }1,830] 100 4 61 9 26

80,543 | 1,607 100 8 70 8 14

76,751 13,8271 100 3 64 s g

41,400 |2,083 | 100 3 69 6

200 |1787) 1w 3 57 s 3
100 7
38,765 |1.9%0] 100 3 58 4 E
37,086 1,897 ] 100 4 70 6 20
8
8,68 |3.623( 100 4 & 1 1
gam |3.608] 1w 4 5 u 15
* bt
: 4
9
4,002 }2.018] 100 4 % 12 1
a2 |lews| 100 4 o 15 17

http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis




74

UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TasiLe B. DISTRIBUTION OF RELIEF FamiLies, OCTORER 1933, 8Y PRESENCE OF AQGEd Pensons
AND CHiLOREN, COLOR OR RACE OF HEAD, AND 8Y STATES FOR Ursaw aAnD Rural Angas?

Maryland
White
Negro e=ee-
Other Races

Urban Areas..
Rural Areas..

Massachusetts .
[ {_J—

Negro .a...
Other Races

Urban Areas_.
Rural Areas..

Michigan o.-...
White ceees

£0 meaaw

Other Races

Urban Areas..
Rural Areas..

Minnesota
White
Negro ae...
Other Races

Urban Areas..
Rural Areas..

Mississippi «ee
White eceee
Negro ceaee
Other Races

Urban Areas..
Rural Areas..

Missour| aeeee.
White ceaa.
Negro eeaea.
Other Races

Urban Areas..
Rural Areas..

Negro wece.
Other Races

Urban Areas..
Rural Areasa.

Nebraska w..-..
White eae..
Negro =«e=-
Other Races

Urban Areas_.
Rura) Areas_.

Nevada -ceeaves
White -

Negro cavem
Other Races
Urban Areas.-
Rural Areas--

Digitized for FRASER

NUMBER OF FaMILIES ESTIMATED PERCENT
ToraL T FamiLies witn| FamiLies «1Tu| FAMILIES wiTn|FAMILIES wiTw
Envneraten] (OT*t | ToraL [CwiLomew Unoen {CuiLoren Unoer| Persons 65 |NeiTmer Chite
E N ™ dEamities{16 anp Persons| 16, sut No {ano Over, sur|oxew Unoen 16
STIMATED | SaupLe 6 aw Over Peasons 65 | No Cnilorex | Nom Persons
AND Oven UnpeA 16 &5 axo Over
31,817 4,300 | 100 2 67 6 2%
20,300 | 2,988 | 100 2 68 8 21
11,50 | 1,312 | 100 2 66 3 3
o r >
26,991 | 28695 | 100 2 67 6 %
4,86 | 1,605 | 100 5 n 9 16
89,848 |3,58 | 100 1 ] 8 30
86,400 | 3,476 { 100 1 56 3 30
3,400 us | 100 2 43 13 42
<7100 4
84,068 | 1,674 | 100 1 56 13 30
5732 1,924 | W00 2 s5 15 a
152,679 14,474 | 100 3 59 " 23
. 4,15 | 100 2 &0 15 3
13,500 20 | 100 1 52 5 32
800 F:]
104,200 | 2,069 | 100 3 61 15 2
48,479 ] 2,405 | 100 3 55 19 B
45,358 13,672 1 100 2 52 12 3
44,500 627 | 100 2 53 13 33
700 35
100 10
35,844 [ 1,700 | 100 1 51 1 3
9514 | 1,892 | 100 3 59 2 18
54,559 | 4,802 | 1o 6 57 13 z
31,00 | 2,41 | 100 6 63 10 2l
23.403 2.33(2 10 7 50 17 %
24,163 | 2,837 | 100 4 51 12 32
40,396 11,985 | 100 7 60 " 2
57,165 | 4,878 | 100 2 54 1 3
41,400 13987 | 10 2 58 13 27
. 83l | 10 3 42 7 48
10
43,607 | 2,170 | 100 2 51 11 37
13,558 |2,78 | 100 3 64 12 2
18,882 123,755 | 10 2 51 15 2
18,60 3.e9; 100 F 51 15 3
300 51
9,009 | 1,804 | 100 2 45 14 4
9,853 {1,951 | 100 2 56 15 a
13,865 | 4,077 | 100 3 60 1 %
2, 3,89 | 00 3 51 11 A4
1,100 224 | 100 1 48 8 43
100 "
9.432 | 1,8m | 1o 3 59 8 30
a2 2,18 | 10 3 3 16 18
2,946 {2,906 | 100 2 27 2 47
2,700 . 39 100 2 2 A 48
1 .
20 | 226 | wo . 35 a 40
1275 {1278 | 100 2 %0
1.671 | 1,671 | 100 H i % s
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TABLE 8. DISTRIBUTION OF RELIEF FAMILIES, Octoser 1933, ov PReSenct OF AGE0 PERSONS
aND CricLoRENn, COLOR OR RACE OF HEAD, AND BY STATES FOR URSAN AND RURAL AREASS

NUMBER OF FAMILJES! E£STINATED PERCENT
ToTaL FamILses wiTu] FamiLies wiTfFaniLies wmivn[FaniLies with
Enumanreo] 0T | Torau [Cuicoren Unorafcuiconen Unoeal Pemsons &5 [Nesthem Cwiim
'™ IFautLies|26 anp Persoxs 16, SUT No [axp Ovea, sut|omen UnpeEm 36
EsTiMATED | Sawre 63 axp OVER PEnsans 65 | No CriLDREN | Nom Pgrsons
ARg Over UnoER 16 65 AND OVER
New Hampshire..) 5,050 3,124 100 2 80 17 21
[} ZYSES— | 5,000 3,127 100 2 60 17 21

Negro.--"- 2 5

Other Races] 2 2 *

Urban Areas..| 3,791 1.893 100 2 63 14 21
Rural Areas.-.| 1,239 1,241 100 3 52 27 18
New Jersey__...] 84,452 5,105 100 2 64 7 26

White_.....] 68,400 . 100 2 66 8 24

Negrow--...] 16,100 910 100 2 56 5 37

Other Races| e 4 - - -+ + -
Urban Areas..] 73,198 | 2,362 100 2 65 7 26
Rural Areas.. 11,254 2,243 100 3 59 10 28

New Mexico--w-.] 6,587 4,524 100 7 61 15 16

Whiteeeaaa. 6,000 4,129 100 7 61 16 16

Negroeeacn.l 2 21 -

Other Races] €00 34 100 6 68 14 12
Urban Areas..| 2,485 | 2.47171 100 6 64 12 18
Rural Areas..] 4,202 2,047 100 8 59 18 15

Hew York_......! 205,252 7.108 100 2 66 6 26

White. -] 276,900 6,492 100 2 67 [ 26

Negroe.....] 27,800 596 | 100 1 59 3 36

Other Races| 600 20
Urban Areas..; 270.756 | 5,396 ] 100 2 67 6 2
Raral Areas..| 34,498 1,112 100 2 61 8 29

North Carol ina.| 56,041 3,844 100 ] 65 1 18
iteeaneed 31,900 2,028 100 6§ 6?7 11 16

Negro---.-- . 1,810 | 100 6 62 12 20

Other Races] 100 €
Urban Areas..| 21,081 2,105 100 4 64 8 24

ural Areas..) 34,950 | 1,739 | 100 7 65 13 15
Yorth Dakota...| 10,020 | 3.329 100 2 67 1 19
. R T 9,900 3,2% 100 2 67 11 19

Negroo-....] ] 7 *

Other Races 100 2%

Urban Areas..| 1,669 | 1,668 | 100 2 75 § 16
Rural Areas.. 8,351 1,661 | 100 3 66 12 20
ORiGeeaaen 202,865 {5,436 | 100 3 53 i 2

White. 27| 165.100 | 4,603 | 100 2 55 12 3

Negro.....)] 37,500 86| 100 3 45 [ 31

Other Races 7 .

Urban Areas..| 155,734 | 3.088| 100 2 52 10 36
Rural Areas-.| 47,081 |2.38| 100 1 58 13 z
Oklahoma........| 207,237 | 3.0 | 100 3 61 9 %
ite..-...] 92,800 ]2.618] 100 3 62 9 %

Negroo.....f 12,300 419 | 100 3 53 8 3

Other Races] 2,100 57 his
Urban Areas..| 32,436 |1.612] 100 3 52 s 35
Rural Areas..| 73,803 |1.482] 100 3 65 9 2

Oregoneoo..._| 15,666 | 4,868 | 100 3 45 17 3

Wite "l 167500 4614 | 100 3 45 17 %

Negroeec... 100 22 .

Other Races 100 8
Urban Areas..| 22,224 | 2,443 ] 100 2 42 16 40

ral Areas..] 4.4d2 | 2221 | 100 X 54 2 22

Digitized for FRASER

http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis




76

Tasce B.

UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

DisTRIBUTION OF RELIEF FamiLies, Ocroser 1933,

8Y PreseEncE

or Acep Persoxs

AND CHILDREN, COLOR OR RAcCE OF HEAD, AND BY STATES ro® URsaAN anD Rurat Areas

Nuvaer OF FamILIES

ESTIMATED PERCENT

ToraL FAMILIES wiTH| FAMILIES wiTH{FamiL tES wiT| Fasicies with
EwunEnaTeD TotaL TortaL [CwiLoren Unoer[CHiLomew Unoer| Persons 65 | Neituer G-
" dramicies |16 awo Persows| 16, sur No  Jawo Over, sur|omew Unoew 16
ESTIMATED | SAMPLE 65 aND Ovea PensONS 65 No CuiLoren | Nom PeRsons
anD Over UnDER 16 &5 anp Over
Pennsy tvania 824,461 6,457 100 2 62 8 28
i 282, 5.614] 100 3 63 8 26
42,588 522 10 i 51 3 L
Urban Areas .- 207,872 | 4.143] 100 2 60 7 30
Rural Areas -..| 116,589 | 2.314] 100 2 o4 g F-]
Rhode Istand ....| 10,686 | 2,590] 100 3 65 6 26
:h-le — 1o.§88 2.41% 100 3 65 6 F-]
L0 R 100 54 4
Other Races .| 2 5 ! 2
Urban Areas =--} 10,114 2,017 100 3 66 6 25
Rural Areas =a-) 570 57, 100 3 45 13 39
South Carolina --| 89,326 | 4,685] 100 7 60 [ 23
White eee-n..| 40,600 | 2,106| 100 6 60 8 25
Negro -...-..y 48,700 | 2,579 100 9 60 10 a
Other Races .| 4
Urban Areas ---] 25,685 | 2,567] 100 4 57 7 32
Rural Areas -.-] 63,831 | 2,118] 100 ] 61 i 20
Soutvl;hbnkola--u- gg.%g 3,875 188 3 66 8 23
ite --==ee- . 1 3
gro =--==-=| 100 15 2 = 2 :
Other Races - 2 4 .
WUrban Areas ==-| 4,044 | 2,065} 100 2 57 9 2
Rura) Areas ---f 18,238 {1,807 100 3 68 8 2
Tennessee —__...-] 39,313 | 3.930] 100 5 7 6 19
[ — 32.'588 3"8453 100 5 B 5 16
[ Jr— 5! 100 4
Other Races - 2 1 hid s § 2
Urban Areas ...| 16,094 | 1,611] 100 3 64 5 27
Rural Areas ..-| 23,218 | 2,219 100 6 I 6 13
TexaSe e arneen 105,045 | 3,022{ 100 6 7 26
White _......| 60,700 | 1.8%| 100 6 % Y 27
Nearo o..... .-| 21,600 5511 100 6 53 1 A
Other Races -| 22,700 640| 100 7 66 8 19
Urban Areas ..-| 73,888 | 1,482} 100 6 57 9 28
Rural Areas .--| 31,047 | 1,540] 100 6 58 14 2
[V, 7, R 354 | 4,019] 100 4
White - fg,'igg 3.9523 10 % gg i: §4
& o .
Other Races - 200 39
Urban Areas ---| 16,700 | 2,137 100 2 57 13 28
Rural Areas ---| 5,659 | 1,882] 100 3 6 15 17
2,817 ) 2,820 100 4 65 8 2
. 2,800 2.313 100 4 €5 8 24
Other Races - i} 4 J— —m——r [ ol
Urban Areas ---| 1,660 {1.664| 100 3 64 7 26
Rural Areas -..] 1,157 | 1,156| 100 5 65 10 20
Vicginia ... 24,983 | 4,603] 100 5 64 7 24
White ... ,2060 | 2,821 100 5 68 7 a
Negro —.... 6,700 {1,779| 100 5 59 8 28
Other Races -] eeweosl 3 .
Urban Areas ---| 9,627 | 1,925 100 3 64 6 27
Rural Areas ---| 5.356 | 2,678 100 3 62 1u 19
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 7

Taste 8. DiIsTRIsuTION OFf RELIEF FamiLieS, OcToser 1533, sy PrESsNCE of AGED P:asons
and Cuieorex, Cotox or RAce oF HEAD, AND 8Y STATES FOR URSAN AND RuRaL Ameas

Numacn oF FAuILIES ESTIMATED PemcEnt
¢ FAMILIES WITH FAMILIES wiTa] FAMILIES wiTh
TOvAL | 1orar 1 AMILIES WITH 1oy, nepn UnDER] PERsons 65 |NetTHER Chip—
EnvmemaTen| OTAL |CHILOREN UNDER| "16 "9yt No  {axp Ovem, sut|omes Unoer 16
on Saurg | FAMILIES 166 AND p‘;“’"’ Pexsons 65 | NO CuiLorex | Nor PeRsons
EsrivatEo 5 axo Over anp Ovee Unoer 16 | 65 anp Oven |
87,877 3,666 100 3 50 10 37
37,400 B,Ggi 100 3 S0 11 37
100 14
Urban Areaseeee 25,967 1,289 100 2 48 10 40
Rural Areas---- 11,910 2,377 100 3 55 12 2
Yest Vll'giﬂil---- 86,342 4,714 100 5 62 9 23
¥hitees.. 80,700 4,303 100 6 64 9 22
Negro--e-eeae 5,700 410 100 3 47 9 41
Otber Races-- t 1 -
Urban Areaseces 21,055 2,103 100 4 51 10 3%
Rural Areas-... 65,287 2,611 100 6 66 9 13
¥isconsin. 67,352 4,266 100 1 58 10 K38
White 64,900 4,115 109 1 58 10 30
Negro-.. 1,800 8%
Other Races.- 700 62 b
Urban Areas.... 48,936 2,437 100 1 % 8 3%
Rural Areas.--- 18,416 1,829 100 2 62 15 2
LT T— 1,482 | 1,482] 100 2 55 ® 2
Hhiteeaeoaaan 1,400 1,416 100 2 56 14 28
Negrocececaes ? 23
Other Races-- ? 43 *
Urban Areas---- 709 109 100 1 55 12 3
Rural Areas.... 773 73| 100 2 55 16 2

1 The total sample includes cases of "unknown family type.” See appendix table
3 for number of such cases. Percentages were computed on the basis of known
types only.

1 Less than 51 cases estimated.

* Less than .63 in this class.
Percemage omitted becsuyse there are less than 100 cases.

- No cases in sample in this class,
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78 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TaSLE 8A. DISTRISUTION OF KELIEF FAMIL3IES, OCTOBER 1933, sy Presence of Agep

EsTiuaTED PERCENT
FamiLies ConTaAINING PERSOKRS OF SPECIFIED AGE GROUPS
FaMILtES wivn CiLDREN UnpER 16 ano PERsoxs §5
ConTaIniNG CONTAINING
Botn MaLes CouTatning FEMALES
ToraL AND FEmsLES MaLes OWLY ONLY
16 1o 64 16 10 68 16 vo 64
Years of Ace Yeaas oF Ak Years of Act
Alabama 100 63 8 24
Ariz 100 61 15 20
Arka 100 41 7 39
California *
Colorado 100 48 10 23
Connecticut——m— ————————— 100 55 11 24
Detaware 100 63 7 22
District of Columbiammmmemeann
Flerida 100 53 8 20
Georgi 100 54 5 35
idah 100 36 19 30
i1linois 100 41 6 48
ingia 100 48 9 33
) 100 55 1 27
Kansas 100 60 7 27
Kentucky 100 75 6 15
Louisiana: 100 n 9 i8
Maine 100 47 11 35
Maryland 100 54 4 21
Nassachusettsee——e—ememmraa—-
Michiga 100 74 8 13
Minnesot s
Mississippl-——oe—mmcecaeaean 100 48 6 33
Missouri 100 29 13 33
Montana *
Nebrask 100 54 7 28
New Hampshi re-——ee—eecman——- 100 L3 4 47
New Jersey 100 73 7 15
New Mexico 100 41 7 30
New York: 100 58 10 29
North Carolina——e—ee——macae—- 100 45 g 32
North Dakotd~——e——uac—emceacas ®
io 100 48 23 18
Oklaho *
Oreg 100 57 2 31
Pennsylvania—e——eec—cemcoeaanm 100 69 6 13
Rhode Island 100 55 5 38
South Carol ind—-m—eeveasewa— 100 61 9 22
South Dakotaee———emwae—me—eae 100 76 2 13
T 100 62 12 24
Texas 100 48 8 36
Utah 100 57 4 29
Vermont 100 50 10 36
Virginia. 100 46 11 30
Washingto 100 59 4 28
West Virginiae——mamm——caommeeo 100 68 8 19
Wisconsi 100 57 4 27
Wyoming
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 79
Peasons anp CHILLAEX AND 37 PRESIACE OF Persons 16-64 Years of AGt sy Stares?
ESTIMATED PERCENT
FamtLies CONTAINING PER3ONS OF SPECIFIED AGE GROLPS
axp Over FAMILIES wiTH CHILOREM UNSER 16 8UT Ng PeERsoas £5 and Over
CoRTaAIRING ConTaintng ~ CoNTatNIRG COXTAINING
NEITHER MALES Botn MALLS SENTAIXING FEMALES MEVTHER MALES
2R FEMaLES Totat AND FEMALES aLes Luy Oney NOR FEMALES
15 70 4 15 o &4 16 1o &4 16 1o &4 15 10 68
Years of Ace Years of Ast Years of Ase Years of Ace Years of Ace
5 100 20 3 8 .
S 100 36 4 10 ¢
13 100 33 3 12 <
100 91 3 7 <
19 100 87 2 11 *
10 100 90 2 8 N
8 100 87 2 11 4
100 80 2 17 <4
8 100 89 4 7 :
6 100 88 3 8
14 100 86 3 11 M
5 100 88 2 11 :
10 100 88 2 10
7 100 93 2 5. ~
5 1c0 93 2 5 ~
4 100 93 2 & b
2 100 95 2 3 Ll
7 100 eg 2 g9 1
11 100 85 2 12 .
—_— 100 84 2 13
5 100 90 3 7 .
DR — 100 91 2 7
12 100 87 2 11 J
14 100 8% 2 13 .
- 100 88 2 9
11 100 90 2 8 -
D —— 100 85 4 11 7
8 100 g7 1 11 .
4 100 89 2 8
22 100 82 3 1 <
3 100 93 1 € 1
14 100 81 3 16 _',
— 100 93 2 5 7
10 100 89 2 4 »
R — 100 80 3 6
10 100 94 3 3 H
? 100 92 2 ¢ 5
2 100 92 2 § 7
B- 100 89 2 8 M
3 100 97 2 1
3 100 93 2 5 e
8 100 84 3 13 .
10 100 g8 H 10 N
4 100 91 2 6 :
13 100 85 F i3
8 100 % 3 7 y
? 100 33 2 5 3
12 109 92 2 6 >
—_—— 100 77 2 22
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80 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Taste 8A. DisTRisuvion OF ReLIZFr FaMiL1ES, OCTOsER 1933, Y Pagsenct oF Aste

ESTIMATED PERCENT
FAMILIES ConTaiNING PERSONS OF SPECIFIED AGE GROU?S
FauiLtes wiTH PERsONs §5 axp Over sut No CiLoREN
CoNTAINING CoNTAINING
BoTH MALES CONTAINING FeuaLes
Totat AND FesaLEd Mares OnLy Oney
16 10 64 16 1o §4 16 10 64
YEARS oF AGE Years of Ace Years of Ast
Alaba 100 28 13 28
Arizona 100 17 15 17
Arkansas 100 12 8 23
Caiifornia 100 18 17 25
Colorado 100 ] ] 20
Connecticute———mmm—e, 100 15 17 16
Delawar: 100 24 18 23
District of Columbia 100 8 15 28
florida 100 25 15 26
Georgia 100 22 17 27
fdaho. 100 9 10 16
111inoi 100 13 14 20
India 100 11 13 22
towa 100 20 29 20
Kansa 100 16 17 28
Kentucky 100 32 14 23
Louisiana 100 38 24 17
Maine 100 ] 12 14
Maryland 100 17 21 21
Massachusettsem——mme—cucocmanne 100 7 10 17
Michigan 100 ] 45 i1
Minnesota 100 11 11 14
Mississippim———mommccmm s 100 15 10 21
Missouri 100 11 16 23
Montana 100 3 19 12
Nebraska 100 13 11 22
Nevad 100 3 5 &
New Hampshire~e————eemcoccemmean 100 8 11 16
New Jersey 100 15 14 21
New Mexico 100 11 10 16
New York 100 20 20 26
North Carol ind——eecemamammaaao 100 11 ] 27
North Dakota-res——eccemcmcemeee 100 1g 17 12
Ohic 100 14 16 25
Okl ahoma 100 16 13 20
or 100 17 14 21
Pennsylvaniae——mmemeesacmmeno— 100 19 21 19
Rhode Island 100 18 31 i
South Carolinde—————mecooemeee 100 30 15 21
South Dakotammme——eesmccmmomamn 100 19 19 2C
Tenness 100 30 19 25
Texas 100 13 14 24
Utah 100 10 10 14
Vermont 100 9 19 23
Virginia 100 19 15 27
Washington 100 16 14 18
West Virginiaew——m——mcaccomeana 100 21 17 22
Wisconsin 100 i1 15 14
Wyoming 100 7 8 37
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 81

Persons AND CHILOREN AND BY PRESENCE OF Peraowns 16-64 Years oF Ast sy Svargs?

ESTIMATED PERCENT

FaMIL1£S ConTaiNING PERSONS OF SpeciFiED At GRours

Ungen 16 FaMILIES wiTh NEITHER CHitomen Unper 16 Noa Pemrsoxs 55 axp Over
Contatxing CONTAINENG CONTAIKING
NELTHER MaLES Bovn MaLes ConTainixg FEMALES
NoR FEMaLES ToraL AND FEMALES MaLes ONLY Oney
16 10 64 16 10 68 16 ro 64 16 7o 64
Yeansor Ace . Years of Asg Yeas or Ace YEARS oF Act
32 100 716 14 10
51 100 52 38 ]
58 100 61 19 20
40 100 53 a7 11
62 100 51 38 14
93 1 60 28 12
35 100 59 27 14
38 100 46 30 24
33 100 61 29 10
34 100 64 24 12
64 100 49 431 10
s3 100 58 32 13
54 100 65 23 12
32 100 71 24 S
41 100 80 15 5
3 100 84 10 (]
20 100 75 21 4
64 100 60 29 11
41 100 75 8 17
66 100 48 33 21
35 100 77 16 7
[ 100 43 48
S4 100 65 17 19
50 100 57 23 20
66 100 44 48
54 100 62 29 10
86 100 25 68 7
85 100 51 30 18
49 100 64 24 12
62 100 50 26 25
34 100 72 15 13
53 100 60 15 25
52 100 57 37
5 100 55 34 9
51 100 62 26 12
49 100 67 27 6
41 100 56 36 8
4 100 64 27 9
34 100 63 21 1¢
42 100 67 30
26 100 85 7 8
50 100 61 24 i
66 100 63 24 A
19 100 58 36 11
38 100 7 16
51 100 53 38 H
40 100 65 27 H
59 100 48 pe- Ph
e 100 4 4a

i i .* See appendix
iThe total sample includes cases of "unknown family type i
table 3 for number of such cases. Percentages were computed on the basis

.of knowh: tyg;s onl{. ;
Less than .6% in this class. -
**Percentage omitted because there are less than 100 cases,

No cases in sample in this class.
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82 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TasLE 9. ProPoRTION OF RELIEF FamiLtes, Octossr 1933, conTaining (a) Acto Heaps,
{B) AGED Prasons, and (C) AGED PeasonNs wiTHOUT OTKER ADULTS, BTV STATES FOR
URBAN AWD RUAAL AREAS?

ESTIMATED PERCENT
FAMILIES 1IN FamiLies ConTaIninG
ToraL Totay WHICH DESIGNATED FAMILIES PERIONS 65 YEARS OF
STATE FamILIES | FaMiLiEs | HEAD waS A Person ConTaining AGE OR Ovea sut
ENUMERATED N 65 YEARS OF AGE | PERSONS 65 YEARS Convalming No
SaurLe or Oven OF Age O] Ovem PeRsONS 16 1o 64
YEARS OF AGE

98.648 4,930 8 12 3
29,470 1,469 6 9 3
69.178 3,461 9 14 3
20,427 4,082 8 13 5
9,054 1,814 8 13 4
Rural eeeceeee.! 11,869 | 2,268 9 13 6
Arkansas --eseeeeceac= 48,331 4,838 17 21 10
28,916 1,886 12 16 -]
Rural eceeececscane| 29,415 2,942 2 2 12
California emeeeee—-u| 118,268 | 3,720 5 8 3
2,018 6 8 2
, 704 8 12 4
3,609 18 18 10
17,043 1,695 14 17 9
Rural eceeaeeeveee| S.772 | 191 18 k) u
COnnecticut aceecceame| 23.961 | 4,245 10 12 s
Urban eaeweecmvee-! 19,302 | 1,920 10 12 s
Rural coeeccweee| 4,839 | 23% 1 1 7
Delaware wemeecemnceas 5,862 3,49 6 11 3
Urban eeesemeee——| 4,727 | 2,363 5 10 2
Rural eeeecameeea| 2235 | 10138 11 16 s
District of Columbia -| 12,228 | 4,567 2 3 1
Urban —ceveeoeeee | 22,228 | 4,567 2 3 1
Florida cemceeceeceeaa| 102,482 | 5,109 6 9 2
Urban se—eacmec-o| 55,474 | 2,761 5 8 2
Rural ceecoecece-o| 46,958 | 2,348 7 10 2
Georgia coevcemvecee--| 69,588 | 3,466 6 9 2
Urban «-- 34,098 | 1,692 6 9 2
[T | o — --| 35,490 1,774 6 10 2
L1, Y———— Y 7T B W 14 17 10
2,667 2,667 16 19 10
2,766 2,766 12 16 . 10
227,996 9,092 10 13 6
. 192,899 7,699 ] 12 5
35,097 1,393 17 19 9
76,649 4,352 16 8
54,884 2,187 14 16 7
Rura} =eeeccaca—oe| 21,765 | 2,165 20 23 L
[ LT Y——— T ¥ 4,545 8 12 3
Urban - 24,366 2,423 7 1 3
RuFal —eeeeememmee| 10,683 | 2,122 9 13 4
Kansas coeescecaemeas! 46,221 4,619 12 16 5
Urban - 27,189 | 2,18 1 16 S
Rural eeee—ceceeen| 19,022 | 1.901 © 16 6
Kentucky weevescoss=aa| 98,883 | 3,437 9 15 3
Urban ecee- --f 18,350 1,830 9 13 3
Rural ee—emeomeo|  @0.5¢3 | 1.607 9 16 3
louisiana wesvecenceua 76,751 3,827 4 8 1
38,765 | 1,930 3 7 1
RuFal <omeommemn --| 37,985 | 1,897 5 10 1
Vaine cocermveacconcan 8,884 3,623 14 17 - 9
4,052 | 2,018 12 15 6
5,822 | 1,605 16 13 12
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83

PROPOATION OF RELIEF FamiL1ES, Dcvosen 1933, containtnag (A) Aceo Heaos,

(s) Aceo Pemsons, aws (c) Aaeo Puson TLTHAUY ornn AouLTs, sY STATES ror
Unsan anp RumaL Areas?

ESTIMATED PERCENY

FamiLigs in

FamiLi1gs Containing

Digitized for FRASER

ToraL TortaL WHICH DESIGKATED FauiLies Pensons 65 Years or
Svave Famiuies FantLits | HeAD waS A Person CantaINING Acg o Over sur
Enunerateo m 65 Years Of AGe  [PERIONS &5 YEars Convaining No
SanrLE OR OvER or At or Oven Persons 18 10 64
Years OF AGE
31,817 | 4,300 7 9 3
26,991 2,695 [ 8 3
4,826 1,605 10 13 3
89,848 3,59 13 14 9
84,088 1.674 13 14 9
5,782 1,924 16 17 1
Nichigan eeeovacaewea-| 152,629 4,474 9 17 5
Urban seveememee—e| 104,200 | 2,08 8 18 4
[L.77 | R ——" 48,429 2,405 12 16 7
L1 0T ——— 45,858 3.6712 13 14 8
Urban cecesocomens 35,844 1,780 11 12 6
Rural —eeemmmeeeee 9,514 | 1,892 2 2 u
Iusmlppi [ 54,559 | 4.802 15 19 8
ccomasmmenan 14,163 | 2,837 13 16 7
num aemecomeeee| 40,398 965 16 2 8
NiSSOUr| acocmcsvanas 57,165 4,878 10 13 6
Urban aecececmacae 63,607 2,170 10 12 5
Rural cemeeseeeee| 33,858 | 2,708 13 15 7
Hontana weeueeeceaccas 18,882 3,755 14 18 10
u 9,09 | 1,804 14 15 10
Rural eemceaneceen 9,863 1,951 15 17 10
Webraska ceveecvennsas| 13,844 | 4.077 12 u &
gum | 18P 9 1 4
Rura) ceveececeven §,412 2,198 17 19 1
L T 2,946 2,946 2% 26 21
1,275 1,275 21 23 19
Rural ceeeemmcacee 1,671 1,871 27 28 23
few Hmsm" . 5.0 | 3.1 17 19 1
3,781 1,893 bt} 16 9
Runl I, 1,23 | .21 28 30 19
New ‘J’oruy cmneienacas . 5,105 g 1g :
rban .. 73,198 1862
Mural Il gpiass | 20243 9 12 5
Kew Mexico voveeomaen- 6,587 | 4.52 20 23 u
u 2,485 | 2,417 15 18 []
4102 | 2,047 2 2 13
305,252 7.;32 g ; ;
270,754 X
RUFA! covooooemen| 340698 | 1,712 7 10 4
farth S 8 844 14 17 7
c‘?ﬁ':.._ - ;z’.g;f 2,105 10 12 5
horay sl S | T 17 2 8
llonh Dakota coemeeea| 40,020 | 3.329 1 13 6
o 1,600 | 1.568 1 8 H
Ry o 8351 | 1eat 1 u
0 ceteeeoaceaeacae]| 202,885 | 5.438 10 13 5
Urban ~ommom- 155,784 | 3,098 9 1 b
fural .00 ariom | 2,338 13 17 ?
Niahorm cvvevamennena| 107,297 | 3.094 0 12 2
Urban —oommeeeoeen| 3243 | 1612 9 12 H
Rl o0 aisos | toem 10 12 5
B LY Y u 20 12
ecreeeee| 122224 | 2443 15 18 3
num —catmmanmn a2 | 2,221 2 u
—
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84 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TASLE §. PROPORTION OF RELIEF Fum.lu', Ocromen 1933, containing (A) Acep Heaps,
(8) Aceo Pemsons, awp (c) Aced Persons wiTNOUT OTnea ADULTS, BY STATES FoOR
Unsan aup Rumal Angast

ESTIMATED PERCENT
FAMILIES 1N FamiLies ConTaIming
ToraL Toras WHICK DESIGNATED FAMILIES PERSOKS 65 Yeans of

State FAMILIES | FAMILIES | HEaD wAS A Pgrsow CONTAINING AGE OR OveRm syt

EnusgraTED ) 65 YeaRrs oF Act [Pemrsons 65 Yeaas CoNTAIN|NG NO

SAMPLE on Ovir OF Act OA Ovir Pearsons 16 10 64

Years OF Act
Pennsylvania eeeecees-] 324,461 6,457 7 10 3
Urban cececemeeees| 207,872 4,143 7 9 3
Rural cavecesmeeee| 116,589 2, 8 1 4
Rhode Island -ecemmea| 10,684 2,59 7 9 3
Urban ceceecenncee 210,214 2,017 7 9 2
RUF8) coecameanees 570 5713 1 16 6
South Caroling cee—-es! 89,326 4,685 12 17 4
Urban 57,695 2,567 8 1 2
63,631 2,18 13 19 5
22,382 | 3,812 7 11 3
4:144 2,065 9 u 4
18,238 1,807 7 i 3
39,312 3,930 ] 10 2
16,094 1,611 5 8 1
Rurdl eeemeceeeeal 23,218 | 2,319 - 7 12 2
Texas --cee—vesameeace! 105,045 | 3,022 12 17 6
Urban -- 73,898 1,482 10 15 5
Rural cecoceveceae 31,147 1,540 17 20 8
Utah ceeeveccoon—ueeaf 16,358 | 4,019 15 16 9
Urban 10,701 2,137 u 15 9
Rural ceccommecann 5,653 , 832 16 18 9
VErmont eecececraacnes 2,87 2,820 10 12 4
Urban .. 1,660 1,664 8 10 3
Rural eeeccucaciaa 1,157 1,15 12 15 6
Virginia eeececeeesens 14,983 4,603 9 12 4
Urban cecee..- 8,627 1,925 6 9 2
Rural ooomemceaee 5,356 | 2,678 15 19 6
Washington «ceeceeceen 37,877 | 13,666 10 13 6
Urban 25,967 1,289 9 1 6
Roral euceeemreeaa| 10,00 | 20377 1 16 8
West Virginia eeceen—- 86,342 4,714 1 15 4
Urban -aee 21,055 2,103 1 14 4
Rural ceceeenceea|  Gsizaz | 20611 15 4
Wisconsin «... 67,352 4,266 11 12 6
Urban 48,936 | 2,437 9 9 5
Rural 18,418 1,829 16 18 10
Wyoming 1,482 1,482 15 16 7
Urban 709 709 13 14 3
Rural 773 73 17 18 1

iThe total sample includes cases of "unknown Tamil N
y ty See appendix table 3 for
number of such cases. Percentages were computed on tn basis ofprm types only.
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 85

Tastt 10, Prorortionx oF ReLIeF FaMiLies, OcTosen 1933, conralinine (A} FeuarLt Heaos,
{9) Owey Femaces 16-64 Yrans OF Ast, Axp {c) OnLy FemaLgs 16-68 Yzars of Act
BUT WiTH CHILOREN, SY STATES POR URsan andp RymaL Anzas?

ESTiMATED PeACENT

FAMILIES CONTAIN|KG

Torat Toras FAMILIES IN WHicH | FAMILIES In wnicH | CHILOREN UNDER 16

Srare FamiLies | FaMILies | oesiGNATED HEaD |OMLY PERSON 16 TO | 1N WHICH OxLYPERSON

Enumesates 1] wAS a Fruaie 64 YEARS OF Ast 16 YO 64 Yeans of

SawrLe was A Fewact AGt was A FEMALE

AlbaM covescomvones 98,048) 4,930 13 10 8
UrbaR eemecccenen 29,470} 1,489 % 19 13
Rural ceeeenceome 69,1781 3,461 [ 7 1
API2008 ceencescemona 20,427] 4,082 14 11 6
Urban - 9.088] 1.814 17 14 8
Rural eececvonaus 11,3691 2,268 11 8 5
ATkansas evasccnceces 48,831 4,828 20 18 9
Urban . . 18,916! 1,886 2 19 10
Rural eecemcencan 20,415] 2,942 20 17 8
California eeecaseece| 118,265| 3,720 12 10 4
Urban ceeeieeeoe-| 201,2521 2,016 13 1 4
Rural ceeecananen 212,112] 1,704 7 6 2
Colorado weeaccacenee 22,815} 3,609 18 13 6
Urban ceccmecasasr 12,043 1,635 18 13 §
Rurg] cececnconee 5,7722| 1,914 18 13 7
Connecticut -ceoceees 23,961) 4,245 16 10 6
Urban eececasener 19,302 1,920 16 1 [
Rural eecececane- 4,658] 2,328 12 [ 4
Delaware --ceveennne- 5.8821 3,49 18 13 7
4,727] 2,363 20 | 1 7
1,135| 1,135 10 8 4
District of Columbia 12,228 4,567 24 2 9
Urban ... 12,228) 4,567 24 2 g
Florida . 102,432 5,109 11 10 4
Urban . 55,4724} 2,761 16 13 6
Rural eececnencns 46,958 2,348 6 [ 3
Georgia cecacennnccns 69,588 3,466 14 12 [
34,0981 1,602 21 17 8
Rural ceceveseeas 35,490 1,774 8 7 4
1dah0 comnoe e 5,433] 5.433 15 12 7
Urban wece-eeeees 2,667 2,667 15 12 7
Rural cneeeooomen 2,768| 2766 15 u s
Minols coceeencuean| 227,998 9,092 18 13 7
Urban —.... 192,809 7,69 19 1® ?
Rural ceevcocanen 35,097} 1,393 14 10 4
10diang ceveeeanennen 76,649 4,352 17 13 7
Urban ceeevacecan 54,884 2,187 18 15 8
Rural cocecoanann 21,765 2,165 Y 9 4
[ R 85,051] 4,545 8 7 4
24,368 2,423 $ 7 4
10,683 2,122 S ] 3
46,221 4,619 ] 8 4
- 27,189 2,18 10 10 L4
[ R 19,032 1.901 [ 6 2
Kortucky eoeneeronune 98,883 3,437 8 7 5
Urban weeeeomemon 18,30) 18 12 10 5
Rural «ocoeeen... 80.543] 1,607 7 7 4
louisiana voveoeneee. 76,751| 3,827 7 4 2
Urban eeeeeeen.- 38,766 1,930 9 7 3
Rural ee...... —— 37,985 1,897 4 z 1
Maine oo 8,884 3,623 15 u 7
Urban wooomommenn wos2| 2.0 17 12 ]
L 4,832] 1,605 14 10 7
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86 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Tasiee 10. PaororTion OF RELIEF FANILIES, Ocrosem 1933, convaiming (A) FemarLe Hgaos,
(8) OnLy FEmaLgs 16-64 Years oF Aae, AnD (c) ONLY FemaLes 16-64 Yeans oF Age
SUT WITH CHILOREN, BY STATES FOR URSAN AwD RumaL Aaeas!

ESTiuATED PERCENT

FAMILIES CONTAINING

TovAL ToraL FAMILIES In wicH | FAMILIES 10 wHICH | CHILDREN uNpER 16

STATE FaMILIES | FamiL1E8 | DEsSiGNaTED Heao | Owty Pemsom 16 vo | 1w wnickH oneyPerson

ENUMERATED N wAS A FEMALE 64 YEARS OF AGE 16 TO &4 YeaRS OF

SAmrLE WAS A FEMALE AGE WAS A FEMALE

3,817 4,300 20 14 9
26,991 2,695 22 16 10
4,828 1,605 un 7 4
89,848 3,598 23 16 7
84,066 1,674 23 16 7
5,782 1,924 21 15 8
152,629 4,474 11 8 5
104,200 2,089 12 9 5
Rural ee-eemmcons 48,429 2,405 8 6 3
VMinnesota - 45,358 3,612 13 9 4
Urban 35,844 1,780 13 9 4
Rural 9.514 1,892 12 ] 4
Mississippi 54,559 4,302 19 15 8
Urban 14,163 2,837 27 2 1
Rural .- 40,396 1,965 16 13 7
Missouri - 57,165 4,878 21 17 8
Urban --. 43,607 2,170 24 13 9
Rural coeeeeacee-| 13,558 2,708 12 9 5
18,882 3,755 14 10 5
9,019 1,804 18 12 6
9,883 1,951 10 8 4
13,844 4,077 13 10 6
9,432 1,879 13 1 6
4,412 2,19 13 9 )
2,946 2,946 12 8 3
1,275 1,275 10 7 3
1,671 1,671 13 9 4
5,030 3,134 21 u 8
3,791 1,893 20 13 7
Rura) -cecesmmnn 1,239 1,241 2 17 10
New Jersey -e—eeeeee.| 84,452 5,108 11 10 6
Urban ceecoeaeeee| 73,98 | 2,862 16 10 8
Rural cecevomenan 11,254 2,243 12 10 5
New MexicO weeenceee.| 6,587 4,524 4 17 1
Urban cceeecao-.. 2,485 2,477 26 19 12
Rural eeeeoem-o. - 4@ 2,047 23 17 10
New York -eeeeeeeua--] 305,252 7,108 13 9 4
27075 | 5.39 13 9 s
34,498 1,12 9 ? 3
56,041 3,844 28 20 12
21,091 2,105 32 23 15
34,950 1,739 23 18 un
10,020 3,329 9 7 4
1,689 1,668 12 9 6
8,351 1,661 9 6 4
Ohi0 —eeemememeenen | 202,885 | 5,43 7] 1 5
Urban 155,784 3,038 16 12 6
Rural cececeaca-] 47,08 2,338 9 7 3
Ok1ahoma -eevmemcesc-| 107,237 3,094 10 10 3
---| 32,434 1,612 19 18 9
74,803 1,482 6 [ 3
16,666 4,664 15 12 S
12,224 2,443 16 12 S
4.da2 2,221 12 1 6
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 87

Tastt 10, P’uoroulon OF ReLIEF FamiLies, Octosem 1933, containing (A) FemaLe HEaDS,
{8) OnLy Fewares L6=-64 Yeans or Ace, aAnp (¢) OnLy Fewacts 16-64 Years of Ace
SUT witn CuiiDREN, BY STATES FOR UASAN AND RURAL Aneas?

EstiMaTED PEACENT
FAMILIES CONTAINING
Totar ToraL FAMILIES In wx1CH § FAMILIES 1N wiicH | CwiLDREN uNDER 16
Srare FaMiL 18 [ FameiLtes | DESIGNATED HEAD | Owiy PERSON 38 TO| tn wniCi ONLY PERSON
Exunenates 3 was a Femart 64 YEans oF Adt 18 10 64 YEARS OF
SaurLe was a FeuaLt AGEmS 4 Femare
Pennsylvania eeacceee| 324,461 6,457 13 8 4
207,672 4,143 15 9 5
116,589 2.314 8 5 3
10,684 2,5% 12 8 5
10,14 2,017 12 8 5
570 573 8 4 1
89,326 4,685 18 12 6
Urban --s| 25,695 | 2,567 5 18 10
Rural cecccencees| 63,63 2,118 18 10 5
South Dakota eveee-ee] 22,382 3.812 |- 4 4 i
Urban ceceancanes 4,144 2,085 8 7 3
Rural ecmeceeeeed 18,238 | 1,807 3 3 1
Tennessee =eeevmee—ee| 39,312 | 3,930 10 7 4
Urban eeeasecem—e| 18,094 1,61 14 11 6
Rural eceseven-se] 23,218 2,319 7 5 3
TexaS wmemvemcocaee] 105,065 | 3.022 18 16 10
Urban «eee 73,898 1,482 2 17 10
Rural ecccceeeess| 31,247 1,540 15 15 9
Ulah eecoeemmonenenee] 26,358 | 4,019 2 4
10,701 2,137 20 13 8
5.653 1,832 19 10 6
2,817 2,820 1n 39 ]
1,660 1,664 10 8 5
1,457 | 1,156 12 9 6
14,983 4,603 19 15 10
9,627 | 1,925 21 1% u
5,956 | 2,678 16 13 8
Vashington —ocoeoeee| 37,877 [ 3,666 1 10 4
Urban ... --1 25.967 1,289 12 11 5
RUFal ceccemneree| 21,920 | 2,377 7 7 3
West Virginia ccceee-| 85,342 4,714 12 8 4
Urban =ece-nmeeee| 21,055 | 2,103 1 12 s
RUPA) coeooocoen] 65,287 | 2,611 10 ? 3
WiSEONSin ceveemeeeee] 67,352 | 4,266 12 8 :
48,936 2,437 13 9
18,416 | 1,829 9 7 3
1.482 | 1,482 2 2 3
709 709 25 28 15
Rural oceeeones 773 3 19 16 i

1The total sample includes cases of "unknown family type.” See appendix table 3 for
nurber of sm cases. Percentages were computed on the basis of known types only.
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88 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Tasite 11. DisTRiBuTION OF RELIEF FamiLits, OcTosen 1933, »y TYre

- ESTIMATED PemceaT oF
FAMILIES BY Tyee
Toras TotaL Noawa
Famigs [FAMILIES| yopy, m,“‘,,;. Lu A=
EnvaeRaTeD | SanPLE |FamiLIES wWire InnSnuuu-

Akron, Chio. 8,475 2,722 100 13 48
Atlanta, Ga. 9.498 | 4,739 | 100 12 “
Baltinore, Md. 25,282 {5,051 | 100 13 55
Bimingham, Ala. 11,784 | 3,673 100 13 2
Baston, Mass. 90, €31 1,531 100 12 47
Buffalo, N. Y, 22,227 2,221 100 13 57
Chicago, 111 117,097 | 6,018 100 13 43
Cincinnati, Ohio 17,425 3,481 100 14 53
Cleveland, Ohio 38,520 | 3.422 100 12 49
Columbus, Ohio 10,782 2,156 100 16 3
Dallas, Texas 9,143 | 3.042 100 12 46
Denver, Colo. 10,369 2,072 100 12 4
Detroit, Mich. 44,07 |8,708 100 13 " 62
H Texas 9,601 5,171 100 10 35
indianapolis, ind. 10,850 2.1 100 16 4
Jersey City, N.J. 6 725 2,238 100 .9 68
Kansas City, Mo. 7,651 2,547 100 18 47
Los Angeles, Calif 38,897 1,844 100 17 42
Lovisville, Ky. 3,318 | 3,320 100 8 €5
Menphis, Tenn, 4,783 4,1 100 20 41
Milwaukee, Wis, 20,013 1,999 100 11 49
1is, Minn. 14,983 1,49 100 11 45
Newark, N.J 13,761 2,751 100 1 61
New Orleans, La 22,429 4,452 100 18 45
New York, N.Y. 166,244 5,107 100 11 68
Oakland, Calif 4,875 2,438 100 18 L4
Philadelphia, Pa 53,301 [5,2716 | 100 13 so
Piltsburgh, Pa. 31,877 6,348 100 11 S0
Portland, Oregon 10,012 2,001 100 13 38
Providence, R.l.eeqe- 4,88 | 2,442 | 100 9 65
Richmond, Va. 2,460 | 2,462 100 12 56
R er, N.Y. 10,662 2,131 100 4 59
St. Louis, Mo, 27,377 5,439 100 16 3%
g:,.' :aul. Minn.‘-:;;- 10,8600 | 2,172 100 12 51
rancisco, Cal. 21,188 {2,117 | 100 13 30
Seattle, Wash. 9,355 1,872 100 17 45
Toledo, Ohio 15,791 3,158 100 18 4
Washington, 0.C. 12,288 4,567 100 17 38
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 89

of FamiLy, For CiTies Having 2%0,000 or More PosutaTion in 19302

ESTIMATED PERCENT OF FaMiLiES ay Tvog

NORMAL FAMILY BROXEN FamiLy NON—FAMILY
Now=FamiLy WITH OTuEAS ¥1TH OTHERS WiTH OTHERS
BROKE % MaN- Woman— | HusBano— | HusBAND-WiFE— Nan- Woman— Man= WomaN—
e WOMAN= ALong ALone WiFE= CHiLOREN- Cuiroren | Cuitomen | Otuens | OTnERs
CHILDOREN CHILDREN Orners OTHERS Ornens OrHeRs
2 S 17 3 1 3 i 1 1 1
2 15 4 4 4 6 1 4 2 3
3 17 2 4 1 2 * 1 1 1
2 17 4 6 3 S 1 4 1 3
1 9 18 12 B . . 4 * 4
2 12 [ 5 1 2 - 1 1 1
2 12 15 5 1 3 2 1 1
1 7 S 3 2 S 1 2 3 1
2 9 18 5 1 2 . 1 ° 1
2 9 14 4 2 5 1 2 1 1
3 9 5 3 ¢4 ? 1 2 7 1
1 10 19 7 2 5 * 2 . 1
3 1 5 2 1 1 B * R *
2 13 13 6 3 9 1 5 1 2
2 11 1 4 3 7 1 3 3 2
2 8 1 2 1 6 N 1 * 1
1 9 1 7 3 H h 3 3 2
2 9 19 4 1 2 1 1 2 1
1 8 1 1 2 8 1 2 2 1
2 ? 3 3 7 8 1 2 4 2
3 8 24 4 4 . . . . s
1 8 23 4 b3 2 : 1 N
2 12 ‘4 4 1 3 ) 1 1
2 [ 9 3 4 5 1 1 5 1
2 8 - 3 1 3 * 1 1 1
1 4 2 3 4 » - ” . 4
2 12 4 3 2 6 1 3 1 1
2 8 15 4 1 5 * 2 1 1
1 7 26 6 2 4 1 1 2 1,
3 9 1 3 1 5 * 1 2 >
3 S 3 2 2 s i 2 4 1
2 8 11 3 1 1 - * 1 *
1 12 15 10 2 2 * 2 1 2
2 8 18 5 . 1 » . . *
1 8 34 8 - 1 . 3 1
2 1 $3 3 1 3 * 1 3 1
3 s 13 5 2 4 . 1 1 1
2 1 15 1 1 1 1 2 2

The total sample includes cases of "unknown family type.” See appendix table 4 for
number of such cases, Percentages wsre computed on the basis of known types only.
**Qichmond was included in this table because of its large Negro population, although
its total population was less than 250,000 in 1930,

*Less than .6% in this class.
Mo cases in samgle in this class.
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90 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TasiLs 11A. DISTRIBUTION OF WHITE AND NEGRO RELIEF FAMILIES, OCTOBER

Numsenr of FamiLies ESTINATED PERCENT OF FamiLt€ES BY Tyeg
NoruMaL Broxen
Enu?s'a?ru ToraL | TotaL
on Sabbie[Fainies | Hussano~ "";l'::" Make WomAK=
ESTIiNATED ¥ife CHiLomEN CHILOREN | CHILDREN
Atlanta;Ga.
White———eme— 4,311 2,152 100 12 54 2 11
| —— 5,187 2,587 100 11 35 2 19
Baltimore, Md.
Whitemmmeme— 14,552 2,932 100 11 62 3 12
10,621 2,119 100 15 46 3 23
4,422 2,208 100 11 52 1 13
7.342 1,464 100 14 36 2 20
90,578 32,604 100 11 47 1 11
Negro--————= | 25,375 2,576 100 20 29 2 17
Cleveland, Ohio
White-cmom—mo 28,365 1,408| 100 10 54 2 8
Negro——-ewe= | 10,119 2,013 100 20 33 2 %
Oetroit, Mich,
¥hitemmmmmemm 34,618 6,884 100 12 65 3 10
Negrom——m———= 9.15 1,822 100 20 47 4 17
Houston, Tex,
Whit 5,474 2,736 100 11 39 2 11
3,383 1,601 100 8 30 1 16
1,869 1,867 100 13 49 2 9
2,914 2,912 100 25 36 H 7
New Or)eans. La.
Whitemmanus 7,938 1,579 100 1 54 2 5
Negro—-=--a-- 14,421 2,873 100 21 40 2 §
New York, N.Y.
White~ewwanae | 143,962 2,925 100 10 3 2 7
Negro—me——w— 21,920 2,182 100 15 50 1 16
Philadelghia, Pa.
White——w—e—— 1 22,384 3,207 100 9 59 2 9
Negro———-—-—— 20,866 2,069 100 18 36 2 16
Pittsburgh, Pa,
White——ce—man | 23,956 4,782 100 10 56 2 8
Negrow—m————- 7.891 1,566 100 15 31 1 10
Richmond, Va,**
White—e—ee—o 1,085 1,080 100 11 64 b 7
NegGrom———m——o 1,375 1,372] 100 13 51 3 11
St. Loyis. Mo.
15,639 3,112 100 14 45 2 10
11,689 2,327} 100 18 23 1 16
2.674 2,671 100 11 47 1 $
Nee Fomoe 9,546 1,896] 100 13 36 2 12
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

1933, oy Tyre oF FamiLy, 1IN CiTiES wiTh 50,000 on Mome NEGROES i% 1930*

91

ESTIMATED PERCEKT OF FAMILIES 8y Tyre

Non-Famicy

Noruat Famicy
wWiTH OTHERS

BrokeNn FamiLy
witH OTNERS

NoN=FAMILY
wiTh OTHERS

Hussano— .
Alu N Woman " ";l"‘:f' Nire- . l':‘n". e CN"IOL.::I“!_N- MAN= Wouan-
LONE ALone OTHERS Cnc;fgun:.::- OTHEAS OYHE RS OTHERS OTHERS

8 3 2 4 - 1 1 1
1 1 5 8 2 7 2 4
3 4 1 2 . 1 1 1
4 1 2 - 2 1 1
5 4 2 7 1 3 1
3 7 3 4 . 4 1 4
17 4 1 3 - 2 1 1
7 7 3 1 1 5 2 3
20 3 - 1 J - - -
11 10 2 2 . 2 2

5 2 1 1 - - :
3 3 1 2 . 1 .
17 5 2 8 1 3 1 1
8 ] 5 10 1 9 1 3
S 3 4 8 1 2 3 1
1 2 9 8 1 2 5 2
8 2 2 5 1 1 5 1
10 3 5 4 1 1 5 1
M 2 1 3 - 1 1 1
. 6 1 2 - 3 1 2
4 4 1 7 3 1 1
4 7 3 5 . 5 i 2
12 1 5 M 1 1 1
22 33 2 5 * 4 * 1
2 1 1 6 1 1 4 :

3 2 2 5 1 3 4
16 6 1 2 1 2 1 1
13 16 3 3 * 3 1 2
2 10 1 1 - 1 2 1
13 12 1 1 - t 2 2

1The tota) sample includes cases of “unknown family type.” See appendix table 4 for

number of such cases. Percentages were camputed on the basis of known types only.

*Less than .6% in this class.

**Qichmond is included in this table because of its large Negro population although
its total population was less than 250,000 in 1930.

No cases in sample in this class.
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92 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TasLe 12. DISTRIBUTION OF RELIEF Famiries, OCToBEr 1933, 3y PREseace Of AGeD PeR3ons
ARD CHILDAEN FOR CITIES HaviIne 250,000 or wore PoputATion in 1930%

ESTIMATED PERCENT

FaMILIES WITHIFAMILIES WITH|FAMIL1ES WiTH{FANILIES wITH

TotaL ToTaL TotaL CRILOREN CHiLOREN Persons 65 JueiTHER Can-—

FaMiLIES {FamiLieS | FamiL 1ES{UNDER 16 AND|UnoER 16, suTland Over, SuT[OREM UNOER 16,

EnuMgRATED 11 PERSONS No PersOrS 65] NO CwiLOREN | wom PEasons

SAMPLE 65 AND OVER AND OVER Unogr 16 65 AND Over
Akron, OhiOemew—e-| 8,175 2,722 100 1 54 ? 38
Atlanta, Ga. 9,498 4,739 100 4 63 5 2
Baltimore, Md, - 25,182 5,051 100 2 €8 ] 5
Birmingham, Ala 11,764 3,673 100 2 63 5 30
Boston, Mass. - 30,631 1,531 100 * 47 " 39
Buffalo, "'Y'""i 22,227 | 222 | 100 1 63 6 kY
Chicago, {11,esaad 117,097 6,018 100 1 53 9 £l
Cincinnati, Ohio-4 17,425 3,481 100 2 80 7 31
Cleveland, Ohio..d 38,520 3,422 100 1 54 5 40
Columbus, Ohio—-4 10,782 . 100 3 51 9 37
Dallas, Tex.aee-ed 9,143 3,042 100 4 62 ) 2
Denver, Colo,a—sed 20,369 2,072 100 3 4 13 35
Detroit, Mich...-d 44,007 8,706 100 1 68 ) 21
Houston, Tex.-.-«d 9,601 5,171 100 4 56 12 2
indianapolis, Ind] 10,650 2,11 100 4 60 11 %
Jersey City. N.J.4 6,725 2,238 100 2 74 6 19
Kansas City, Mo.-d 7,651 2,547 100 2 59 7 32
Los Angeles,Califd 36,897 1,844 100 1 44 5 49
Louisville, Ky.--4 3,318 3,320 100 4 80 4 12
Memphis, Tenn.-.-d 4,783 4,779 100 4 53 7 36
Milwaukee, Wis...d 20,013 1,999 100 - 52 5 43
Minaeapolis, Minng 14,983 1,498 100 1 47 9 42
Newark, N.J.-- 13,761 2,751 100 1 63 ] 3
New Orleans, 22,429 4,452 100 2 55 5 38
New York, N.Y..-.{ 166,244 | 5,107 100 2 n 5 2
Oakland, Calif...d 4,875 2,438 100 1 62 5 a
Philadelphia, Pa.{ 53,30¢ 5,276 100 3 64 6 a7
Pittsburgh, Pa.--d 31,900 6,348 100 1 56 6 37
Portland, Oreg.--{ 10,012 2,001 100 2 42 14 42
Providence, R.t.-4 4,885 2,442 100 3 73 6 18
Richmond, Va.*".. 2,460 2,462 100 3 70 3 %
Rochester, N.Y.-.4 10,662 2,131 100 1 62 6 32
St. Louis, Mo..--{ 27,377 | 5,439 100 1 48 9 42
St. Paul. Minn,.-{ 10,860 2,172 100 1 50 1 38
San Francisco,Cal) 21,188 2,117 100 1 34 7 58
Seattle, Wash, ... 9,355 1,872 100 2 52 8 38
Toledo, OhiOeewe. 15,791 3,159 ] - 100 1 48 10 4
Washington, D.C..§ 12,228 | 4.567| 100 * 51 3 46

1The total sample includes cases of "unknown family type.” See appendix table 4 for number of
such cases, Percentages were computed on the basis of known types only.
Less than ,6% in this class,

.
“*Richmond is included in this table because of its large N t h its total
population was less than 250,000 in 1830, ge Negro population although i
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

93

Tasve 12A. DiSTwisution OF WuiTe anpD NESnO Retistr Famities, Ocroser 1933, oy
Prestace or Astc Persons anp CriLonen
OR MORE NEGROES 1N

i CiTies witw 50,000
i930*

Imunu OF FAMILIES

ESTIMATED PERCENT

Faminies wmit| FanLies wite | Famitoes witn | Famsties wivn
ToraL Totar Torar Critonen Critoren PERIONS 65 anp | NEITHER CHIL—
v fFauiLies | Unoen 16, ano| Uxoer 16, sut | Over, sur No [ orew unoer 16,
oR Sawrie Persous 65 | No Peasows 65 Critonen HOR PEasous 63
EsTimareo Anp Ovew AND Oven Unogn 16 ang Ovem
Atlanta, Ga,
White aer-e 4,300 | 2,152 100 3 60 [ 3
Negro —eeee 5,200 | 2,587 100 L] 66 4 F-]
Saltlmre. Md.
White —aoee ] 14,600 | 2,932 100 2 67 8 r)
Negro -...-| 10,600 | 2,119 100 2 70 3 26
Bimln?hau, Alad
te «ooe-] 4,400 | 2,209 100 3 64 8 28
Negro e-..-l 7,300 | 1,464 100 2 62 s 3
Ch:caqo, 1.
White ee..-] 90,600 | 3,604 100 1 54 10 35
Negro e-.--| 25,400 | 2,576 100 2 50 8 43
Cleveland, Ohio
White «----| 28,400 | 1,409 100 1 57 5 k4
Negro -....! 10,100 | 2,013 100 3 a7 4 48
Detroit, Mich. .
ite --e-=} 34,600 | 6.88¢ 100 1 63 S 25
Negro -e-e- 9,200 | 1,822 100 1 63 3 32
Houston, Tex
White -e-.-{ 5,500 ] 2,738 100 3 53 12 32
Negfo ---.=f 3,400 | 1,591 100 5 62 [} 22
Memphis, Tenn,
White -=ee-| 1,900 | 1,867 100 4 59 6 31
Negro -.-..| 2,900 | 2,912 100 4 50 ? 40
Mew Orleans, La
White ---e-| 7,900 | 1,897 100 3 60 6 i
Negro «e-e-{ 14,400 | 2,873] 100 2 82 4 2
New York, N.Y.
White --..-] 144,000 | 2,925 100 2 80 5 28
Negro --..-| 21,900 | 2,18 100 2 63 3 k4
Pmladelphh,h.
White <ceee} 32,400 | 3,207 100 3 €9 7 21
O eeee=] 20,900 | 2,068 100 2 57 4 37
Pittsburgh, P, .
White ceeee] 24,000 | 4,782 100 1 61 6 22
fO wee-nt 7,900 | 1,566 100 1 42 3 54
Riehnond Va,**
White «--.) 2108 ] g000{ 100 |* 2 73 4 a
Negro «e-..{ 1,400 | 1,372 100 3 &8 2 27
St. l.outs. .
White -.-..j 15,800 | 3,112 100 2 52 11 35
Negro -e.--]| 11,700 37 100 1 41 6 St
Washington. D.C.
White -ee-o} 2,700 | 2,671 100 1 51 4 43
Negro «....| 9,500 | 1,896 ] 100 * 51 2 45

The total sample includes cases of "unknown family type.®
4 for number of such cases. Percentages were computed on the basis ‘of known

types only.
Less than .6% in this class.

See appendix table

** Richmond is included in this table because of its large Kegro population al-

though its total population was less than 250,000 in 1930,
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TasLe 13.

Aaeo Pensons, awp (c) AdEo Persons.withouv Otwzr Auuusx

UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

R Famtuizs, Ocvoser 1933, coxvainsne (a) Ageo Heaos, (o)
orononTeeY Rees Pensonswr Y 4 ror Civies Havine 250,060 on

More PoruLaTion in 1930
EaTimaTED PErcent

FamiLIES

FAMiLIES Containing

LRI FaMILIES Peasons 65

ToTat TovaL OEsIGNATED Contasning Years or Ase

FAMILIES Favisies HEAD WAS & Peasons 65 or Ovik suv

EnuneraTeO 1% Samre Peason 65 Yeans oF Age Convarmng

YEARS OF AGE or Over 50 Persons

ok Oven 16 10 64

) YEARS OF AGE
Akron, Ohio=——w———e 8,175 2,722 7 8 4
Atlanta, Ga,——~wme—- 9,498 4,739 5 9 1
Baltimore, Md.~—=== 25,182 5,051 6 7 3
Birmingham, Ala,— 11,764 3,673 5 8 3
Boston, Massr=ces=~ 30,631 1,531 14 14 10
Buffalo, N.Y.-weaen. 22,227 2,221 16 8 3
Chicago, |1, am——az 117,097 6,018 8 10 S
Cincinnati, Ohiovr— 17,425 3.461 6 9 3
Cleveland, Ohigw—— 38,520 3,422 5 6 3
Columbus, Ohio - 10,782 2,156 8 31 4
Dallas; Texas———e—— 9,143 3,042 4 9 1
Deaver, Colo. 10,369 2,072 13 1? 9
Detroit, Mich, - 44,007 8,706 5 2
Houston, Texas——e-- 9,601 5.171 12 15 4
iodianapolis, Ind.- 10,850 2,11 10 15 4
Jersey City, N.J.-— 8,725 2,238 6 7 2
Kansas City, Mo,——— 7,851 2,547 5 9 2
Los Angeles, Calif~ 36,897 1,844 5 7. 1
Louisville, Ky,—— 3,318 3,320 4 8 2
Memphis, Tenn.ceee- 4,783 4,779 5 10 1
Milwaukee, Wis, 20,013 1,999 6 6 3
Minneapoiis, Minn,.~ 14,983 1,498 9 10 [
Newark, N.J.=a———— 13,761 2,751 6 8 3
New Orleans, La,—— 22,429 4,452 3 7 1
New York, N.Y. 166,244 5,107 4 7 1
Oakiand, Calif,——- 4,875 2,438 6 6 3
Philadelphia, Pa.-- 53,301 5,276 6 8 3
Pittsburgh, Pa,——— 31,877 6,348 6 7 2
Portland, Oregon—-- 10,012 2,001 14 16 10
Providence, R.),-— 4,885 2,442 5 9 1
Richmond, Va.®%eer 2,460 2,462 2 5 -
Rochester, N.Y, oeem 10,662 131 5 7 3
St.louis, Mo.=——eeee 27,377 5,439 8 10 s
St. Paul, Winn, - 10,860 2,172 11 12 1
San Francisco,Calif. - 21,188 2,117 ) 8 4
Seattle, Wash,-ceee 9,355 1,872 6 10 ¢
Toledo, Ohig=——emem 15,791 3,159 9 i 4
Washington, D.C,e-- 12,228 4,567 2 3 1

** Richmond is included in
although its total popul

1 The total sample includes

this table because of its large Negro population
ation was less than 250,000"in 1930,
® Less than ,6% in this class.

cases of "
o

table 4 for number of such cases, fer
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS
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TasLE 13A. PROPORTION OF WnITE AND NEGRO RELIEF FAMILIES, Ocvosem 1933, convasning {a)
Aseo Heaos, () Aceo Prrsons, and {C) AGED PERSONS WITHOUT OTHER AOULTS, IN CiTIES wiTH
50,000 or MoRt NeGROES tx 1930 *

ESTIMATED PERCENT
FAMILIES
FamiLies ContainIng
1N WHICH FAMILIES PERSONS 65
ToraL ToraL DesicNaTeD CONTAINING YeARS OF At
FAMILIES FamiLies HEAD waS A Persans 65 on Over sut
ENUMERATED 8 SAMPLE Person 65 YEARS OF AGE CONTAINING
YEARS oF Ace o4 Oven 0 PERSONS
Ok OVER 16 vo 64
YEARS oFf Age
Atlanta
White~memememee—m—— 4,311 2,152 6 9 2
Negromeeesvonmmnman 5,187 2,587 4 8 *
Baltimore
hitew———mem—ee———| 14,552 2,932 8 10 4
Negrommmmmmmmmmn—mn| 10,621 2,119 3 4 2
Birdingham
itmemmeem e | 4,422 2,209 5 8 2
Negrommmem—omenmen 7,342 1,464 5 7 3
Chicago
Whiteemmuusowcwoeaa] 90,578 3,604 9 i1 5
Regro——memcanmeree=| 25,375 2,578 4 7 2
Cleveland
ite 28,385 1,409 ] 6 3
10,119 2,013 4 5 2
Detroit
Whitemmooworoosana | 34,618 6,884 [ 6 3
Negrom—em———————-| 9,168 1,882 3 4 1
Houston
Whitesmmemem e 5,474 2,736 12 15 4
Negro~eeu—oaea—vau.| 3,283 1,691 11 12 3
Nemphis
hitemmammmecm e 1,869 1,867 5 10 1
Negrowwewaeemmewmem| 2,914 2,912 5 11 1
New Orlsans
Whitemm e e 7,838 1,597 4 g 1
Negrosmememocomuoo | 14,421 2,873 2 6 1
New York
Whitemmmmemoamaaaaa | 143,962 2,925 5 7 1
Negro-mee—ceme—e——a | 21,930 2,182 2 4 1
Philadelphia
hitem— —emee | 82,384 3,207 7 10 3
Regroam—eeemcomcew=| 20,866 ,069 4 6 2
Pittsburgh
Yhite-—oc——e——| 23,956 4,782 6 8 2
Hegrommm—-o—mmmeeee | 7,891 1,566 3 4 2
Richmong**
Ly Ry S — 1,085 1,090 3 & :
LT [ L S —— 1,375 1,372 2 5
St. Louis
itee————mceece | 15,639 3,112 10 12 &
Negroe—cececmmeeca | 11,689 2,327 5 7 3
Washington
LS TS R————— R N 7 2,671 3 5 2
LY [ Sm—— 77 1,896 2 3 t

°® Richmond is included in this table because of its large Negro population
although its total population was less than 250,000 in 1530.

® Less than .6% in this class,
1 The total sample includes cases of *unknown family type.”

See appendix

table 4 for nunber of sucth cases. Percentages were computed on the basis
of known types only.
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96 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

TASLE 10. PROPORTION OF RELISF FAMILIES, OcToser 1933, contaiwine (a) FEmaie Heans,
(8) OnLY FEMALES 16-64 Yeans ofF Ace, (C) ONLY FEMALES 16-64 Yeans OF AGE sUT WiITH Chiie
orew, FoR CivTies Havina 250,000 ok More PoruLAvion 1w 19303

E€3ViMATED PERCENT
FamiLies’
FAMILIES FauiLiES ConTAINING
ToTaL ToTaL N WHICH IN wHiCH CHiLoren
FAMILIES Famivies | Otsiawaven| ONLY PeEmrson unoen 16
ENUMERATED | 1w SamPLE | Head was 16 1o 64 " wHiCH
a FesaLe | YEARS OF Ace | owy Person
WAS A FEMALE 16 10 64
Years of Ace
was A Femare
Akron, Ohio=-~——cecmcccmwennn 8,175 2,722 14 10 6
Atlanta, Ga,~—mo——ue - 8,498 4,739 26 20 13
Baltimore, Md,--— — 25,182 5,051 23 16 11
Birmingham, Ala.-- —_— 11,764 3,673 30 24 15
Boston, Mass.-—--e—=e-. ——————— 30,631 1,551 21 14 3
Buffalo, N.Y.-mmowmmem e 22,227 2,221 19 13 7
Chicago, 111,cmmee 117,097 6,018 21 15 8
Cincinnati, Ohio- — 17,425 3,481 12 10 8
Cleveland, Ohio-- — 38,520 3,422 16 12 6
Columbus, Ohige———semcceacaa 10,782 2,156 16 1 6-
Dallas, TexaSe———oe—accaacaan 8,143 3,042 15 14 9
Denver, Colo.-- ——— 10,369 2,072 20 14 7
Detroit, Mich.- ——— 44,007 8,706 14 11 8
9,601 5,171 26 9 6
— 10,850 2,171 19 17 9
6,725 2,238 11 6 3
Kansas City, Mo,-~ 7,651 2,547 22 3 1
Los Angeles, Cali 36,897 1,844 14 10 4
Louisville, Ky.—- 3,318 3.320 11 8
Memphis, Tenn,---. —_ 4,783 4,779 14 13 7
Milwaukee, Wis, —ocem —— 20,013 1,999 13 9 4
Minneapolis, Minn.——e- — 14,983 1,498 13 9 4
Newark, N.J.-~—eu— 13,761 2,751 19 13 7
New Orleans, la 23,429 4,452 11 4
New York, N.Y.- 166,244 5,107 13 10 5
Oakland, Calif.-e——eceue- - 4,825 2,438 (:] 6 2
Philadelphia, Pa.cmeae——-u| 59,301 5,276 22 15 8
Pittsburgh, Pa,e———- ————— 31,877 6,348 18 10 4
Portland, Ore.-eecmmecce———-| 10,012 2,001 14 11 4
Providence, R.l,——==mea- —— 4,885 2,442 13 4 3
Richmond, Va,®* 2,480 2,462 13 10 7
Rochester, N.Y.--—- 10,682 2,131 11 2
St. Louis, Mo.=ew 27,377 5,439 26 21 10
St. Pavl, Minne——m——-o 10,860 2,172 14 2 1
San Francisco, Califime————e 21,188 2,117 17 14 4
Seattle, Wash.——ueccormccu— 9,355 1,872 16 2
Toledo, Ohio—wemee——- ———— 15,791 3,159 16 12 5
Washington, D. C.reeemmomeeee 12,228 4,567 24 21 9

** Richmond is included in this table because of its large Negro
gop:;;‘t)ion although its tota) population was less than 250,000
in .

! The total sample includes cases of “unknown family type." See
appendix table 4 for number of such casss. Percentages were
computed on the basis of known types only.
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS a7

TABLE 14A. PROPORTION OF WHITE AND NEGRO RELIEF FAMILIES, OCTOBER 1933, conTaintnG {a)
Femare Heaos, (8) OnLv Femares 15-64 Years of Acg, Axp (cS OnLY FewaLEs 16-64 Yeans orF
AGE SUT WiITH CriLonen, tw Civies wite 50,000 or Mome Negmoes 1w 19303

ESTIMATED PERCENT
FamILIES
Containing
FamiLiEs FamiLies ChiLonen
Tora Torvat N WHICH N whicH unoer 16
FAusLIES FamtLies | Desiouateo | ONLY Peasow tHowHIcH
EnumeRaTED N SaurLe Heao was 16 vo 64 Onty Prason
A FeuaLe | Yeams o Ace 16 1o 64
WAS A FEMALE | vaans oF Act
WAS A FEHAL('
Atlanta
LR T —ees———— R 7. T 2,152 16 11 6
Negro————emm——————e 5,187 2,587 34 27 18
Baltimore
Whitemwmeaa—- ~1 14,652 2,932 18 11 6
Negro———. —_— 10,621 2,119 30 23 18
Birmingham
Whitew————emmr e 4,422 2,209 21 16 9
[ T S ———— 7,942 - 1,464 36 28 19
Chicago
Whitea———eermme—e—eee —a—{ 90,578 3,604 18 12, €
25,375 2,576 32 25 15
28,365 1,409 11 8 4
10,118 2,013 29 23 11
84,618 6,884 12 9 6
NeQrom— sec————sm e 9,168 1,822 22 13 14
Houston .
Whitemmeoo———o. -——————ne 5,474 2,736 20 7 4
Negro———cemmmm e 3,383 1,691 37 15 10
Nemph i3
[ LYR T rmame——— R §¥ 7 1,867 15 13 7
Neglfo————uweem— t— 2,914 2,912 13 13 7
New Orleans
Whiteesuomrmmsromccanee 7,938 1,597 10 7 3
LY 0 T 14,421 2,873 1 9 S
New York
White———mmmmm—ecemewae | 148,962 2,925 L1t 8 3
Negroe—ecemmea- ——————cee | 21,920 2,182 28 21 13
Philadelphia
Whiteemm—mcaaa. 32,384 3,207 17 10 5
Negroe——wem-. 20,866 2,069 30 22 13
Pittsburgh
Whitge——emr—————cemeeun | 23,956 4,782 12 8 4
Negromee—r~erewccnvanmm— 7,891 1,566 24 16 7
Richmond®*
Whitamemm e cmm——em——wa— 1,085 1,090 9 6 4
Negromemc i e eeee 1,375 1,372 17 13 10
St, Louis ’ !
Whitememmmescammmmeeeeee | 15,639 3,112 18 13 &
Negro-———ewmm—cmmemmuwe | 11,689 2,327 47 32 14
'nhinfton
Whitemme—seec e e 2,674 2,671 16 13 4
LTy S ———— 9,548 1,896 26 23 1

** Richmond is included in this table because of its large Negro
pumxalg;sion although its total population was less than 250,000
in .

s The total sample includes cases of “unknown family tyie.” See
appendix table 4 for number of such cases. Percentages were
computed on the basis of known types only.
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98 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

APPENDIX A

Face of Schedule

FEDERAL EMERGENCY RELIEF ADMINISTRATION
HARRY L. HOPKINS, AOMINISTRATOR

UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

OCTOBER 1933
Thin schedole 18 te be flled out Iu full for every unemplogment reliel case (family, household, ar resident nen-fa: porsen)
gecciving either work relicl or direct rellef oc la:(’h from ;ub’ne fands (Federsl, State, or local) during the month of e 193X

Do nat fill oy} for iransient cases, for casen receiving reliel from pricate funds only, of for persons receiving widows' and
orphans’ pensions, mothers’ aid, old-age relief, aid fo the blind.pu almabouse relic]. Use & separate schedule for esch
family thouschaeld), and for each resident non.family person.

RLAD CAREFULLY THE DEFINITIONS PRINTED 0% THE BACK OF Twit SCNEBULE

1. Name of the agency giving relief to the case.
2. Full name and strect address of head of family, or of resident noa-tamily person:

€ .oceravosno:
1

Addre:
1t sn doslification BuEbI 0 used by the sgoncy to Identify ach case, the n:‘: Sambee tesg be wed lostesd of Sate, and address D87 b omittad}
3. Place of residence of family, or of pon-family person:

(o) State ®) County.
{¢) Location within county (make entry for ene of tha following): 5
(1) 11 Liviog within limits of sny ¢ity, villsge, or otber incorporated place, enter Datos of such place below:

{2) If mot living within limits of any eity, village, or other Incorporated place, check {r) hers ]
& Color of bead of family, or of non-family pcrson (check (r} one of the lollowing): )
1. White ] 3. Mexican [} 5. Japanese O 7. Fitiploo [}
2. Negro (] 4. Chinese (1 6 Indieo {J & Otber

Srecdn)

8. Relationsbip, sex, and age of each person jo family, or of resideit acn-family person, who received relief duriog October 1933
Enh:x:bo head of the family on line 1, followed by the other membeu’. such as “wifs™, “son”, " ;unddnusblé.:d pt i'::.
n the event that the relationship cannc d i enter the first name of the person. Loave no unu lines
between names. I the schedule s Blicd out for & non-family person, eater first name on line 8. Use o separate ¢
ule for each family and for each resident non-family person.)

NRLATIONSNIF TO HEAD | AEX | apenyoart| s oo v MAKE NO ENTRIES IN FHISE COLUMNS
OF FAMILY M. (or thikd {for chikd
(35 cot aratiabie, frve Brst sswe of perses) | or F.) -ml‘_y'gu usde | ym NUMBER NUMBSR
she Y | e AGE gROUP OFNALEs| yrallins
]
2 Under § year
s 1 through § years
R & through 13 years.
s 14.4d 18 yeara
¢ 16 and 17 years -
? 18 h 24 years.
8 25 h 34 years.
0 33 gh 44 yoars.
N 36 through &4 years J—
52 65 years and over. o
3
"
—_—.._—..———-“—.-—-—-—d_
3 } a—ine Cigatare o Tniiialh of porsew Aiing o0t sebeduil

‘AT SR IND OF EACH DAY FORWARD ALL COMPLETZD SCHEDULES TO OFFICK DERGNATED BY YOUS STATK RELISY ADMIGITRATOR
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 99

Back of Schedule
THE UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

This census is designed to provide information which is essential to the proper
administration’ of relief during the coming year. It is of the utmost importance
that all information called for be entered completely and accurately. Informa-
tion regarding individual fgmilies or persons will be held strictly confidential.

DErFINITIONS

‘Family or household.—A family or household is a group of related or unrelated
persons living together at one address, who are receiving relief and who are
coneidered as one ““case’ by the agen?v giving the relief.

Resident nonfamily person.—A resident nonfamily person is any individual
receiving relief, not included in a family or household as defined above, who has
lived in the State for 1 year or more. .

. Transient case.—A transient case is a nonfamily person or a family that has
lived in the State for less than 1 year. Do not fill out a schedule for transient
cases.
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APPENDIX B

Limitations of the Data and of the Analysis

In the section onMethod of Analysis (pp. 101-107) there is a detailed
description and evaluation of this analysis of the family compo-
sition of the cases on emergency relief rolls in October 1933. At
this point it is necessary merely tomention a few of the outstanding
factors which limit the type of generalizations that can be made.

1. This is an analysis of the family composition of the relief
gcase and not necessarily of the whole household or family group of
persons on relief. The case-unit was determined according to local
practice and undoubtedly varied from one locality to another. It is,
of course, highly probable that the relief family itself also varied
greatly from one locality to another, In this report, however, gase
and family or household cannot be separated and it is impossibls te
determine to what extent the differences reflect real differences
in family cowposition, or mere differences in local practices in
defining the case-unit. This point is of less importance adminis-
tratively than scientifically. The relief administration is concerned
with the case as a unit and is interested in the amount of local
variation, irrespective of its cause. From the research standpoint,
however, it introduces serious limitations. It invalidates any com-
parison, for example, with the non-relief family because of the
possibility of differences in the definition of the family unjt

2. The number of cases on emergency relief varies from one localily
to another depending upon the extent to which other stale, local
and private means of handling certain types of cases have been
effectively developed. This point has particular significance with
regard to the proportion of old-age and female-with-dependent-
children cases on emergency relief, Part of the variation in these
proportions is undoubtedly due to local variations in the develop-
ment and effective administration of various forms of old age and
mothers’ aid pensions or subsidies.

3. This analysis was made on the basis of data collected for the
Unemployment Relief Census. In planning this Census no provision
was made for an analysis of family composition. This analysis
?herefore, is a by-product of the Census and does not derive from
its original plan. It is not surprising, therefore, to find inade
quacies in the data themselves for the purpose at hand. Especially
serious was the variation in defining the head of the family, which,
as explained in detail onpage 102 has introduced a spurious element
into the definition of family-types.

Granting these various limitations, however, thisanalysis presents
the .most complete picture possible, at the present time, of the
family composition of ralief cases in the United States.
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APPENDIX C

Method of Analvsis 1/

Of the 3,186,181 schedules received in the October 1933 Unemploy-
ment Relief Census, 3,178,089 contained sufficient detail to make
possible an analysis of the size of family, color or race of head,
and the age of the persons in the relief families, for various
geographical units. Previously published reports have shown this
detail for geographic divisions, States, and counties by urban and
rural areas in each division, State, or county, and by principal
cities. These same schedules have been used for the further analysis
described in this report, i.e., the analysis of the composition of
the relief case in terms of family types and of certain of the social
problems involved.

Definition of Types

In making this analysis sevsral arbitrary decisions were neces-
sary, One schedule represented a single relief case. All the per-
sons involved in a single case were classed as a single family type.
Types were determined on the basis of the relationship of family
members to the head designated in the schedule.

Foster or adopted children were thrown into the same classasown
children. Children, unless otherwise specified, were defined by
relationship to head and not in terms of their ages. All persons,
except the wife or children of the head, were classed as "others."

On this basis six "pure" types were determined:

(1) Husband-wife ’

(2) Husband-wife-children

(8) Woman-children

(4) Man-children

(5) Non-family man (man alone)

(6) Non-family woman (woman alone)
and six mixed types:

(7) Husband-wife-others

(8) Husband-wife-children-others

(9) Woman-children-others

(10) Man-children-others
(11; Non-family man-others
(12) Non-family woman-others

These types require further explanation. The type was deter-
mined by the head designated in the schedule. The six "pure" types
are clear-cut. "Children" refers always to the own or foster chil-
dren of the head. These children are defined in terms of relation-
ship to the head, not by age. Thus a family consisting of a man
of 60 (nospouse in household) designated as head of the family, and his

1/ For a description of the method of collecting data, see Unem-
ployment Relief Census, Report Number One, pp. 19-20, or Report
Number Two, p. 10.
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son of 40, is classified under the "man-children"” type, just as a
man of 22 with a son 1 year old is similarly classified.

The six mixed types are more heterogeneous. In types (7), (8),
(9) and (10), for instance, "others” can represent sons-in-law,
grand-children, nieces, nephews, sisters, brothers, mother, father,
etc., of the head, but never includes his own or foster children.
Types (11) and (12) are the least homogeneous. This is due to the
fact that, in constructing types, it was necessary to accept the
statement made on the schedule as to the identity of the family
head, for the relationship of all other members of the family had
been expressed only with reference to this designated head and not
with reference to each other. In some states there was a tendency
to designate as head of the family that person who applied for
relief on behalf of his or her household. Thus, a boy of 18 applying
for relief on behalf of his mother, aged 38, father, aged 40, sisters,
aged 2, 4, 10, brothers, aged 3, 6, 7, 13, grandfather, aged 63,
would be designated as head of this housshold. Although such a
family contains a busband, wife, and (presumably) their children,
it must be classified as a "man-others" type, for no member of the
household was a spouse or child of the person designated as head.
Similarly, 2 number of "man-others” and "woman-others” families
were presumably broken families (e.g., a young man applying for
relief for his mother, brothers and sisters), but could not be so
classified without changing the heads designated on the schedules.

Because of the difficulty of interpreting certain of the tables
relating to types without a more detailed knowledge of these hete-
rogeneous classes, the following summary analysis of certainfactors
involved in these types is presented.

The extent to which.the family types are composed of families
containing children under 16 years of age can be shown by an analy-
sis of the three "pure" and three mixed types containing the children
of the head. As previously indicated, children are defined in the
type-analysis in terms of relationship rather than of age. The over-
%apping of the two classifications, relationship and age, is shown
in the following summary for the United States:

Type Containing Estimgted Percent I

Children of head, Total Some or all All Children
(with or without "others") Type _Children under 16 over 16___
Husband-Wife-Children 100 89 11
Man-Children 100 67 33
Woman-Children 100 69 31

J——

Thus, there were some children under 16 inabout 9 out of 10 families
of the husband-wife-children type, and in about 7 out of 10 of the
man-children and woman-children types.

.By definition, three types can contain no children, i.e., husband-
Wlfe,.non-family manand non-family woman, unless the head himself
(or his spouse) is under 16 years of age. This happens in less than
1 percent of these cases. These three types, however, when "others"
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are involved can, by definition, contain children under 18, al-
though not the own or foster children of the designated head.

The extent to which this occurs is indicated in the following
sumnary for the United States:

Estimated Percent

Containing
Total Children under 16 Containing
Family Type Type but not Children no Children
of Designated Head under 16
Husband-Wife-Others 100 39 61
Non-Family Man-Others 100 33 67
Non-Family Woman-Others 100 38 62

These percentages are surprisingly bigh, {rom one-third to two-fifths
of all such casesactually containing children of the age-groups under
16. This suggests that the designation of "head" in these schedules
may have been on a quite arbitrary basis and may not have taken into
account the person normally responsible, economically, for these
children. Further evidence on this point is indicated by the fol-
lowing summary showing the extent to which the parents of the
designated head are involved in certain types of families. These
percentages are again surprisingly high, especially for the non-
fawily man-others type, where two-thirds of the cases contained one
or both parents of the head and about one-half contained only the
mother of the head.

Estimated Percent
Contain- Contain- Contain- Contain-
Family Type "Total ing ing ing ing
Type Father Only Only One or
and Father Mother Both
Mother of Head of Head Parents

of Head of Head
Husband-Wife-Others 100 4 4 15 23
Non-Family Man-Others 100 15 4 47 66
Non-Family Woman-Others 100 4 2 20 26

The preceding tables indicate the range of uncertainty in the
definition of types. The 11 percent of the husband-wife-children
type in which all children were over 16 would have been classified
as non-famwily-man-(or woman)-others, if the head had been shifted
from the parent to one of the adult children. Similarly, 33 percent
of the man-children and 31 percent of the woman-children cases might
bave been classified as non-family man (or woman)-others. Conversely,
4 percent of the husband-wife-others families would have been clas-
sified as husband-wife-children (with or without "others") if the parent
bad been designated head and 4 percent would have been classified
as man-children and 15 percent as woman-children (both of the latter
with or without "others,"” depending upon the detailed composition).
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The most striking variation would have occurred in the non-family
man-others class, if the parent had been designated as head. Over
half of these cases would then have become broken families rather
than non-family groups and 15 percent would have become normal
families.

The necessity for accepting the head as designated on the schedules
has been mentioned previously. The fact that a certain artificiality
results cannot be overlooked, however. The net result for the United
States data is probably a slight overestimate of the non-family
groups, and a slight underestimate of the broken families, espe-
cially the woman-children type. That local practices in regard to
the designation of head may cause some variation in the degree of
over- and under-emphasis for local areas is probable, but the data
are too scanty to permit a reliable state-by-state comparison.

Definition of Age-Problem Classes

Partly because of this unreliability inherent in the definition
of types and partly because of the possibility of bringing rehabili-
tation problems into stronger emphasis, these cases were further
analyzed without regard to conventionalized family types, each case
being classified according to the ages of the persons comprising it.
This analysis led to the determination of certain age-problem class-
es, i.e., those containing persons 65 years of age or over, those
containing children under 16, those containing neither old persons
nor children, each in turn sub-divided according to whether or not
it contained personsof the intermediate age-groups (16-64) of either
or both sexes. In this analysis, children, as specified, were defined
as "under sixteen years of age,” and relationship to head wasdisre-
garded. These types were as follows:

1. Families with children under 16 and persons 65 and over:

(a) Containing both males and females 16-64 years of age
(b) Containing males only 16-64 years of age
(c) Containing females only 16-64 years of age
(d) Containing neither males nor females 16-64 years of age
2. Families with children under 16 but no person 65 and over:
(a) Containing both males and females 16-64 years of age
(b) Containing males only 16-64 years of age
(c) Containing females only 16-64 years of age
(d) Containing neither males nor females 16-64 years of age
3. Families with persons 65 and over but no children under 16:
(a) Containing both males and females 16-64 years of age
(b) Containing males only 16-64 years of age
(c) Containing females only 16-64 years of age
(d) Containing neither males nor females 16-64 years of age
4. Families with neither children under 16 nor persons 65 and over:
(a) Containing both males and females 16-64 years of age
(b) Containing males only 16-64 years of age
(c) Containing females only 16-64 years of age
By cutting across this classification, as is done in Tables 4 and 8
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the rehabilitation problems are brought into focus, e.g., 1 (d) and
3 (d) represent the most extreme form of the old-age problem, 1 {c)
and 2 (c) the most extreme form of the female-with-dependent children
problem, etc.

Selection of Cases by Sampling

It was not considered necessary to analyze every one of the
3,178,089 schedules available from the Relief Census, provided a
sample truly representative of these three million odd cases could
be obtained. Assurance that no selective factors would enter into
this sample could be obtained if it could be drawn in such a way
that all cases had equal chances of being repressented. It has often
been demonstrated that a purely random selection fulfills these
conditions and this was attempted as a basis for the family compo-
sition analysis. The schedules had been arranged serially in port-
folios, according to rural and urban areas as in each county in the
United States. It was decided to draw a large enough sample to
give a minimum of 1,500 schedules each for -the urban and the rural
portions of each.State. The approximate ratio that would produce
such a minimum was then determined. For example, 24,368 urban
and 10,683 rural schedules had been obtained from the Census for
Iowa. One out of every ten urban schedules would give about 2,437
schedules, well above our minimum, and one out of every five rural
schedules would give about 2,137, also a satisfactory number.
Ideally, the portfolios should have been sampled consecutively, so
that if three cases were left over in the first urban portfolio, the
first case selected from the second urban portfolio would have been
the seventh. Since many clerks were needed for the sampling, this
was not always practicable, and the selection was made from the
beginning of every portfolio, the schedules left over at the end of
each being sampled separately. Because of the crudity of this
msethod, the exact number expected in the sample was not always
obtained, Thus in Jowa, instead of the expected 2,437 urban sched-
ules, 2,423 were obtained, and instead of the expected 2,137 rural
schedules, 2,122 were obtained. The actual size of the sample
obtained for each class is indicated in each table.

The total sample obtained for the United States comprised 207,850
schedules, or about 64 percent of all the schedules obtained in the
Unemployment Relief Census.

If each of the State urban or rural samples could be considered
representative of the urea from which it was drawn, a representative
picture of a larger area, combining several smaller areas. could be
built up multiplying each small area by a number representing the
actual sampling ratio and adding the products, Thus, for the State
of lowa, dividing the urban schedules obtained by sampling into the
urban schedules obtained in the Census gives a sampling ratio of
10.057 (instead of the even 10 expected). Similarly, the sampling
ratio for rural areas was 5.0344 (instead of the even 5 expected).
The number of each rural racial group (Negroes, whites, other races)
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for the State is found by multiplying the urban Negroes in the sample
by 10.057, the rural Negroes in the sample by 5.0344, and adding the
two products. The same method was used for the other two racial
groups. Precisely the same method was used to obtain the number of
cases of any type for the whole State. The United States total was
built up by adding the State totals.

The sampling for the large cities analyzed in this report was the
same, in principle, as for the States. For 23 of the 38 cities
(all cities with populations of 250,000 or more in 1930 and all
cities having a Negro population of 50,000 or more in 1930) a ratio
was computed for the whole city and the city totals were constructed
by multiplying the sample by this ratio. For fifteen of the cities,
a white-Negro comparison was considered desirable because of the
large number of resident Negroes. In order to obtain a sufficiently
large sample of both Negroes and whites in these cities, separate
sampling ratios were used for Negroes and for whites, and the total
was built up by applying these ratios to each racial group, summing
the products and adding in the number (usually very small) of cases
of "other races."” A total of 129,135 schedules was obtained in the
sample for principal cities 1/ of which 43,177 whites and 31,469
Negroes were from the 15 cities having a Negro population of 50,000
or more in 1930,

Certain tests of the representativeness of the sample obtained
can readily be made. The following tables bear on this point. The
first of these shows the percent of whites, Negroes, and other races
found in the total Unemployment Relief Census for each State and
for urban and rural areas in each State, compared with the percent
of each racial group in the sample for each State and each urhan
and rural area. The second shows the number of families consisting
of one person, two persons, etc,, up to seven or more persons by
States and urban and rural areas in sach State for the total Census
compared with the sample. It is clear that the sample was very
similar to the Census in respect to color or race and size of family.

One test of the statistical significance of the difference betwsen
the percentages of the sample and the Census is obtained by comparing
the difference with its standard deviation. If the difference is less
than twice its standard deviation, it may be assumed that the sample
was reasonably representative of the Census. If, however, the dif-
ference is greater than three times its standard deviation, it indi-
cate§ that the sample probably over- or under-represented the
particular class concerned. Except for a very slight excess of one
person  cases in Kentucky, there were no definitely significant
differences in size. No other differences between proportions
exceeded the limits permitted in a random sample. 2/

s

v :Vt;stiipgton, D.C. is included both in United States and city
otals.

2/ Unpublished tables.
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Estimate of Totals and of Percentages

Since it is highly improbable that the number in any type or
racial class derived for any area by applying a ratio to the sample
is precisely what would have resulted from an analysis of every case
in the Census, all data except State totals, totals for urban and
rural areas within each State, city totals and totals for whites and
Negroes for the 15 selected cities, are given as estimates and are
presented in a form where they are accurate to the hundreds only.
Thus, for Jowa the total number of urban whites obtained by applying
the urban ratio to the sample was 23,251 and the total number of
urban Negroes was 945. It is almost certain that the last digit in
each of these figures would differ from the last digit if the whole
Census had been analyzed, and highly probable that the next to the
last digit would also differ from the "true" Census figure. It is
therefore, actually more precise to express both of these figures
correct to the nearest hundred than to express them with the last
two digits. Urban whites were therefore estimated as 23,300 and
urban Negroes as 900. Half of the cases in which the last digits
were exactly 50 were raised to the next hundred, half lowered by
applying the arbitrary rule that 50°’s in "odd" hundreds should be
raised, all in "even" hundreds lowered, e.g., 150 and 250 were both
estimated as 200.

Percentages were computed on the basis of the actual sample
rather than on the basis of the estimated totals. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole percent, e.g., 2.68 percent was esti-
mated as 3 percent, 2.45 as 2 percent. The same rule noted above
was applied for percentages ending exactly in .50. No percentages
were computed for any class where the total number of cases obtained
in the sample for that class was less than 100.

Type of family could not be determined in 3,750 of the State
schedules and in 589 of the city schedules because relationship to
the head had not been recorded for one or more individuals in the
family, 1/ According to the procedure generally followed these
"unknowns" were excluded from the base before computing percentagés.
The number of such cases excluded from the various samples is shown
in Tables 3 (States) and 4 (cities) of this Appendix.

Because of the greater usefulness of percentage estimates than
of estimates of the actual number of these cases in October 1933,
no detailed data tables are published in this report. The tables
listed in Appendix D are available in the Division of Research,
Statistics and Finance, Federal Emergency Relief Administration,
in Washington.

L/ See p. 100 on Limitations of the Data and of the Analysis.
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87.2 | 87.7 | 12.3 11.8 . 99.4 | 99.7 .3 .4 .3
95.5 | 95.6 1.0 .9 3.5 3.5 | 8.5 | 88.6 .7 .6 | 10.8 | 10.8
99.7 | 99.9 3 .1 99.4 | 99.6 -4 2 -2 .2
80.3 | 80.5 | 19.6 19.5 ol jeme——] B4, 84, 15.8 | 15.6 ol |eemma
89.5 | 91.9 1.7 .6 8.8 7.4 | 90.6 | 80.5 .3 0.2 9.1 9.3
89.3 | 90.1 | 10.5 9.7 .2 .1 1 985.2 | 95.1 4.0 4.2 .8 .7
29. 41.7 | 60.3 58.2 65.5 | 66. 34.1 | 33.6 -4 .3
99.4 | 99.3 .4 -4 .2 .3 |98.3 | 98.7 |ewmamm .1 1.7 1.3
78.4 | 7.5 | 2.5 22.3 .1 2 | 93.9 | 4.1 6.1 5.8 |-—we=m .1
80. .3 | 18, 18.1 | 1.4 1.6 [e8.6 | 893 | 8.5 | 88| 2.7 ] 2.1
98.3 gg.g 8.; .6 .4 .4 | 98.9 | 98.9 .3 .3 .8 .
81.8 | 82.0 | 18.1 17.9 .1 .1 | 95.2 | 95.8 4.7 4.2 ol |mmm—
5.0 | 95.3 4.9 4.5 .1 <2 | 93.5 . 6.3 5.8 .2 2
43.9 | 44,1 | 56.1 55.9 45.9 | 46.0 | 54.1 | 34.0 -]
99.3 | 99.5 .5 .5 .2 99.8 | 99.6 .1 3 .1 «2
57.2 | 56.4 | 42.8 43.6 93.7 | 93.7 6.3 6.3 |-
54.5 | 54.0 | 23.4 23.8 | 22.1 | 22.2 | 66.4 | 66.9 | 13.3 | 12.9 | 20.3 § 20.2
87.6 | 97.7 o7 .9 1.7 1.4 | 99.3 | 99.4 .2 d 9 .5
98.8 | 99.9 .2 .1 99.8 | 99.9, .1 .1 ol |emane-
4.1 | 44,0 | 55.9 55.2 72.7 | 713.1 | 27.2 | 26.8 .1 .
98.3 | 98.6 1.4 1.2 -3 .2 ] 99.1 | 99.3 .3 .3 .8 .5
84.8 | 85.4 | 5.2 14.6 95.7 | 96.0 4.3 4.0
96.2 | 96.1 3.3 3.5 S .4 ] 96.6 | 96.9 .2 .2 3.2 2.9
91.9 | 91.8 3.0 3.1 5.1 5.1 | 99,0 1 989.0 .1 0.1 .9 0.9
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110 UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS

Arreuoix TasrLe 2. Comramison oF FamiLits 3Y SiZt 1% Usnzuprovurut ReLitr Cexsus, Octo
- 13

One Persox Tuo Peasons
States

Census | SamrLz | Cewsus | Saurtt

United States— 13.1 13.1 17.5 17.8
Alabans 5.8 5.8 18.0 15.0
Arizona 16.9 17.0 15.8 15,7
Ark 14.8 15.0 20.0 18.7
California 22.2 21.5 22.2 22.3
Calarade g -§ 21.7 21,2 18.4 18.0
Connecticut 11.8 11.7 16.2 15.4
Delaware 14.1 14.1 20.5 20.7
Bistrict of Columbia 24.4 24.4 23.8 24.3
Florids 15.2 15:2 22.0 21.9
Georgla 12,1 12.1 18.4 19.6
fdaho 20.8 20.8 17.9 18.0
1tinois 17.4 17.4 19.6 18.7
indiana 12.4 12.6 21.8 22,2

fowa . 8.0 8.0 17.5 16,
:ansask 10.9 10.8 20,9 fg-g

entucky 4. . 13.4 .
Lovisiana G.g 2.% 13.0 17.7
Maine 13.1 12.8 14.8 14.0
Maryland 5.9 6.1 18.7 19.4
Massachusetts 22.9 22.9 16.2 16.4
Michigan 11.8 12.2 18.2 17.§
Minnesota 23.7 24.0 14.9 14.5
Nississippi 11.9 12.2 17.4 16.9
Missouri 17.1 16.7 21.7 22.1
Montana 25.2 .2 16.1 16,1
:eb:::*- 13.8 %3.3 18.4 igg

ev. .9 . 14.2 .
New Hampshire ?;_g 3.; 15.2 15.2
New Jersey 11.4 10.7 16.7 16.8
New Mexico 1 4. 14.9
New York 12:0 1"1:5 i'l.g 16.5
North Carolins 10.8 10.4 14.5 15.4
North Dakota 11.3 11.8 11.2 1.0
Ohio 16.2 16.8 19.6 19.7
Oklahoma 10.8 18.4 18.4
Qregon 2620 53 | 204 | 1ol
Pennsylvania 12.6 13.0 15.2 15.4
Rhode 1sland 10.0 3.5 16.0 15.3
South Carolina 9.5 9.4 14.6 14.9
South Dakota - 5

8.4 8.9 13.7 12.

Jeon 2.7 2.8 131 | 127
Utah 13.9 12.7 113 e
Yermont 119 12.0 14.7 14.8
¥irginie 16.8
¥ashington 192 | 108 | 203 | 20
West Virgiaia 9.8 9’5 14.3 14.5
¥isconsin 191 | 1904 | 185 | 183

yoming 25.3 25.3 17.7 i7.
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UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF CENSUS 111

stk 1933, aus im A Saurie Drawn FrOM TeAT Census as snown 8y Psacextage of Eacw Size,

Sratss
Seven of
Tinzz Peasons Foun Peasons Five Pensons Six Peasons MORE
Pensons
Census | Samers | Cewsus]SampiLe | Cunsus | Samrre | Cunsus | Samurie | Census | Samrer:
17.7 17.6 16,8 | 16.3 12.3 12,3 8.7 8.6 14.6 14.5
17.7 17.3 16,3 ] 16.2 13,7 14.5 10,8 10.0 21.0 21.4
14.9 14.7 14.8 | 15.2 11.6 11.6 9.4 9.9 16.4 16.0
18.0 18.7 15.4 | 16.2 11.8 11.7 8.3 7.4 11.5 11.4
19.1 19.1 14,9 | 15.0 9.2 9.1 5.3 5.8 7.0 7.3
18, 16.4 14.4 | 14.5 10.9 10.8 7. 7.8 11.0 11,
15,2 14.5 16.1 | 16.9 13.3 13.5 9.3 9.5 16.6 18.3
18.3 18.0 16.2 | 16.6 1.4 11.7 6.9 7.1 12.5 11.7
18.8 19.2 13.4 . 7.8 7.3 5.0 4.4 6.9 6.8
19.0 18.8 15,2 5.1 10.6 10.6 7.2 6.9 10.9 11.4
18.8 17.8 15.8 | 15.8 11.8 11.9 8.5 8.4 14.6 14.4
16.6 16.6 13.5 | 13.6 11.7 11.6 7.9 7.7 11.6 11.6
18.1 18.1 15.8 { 15.0 11.2 11.4 7.4 7.8 10.5 10.5
-4 16. 15.1 .6 .4 10.7 8.2 8.5 13.7 13.8
9.3 18.4 17.2 | 18.1 12.8 13.1 8.1 8.7 15.1 15.3
19.7 19.6 16.8 | 16.5 11.8 11.7 8.1 8.4 11.8 12.1
17.1 17.9 16.8 | 17.1 14,2 15,3 11.3 10.1 22,9 23.5
9.9 20.4 17.6 .6 A2.9 12.9 8.3 9.4 16.0 18.3
14.1 14,2 14.1 | 14.3 12.1 12.3 10.4 11.2 21.4 21.3
19.8 19.9 17.8 | 17.7 13.0 11.5 8.0 8.2 15.8 16.2
15,2 15.4 14,2 | 14.1 10.9 11.2 7.8 8.2 12.8 11.8
18.0 18.4 16.6 | 17.4 12.9 12.9 9.0 8.5 13.5 13.1
15.8 15.8 14.8 | 14.2 11,0 10.9 7.5 7.8 12.3 12.7
16.9 7.0 15,3 | 16.1 12.1 11,7 9.1 9.0 17.3 17.0
17.8 7.4 14.8 | 15.3 10.8 10.4 7.3 7.5 10.7 10.4
15.2 14.9 14,1 } 13.8 10.4 10.4 7.4 8.2 11.6 11.4
7.3 16.6 .8 ] 16.8 12.4 12.0 8.6 8.0 14.7 13.9
9.7 9.8 9.4 8.1 5.2 5.4 3.1 3.0 4.8 4.7
14.7 13.7 13.6 | 14,7 10.9 10.9 9.6 9.5 18.4 18.7
17.6 18.1 16.9 | 17.4 13.3 13.0 8.3 6.5 14.8 14.6
14.7 14.8 14.8 | 147 11.3 14.% 10.3 10.3 18.9 19.12
20.4 20.0 19.5 | 19.8 13.7 14,2 8.9 9.3 12.5 12.3
15.1 15.0 14,5 | 15.4 12.9 12,1 10.9 10.6 21.3 21.0
14.5 14.8 15.3 | 16.3 13.8 13.7 10.4 9.2 23.5 23.6
17.3 16.9 15,2 | 16.3 11.4 11.8 7.9 7.0 12.4 11.7
18.% 18.5 16.6 | 15.5 12.7 12.4 9.1 8.7 13.9 14.3
16.8 16.5 14.5 | 14,8 8.3 9.8 5.7 6.0 7.3 7.1
16.2 15.8 15.7 | 15.8 13.0 13.2 9.5 9.0 17.8 17.8
15.9 16.9 16.0 | 16.3 13.2 14.0 10.0 10.2 18.9 17.7
16.3 16.9 15.4 | 15.0 12.6 12.3 10.0 9.8 21.2 28.8
17.5 17.2 17.5 | 15.7 14.4 16.2 10.4 10.5 18.1 18.0
.9 17.0 17.5 | 17.5 15.1 15.0 12.0 12.3 22.7 22.7
.8 16.1 16.4 | 17.2 12.6 12.3 9. 9.3 13.8 14.1
15.7 18, 15. . 12, 11.8 8.1 10.0 16.7 15.7
18.2 16.2 14,7 | 14.8 11.7 11, 11.3 11.3 19.5 18.4
17.2 17.0 16,2 | 16.5 13,1 13.4 8.5 9.2 18.3 19.1
19.1 18.0 16.4 | 16.3 10.6 10, 6.7 7.5 7.5 7.6
6.6 17.1 15.6 | 15.9 13.0 12.4 10.2 10.0 20.5 20.7
16.9 .1 .5 . 11,7 11.6 8.0 8.0 13.3 13.2
4.1 14.2 13.1 | 13.1 11.1 11.3 6.3 6.3 12.4 12.3
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Aprenoix TaLe 3. Comupanison oF NUMBER OF FAMILIES N SameiLt of Eacn State with Trvee
OF FAMILY Unxuown, BY COLOR OR RACE OF HeaD, AND URBAN AND RumaL AREas

Totat Uasan Rumat
ToTAL } Wwive | NEgro| OTners | TotaL | WHITE | Necro Wrive | Nesra
United States~= {3750 61 | 571 58 422 35 | 148
Alabama 3 7 s 3 4 i 1 1 lﬁs 3
i4 2 | === 4 ———— 2 | ee--
526 37f 181 M 116 le 35
9 9 | emne | mauee 3 3] ew- 6 § a-aa | <oeme
Connecticut-we-~ § 15 1 1] ceeee 5 § | =mem 9 1 ] aeee-
Delawarescce-aa- | 216 | 172 44 | cmenn 2 18 11 154 33 | ave--
District of Col. | 249 | 154 95 | eeee- | 249 | 154 95 ceee | seee | manan
Florida--e~eeen | 33 12 2| —eean 14 5 9 12 | cones
Georgm-----u-- 17 9 8 | a--ev 5 1 12 8 4 | conen
Igahoemnnn-n 285 | 385 [ eeae | cwe-- e | 118 267 | 267 | ae-n | weee-
Nlinois- 6 | canm | conee 1 5 § | come | eeee
indiana---- 616 | 548 68 | ~eeerf 312 ) 250 304 | 298 6 | veem
loWaecvennsenenn 40 40 | cmme | meen- 13 13 a 21 | e | wme-
Kansas----veee-= | 61 54 71----- u 27 27 27 | -eem | oeeas
8| 3 € [ ----- 12 [ 17| 17 [ mee {ommee
: N B Dl Dol B4l e ) ol e
Maryland--.----- 6 1] ceovr | cooe | comm 32 J—
Massu:husetts--- 9 9 facee | cmann 4 4| caee 5 § | --ee | o-em-
11 10 1]----- 7 6 1 4 4 | --en | mee--
5 5 | -mem | ooees 1 1] ceen 4 L3 EEETE RIS
' i 3 22 2L ceene 22 9 13 2 13 8 | ee-er
Missouri-ceeesse | 11 10 I 1] - 1 10 10 | even | ==e-e
Montans.ceceea-- 14 U] ear | caann 4 4 ] ceea | aeene 10 10 | -een | oooe-
Nebraska-. 47 46 1] ceene 18 17 ) QY (R 29 29 | ~eem [ woee-
Nevadaeereoaanaa 7 6 | -eem 6 51| ---- 1 1 1 | -mem | =m-e-
New Hampshirg--. 45 45 feeee | ceann 15 1S | coee | woeen 30 30 ] evee | oom--
New Jersey--w--- | 39 | 28 F R [ 37| 36 [ N —— 2 2 | eeee |
New NexicOeeeeoo | 22 19 | ... 3 15 12 | ---- 7 7| ----
New Yorke-eeacee | 24 9 15 | couen 21 6 15 3 3 |-
North Carolina.. 24 8 16 | <ceee 10 1 9 14 7
North Dakota---- 168 | 168 | -ceu { verem 41 L3 W [ 127 127 |----
0 22 11 | coone 16 8 8 17 14
FS RAITH LSRR e e 3 3| ---
amave 2 2 23 2t
13 1]----- 11 10 1 3 3 |-
58| W] 73 28 45 sal 3| »
398 | .... 1} 231 212 § ... 1] 186 | 186 | -e--
24 6 | ceere [] A 2 |eee-
4 5 | caees 6 1 5 2 31---
N EE RN g iy gt 3 3 foeee
18 |eee §amees 2 2 - 16 16 e
2 4 N [ | | Q— 5 2 3
P — 2 24 eeee | aeae 18 18 | ---
161 4 53 5L -——- | 112] 10
6 |aeu- 2 2 | ceca | voeea 4 4 ] eeer
% |.e.- 8 [ [p— 52 52 {.--e-
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Arpaupix TasLe 8. Cowrantscn of Numses of FauiLigs 1n s“'il or Eacn Civy wivn 250,000
on Mong Porviation 1w 1930 witn Terg Of Famicy Unxuown, Aup wity Ngsma and Wuivre Cias-
siricavion ror Civies witn 50,000 on Morg Neemnoes in 1930

TovaL Wnsre Neaso
Total 589 190 143
Akron, Ohio 14 —— anene
Atlanta, Gs. * [ 1 5
Baltimore, Md.° 16 4 12
Birminghan, Ala.® 3 2 1
Boston, Mass. 1
Buffalo, N, Y.
Chicago, 111.°
Cincinnatt,. Ohio 24
Cleveland, Ohio®
Columbis, Ohic 18
lln,‘i‘oxn 1
,» Golo. S
Detroit, Mich.* 7
Houston, Texas® 2
Indtsnapolis, Ind. 52 ———— —————
Jersey City, N. J. 13 [ ———n-
Kansas City, Mo. 5 ——— ——
Los Angeles, Calif., (] — —
Louisv?llo, Ky. - 52 — —
Memphis, Tenn.® 14 6
M1 lwaul is. 3 ——
Ninnsapolis, Ninn. 2 —
Newark, N, J. 4 P
New Orieans, La.* 3 3
New York, N, Y.° ——— —— —
Oakland, Calif. 2 — —
Philadeiphia, Ps.* 1 7 4
Pittsburgh, Pa.® 15 6 9
Portland, Ore. 1 —— ——
Providence, R. |. [ —— ——
Rich d, Va.* 2 6 4 2
Rochester, K.Y. 10 —— ——
St. Louis, Mo.* 1 —— 1
St. Paul, Minn. 2 — —
San Francisco, Calif. 1 ———— ——
Seattle, Wash. 9 —— —
Toleds, Ohic 28 ——— —
Washington, 0, C.* 249 154 95

* A Negro-white comparison was made for thess cities.
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APPENDIX D
List of Tables not Published
DATA
United States Summary

Number of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of Family,
Color or Race, and Urban and Rural Areas .
Number of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of Family,
Age-Groups of Children, and Urban and Rural Areas, and by
Color or Race, Sex, and Age of Head

Number of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of Family,
Number of "Oth¢ <" in Family, Color or Race, and Urban and
Rural Areas

Number of Relief Families, October 1933, by Age-Groups of
Family Members, Color or Race, and Urban and Rural Areas

States

Number of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of Family,
Color or Race, and Urban and Rural Areas .
Number of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of Family,
Ago-Groups of Children, and Urban and Rural Areas, and by
Color, or Race, Sex, and Age of Head )
Number of Relief Families, October 1833, by Type of Family,
Number of "Others” in Family, Color or Race, and Urban and
Rural Areas

Number of Relief Families, October 1833, by Age-Groups of
Family Members, Color or Race, and Urban and Rural Areas

. Principal Cities
(Population of 250,000 or More in 1930)

Number of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of Family
and Color or Race .
Number of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of Family
and Age-Groups of Children, and by Color or Race, Sex, and
Age of Head

Number of White and of Negro Relief Families, October 1933.
by Type of Family and Age-Groups of Children and by Sex and
Age of Head, for Cities with 50,000 or More Negroes in 1930
Number of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of Family,
Number of "Others” in Family, and Color or Race

Number of White and of Negro Relief Families, October 1933
by Type of Family, and Number of "Others" in Family, for
Cities with 50,000 or More Negroes in 1930

Number of Relief Families, October 1933, by Age-Groups of
Family Members and Color or Race
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PERCENT

United States Summary

Distribution of Relief Families, October 1933, by Age of
Children, Color or Race, and Urban and Rural Areas

States

Distribution of Relief Families, October 1933, by Color or
Race, Age, and Sex of Head, and Urban and Rural Areas
Distribution of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of
Family, Number of "Others" in Family, Color or Race, and
Urban and Rural Areas

Distribution of Relief Families, October 1933, by Presence of
Aged Persons and Children, by Presence of Persons 16-64 Years
of Age, and by Color or Race, and Urban and Rural Areas
Distribution of Relief Families, October 1933, by Age of
Children, Sex of Head, and Urban and Rural Areas

Principal Cities
(Population of 250,000 or More in 1930)

Distribution of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of
Family, and Sex and Age of Head

Distribution of White and Negro Relief Families, October
1933, by Type of Family, and Sex and Age of Head, in Cities
with 50,000 or More Negroes in 1930

Distribution of Relief Families, October 1933, by Type of
Family and Number of "Others" in Family

Distribution of White and Negro Relief Families, October
1933, by Type of Family and Number of "Others" in Family, in
Cities with 50,000 or More Negroes in 1930

Distribution of Relief Families, October 1933, by Age of
Children and Sex of Head

Distribution of White and Negro Relief Families, October
1933, by Age of Children and Sex of Head, in Cities with
50,000 or More Negroes in 1930
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