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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Works PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D. C., June 15, 1937.

Sir: I have the honor to transmit an analysis of the social and
economic characteristics of farm operators and farm laborers re-
ceiving assistance under the general relief and rural rehabilitation
programs. The analysis contributes significant material on the
incidence of relief in the various agricultural groups and thus pro-
vides necessary information for the determination of future policies
for the relief of unemployment in rural areas. The report is based
on data obtained through surveys of Current Changes in the Rural
Relief Population, conducted by the Division of Research, Statistics,
and Finance of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration.

The report emphasizes the fact that the depression in agriculture
began long before 1929 and that the distress of the early 1930’s
merely accentuated farm problems of long standing. Chief among
these problems are: the pressure of rural birth rates on farm oppor-
tunities; the attempt to farm lands which are submarginal in pro-
duction or approaching submarginality; attempts to farm eroded
lands and adoption of farming practices which are conducive to
erosion; subdivision of farms into units too small to afford support
for a family; concentration on commercial rather than subsistence
farming; overcapitalization of farms and consequent heavy fore-
closures; decline of certain extractive industries, especially lumber-
ing and mining, with consequent loss of the supplementary income
which many farmers depended on for an adequate budget; growth
of the tenant system ; and increase in low-paid wage workers in agri-
culture. The situation has become acute in recent years, due largely
to the lack of parity of prices of farm products and to the cumu-~
lative influence of a succession of disastrous droughts. The extension
of relief into rural areas has focused attention on the human needs
of the low income farm families.

The study was made in the Division of Social Research, under the-
direction of Howard B. Myers, Director of the Division. The data
were collected under the supervision of A. R. Mangus and T. C.
McCormick, with the assistance of J. E. Hulett, Jr., and Wayne
Daugherty. Acknowledgment is also made of the cooperation of
the State Supervisors and Assistant State Supervisors of Rural Re-
search who were in direct charge of the field work. The analysis
of the data was made under the supervision of T. J. Woofter, Jr.,
Coordinator of Rural Research.
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v Letter of Transmittal

The report was prepared by Berta Asch, whose services were made
available to the Works Progress Administration by the Resettlement
Administration, and by A. R. Mangus; it was edited by Ellen Win-
ston and Rebecca Farnham. Special acknowledgement is made of
the contribution of T. J. Woofter, Jr., who wrote the Introduction
and Chapters I, VI, and VIII. A. R. Mangus contributed Chapter
VII and Appendix B—The Methodology of Rural Relief Studies.

Respectfully submitted.

CormineroN GILL,
Assistant Administrator.
Hon. Hagrry L. Hoprixs,
Works Progress Administrator,
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INTRODUCTION

Hi18 sTUDY was undertaken to assemble information concerning

I the relief and rehabilitation needs of farmers and to clarify

the problems of the farm families that became dependent on
public assistance during the depression.

The specific objectives have been to describe the extent of the
farm relief problem and the underlying causes of distress; the de-
velopment of the administrative programs which were formulated
to meet the situation; the types and amounts of assistance given
farm households; the social characteristics of these households; the
relation of farmers on relief to the land with respect to residence
and tenure and their relation to the factors of production and ex-
perience; and the trend of farm relief through 1935.

The sections describing the social and economic characteristics of
relief and rehabilitation clients are based mainly on an analysis of
farm households receiving aid in June 1985. This month was se-
lected because it was considered less subject to seasonal and admin-
istrative fluctuations than other months for which similar data are
available.

Supplementary data, however, are drawn from relief studies that
were made in February 1985 and October 1935 in the same sample
areas as was the June study. Material is also drawn from previous
Works Progress Administration studies, principally Sie Rural
Problem Areas, Relief-Resources—Rehabilitation and Comparative
Study of Rural Relief and Non-Relief Households.* In chapter VII,
“Relief Trends, 1938 Through 1985,” use is made of reports of the
Resettlement Administration and of the Works Progress Admin-
istration, and of the study.made by the latter organization of cases
opened and closed by relief offices between March and October 1985.

The data presented in this report were obtained by means of a
sample enumeration.! The June relief study included 116,972 rural
cases, in 300 counties representing 30 States, of which 37,854 were
those of farm operators; 58,516 of the total rural cases were in 138

1 Regearch Monographs I and II.
s For details of the sampling procedure, see appendix B,
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counties representing 9 agricultural areas. Of these, 18,126 were
farm operator households. The estimated United States and State
totals were based on the larger sample.

The sample counties were systematically chosen as representative
of varied types of agriculture in the States and areas surveyed.
These counties contained 12.1 percent of all the farm operators in
the States sampled ® and 8.1 percent of farm operators in the areas
sampled. The information on the schedules was obtained from
case records in the county relief offices,

-

DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

This study is concerned with heads of families, either farm opera-
tors or farm laborers, 16 to 64 years of age. Those 65 years of age
and over are arbitrarily excluded since they are considered as having
passed their productive period. Farm operators include both farm-
ers still remaining on their land and those forced to leave their
farms 4 but whose usual occupation had been farming. In all areas,
the study separates farm operators into two groups, owners and
tenants, while in the Cotton Areas, a third group, sharecroppers, as
distinguished from other tenants, is represented. Farm owners are
farmers who own all or part of the land which they operate. Farm
tenants are defined as operating hired land only, furnishing all or
part of the working equipment and stock, whether they pay cash,
or a share of the crop, or both, as rent. Croppers are tenants to
whom the landlord furnishes all the work animals, who contribute
only their labor, and who receive in return a share of the crop.
Farm laborers are persons who work on a farm with or without
wages under the supervision of the farm operator.® The major part
of the discussion of laborers is confined to heads of families.

For purposes of this survey, a person was regarded as having had
a usual occupation if at any time during the last 10 years he had
worked at any job, other than work relief, for a period of at least
4 consecutive weeks. If the person had worked at two or more
occupations, the one at which he had worked the greatest length
of time was considered the usual occupation. If he had worked
for an equal length of time at two or more occupations, the one
at which he worked last was considered the usual occupation. A
person on relief continuously from February to June was defined
as currently employed in June if he had had nonrelief employment

3The State sample was based on 31 States, but Arizona was not included in the June
survey.

4 A farm is defilned as having at least 3 acres, unless its agricultural products in 1929
were valued at $260 or more. Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Population
Vol I, p. 2.

5 See Appendix C—Glossary.
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lasting 1 week or more during February, the month of the preceding
survey.® For cases opened or reopened from March to June, a per-
son was considered currently employed in June if he had had non-
relief employment, including employment as farm operator or
laborer, during the week in which the first order for relief was
received. The type of current employment is referred to hereafter
as current occupation.

AGRICULTURAL AREAS SURVEYED

Although relief and rehabilitation rates are given by States, this
study is primarily based on data for nine major agricultural areas.
They are: the Eastern Cotton Belt, which includes portions of
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi,
Louisiana, and Arkansas; the Lake States Cut-Over Area in north-
ern Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan; the Western Cotton Area,
including parts of Oklahoma and Texas: the Appalachian-Ozark

Fic.1 - AREAS REPRESENTED AND COUNTIES SAMPLED

SURVEY OF THE RURAL RELIEF SITUATION
June 1935

LAKE STATES
CUT-OVER AREA
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Area, including the mountainous sections of West Virginia, North
Carolina, Tennessee, Kentucky, Missouri, and Arkansas; the Spring
Wheat Area in the northern part of the Great Plains; the Winter
Wheat Area in the southern part of the Gireat Plains; the Ranching
Area scattered through the mountain States; the Hay and Dairy
Area, which stretches from New York along the Great Lakes to

S This procedure for determining current employment was necessary as case records
were not kept up-to-date with respect to employment status. It is justified by the faet
that Junc is a peak month for agricultural employment and farm operators and laborers
employed in February, a slack month, would normally continue their employment
through the summer,
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Wisconsin and Minnesota; and the Corn Belt in Ohio, Indiana,
Tllinois, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, and Missouri. Figure 1
delineates these areas and indicates the counties sampled as repre-
sentative of conditions in each area.

The first six regions constitute definite rural problem areas.”
The Ranching Area may also be listed as a problem area, insofar
as it has been affected by recent droughts. The Hay and Dairy
Area and the Corn Belt are more nearly normal agricultural regions
and as such are especially interesting for a study of the general
farm relief problem. This is particularly true of the Corn Belt,
which was especially benefited by the corn-hog program of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Administration.

¥ 8ee Beck, P. Q. and Forster, M. C., Biz Rural Problem Areas, Relief—Resources—Re-
habilitation, Research Monograph I, Division of Research, Statistics, and Finance,
Federal Emergency Relief Administration, 1835, pp. 8 ff. This report also deals with the
various aspects of the farm relief problem. However, the counties sampled differ from
those covered by the present study, and the data refer to an earlier period.



SUMMARY

HE FARM FAMILIES that have received public assistance under

the various Federal relief programs were only in part victims
. of the depression. In many cases, the need for outside aid
was the result of long-standing agricultural maladjustments and
adverse climatic conditions such as drought and flood.

A large majority of the farmers and farm laborers receiving7 - / !
public assistance, up to the summer of 1935, were clients of the (( /-~ '
general relief and rural rehabilitation programs of the Federal
Emergency Relief Administration. During the last half of 1935, \
the Federal Works Program and the Resettlement Administration)
took over the bulk of the load.

LOCATION OF FARM RELIEF AND REHABILITATION CASES

Over a million farmer and farm laborer families in rural and
urban areas were on relief and rehabilitation rolls in February 1935,
and almost 600,000 farmers in rural areas received relief grants
or rehabilitation advances under the Federal programs in June 1935.

The June farm relief load varied widely among the States. New
Mexico, with more than one-third of its farmers receiving these
types of Federal aid, was followed in order by the Dakotas, Okla-
homa, and Colorado, with more than one-fifth of all farmers on
relief or rehabilitation, and by Kentucky, Florida, Idaho, Montana,
Minnesota, Pennsylvania, Arkansas, South Carolina, and Wyoming,
each with 10 percent or more of their farm families receiving such
aid. In the country as a whole, the proportion of all farm families
receiving relief grants or rehabilitation advances in June averaged
9 percent.

The 14 States in which the relief load was concentrated contained
only one-fourth of all farms in the United States in 1935; yet they
contained over one-half of all farmers receiving relief grants or
rehabilitation advances in June of that year. The concentration
of relief in these States primarily reflects the effects of the 1934
drought and the long-standing ills of the Appalachian-Ozark Area
with its poor soil and abandoned industries. At the same time,
the heavy relief loads in these States, as compared with others
suffering from similar unfavorable conditions, reflect differences in
relief policies, more liberal in some sections than in others.

xImx
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TYPES AND AMOUNTS OF RELIEF AND REHABILITATION

Types and amounts of relief grants and rehabilitation advances
to farm families in June 1935 differed widely among various agri-
“cultural areas. Since the administration of both relief and re-
habilitation was largely entrusted to the States, the available funds
and the administrative policies of the various States, as well as
differences in standard of living and employment status, caused
variations in the aid granted.

Most of the employed as well as the unemployed heads of farm
families on general relief rolls received work relief in June 1935.
The presence on work relief rolls of farmers still operating their
farms indicates either that other members of their families could
attend to the farm duties or that their farming was of little con-
sequence. Many were normally full-time farmers whose operations
had been curtailed by the drought, and others were part-time farmers
who had lost their usual supplementary employment.

( Relatively fewer Negroes than whites had work relief in the
two Cotton Areas, with the difference more marked in the Eastern

“Cotton Belt. In that area two-thirds of the white farmers on relief
‘but less than one-half of the Negroes had work assignments.

- Amounts of relief given in June 1935 in all areas combined aver-
aged $13 for farm owners, $12 for farm laborers and tenants, and

. $9 for croppers. Negroes in all agricultural groups received lower
relief grants than whites. Relief grants were smallest in the Appa-

lachian-Ozark and Cotton Areas, reflecting the relatively low stand-

. ard of living of those sections.

The proportion of all rehabilitation clients receiving subsistence
goods (for meeting budgetary needs) and the proportion receiving
capital goods (for productive purposes) were about the same (83
and 84 percent, respectively) for the total of all areas, but differ-
ences among areas were marked.

Rehabilitation advances ranged in amount from an average of
$31 in the Spring Wheat Area to $416 for whites in the Western

. Cotton Area, reflecting to some extent the different stages of de-
velopment of the program in the various areas. The average for
all areas was $189.
¢ Relatively fewer Negro than white clients in the Cotton Areas

~ received capital goods, and Negroes received smaller advances than

‘whites of both capital and subsistence goods.

SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF RELIEF FAMILIES

Farmers on relief did not differ markedly in age from all farmers
in the United States. Comparison of February and Jyne data,
however, indicates that the younger farmers and farm laborers
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(excluding the very young group, 16-24 years of age) left relief
rolls in greater numbers than did the older clients during the spring
planting season. As in the general population, owners on relief
were about 9 years older on the average than tenants, while share-
croppers and laborers were the youngest agricultural groups.

Relief families were found to be larger than those in the general
population. In most areas, tenants had larger families than the
other groups. Negro and white households were not consistently
different in size.

Although the normal family (husband and wife, or husband, wife,
and children) was the prevailing type on relief, the proportion of
such families varied considerably by areas and by tenure groups.
Broken families were found more frequently in the two Cotton Areas
and in the self-sufficing areas (Lake States Cut-Over and Appa-
lachian-Ozark) than in the regions where rural distress is of more
recent origin. These four areas were the only ones where the mother-
and-children type of family was found on rural relief in any consid-
erable proportions. Nonfamily men were particularly important on
the relief rolls in the Lake States Cut-Over Area, and nonfamily
women on relief were of significance only in the Eastern Cotton Belt,
where their presence on relief rolls reflects the influence of the con-
siderable migration of males from the South.

Households with only one worker were found more frequently in
the lower socio-economic groups. The number of workers increased
with the size of the family, but it was not a proportionate increase.

Migration of farmers and farm laborers evidently increased during:
the drought and depression years. This trend would indicate that
mobility, rather than being a cause of the need for relief, was, at least
partially, the result of the need for relief. However, there was no-
clear-cut relationship between mobility and relief needs.

EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND RELATION TO THE LAND

More than one-tenth of the farmers on relief in rural areas lived in
villages, while much larger proportions of farm laborers on relief
lived in villages. Although in some agricultural regions farmers and
farm laborers normally live in villages rather than in the open coun-
try, the residence distribution probably reflects to a large extent the.
influence of depression unemployment, which causes families to mi-
grate from open country to village communities, with their greater
promise of opportunities for employment or relief.

Nearly three-fourths of the heads of farm families on relief in June
1935 were farmers by usual occupation, and shightly more than one,)

—fourth were farm laborers, Tenants other than sharecroppers made>
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up over one-half of the farm operators on relief, farm owners ac-
C counted for about one-third, and sharecroppers for nearlx one-eighth.
. 7 Tn all areas larger percentages of tenants than of owners were on

relief, reflecting the less secure economic position of tenants as com-
pared to owners. In both Cotton Areas sharecroppers were repre-

... sented more heavily on relief than either owners or other tenants.

The overwhelming majority of farmers on relief were still oper-
ating farms at the time of the survey. In general, tenants (exclusive
of croppers) on relief had not been able to remain on the land to
the same degree as had farm owners. Sharecroppers on relief had
a lower employment rate at their usual occupation than either other
tenants or owners, and relief heads who were farm laborers by usual

| occupation had the lowest employment rate of all. Few agricultural
orkers had shifted into nonagricultural jobs. Heads of relief
households with farm experience but not currently engaged in agri-
culture had left the farm, in most instances, during the depression.

While farmers and farm laborers were leaving the open country
for the villages, there was a tendency among nonagricultural workers
to move to the farm. This was especially true in the Lake States
Cut-Over and Appalachian-Ozark Areas where loss of industrial jobs
evidently caused workers to give major attention to farming in which
they had formerly engaged part-time. The poor soil in these two
areas made the land easy to obtain but hard to get a living from, so
that the workers had to resort to relief.

The majority of the heads of farm households on relief who were
unemployed or who had gone into some nonagricultural occupation
had left the farm between July 1, 1934, and July 1, 1935. Few had

(left farming in the prosperous years 1925-1930,
The greater economic resources of owners and tenants, as compared
. with those of sharecroppers and laborers, are reflected in the periods

". which elapsed between the time they lost their usual tenure status or

job and the time they appeared on relief rolls. The average farm
laborer family head on relief, who was no longer employed as a farm
laborer, was accepted for relief only 8 months after the loss of his
usual type of job, and the average sharecropper, no longer employed
as such, remained off relief rolls for only 5 months after losing his
cropper status. Displaced tenants and owners, however, did not
receive relief until 7 and 13 months, respectively, after they had lost

~ jobs at their usual occupation.

FACTORS IN PRODUCTION

Farmers who were unable to support themselves and their families
were found to be handicapped with respect to acreage operated, live-
stock owned, and education attained.
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The average acreage of farms operated by owners and tenants on”
relief was much less than that of all owner and tenant farms
reported by the 1935 Census of Agriculture. The average acreage>
reported in June for both groups was much less than that in Febru-
ary, indicating that farmers with larger acreages had been able to
become self-supporting or to go on rehabilitation rolls more readlly
than those with smaller farms. This situation may be taken to in-
dicate that as recovery in agriculture becomes more general the relief
group will contain a larger proportion of chronic or marginal cases
as measured by size of holdings.

Many farmers with adequate acreage were hampered in their efforts
at self-support by lack of sufficient livestock. From a study made
as of January 1, 1934, it is evident that fewer farm operators on
relief owned livestock than farmers not on relief, and that the relief
clients who did own livestock had fewer animals.

The farm families’ need for Federal assistance was not caused by
lack of agricultural experience. The great majority of the agri-
cultural workers on relief and rehabilitation reported 10 years or
more of farm experience.

One measurable index of personal ability of farm families on relief
is their educational attainment. A study made as of 1933 showed
that heads of rural relief families had consistently received less
schooling than their nonrelief neighbors. In the present study, the
majority of the heads of open country households on relief in October
1935 had not completed grade school. In no area was the average
schooling higher than the eighth grade. However, the younger heads
of open country households were better educated than the older heads,
reflecting the trend toward increased educational opportunities in
rural areas.

COMPARISON OF RELIEF AND REHABILITATION FAMILIES

When rehabilitation clients are considered separately from farm
families receiving relief, some of the expected differences between
the two groups do not appear. Neither the older nor the younger
relief heads and neither the larger nor the smaller relief families
appear to have been consistently selected for rehabilitation. Nor
is there any evidence that the number of employable persons in the
household influenced selection of families for rehabilitation. Rela-
tive stability of residence also was apparently not a determining
factor. .

On the other hand, in contrast with relief families, practically
all rehabilitation clients lived in the open country. Also, the pro-
portion of farm laborers was smaller among rehabilitation clients
than among relief families. Size of farm was evidently a criterion

137206°—37T—2



s

)

{_in crop failures and loss of livestock.

XVIII Summary

of selection, the farms of rehabilitation clients being larger than
those of relief families in most areas. Some tendency to select
normal families was evident. Unattached women especially were
almost unknown among rehabilitation clients, although unattached
men, mother-children, and father-children families were accepted in
considerable numbers in a few areas.

The rehabilitation program was primarily agricultural, but only
89 out of every 100 rehabilitation clients on the rolls in June 1935
were farmers or farm laborers by usual occupation. All but 2 out
of every 100, however, had had agricultural experience.

RELIEF TRENDS

The estimated number of farm operators in the United States
receiving Federal assistance, including emergency wrelief, advances
under the rehabilitation program, and Works Program earnings,
increased from 417,000 in October 1933 to 685,000 in February 1935
and then fell to 382,000 in October 1935. During the last months of
1985, the downward trend in the number of farm operators receiving
these types of Federal assistance was reversed as needs increased
during the winter season. By December, 396,000 farm operators were
receiving aid under the 3 programs.

In February 1935, when the relief load reached a peak in rural
areas, nearly 1,000,000 farm families in rural areas alone, including
those of farm operators and farm laborers, received general relief

/grants or rehabilitation loans. The largest single factor accounting

for the peak relief load in February was drought, which resulted

Farm families left the general relief rolls rapidly after February
1985, with the expansion of the rural rehabilitation program and
with increasing agricultural prosperity. Of all agricultural cases
on relief in February, only 42 percent were carried forward through
the month of June, the remainder being closed or transferred to the
rural rehabilitation program.

removed from the rolls of agencies expending F. E. R. A. funds.

{ Between July 1 and December 31, 1935, 551,000 farmers were

[

About 186,000 of these found employment on the Works Program and
87,000 were transferred directly to the Resettlement Administration.
Of the 328,000 families completely removed from Federal aid, it is
estimated that about half became at least temporarily self-support-
ing, largely through sale of produce or through earnings at private
employment, and that the other half received aid from State or local
funds or were left without care from any agency.

The temporary nature of the self-support obtained by many of the
families in 1935 is indicated by the fact that out of 215,000 farm
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operator families accepted for aid between July 1 and December 31

by agencies expending F. E. R. A. funds, four-fifths were former

relief cases returning to the rolls. The reasons for opening relief -

cases in the July-October period are also significant, indicating that
improvement in economic conditions had not been sufficient to offset

the effects of the 1934 drought and other factors causing rural distress. ;

Crop failure and loss of livestock were reported most frequently as:
reasons for applying for relief. Loss of earnings from employment

was the second most important reason given—seasonal employment

had come to an end or earnings had become so low that supplementary

relief was required. Other families came on relief which had been

existing on savings for some time and which listed exhaustion of these
resources as their reason for applying. Increased needs with the '
approach of winter, loss of assistance from relatives and friends, o
failure of landlords to continue advances to croppers after the cotton/ W
}MRPrlaflon of crop returns by creditors, and destruction/

of property by local floods were other reasons for opening of relief

PROGRAMS OF RECONSTRUCTION

Any program for the reconstruction of American agriculture must
take into account the conservation of human values as well as of
soil and other natural resources. It must also be adaptable to the
peculiar regional needs of different parts of the country.

Combined farming-industrial employment, proposed as a partial
remedy for farm problems, is limited by the location and hours of
industry. Retirement of submarginal lands from agriculture is an
obvious necessity, but financial and legal difficulties stand in the
way of measures which would be immediately effective. Restoring
fertility to eroded or exhausted soil is & sound measure of economic
reconstruction, and a program to control surplus production is neces-
sary to secure economic stability for farmers. Crop control can be
successful, however, only if planned in such a way that agricultural
production is adjusted to rural population trends.

For some areas, the reform of the tenant system and the arrest \ / \
of the increase of tenancy are of paramount importance, since ten- < | .
ancy has proved to be a stumbling block in the path of such con- . >
structive efforts as crop diversification, soil conservation, and coop-
erative marketing. v

Equally important in agrarian reconstruction are programs for
the conservation of human resources. The needs of destitute farm
families in the past few years have been met on an emergency basis
by direct relief, work relief, and rehabilitation loans and grants.
Direct relief, whether in the form of E. R. A. benefits, State or local
relief, or Resettlement grants, is often best suited to the needs of
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farmers for temporary assistance, even if it creates no lasting values.
Work relief has the disadvantage of taking the farmer away from
his land, unless it is limited to off-seasons or to nonfarming mem-
bers of the family. Rural rehabilitation loans are desirable for
many farmers since they provide the necessary credit at a reasonable
rate of interest, farm plans worked out to fit the individual farm,
and advice and supervision in the execution of these plans.

Guided migration is a basic need in rural reconstruction. Al-
though the Government cannot arbitrarily move people out of
blighted areas, it can offer advice to farmers who wish to leave an
area in which they cannot support themselves.

Cooperation is recognized as one of the hopes of the smaller
farmer in marketing and purchasing, in owning machinery and
lands in common, and in meeting farm and home problems. Educa-
tion to awaken the desire for a higher standard of living is another
means of social reconstruction. The improvement of educational
and other institutions in rural areas, however, calls for better finan-
cial support than is now available. Equalization funds are needed
for health, education, and public welfare to reduce the financial
inequalities between rural States and States which contain points
of financial concentration—between rural counties and industrial
cities.

The more fundamental measures for building a superior agrarian
civilization in the United States are long-time measures, .not planned
for immediate results. Furthermore, they require national coordi-
nation and Federal financial support. Successful rehabilitation
cannot be accomplished without a continuing course of action, un-
interrupted by sudden shifts of policy such as have characterized
relief and rehabilitation programs during the depression years.
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EXTENT AND CAUSES OF FARM DISTRESS

UBLIC RELIEF of rural distress on a large scale has been a notable

feature of the depression of the 1930’s. In past periods of

widespread destitution, the urban unemployed could usually
step into a bread-line, find a place in a soup kitchen, or get direct
financial aid from local public or private welfare agencies. Rural
families, on the other hand, except in a few sections with long estab-
lished systems of poor relief, usually had only their neighbors or the
almshouse to turn to when their slender credit was exhausted. They
could rarely expect assistance from welfare agencies of neighboring
towns, whose resources were usually inadequate for their own needy
townsfolk.

In the recent depression, as in earlier depressions, city govern-
ments recognized the necessity of providing assistance for the urban
unemployed, but county governments discounted the needs of farm-
ers within their jurisdiction, arguing that a farmer should be able
to obtain the necessities of life from his own land, however bad
market conditions might be. Under modern agricultural conditions,
such an assumption is, of course, not supported by the facts. Even
if he raises most of his foodstuffs, there will always be some neces-
sary cash expenses that a farmer may not be able to meet. More-
over, under the one commercial crop system practiced in some agri-
cultural regions, farmers either do not raise foodstuffs at all, or
raise them in quantities insufficient for their own support. Again,
farmers who normally raise their own foodstuffs may be prevented
from doing so by drought or flood or other causes of crop damage,
or by personal disability.

The depression of 1930-1935 was both prolonged and widespread
in its effects. Moreover, it came at a crucial period in the develop-
ment of American agriculture, when the country was due to reap the
consequences of reckless and unplanned use of natural resources over
a period of decades and when expanding commercial farming and
increased mechanization were forcing radical readjustments in the
relationship between land and labor. With the impact of the depres-
sion, bringing bank failures, a contracted market, and low prices,
the weak spots in the agricultural structure gave way. Hundreds of
thousands of farm families found themselves without savings or
current income. Thousands were left without land or equipment.
Other thousands faced a barren future on soil that had become
useless for agriculture.

3
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As more and more farm families lost their livelihood, it became
clear that destitute farmers could no longer live on neighbors or
credit., Their neighbors were frequently as badly off as they were.
Many of their creditors were going bankrupt.
~ Consequently, when the Reconstruction Finance Corporation began
to make relief loans in 1932 and when the Federal Emergency Relief
 Administration introduced direct grants in the spring of 1933, these

/ benefits were made available to agricultural counties as well as to
cities and towns. In June 1935, 31.5 percent of the 4,534,000 cases
receiving Federal aid under the general relief program lived in rural
areas.! Of the rural cases, 28 percent were farm operator families
and 10 percent were farm laborer families (table 1}. More than
half of the 390,000 farm operators,2 or 208,000, were tenants (exclu-
sive of sharecroppers); about one-third, or 138,000, were farm
owners; and the remaining 44,000 were sharecroppers. In addition,
203,612 families in rural areas received loans underthe rural rehabili-
tation program during June 1935 % (table 2).

TapLe 1.—EstiMaTEp NUMBER oF RuRAL AND UrBaN CAses RECEIVING
RELIEF UNDER THE GENERAL RELIEF PROGRAM, AND UsuaL OCCUPATION
oF THE HiEAaps or Runal Cascs, JUNE 1935

Cases under genaral
relief program
Residence and usual occupation i

Number Percent
Al COSeS i s A R S e e S S R R 4, 534, 000 100.0
RUTA] Y consssaness i s it s e S S SR S e S e s = 1,427, 000 3.5
VDA . L e 3, 107, 000 68.5
) ST KT e S S T T L - 1,427, 000 |_- 100-

iUl L e e e s e 537,000 | 33

Farm operators__ 3 300, (00 28

Owners..._.. 138, 0600 10

Tenantsd____ 208, 000 |7 15

Croppers. ... 44, 000 3

Farm laborers_ .. " ——— 147, 000 10

Allherse o o s e R e 90, 000 62

1 Open country or centers of less than 2,500 population,

# Includes farm opwerators residing in towns of 2,500 to 5,000 population. The town cascs constitute less
than 2 percent of all enses.

# Exclusive of croppers in the 2 Cotton Areas.

Source: Smith, Mapheus and Mangus, A. R., Casca Receiving General Relief in Urban and Rural Areas,
July 1933~ December 1935 (estimated), Hesearch Bulletin, Series 111, No. 1, Division of Social Research,
}Vorks;;;ogress Administration, Aug. 22, 1936; and Surrey of Current Changes in the Rural Relief Population,

une 1935.

1That s, In the open country or in centers of less than 2,500 population.

2 Exclusive of cases recviving both relief grants and rehabilitation advances. Such
cases were considered rehabilitation clients,

3 Throughout this report, the following points with regard to the rural rehabilitation
load should be kept in mind: (1) The June sample of rehabilitation cases included ap-
proximately 9 percent that were also receiving general relief during June; (2) of the
June rehabilitation sample, 80.4 percent of the household heads were farm operators by
usual occupation; 8.1 percent were farm laborers; 8.4 percent were nonagricultural
workers ; while 3.1 percent reported no usual occupation; (3) a small but indeterminable
number of rural rebabilitation clients had never been on rellef rolls,
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TaBLE 2.—FARM OPERATORS IN RURAL AREAS RECEIVING RELIEF GRANTS
AND REHABILITATION ADVANCES,! JUNE 1935, AND THEIR RaTiO TO ALL
FArRM OPERATORS IN JANUARY 1935, BY STATE

Number of cases # Ratio of
combined
State Rehabili: ca:e tl&ad
abili- 0
Total Reliet tation$ | farmers
United States, total ... ... 4 503, 612 390, 000 208, 812 9
MOKIAhOMA . o o oo oo iecemacanaee 58,310 50, 100 8,210 2
Kentucky_ ... 54, 45 83, 500 545 19
L X5 ¢ U S, 40, 939 18, 000 22,939 8
ATRAMSAS. o eileeeians 28, 008 9, 100 18, 998 11
South Dakota. ... oo 27,733 9, 800 17,933 3
Minnesota. .. oo 23, 842 13, 200 10, 642 12
1% CRTTTCT T4 o N, 23, 260 10, 900 12,360 8
North Dakota .. 22, 633 22, 600 33 27
Pennsylvania___ 22, 573 22, 200 373 12
................ 19, 2, 000 17,507 7
18,874 11, 800 6,874 [}
....... 17,804 5, 500 12, 394 7
17,579 11, 500 6, 079 11
16, 300 9, 800 8, 500 6
15,034 12, 100 2,934 6
14,720 5, 600 9,120 36
14,633 13, 800 833 3
14, 044 6, 800 7,244 8
13,917 7,000 6,017 22
13,107 7,400 5,707 18
12,910 2, 200 10,710 8
10, 257 7,200 3, 057 b
16,179 8,000 2,179 b5
9, 44 7,100 2,344 4
8,283 7.100 1,183 8
8,281 8, 800 1,481 4
8,077 5,700 2,377 6
7,620 7,500 120 17
6, 549 5, 900 649 13
6,228 5, 000 1,228 3
5,473 4, 600 873 3
4, 921 900 3
3,763 5
2,204 8
1,708 10
1,700 4
1,807 1
1, 500 4
1,254 3
1,158 2
1,128 4
957 ]
454 1
401 2
213 1
Nevada . oo 121 3
Delaware. .. 100 1
Rhbode Island . .. .. 100 2

1 Exclusive of cases under care that did not receive advances during June.

1 These figures include farm operators residing in towns of 2,500 to 5,000 population. The town cases,
however, constitute less than 2 percent of all cases.

3 Including groups other than farm operators. See D. 4, footnote 3.

4 Cases that received both relief grants and rehabilitation advances were considered rehabilitation cases.

Source: Relief data for States estimated on the basis of the Survey of Current Changes in the Rural Relief

Population and the United States Census of Agriculture; 1985; rehabilitation data from the Rural Rehabilita-
tion Division, Federal Emergency Relief Administration.

Some 2,000,000 farm families received relief at one time or another
during the depression period. In a single month (February 1935)
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well over 1,000,000 farmers and farm laborers ¢ were receiving some
type of public assistance.®* Thus, at this time, families whose heads
had usually been employed in agriculture constituted about one-fifth
of the total relief load of the entire country.

LOCATION OF FARM RELIEF AND REHABILITATION CASES

The 593,612 farm operators receiving relief grants or rehabilitation
advances ¢ in June 1935 (table 2) constituted 9 percent of all farmers ?
in the United States as reported by the 1935 Census of Agriculture.®
This proportion does not appear large when compared with the 18
percent of urban families on relief in June 1935° In 21 States, in
fact, the combined number of farm operators receiving relief grants
or rehabilitation advances was less than 6 percent of all farmers, and
in 13 States the ratio was from 6 to 8 percent. In 14 States, however,
farmers receiving relief grants or rehabilitation advances in June
1935 accounted for from 10 to 36 percent of the total farmers.

New Mexico had the highest proportion of its farm operators on
relief or rehabilitation, 36 percent. South Dakota followed with 83
percent, and North Dakota and Oklahoma each with 27 percent.
About one-fifth of all farmers in Colorado and Kentucky were re-
ceiving such aid. Florida, Idaho, Montana, Minnesota, Pennsylvania,
Arkansas, South Carolina, and Wyoming reported 10 to 18 percent of
their farmers on either relief or rehabilitation rolls. These 14 States,
which contained approximately one-fourth of all farms in the United
States, included over one-half of all farmers in rural areas receiving
public aid in June 1935.

All but two of these States are in drought or poor land regions
(figure 2). Idaho, Montana, the Dakotas, and Minnesota form a belt

4 These included §98,000 farm operators and 279,000 farm laborers who were heads of
households on the general emergency relief program (a small percentage of the farmers
lived in towns of 2,500-5,000 population, the rest in open country and villages) : 135,000
cases under care of rural rehabilitation; an undeternined number aided by sons in the
Civilian Conservation Corps; and about 166,000 displaced farmers or farm laborers living
in clities and receiving urban or transient relief. These estimates of the Division of
Research, Statistics, and Finance, Federal Emergency Rellef Administration, exclude all
farmers or farm laborers 65 years of age and over.

SDue to changes in economic status through improved crop conditions in some areas,
to Agricultural Adjustment Administration beneflt payments, and to seasonal employment
or administrative orders, some farmers left the rellef rolls while others, as their re-
sources finally became entirely depleted, were forced to seek Federal assistance. Thus,
the total number of families ajded during the year was considerably larger than the
number recelving emergency aid at any one time.

¢ Unduplicated total. Cases that recelved both rellef grants and rehabilitation advances
were considered rehabilitation cases.

7 Because of lack of census data on farm laborer heads of households (unlike farm
operators, farm laborers are not predominantly household heads), estimates of the
percentage of farm laborer households on rellef by States are not available.

8 Ratios based on the Census of Agriculture tend to be slight overstatements as the
farmers included in the present survey were nof necessarily still on their farms. All
farmers reported by the Census of Agriculture were actually operating farms at the date
of enumeration,

°®Table 1 and Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Population Vol, VI.
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across the northern part of the 1934 drought area. Wyoming forms
a connecting link with Colorado, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Ar-
kansas, a chain of southwestern drought States cutting into the Dust
Bowl and the cotton areas. Kentucky and Pennsylvania had large
concentrations of farmers on relief in the Appalachian sections with
their poor soil and abandoned mines.

Fi6.2-FARM OPERATORS RECEIVING RELIEF GRANTS OR REHABILITATION
ADVANCES IN JUNE 1935 IN ACTUAL NUMBERS AND AS A
PERCENT OF ALL FARM OPERATORS IN 1935, BY STATES

chv:‘gg 5" Percent
receiving
relief or

rehabilitation

J o-s
3 5-10
FLaY 10- 15
57 B 15-25

B 25 ond over
#Less thon 50 cases AF-2007, wWeA

UPPER FIGURE - Relief
LOWER FIGURE ~ Rehabilitation

Heavy relief in Florida and South Carolina may be attributed to
a number of local natural and economic conditions and to local ad-
ministrative policies. These States were probably more liberal in
accepting farm families for aid than were other southern States.

Rehabilitation clients in June were still concentrated to a large"
extent in the southern States, where the program was first developed. /
Of the 8 States with more than 10,000 clients receiving advances -
during the month, only 2 (South Dakota and Minnesota) were out-
side the South. The program had its smallest development on the
west coast and in the northeastern States (figures 2 and 4).

BASIC FARM PROBLEMS

Part of the vast volume of rural need was due directly to depres-
sion factors. Farmers who had done fairly well in the past were
victims of bank failures and vanishing markets. City workers and
workers in rural industries lost their jobs and, without farm expe-
rience or capital, tried to make a living from the soil. Youth who
would normally have gone to the cities and towns to work in indus-
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try stayed on the farm, crowding into an already overcrowded
agriculture.

The depression was not directly responsible, however, for all the
rural distress reflected in the heavy relief rolls. Federal relief
brought to light a much more numerous group of farmers whose
distress arose from long-run factors, who had led a precarious exist-
ence for some years prior to the depression because of these factors,
or for whom the depression was the last straw in an accumulation
of troubles outside their control.

Some of the accumulating hazards of American agrarian life 1®
have been enumerated here. They show the variety and complexity
of the forces which underlie rural distress and indicate the regional
differences involved.

Farming on Poor Land.

In many parts of the country, farmers have been attempting for
years to cultivate soil which was never suitable for farming or which
has deteriorated beyond redemption.!? Such soil has given them
only the barest living and has made it impossible for them to better

heir condition. Had Federal relief not been made available, they

) might have continued more or less inarticulately to endure their

-+ extreme poverty unaided. The relief program served to bring their

/ condition to light and to focus attention on the need for removing
\ the impoverished land from cultivation.

" The National Resources Board has estimated that about 450,000
farms in the United States, including 75 million acres, are of this
submarginal type.!* They are to be found for the most part in the
hilly, dry, or forested parts of the country and in sections where
he soil is light and sandy or seriously eroded.’* Over one-half

y, lof the total acreage proposed for retirement from arable farming
\~’ <is in the Western Great Plains and the southeastern hilly cotton and
+ /tobacco regions, although scattered concentrations are found

' throughout the United States.

\JExcess Birth Rate in Poor Land Areas.

Poor land in itself is a sufficient hazard to farming, but when, as
in the Appalachian-Ozark highlands and parts of the cotton areas,
it is coupled with an excessive birth rate, the problem is greatly
aggravated, and individual and family suffering multiplied. In

1 Discussed In more detail by Beck, P. G. and Forster, M. C., 8i® Rural Problem Areas,
Relief-Resources~Rehabilitation, Research Monograph I, Division of Research, Statistics,
and Finance, Federal Emergency Rellef Administration, 19385.

11 National Resources Board Report, December 1, 1934, pp. 16-18,

12 Idem, pp. 110, 127, 157 £, 175 fI.

18 Idem, p. 181,
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the past, the high farm birth rate served to populate new areas and
the cities. But desirable free homestead land was exhausted years
ago and the covered wagon is no longer a means of escape from an
overcrowded shack in the hills. The depression shut off the oppor-
tunity to make & living by migrating to cities and towns. There was
nothing for the surplus rural population to do but remain, causing
serious unbalance between population and land in many sections.

Soil Erosion.

Not only have some farmers been trying to grow crops on hope-
lessly poor soil, but others have been ruining good land by practices
conducive to soil erosion or have failed to take necessary precautions
to protect land subject to erosion. Warnings of soil erosion have
been heard in many areas for years, but these have been ignored by
farmers who were too eager for immediate results to care about the
future. Other farmers could not afford the outlay necessary to pre-
vent erosion or had such limited acreages that they had no choice
but to use their land to the full, regardless of the danger of over-
cropping. In 1934, the National Resources Board reported that the
usefulness for farming of 35 million acres had been completely
destroyed, that the top soil was nearly or entirely removed from
another 125 million acres, and that destruction had begun on another
100 million acres.*

Excessive cropping has been especially destructive on the dry land
of the Western Great Plains, where quarter sections allotted to the
settlers under the homesteading laws were too small for economic
use of the land. The farmers were further led astray during the
‘World War when they were encouraged to break more and more
sod in order to meet the world demand for wheat. No provision
was made against the effects of the inevitable dry years, and vast
acreages of dry soil were left unprotected by grass or trees against
the ravages of wind and sun.

The southern and western corn belts also contain much easily
eroded soil which is being destroyed because the many small farmers
in the area have been concentrating on clean-cultivated row crops.
In the hilly southeastern section, cotton and tobacco are being grown
for the market on land from which the top soil has been completely
worn away. Cultivating the subsoil requires extensive use of ferti-
lizer, which makes farming on such land an expensive and precari-
ous business. The cost of fertilizer consumes a large part of the
farmer’s income and credit, and when the crop fails he is ready for
the relief rolls.*s

14 Natfonal Resources Board Report, op. cit., p. 17.
B Woofter, T. J., Jr., Landlord and Tenant on the Ooiton Plantaiion, Research Mono-
graph V, Division of Social Research, Works Progress Admlinistration, 1938, chapter V.
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Inadequate Size of Farms.

Small farms in areas which require large-scale methods often lead
to practices conducive to soil erosion, as already pointed out. Even
when soil erosion is not involved, the farms are often inadequate to
make a stable income possible.’ Where productivity per acre is
low, as in the western dry-farming regions and the hilly cotton areas,
and where there is constant threat of drought, large acreages are
required to compensate for low productivity and to build up reserves
for years of crop loss. Farmers whose acreages are too small to pro-
vide such surpluses in good years are brought to dependency at the
first year of crop failure.

Extension of the One Cash Crop System.

The recent trend in American agriculture has been toward abso-
Iute dependence on a single cash crop—cotton, tobacco, corn, or wheat
—to the exclusion of production of food and feed crops for home
use. The small farmer who follows this practice is rarely able to
accumulate reserves in good years for the year when his one crop fails
or the market falls. When that time comes, he is left not only with
no alternative source of income but also with no products for home
consumption.

Overcapitalization of Farms.

During the World War and post-war years, farmers borrowed
money and bought large acreages of land at inflated values in order
to take advantage of high prices for foodstuffs. They also invested
heavily in machinery to be paid for at some future date. But before
they could realize on their investment, the depression sent prices and
land values tobogganing. Many were unable to meet real estate
and chattel mortgage payments and were left in the hands of their
creditors.

Decline of Rural Industries.

Natural resources, such as timber, coal, and other minerals, have
been progressively and often wastefully depleted in certain parts of
the country. These formerly furnished small farmers with a means
of earning the cash income necessary to supplement their limited
agricultural production. When these industries declined, the farm-
ers became completely dependent on farms too small or too unpro-
ductive to support them. This situation is found in the Lake States
Cut-Over and Appalachian-Ozark Areas in particular, and accounts
in part for the heavy relief loads in those regions.

¢ National Resources Board Report, op. e¢it., pp. 17 and 159,
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The Tenant System.

An extremely low standard of living has been characteristic of ten-
ant farmers in various parts of the country ** since long before the
depression. This has been particularly true of the South where the <
cotton tenant system, especially that phase of tenancy known as
sharecropping, was developed to utilize the abundant supply of cheap »
and tractable labor. ¢

Under the sharecropping system the tenant furnishes the labor of /
his entire family, as well as his own, for raising the cotton crop. )
The family receives in return the use of a piece of land, a house,
work stock, equipment, subsistence goods, and the proceeds of half
the crop, the other half being retained by the landlord. This system {
has become more and more widespread, until at the present time 50 g
percent of the tenants in some States are sharecroppers.’® —

While cotton was booming, the extreme poverty of the southern
cotton tenant attracted little attention, but the depression and pre-
depression years brought a crisis in the cotton market. Cotton acreage
was extended after the war. Increases in production, however, coin-
cided with a relatively decreasing demand both at home and abroad.
The competition of artificial silk, increased production in foreign
countries since the World War, and increased tariffs were some of
the factors responsible. The results were decreasing prices since
1925 and a large carry-over from one season to another.

When the depression brought these conditions to & climax, acreage
was sharply reduced, and tenants, especially sharecroppers, were dis-\/
placed from the land. With no resources of any kind, and accus--
tomed to depend on the landlord for every want,® large numbers(
of tenant farm families were left stranded, bewildered, and helpless. "

The acreage reduction program of the Agricultural Adjustment"
Administration raised prices and helped the cotton growers by benefit /,\¢ . /

N .
/

SN

payments. Most of the tenants’ payments in the first years of the
program, however, were applied by the landlords to old debts> and , -
tenants continued to be displaced from the farms, although at a.< gt
much slower rate than before. )
Assuming a permanently decreased demand for cotton, the tenant (/
system of the South has produced a “stranded” population, a group
of landless people with undeveloped capacities, who, unless some
scheme for rehabilitation is devised, will be permanently in need of
public assistance. P

T For a detalled description of tenancy in the old Cotton Belt, see Woofter, T. J., Jr.,
op. oit.

1B United States Oensus of Agriculture: 1935

® Hoffsommer, Harold, Landlord-Tenant Relations and Relicf in Alabama, Research
Bulletin, Series II, No. 9, Division of Research, Statistics, and Finance, Federal
Emergency Relief Administration, November 14, 1935.

® Jdem,
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Not so widely publicized, but more rapid of late, has been the
increase in tenancy in the drought-stricken Great Plains Area, where
discouraged owners are being replaced by tenants.

Farm Laborer Problem.

Insofar as farm laborers have formerly been employed by farmers
now on relief, their need for relief is caused by the same factors
that caused the need of their former employers. The depression also
led to unemployment of farm laborers through restricting the demand
for farm hands by farmers still able to carry on. It may be reason-
ably assumed, therefore, that the relief problem of farm laborers is
to a greater extent a function of the depression than the result of
long-run tendencies.®

In addition, the problem of migratory labor has grown markedly
with the increase of large-scale one crop commercial farming. Since
under this system laborers are needed for only a brief period while
the one crop is being harvested, they must move on to other areas
after a few weeks, and so on throughout the season. At best they
can find employment for only a few months a year and their wages
are not enough to carry them through the months of idleness. Be-
cause of their wandering existence, they are without roots in any
community and cannot turn to neighbors or neighborhood grocers
for help in off-seasons.?

@ Inadequacies of available data make it impossible to ascertaln the extent to which
unemployment of farm laborers 18 due to displacement caused by increasing mechanigation.

X For a detailed discussion of the migratory labor problem, see Webb, John N., The
Migratory-Oasual Worker, Research Monograph VII, Division of Soclal Research, Works
Progress Administration, 1937.
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RELIEF AND REHABILITATION PROGRAMS

for public assistance to the unemployed.? The Federal Emer- - * j'

EARLY IN 1933,! the Federal Government assumed responsibility

gency Relief Administration was established in May 1933 with
a program of making cash grants to the States for direct or work
relief under Federal supervision? In the fall of that year, the
Federal Surplus Relief Corporation was organized to assist the
F. E. R. A, by purchasing and distributing commodities, such as
foodstuffs and feed for livestock, to the States.*

Direct relief, whether in cash or in kind, was looked upon by the
Administration as a “dole” which in the long run would tend to
demoralize its recipients through prolonged idleness. Furthermore,
direct relief created no equivalent for the money spent. Because of
these objections, and because of the limited range of employment
under the Public Works Administration, a program of work relief
was early developed in a number of States.

In November 1938, the Civil Works Administration was set up to
provide jobs quickly for the unemployed, both those on relief and
those who had managed to stay off the rolls. Large numbers of rura.l
cases were cared for under this program during the winter months,
but as early as March employment under the Civil Works Program
was discontinued in a number of States. On April 1, 1934, the C. W
A. work program gave way to the emergency work relief program
of the F. E. R. A., designed for workers from relief rolls, with
the few exceptions necessary to provide adequate supervision and
administration. Although the emergency work relief program was
intended to give employment to relief clients as a substitute for direct
relief, such substitution was limited by available funds and by the

1Prior to this time, relief had been considered & local responsibility, although the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation had been established to make loans to the States to
assist them in caring for the unemployed.

2 The agencles discussed in this chapter are limited to those which gave major assistance
to farmers who either temporarily or permanently had lost their means of self-support.

3For a detailed history of the F. E. R. A, see Carothers, Doris, Chronology of the
Federal Emergency Relief Administration, Moy IR, 1938, to December 31, 1935, Research
Monograph VI, Division of Social Research, Works Progress Administration ; and Hopkins,
Harry L., Spending to Save, New York: W. W. Norton & Company Inc.,, 1936.

¢The F. 8. R. C. was only in part a relief organization. In November 1935, its name
was changed to Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation and its direction was brought
under the Department of Agriculture.
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fact that many households had no employable member. A large pro-
portion of cases continued to receive direct relief, either alone or as
a supplement to work relief earnings.

rolls, shared in these early types of Federal relief and work programs

n varying degrees. Unemployed farm laborers and farmers who
had lost their farms presented in some respects the same problem
as other unemployed persons. They needed help to tide them over
until they could return to farming or find employment outside agri-
culture. It was discovered, however, as early as May 1933, that
thousands of farmers still on their farms also were without sufficient
means of subsistence. As soon as the F. E. R. A. began to function,
requests for help began to come into Washington headquarters from
the drought-stricken Southwest where farmers were losing their crops
and livestock. Direct relief was needed for the smaller farmers who
were unable to get loans for livestock feed from the Farm Credit
Administration or commercial agencies. The F. E. R. A. responded
with funds for direct relief and feed for such livestock as farm
families retained for their own use.

DROUGHT RELIEF*®

By September 1933, the Northwest had been added to the drought
area and Federal relief activities had to be extended. A special
drought relief program was adopted in which various Federal agen-
cies cooperated. The F. E. R. A. set aside a special fund for drought
relief for the purchase of grain, hay, and other feed. It also con-
tinued to give direct relief to farm families. The Bureau of Public
Roads established road building projects for drought farmers, whose
wages were paid first from relief funds and later by the C. W. A.,
while the P. W. A. assumed up to 30 percent of the cost of materials.
After April 1, 1934, the various State relief administrations continued
the road projects under their work programs.

The drought relief program was greatly expanded in 1934, when
more than half the land area of the United States suffered from
serious drought (figure 3). Under the Emergency Appropriation
Act of June 1934, the F. E. R. A. was allotted funds for relief and
land purchases. Relief took the form of food, clothing, household
supplies, and medical care; feed for subsistence livestock; seed for
forage crops; and employment on the work program, where wages
were paid in cash or credited against advances made for feed and
seed.

Farmers and farm laborers, along with other workers on relief
)

S Monthly Reports of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration, December 1933, pp.
8-9; February 1935, pp. 18-23; and November 1935, pp. 11-23.
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Agencies cooperating with the F. E. R. A. in the drought relief
program included State and local relief administrations; the Office
of Emergency Conservation Work; the Extension Service of the De-
partment of Agriculture, and its State and county agents; the
Drought Relief Service of the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis-
tration; the Farm Credit Administration; the Farm Debt Adjust-
ment Service; and the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation which
took the livestock purchased by the A. A. A. and had it processed for
distribution among relief families.

Fi6. 3-EMERGENCY AND SECONDARY DROUGHT COUNTIES
October 24, 1934

Cd

R DROUGHT
RS : _ COUNTIES

R B3 Emergency
X Secondary

y:

Source: Bureou of Agricultural Economics
US Department of Agriculture AF-2085,WPA

Orders to State administrators, effective March 1, 1935, and sub-
sequently, provided that the Rural Rehabilitation Division of the
F. E. R. A. should extend its activities to include drought relief
cases. The special F. E. R. A. grants for drought relief rapidly de-

creased after that date, although large numbers of drought cases
continued to be cared for throughout the summer and fall of 1935.

RURAL REHABILITATION

Farmers who could regain self-support, if provided with fertilizer,
seed, tools, or work animals, presented another special problem to
relief administrators when Federal aid was first extended. Early in
the history of F. E. R. A., the relief administrations of southern
States began to make advances of such capital goods to relief clients
instead of giving them recurrent direct relief grants.
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In April 1934, a special Rural Rehabilitation Division was estab-
lished within the F. E. R. A. to develop this type of aid to farmers
on a national scale. Its purpose was “to assist destitute farm families
and other families residing in rural areas to become self-supporting
and independent of emergency relief aid.” ®

This program recognized the variety of problems facing farmers
who had been receiving drought or other emergency relief or whose
resources were nearly exhausted. For those living on fertile land, it
proposed to provide such resources as seed, livestock, equipment,
buildings, building repairs, and more land if needed ; to arrange debt
adjustments if necessary; and to give training and advice in farm
management and home economics. Displaced farmers would be re-
located on the land. Farmers living on poor land would be moved
to better land purchased under a land program in which the A. A. A.
shared. Rural relief families living in towns having less than 5,000
inhabitants would be provided with subsistence gardens. Selected
families would be transferred from the towns to subsistence farms.
Families stranded by the decline of local industries would be en-
couraged to develop subsistence gardens and community farmsteads.”

All subsistence and capital goods provided under the rehabilitation
program ® would be assigned to cash value, charged against the fam-
ilies’ accounts, and paid for by the farmers in cash, in kind, or in
work on Federal work projects.’

Although these general objectives were determined by the Federal
Emergency Relief Administration, the program was worked: out
under State control. The State emergency relief administrations
organized their own rural rehabilitation divisions to outline policies
and to conduct the programs. Later they organized Rural Rehabili-
tation Corporations which acted as the legal and financial agents of
the rehabilitation divisions.

¢ “Rural Rehabilitatlon Program,” Monthly Report of the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration, May 1934, p. 6. For cooperating agencies, see p. 8 of that report.

7+The Rural Rehabilitation Program,” Monthly Report of the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration, August 1935, pp. 14—-24.

8 Capital goods refer to the goods classed as “rebabilitation goods” under the Federal
Emergency Relief Administration rehabllitation program. These included the “purchase,
rental, construction, or repairs of land, bulldings, home equipment, livestock, work
animals, feed, seed, fertilizer, equipment, farm tools, or machinery and &ny other capital
outlays required to carry out the rural rehabilitation program for individual cases, groups
and/or community projects.” Subsistence goods under the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration rehabilitation program included *“cash and/or the types of services or
commodities which are usually issued in the form of direct relief to general relief cases.
S8uch commodities are: food. clothing, fuel, medical care, or any other necesslties of life
which the Rural Rehabilitation cases may need pending their complete rehabilitation.”—
From a letter to all State Emergency Relief Adminpistratlions, Attention Rural Rehabilita-
tion Directors, Subject: *“Rural Rehabilitation Program: Financial Policies and Pro-
cedures,” December 26, 1934, Federal Emergency Rellef Administration Form RD-22a.

° First Annual Report, Resettiement Administration, 1936, p. 9.
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It is not surprising, therefore, that the programs in practice
diverged somewhat from the original plan. Although administra-
tive machinery was provided for organizing rehabilitation on a
national scale, the program continued to be concentrated in the
southern States. As the program was worked out in the States,
rehabilitation “in place” ** became the major type of aid provided,
whereas the resettlement of farmers from submarginal to better
lands was conducted on a much smaller scale.

The first F. E. R. A. grants specifically for rural rehabilitation,
made in May 1934, went to seven southern States—Alabama,
Georgia, Louisiana, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Texas, and Vir-
ginia; and six western States—Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska, Ohio, South
Dakota, and Washington.* Due in part to the fact that it began
late in the growing season, the program was slow in getting under
way.

TaABLE 3.—CaAses REcEIVING REHARILITATION ADVANCES, BY MONTHS, APRIL
1934 TurougH JUuNE 19351

Number

Year and month of cases

Year and month

Number of
cases

BEEER

§.§§5§§

1 Data revised as of Apr. 16, 1936.
Source: Divislon of Research, Statistics, and Records, Works Progress Administration.

In February 1935, fewer than 88,000 cases received advances under
the rehabilitation program !* (table 3) and more than half of these
were in the 2 States of Alabama and Louisiana. Ninety-three percent
of the total were in the 10 southern States of Alabama, Arkansas,
Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
South Carolina, and Texas. Outside of the South the only States
with more than 100 cases were Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Missouri,
Ohio, and Washington (table 4).

0 Rehabilitation “in place” Included those cases in which the rehabilitation agency
bought or leased land in the immediate vicinity and rented it to individual clients, or
helped clients to obtain better leasing arrangements, as well 88 those in which the client
was rehabilitated on the land which he already occupled.

1 The State of Vermont also received a small grant.

1 This figure exciudes households which had received advances in previous months, but
which had received none during February.
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TABLE 4.—CAsEs RECEIVING ApDvANCES UNDER THE RURAL REHABILITATION
ProGRAM, FEBRUARY THROUGH JUNE 1935, BY STATE

Number of cases receiving advances ?

Btate

February March April May June
United States, total . ______________.. 87,350 172, 886 209, 951 205, 433 203, 612
21,817 18,273 18, 079 17, 507
89 163 157
17,372 19, 014 19, llg 18, 998
............ A 21
241 8,371 5,138 6,917

6 1,761 2,377
Nevada . e 22 21
New Hampshire.... - 50 113
New Jersoy__....._. " 198
New Maexico. . < 9, 698 9, 120
New York.occccoscsasaannsnssocansensocss 65 87
North Caroling.....cccevseuscsnsosssassas 1,052 4,485 6,122 6, 781 6,874
North Dakota 2 16 33
0. . .cnssseease 2, 164 344
Oklahoma.__....._. 6,948 8,210
Oregon. - . -l 43
Pennsylvania 94 313 373
1140 TR G 7 (S —————— SISO (SO WIS, IS S

South Carolina.

South Dakota 17,933
Tennesses. ... 2,9:

Texas.. 22, 939
Utah.. 504
Vermont 1
Virginia L 3,057
Washington. ...c.csscccsasonncvassasesosses 140 277 375 434 463
West Virginia..ccovoosmennessvassnsosuns 1, 629 67 279 756 1,183
‘Wisconsin 16,114 11, 632 1,481
‘Wyoming 174 2,178 1,108

1 Data revised as of Apr. 16, 1036.

1 The total number of clients under care, i. ., who still owed the Rehabilitation Corporation for advances,
each month March to June inclusive, was as follows: March 250,531; April 294,537; May 315,746; June 366,945
(figures from unpublished reports; data for ¥ebruary 1935 not available).

Bource: Division of Research, Statistics, and Records, Works Progress Administration.

Many of these cases, although nominally transferred from general
relief to the rehabilitation division, had experienced no change in
type of aid received. The large rehabilitation case loads in Alabama
und Louisiana, for instance, do not mean that the rehabilitation
programs were unusually comprehensive and far advanced in those
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States. Wholesale transfers were followed by attempts to classify
the clients and to work out differentiated programs. Even when this
had been done, many cases continued to receive substantially the
same types of aid as they had when on the general relief program,
since general relief in some rural sections of the South had been on a
loan basis for some time and in other sections rehabilitation advances
of subsistence goods had the character of direct relief grants.

The predominance of the South in the early rehabilitation program
may be explained by the prevailing tenant system, which had reduced
many tenants, especially sharecroppers, to destitution. After the
crop reduction program of the A. A, A. had been carried out, land-
lords, who no longer needed as many tenants and croppers as before
or who were unwilling to furnish them with their subsistence for the
coming season, were reluctant to reemploy these displaced tenants.
The rural rehabilitation program, however, by “furnishing” the
croppers and tenants,’®* made it possible for them to raise a crop {
in 1934.

Another reason for the predominance of the South in the early
program may be that the region presented a relatively simpler
problem than some other areas. Most of the farmers in need of
relief were already on the land and could readily be rehabilitated
“in place.”

Between February and March 1935, the number of cases receiving
rural rehabilitation advances doubled, as thousands of drought relief
cases were transferred to the rolls. The numbers receiving aid also
increased in April as the transfers of drought cases continued and
as the beginning of the growing season caused a number of cases
to be added to the rolls.

The transfer of drought cases, like the “furnishing” of share-
croppers, meant another modification of the rehabilitation program,
because it made rehabilitation clients of many farmers who were in
need not of any long-range rehabilitation but only of some emer-
gency assistance, such as feed for livestock.

In June 1935, the 10 southern States which had 93 percent of all ~ >
rural rehabilitation clients in February still contained about 60 P
percent of the cases. By that time, however, the rehabilitation pro- %
gram had been so extended that only 11 of the 48 States had less
than 100 rehabilitation clients or none at all (table 4 and figure 4) ﬁ

During this period of expansion a certain amount of shifting was
occurring in the rehabilitation rolls. The total number of clients
under care at any time from April 1934 through June 1935 was

13 The practice of making subsistence advances is known locally as “furnishing.” For a
discussion of this practice, see Woofter, T. J., Jr., Landlord and Tenant on the Cotton
Plantation, Research Monograph V, Division of Social Research, Works Progress Adminis-
tration, 1936, pp. 59 and 63.
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398,000.'* Since the total number of cases on the records in June
was only 367,000, it appears that about 30,000 cases had been closed
in the 15-month period. Some of these were clients who had repaid
advances; others had been considered unsatisfactory clients for re-
habilitation and had been dropped from the program.

Fic.4- RURAL REHABILITATION CASES RECEIVING ADVANCES
June 1935

NUMBER OF CASES

ALABAMA 17.507 IOWA 1228 NEBRASKA 2377 RHODE ISLAND -
ARIZONA 157 KANSAS 7244 NEVADA 2l SOUTH CAROLINA 6,079
ARKANSAS 18,998 KENTUCKY 545 NEW HAMPSHIRE n3 SOUTH DAKOTA 17,933
CALIFORNIA 21 LOUISIANA 10,710 NEW JERSEY 228 TENNESSEE 2934
LCOLORADO 6917 MAINE 354 NEW MEXICO 9,120 TEXAS 22.839
CONNECTICUT 54 MARYLAND = NEW YORK o7 UTAH 594
DELAWARE = MASSACHUSETTS = NORTH CAROLINA 6,874 VERMONT 1
FLORIDA 5707 MICHIGAN 2.179 NORTH DAKOTA 33 VIRGINIA 3.057
GEORGIA 12.394 MINNESOTA 10.642 OHIO 2,344 WASHINGTON 463
1DAHO 120 MISSISSIPPt 12,360 OKLAHOMA 8210 WEST VIRGINIA 1183
ILLINOIS 83 MISSOURI 6.500 OREGON 58 WISCONSIN 1,481
INDIANA 873 MONTANA 649 PENNSYLVANIA 373 WYOMING L1068

UNITED STATES TOTAL  203.612

AF - 2087, W.RA.

The type of capital or rehabilitation goods advanced to clients
varied from area to area according to the type of farming. In the
cotton areas, mules or oxen, and fertilizer were usually advanced
to rehabilitation clients. In Tennessee,'® the rehabilitation advances
included fertilizer, seed, and livestock. In a Wisconsin county, cows,
horses, pigs, and hens were supplied, as were seed and implements.

* Division of Research, Statistics, and Records, Works Progress Administration. Data
reviged as of December 15, 1936.

% The following information is based on various county reports obtaived In connection
with the Survey of Current Changes in the Rural Relief Population,
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Advances for equipment sometimes took the form of refinancing
loans for machinery (for example, in Olmsted County, Minnesota).
In some cases advances were also made for building materials, and
at least in Hawkins County, Tennessee, mortgages were secured with
the help of rehabilitation advances.

Only in a few cases were the rehabilitation clients advanced money /

with which to buy livestock or farm equipment and in those cases the

clients were required to make account of their expenditures. Usually,)

the rehabilitation agency assisted the farmer in selecting the requu‘ed
goods and made payment for him in the name of the Rehabilitatio

Corporation. For durable goods and-livestock, which were bough

in this way and sold to the client under a conditional sales contract,
the Corporation retained the title.

The terms for repayment of rehabilitation loans showed variations
by States and even by counties. Usually, advances for capital goods
were repayable over a fairly long period, while advances for subsist- ._
ence goods, since they were goods of a perishable character, were to
be repaid within 1 year. Crop mortgages and notes were given as

security. Interest on these advances was fixed in accordance with |

local rates; in some States no interest was charged until the notes
reached maturity; in others the advances were free of interest for the
first year. In order to facilitate repayment, some rehabilitation
agencies accepted payment in marketable produce. In a number of
instances, especially in regions where there were no money crops, due
particularly to drought, the rehabilitation clients were given employ-
ment on work projects and thus were enabled to pay back part of
their advances.

A number of States made relief grants to rehabilitation cases. As
late as June 1935, about 9 percent of the rehabilitation clients also
received relief grants, according to data from the nine sample areas.*®

After the responsibility for the rural rehabilitation program was
transferred from the Federal Emergency Relief Administration to
the Resettlement Administration on June 30, 1935, it was taken out of
the hands of the States and became centralized under Federal
authority. Thus, more uniform policies were made possible.

Rehabilitation loans to farmers continued under the new regime,
the Resettlement Administration providing farm management plans
and supervision to its standard loan clients, charging interest of 5
percent and limiting the period of a loan to 5 years.!” In addition,
the Resettlement Administration made loans to emergency cases, for
whom'no farm plan was drawn up. Beginning in November 1935

i¢ 8ee chapter I, footnote 8.

1 Taeuber, Conrad, The Work of the Resettlement Administration in the Works Program,
Divigion of Research, Statistics, and Records, Works Progress Administration, December 1,
1935, Appendix C-1,

’
/

N T /
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when the Federal Emergency Relief Administration was about to

terminate direct relief grants, the Resettlement Administration intro-

duced direct grants for certain needy farmers. The Resettlement

Administration also encouraged cooperative purchase of farm
uipment through loans.

<" During the transition period from State-controlled rehabilitation
/ corporations under F. E. R. A. to a Federal-controlled rehabilitation

) program under the Resettlement Administration, the number of
¢ farmers aided by the rural rehabilitation program declined. From
367,000 clients on the records in June 1935 under the F. E. R. A, the
number had fallen to 351,000 by July 31 and to 314,000 by Novem-
ber 15,'® including those in debt to the Administration for past loans
as well as those receiving advances during the month. Including
only those receiving advances during the month, the number fell
from 204,000 clients in June to 58,000 in October, and then rose
to 156,000 in December, comprising 26,000 loan cases and 130,000
grant cases.’®

WORKS PROGRAM

In July 1935, the F. E. R. A. work program began to be sup-
planted by the new Federal Works Program, coordinated by the
' Works Progress Administration, which was the major employing

- + agency. 20 One important respect in which the new Works Program
/ differed from the F. E. R. A. work program was that the workers

were paid a monthly security wage rather than a relief grant based
on their budget deficiency. With the inauguration of the Works

| Program, the Federal Government announced its intention of termi-

/

I nating direct relief, and of turning over to the States and localities

‘\ the responsibility for all persons in need, over and above the

3,500,000 workers who were to receive jobs on the new program.

The shift from Federal work and direct relief to Federal jobs
and local relief began slowly during the summer and fall and was
finally accomplished in November and December of 1935, when the
quota on Works Program employment was approximated and all
Federal direct relief, with minor exceptions, ended. Farmers in need
of aid who were not employed on Works Program projects, or cared
for by Resettlement Administration grants or loans, became the
responsibility of State and local relief agencies.

18 Pirst Annual Report, Resettlement Administration, 1936, pp. 9-10.

 See chapter VII, table 30.

# Report om the Works Program, Works Progress Administration, March 18, 1936,
pp. 1-10.
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RELIEF GRANTS AND REHABILITATION
ADVANCES

YPES AND AMOUNTS of relief grants and rehabilitation advances

varied widely by agricultural groups and by areas. As the

administration of both relief and rehabilitation was largely
entrusted to the States, there were no uniform rulings to deter-
mine whether direct or work relief should be extended, or whether
rehabilitation advances should take the form of subsistence or
capital goods. Neither were there any uniform standards for the
amount of relief grants per family or the value of rehabilitation
advances, although the recommended procedure for determining re-
lief grants was on a budget deficiency basis established by social
workers, while rehabilitation advances were to be determined on the
basis of individual farm plans developed by the county rural re-
habilitation supervisors. Differences in the availability of funds
were also a factor in determining amounts granted.

In general, the various groups within agriculture might be ex-
pected to receive different types and amounts of aid according to
differences in standard of living and need for assistance. Where
farmers were still on the land, for instance, except in areas of ex-
treme drought, it might not be feasible for them to leave their crops
at certain times of the year to work on relief projects. Furthermore,
they might be able to furnish part of their living from their own
land and thus require only supplementary direct relief. On the other
hand, an unemployed farm laborer living in a village might best be
served by work relief. Similarly, a farm owner on rehabilitation
might require advances of only feed and seed, while a laborer who
was being established as a rehabilitation farmer would necessarily
require both working capital and subsistence goods.

TYPES OF RELIEF

Both direct relief and work relief ! were given to destitute farm
families. In some cases they received only one type of relief; in
others they received both types concurrently. Moreover, largely due
to the fact that farm operators who were still on their farms were
considered to be employed, work relief was given to employed work-
ers as well as to the unemployed.

1 For a dlscussion of types of relief programs, see chapter II,
23
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The fact that work relief was given to employed workers reflects
the inadequacy of much of this employment. It is true that the defi-
nition of current employment used in this survey—1 week or more
of employment during the month—permits a situation in which a
laborer might work during the first part of the month and go on
relief during the last part; he would be recorded as receiving relief
and working at the same time, merely because the two conditions
occurred during the same month. However, it may be assumed that
in the great majority of these cases relief and employment actually
did coincide, and that relief was given to supplement insufficient
earnings from private employment.

In regard to farmers who received work relief while operating
farms, it might be assumed that employment on relief projects in
the month of June would interfere with their work on the farm
and retard the process of rehabilitation. However, many farmers
on relief were, in normal times, only part-time farmers; others could
leave the farming activities to some other member of the household;
and still others had been prevented by drought or flood from putting
in full-time work on their farms.

In February, 75 percent of all the farm operators on relief who
were currently operating farms were receiving work relief or drought
relief,? while 60 percent of the currently employed farm laborers re-
ceived these types of relief. In June, the proportions of currently
employed farm families receiving work relief were still high—74
percent for farm operators and 60 percent for farm laborers ®* (appen-
dix tables 1 and 2).

Active farmers and employed farm laborers participated in work
relief to a greater extent than did rural workers employed in non-
agricultural industries. This may have been partly due to adminis-
trative policies. It was probably also due, in part, to the fact that
in this study farmers were considered employed if they were oper-
ating their land, whether or not this activity brought in any net
income or took any considerable part of their time; whereas non-
agricultural workers were considered employed only if they put in
some hours of work and received some income.*

3 Work rellef, in this context, comprises work relief only and work relief combined with
direct relief. Drought relief conslsted primarily of cash payments for work on approved
projects although in an undetermined proportion of cases drought relief consisted of direct
relief only.

*The 2 months of February and June are not directly comparable since statistical and
administrative procedures included drought rellef cascs in February, but eliminated them
in June after they had been transferred to the Rural Rehabilitation Division of the
Federal Emergency Relief Administration. The June data undoubtedly furnish more
accurate information than the February data as to the role of work relief among the farm
relief clients.

¢ Exceptions to this latter group include a small number of workers employcd on “own
account,” such as proprietors of small businesses and commission salesmen,
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A greater proportion of employed farm laborers than of employed
nonagricultural workers received work relief in all areas in Febru-
ary, but this was true of only three areas in June. This difference
would indicate that the February employment of nonagricultural
workers was more remunerative than the employment of farm laborers
in that month. The latter were probably employed to a greater extent
at odd jobs which left them more time to fill work relief assign-
ments. As the agricultural season advanced, either the employment
of farm laborers became more substantial, or administrative policy
was opposed to extending them supplementary work relief.

Tenants (exclusive of sharecroppers) shared in the work relief
program more than any other farm group in June in most areas’
(appendix table 2). They shared in the work relief program to a.
higher degree than farm owners® in all areas except the Eastern )
Cotton Belt (figure 5). In six of the nine areas, a higher percentage .
of tenants than owners received direct relief combined with work re- -
lief, the combination carrying higher benefits than either work or
direct relief separately (appendix tables 3 and 4).

Employed farm laborers generally were given less work relief than
farm owners, although more employed farm laborers than farm own-
ers received direct and work relief combined. Employed laborers
usually received much less work relief than tenants,

The great majority of the employed sharecroppers in both Cotton(
Areas received work relief, either alone or in combination with direct
relief.

Negroes in all agricultural groups received less work relief than the?
whites in both Cotton Areas, but the differences tended to be more
marked in the Eastern Cotton Belt. While about two-thirds of each /
of the white farm tenure groups in that area received work relief ;
only a little over one-half of the Negro owners and croppers and one-
third of the Negro tenants received work relief. Only one-fourth
of the employed Negro farm laborers compared with three-fourths of
the employed white farm laborers were given work relief.

In all but one area, drought relief ‘was extended to workers
currently employed in nonagricultural industry in February 1935
(appendix table 1). In the Winter Wheat Area, 40 percent of the
cases on relief with heads currently employed in nonagricultural
industries received this type of relief. The role which drought
relief played in the various areas depended, of course, on adminis-
trative policies as well as on the actual drought situation.

§ The small number of farm managers are combined with farm owners in all tables.
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ALL AREAS

EASTERN
COTTON

WESTERN
COTTON

APPALACHIAN-
OZARK

LAKE STATES
CUT-OVER

HAY AND
DAIRY

CORN BELT

SPRING
WHEAT

WINTER
WHEAT

RANCHING

Farmers on Relief and Rehabilitation

Work rellef Direct relief Work and
only / only direct relief

Percent
(o] 20 40 60 80 100
T

Owners
Tenants

Croppers

Owners
Tenants

Croppers
Owners
Tenonts

Croppers

Owners

Tenants

Owners

Tenants

Owners

Tenants

Owners
Tenants

08
R

Owners

Tenonts

Owners

Tenants

Owners

Tenants
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WITH HEADS CURRENTLY ENGAGED AS
FARM OPERATORS, BY AREA

June 1935

AF-20T3, W.P.A
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AMOUNTS OF RELIEF

Average relief grants were uniformly low, but they varied con-

siderably among the different areas. The two Cotton Areas and

the Appalachian-Ozark Area stand out with the lowest median

relief grants per family for all agricultural groups (table 5 and

figure 6). In these three areas, median grants for all agricultural' /
groups were $10 or less in June 1935, and 90 percent or more of all

grants were less than $20 (appendlx table 5). The influence of *

administrative policies cannot be entirely discounted, but it is safe
to assume that the low standard of living prevailing in these three

3
13

\

areas was a determining factor in fixing the relief grants at this .

low level. The Lake States Cut-Over Area also is not a prosperous
area, but it ranks second highest with regard to median relief
amounts when all agricultural groups are taken together. Only
one-half of the cases received less than $20, and 36 percent received
from $20 to $39 in relief grants. The highest grants were in the
Hay and Dairy Area with an average grant of $22 in June 1935.
The average amounts of relief are per family and not per capita,
and therefore do not take into consideration the size of the relief
households,® but when the two sets of data are compared, little or no
relationship is apparent (tables 5 and 13 and appendix table 7).
The average amounts of relief also varied somewhat by tenure
groups. In seven of the nine areas, tenants by usual occupation
received higher average grants than owners in June 1935 (table 5 and
figure 6).
TABLE 5.—AVERAGE* AMOUNT oF RELIEF REcCEIVED BY RURAL HOUSEHOLDS,
BY UsuaL OccupraTioN oF THE HEAD AND BY AREA, JUNE 1935°?
[138 countles representing 9 agricultural areas]

Agriculture
Area Nonagri
culture
Total Owners | Tenants? Croppers| Laborers
Allareas. ... . ._..o_.... $12 $13 $12 $9 $12 $15 |

Eastern Cotton:

Total . .o ccccaaaaan 9 9 12

White . e 10 10 14

(74 {4 7 9 10
‘Western Cotton

otal. e emeicccnas 9 9 9

Whlte ............... 9 9 10

Negro-...... 8 8 7

Appalachlan Ozark. . 10 10 12

Lake States Cut-Over. 20 19 21

Hay and Dairy_...... ! 22 20 23

Corn Belt...___. - 16 13 18

Bpring Wheat. ... ... 18 17 23

inter Wheat. . ... .. . ocaooo_... 12 14 15

Ranching..._ ... .. 18 18 18

1 Median.
12 Exclusive of cases opened, reopened, or closed during the month.
3 Exclusive of croppers in tim 2 Cotton Areas.

8 Varlations in the method of enumeration of cases by the different relief agencies may
influence the aize of cases.

e
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28 Farmers on Relief and Rehabilitation

The Negro farm families consistently received smaller amounts of
relief than white families. The difference was most marked for the
Negro tenants of the Eastern Cotton Belt who received $6 a month
as compared with $12 for the white tenants. As was shown in a
previous study,’ these differences cannot fully be explained by the
size of white and Negro relief households. It may be assumed,
therefore, that the lower standard of living usually prevailing among
the Negroes was made the basis of differentiation.

The nonagricultural workers by usual occupation received some-
what higher relief benefits in June 1935 than all groups of farm
operators and farm laborers in most areas (table 5). This difference

30
Qwners
{3 Tenanis
— [ Croppers
g B8 Loborers
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All Eastern Weslern Appa- Lake Hoyand Corn  Spring Wint

Areas Cotton  Cotton lachion- Stotes Dairy Belt  Wheat Wheat
Ozork Cut-Over

Fi16. 6 - MEDIAN AMOUNT OF RELIEF RECEIVED BY RURAL HOUSEHOLDS
WITH AGRICULTURE AS THE USUAL OCCUPATION
OF THE HEAD, BY AREA®*

June 1935
*Exclusive of cases opened, reopensd,
or closed during the month AF-2133, WRA

is probably related to the fact that nonagricultural workers have less
opportunity than agricultural workers to provide themselves with
foodstuffs from their own land.

TYPES OF REHABILITATION ADVANCES

Subsistence goods ® were advanced to 83 percent of the rehabilita-
tion clients, while capital goods were advanced to 84 percent of the
clients (table 6). There were great variations among the different

7Mangus, A. R., The Rural Negro on Relief, February 1935, Research Bulletin H-3,
Division of Research, Statistics, and Finance, Federal Emergency Rellef Administration,
October 17, 1935, pp. 6-7.

® For deflnitions of subsistence and capital goods, see chapter II,
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areas.’ In the Hay and Dairy and Lake States Cut-Over Areas,
only 32 and 38 percent, respectively, of the cases received advances
for subsistence goods. On the other hand, both Cotton Areas listed
more than 97 percent of their cases as receiving advances for sub-
sistence goods.

Fewer clients received advances for capital goods than for sub-
sistence goods in the Cotton, Wheat, and Ranching Areas, an indica-
tion that a fairly high proportion of the clients received nothing but
subsistence goods. In some of the southern States a distinction was
made between rehabilitation clients who were capable of managing
advances-of capital goods and those who were considered incapable,
and this may furnish an explanation for the lower percentages of
cases with capital goods advances in the Cotton Areas. In both
Cotton Areas, the percentage of Negro cases with advances for ca
ital goods was somewhat smaller than the corresponding figure for\
the white rehabilitation clients. In some States, it appears that a \'
relatively large number of Negro clients were not considered capable /
of handling advances for capital goods. /

TABLE 6.—TYPE AND AMOUNT OF TOTAL ADVANCES TO RURAL REHABILITA-
110N CLIENTS,' BY COLOR AND BY AREA, JUNE 1935

[138 counties representing 9 agricultural areas]

Advances for capital Advances for sub-
Average goods sistence goods
Area gummbex; smountofl - por..;p Percent
advances receiving Average receiving Average
amount 7 amount
advances advances
Allareas. ... .. __. 14,428 $189 84.0 $168 83.1 $58
Eastern Cotton:
L 12\ DRI 8, 288 175 90.3 119 97.9 69
White.. 4,028 205 91.2 145 28.8 74
Negro. 2, 260 122 88.8 . 96.3 60
‘Western Cotto

Total..._. 2,332 388 9.1 362 97.3 60

White._. 1,872 416 91.8 387 97.3 62

Negro.__....... 460 276 88.3 257 97. 4 51
Appalachian-Ozark.__ ... 004 153 92.3 133 76.5 40
Lake States Cut-Over... 770 104 8.7 67 38.2 100
Hayand Dairy...._._... 1,386 168 89.6 178 32.0 31
Corn Belt.._... 1,284 116 68,2 144 62.5 28
Spring Wheat 31 20. 5 44 94.3 24
‘Winter Wheat. 310 187 88.5 178 87.7 38
Ranching.___. 206 182 69.9 201 7.7 53

1 Only cases receiving advances during the month are included. The amounts include grants during
previous months as well as during June.

Advances for capital goods were predominant in the Hay and
Dairy, Corn Belt, Lake States Cut-Over, and Appalachian-Ozark
Areas, regions of general and self-sufficing farms. In such areas,
farmers usually raise their own foodstuffs and hence are less in need
of subsistence than farmers following the one crop system.

¢ It may be pointed out that the sample was selected as representative of the relief
situation and cannot, therefore, be considered as wholly representative of rural rehabilita-
tion clients.

137296°—37———4
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AMOUNTS OF REHABILITATION ADVANCES

The money value of the advances given to clients varied from $31,
the average advance in the Spring Wheat Area, to $416 for whites
in the Western Cotton Area (table 6). Next to the Western Cotton
Area, the Winter Wheat and Ranching Areas paid the highest
average advances. In terms of advances for capital goods alone, the
Western Cotton Area again held first rank. When subsistence
advances alone were considered, the Lake States Cut-Over Area was
found to have given the highest amounts, averaging $100, followed
by the Eastern Cotton Belt with $69. Moreover, the Lake States
Cut-Over was the only area in which the average value of advances
for subsistence goods exceeded the average value of advances for
capital goods.

The Negroes of the two Cotton Areas received considerably smaller
advances than the whites in both capital and subsistence goods.

Differing administrative policies probably were the primary reason
for the wide range in amount of advances. The various States based
their rehabilitation programs on different principles, and these pro-
grams, moreover, were in various stages of development at the time
of the survey. Differences in type of farming and standard of
living may also have led to differing financial requirements for
rehabilitation.




Craprer IV
SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF RELIEF AND
REHABILITATION HOUSEHOLDS

HE TYPICAL FARMER on relief or rehabilitation in June 1935 was

about 40 years old. He was married and had three or four

children, for whom he was the sole breadwinner. He had lived
in his present county of residence for at least 10 years.

The typical farm laborer head of a relief or rehabilitation house-
hold was 32 to 36 years old, was married, and had two or three
children. Like the typical farmer, he was the only worker in his
family and had been a resident of the county for at least a decade.

These composite pictures of the average farm families?® receiving
aid in June 1935 indicate that the majority of such families were
similar to farm families in the general population with respect to age
and composition, although somewhat larger than average in size.
Certain variations come to light when relief and rehabilitation clients
are studied separately in the nine areas.

AGE OF HEADS OF RELIEF HOUSEHOLDS

Farmers on relief ? did not differ markedly in age from all farmers
in the United States in 1930 (table 7). Farm owners on relief proved

TABLE 7.—AGE OF ALL FARMERs IN THE UNITED STATES, 1930, AND
oF FARMERs® oN RELIEF, JUNE 1935

Median age in years

Tenure status
All farmers, | Relief farm-
1930 2 ers,? June 1935
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1 By usual occupation.
3 Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Agriculture Vol. 1V,
3 Based on data for 138 counties representative of 9 agricultural areas.

1The terms ‘“families” and ‘“households” are used interchangeably in this chapter.
9 Since only 1.4 percent of all farm operators in the sample were not heals of house-
holds, the small number of nonheads is disregarded in the discussion.
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32 Farmers on Relief and Rehabilitation

to be only about 11 months younger and tenants, including croppers,
about the same age as the same tenure groups in the general farm
population.®

The slightly lower average age of farm owners on relief, as com-
pared with farm owners in the general farm population, suggests
that, on the whole, the older farm owners were somewhat less likely
to apply for relief than the younger ones because their economic re-
sources were greater. The similarity of the average ages for tenants
in both categories may indicate that tenancy contains elements of
insecurity which are likely to affect all age groups* and make them
equally susceptible to the need for public support.

There is some indication that the younger farmers and farm la-
borers found it easier to leave the relief rolls during the spring
planting season. Comparison was made of the age distribution of
all heads of farm families on relief in February and June 1935
(tables 8 and 9). In the nine areas, taken as a whole, the age group
55-64 years was larger for all agricultural groups in June than in
February. The very young farmers, those 16-24 years of age, how-
ever, tended to remain on relief throughout the spring and early
summer. Not only farmers, but also farm laborers, 16-24 years of
age, made up a larger part of the June than of the February rural
relief load in most areas.

Owners on relief were about 9 years older, on the average, than
tenants (including croppers) ; this difference is similar to that found
in the general population (table 7). Tenancy precedes ownership
in the life of many farmers, and this fact probably accounts for
the considerable difference in age.

The sharecroppers in the two Cotton Areas were younger than
the other tenants in those areas. This would be expected since the
sharecropping contract does not call for any capital on the part of
the cropper, and young people can easily become croppers. In both
Cotton Areas the croppers were about the same age as the farm
laborers.

* Comparisons could not be made by areas or for farm laborers since census data om
the age grouping of farmers are not available by countles, and since no census data on
this peint for farm laborers are available. Both groups of figures pertain only to the
age group 16-64 years, because, owing to the definition used in this survey, only persons
within these age limits are classified as having a usual occupation.

¢+ When age distributions of owner and tenant heads in rural farm areas of the United
States, exclusive of women heads, were compared with those of the relief population,
fewer owners and more tenants were found in the 45-84 year group on relief than in the
general population. Sources: Table 8 and Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930,
Population Vol. VI. .
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In all areas, farm laborers were younger than owners or tenants
(exclusive of croppers), reflecting the situation in the total farm
population. However, it is possible that the farm laborers on relief,
in contrast to farm operators, were older than the laborers in the
general population. In general, wages for married and unmarried
farm laborers are the same with no differential, except possibly in
perquisites. Thus, the married laborers, who were also the older
ones, were more likely to go on relief when their wages suffered
severe cuts during the depression and were no longer adequate to
support a family.

TasLE 8.—AGE oF Hraps oF_Fanm HoustHoLbs' oN RELIEF, BY AREA,
Feeruanry 1935

[138 counties representing 9 agricultural areas]

Total Age in years
Area and usual occupation "
Number | Percent 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64
All areas:
OWHOIEL i Faimasns  sacnss 10, 078 100.0 2.4 13.9 26.6 33.7 23.4
Tenants 3. 17,411 100.0 |, 6.7 32.9 28.1 2.2 1.1
Croppers____ ; 5, 456 100.0 1.3 33.0 25.6 19.5 10.6
Farm laborers.... ____ .__. 10,735 160.0 14.4 3.7 22,2 16.5 12.2
Eastern Clolton:
£33 100.0 2.0 15.7 20.5 37.0 24.8
Tenants o 1,327 100.0 5.4 23.0 28. 4 23.8 19. 4
Croppers. A 2,401 100.0 9.6 2%. 8 20.1 20.7 12.8
Tarm lahorers 2, 659 100. 0 15.1 31.1 22.5 13,0 13.3
Western Cotton:
QW NS s S aae s b 1.739 100.0 2,2 15.2 24.9 31. 4 26.3
Tenants. = | 3,057 100. 0 6.3 36.0 26,9 20.3 10. 5
Croppers. .. = 3,085 14 0 13.1 36.3 22.9 18.6 0.1
Farmn Inborers _.________.. 2,721 100.0 16. 5 4.7 20.3 16. 1 12. 4
Appalachian-Ozark:
Owners 2, 535 100. 0 3.9 16. 2 27.2 28.8 23.9
Tenants....... A 4,015 100.0 10.7 317 23.8 .1 1.7
Farm laborers . _____ ____ 555 100.0 14. 5 4.9 23,1 1.9 8.3
Lake States ('ut-Over:
OWNerSicsnnaias freriisis 1, 339 100.0 1.3 11.4 26.9 42.0 18. 4
Tenants.. __.. 393 1000 2.6 33.3 29.0 21.9 13.2
Farm labor 133 100.0 14.3 56. 4 13.8 4.5 11.3
Hay and Dairy:
(OF 70 ¢ P T et 1,618 100.0 2.3 11.0 30.5 36.3 19.9
Tenants. ... .= 1,648 100.0 4.1 29.0 33.6 23.7 .6
Farm laborers._. ... __._ 1, 506 100.0 12.2 3.2 2207 20.7 10.2
Corn Belt:
OW DS e sicaas s - ians 800 100.0 .9 12.1 4.5 35.6 20.9
Tenants __ 3.024 1000 5.5 8.9 3.4 24.9 9.3
Farmn lubor 2,050 100.0 10.4 314.0 25.1 16.2 14.3
Spring Wheat:
Owners. ... 1,234 100.0 1.8 13.5 L3 29.8 23.6
| 2,023 100.0 5.4 30.9 20.8 18.0 9.1
369 100.0 19. 6 52,0 9.8 9.5 9.2
Winter Wheat:
L0104 (- o PV —— 339 100.0 6.2 16.5 14.5 371 25.7
Tenants. ... . 735 100, 0 5.3 34. 4 30.9 18. 4 11.0
Farm laborers 247 100.0 18.6 34.0 25.5 13.4 8.5
Ranching:
Owners.__ 449 100.0 .9 12,2 26.5 34.6 25.8
Tenants.._. 289 100.0 4.8 20.1 33.9 2.5 10.7
Farm labor 495 100. 0 14.7 32,98 27.5 13.3 L7

1 With aFriculture as the usual occupation.
? Exclusive of croppers in the 2 Cotton Areas.
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TaBLe 9.—AGE oF Heaps or Farm HousemoLps® oN RELIEF, BY AREA,
JuNe 1935

{138 counties representing 9 agricultural areas|

Total Age {n years
Area and usual occupation
Number | Percent 16-24 25-34 3544 45-34 55-64
100.0 4.1 14.3 25.3 30.6 25.7
100.0 8.8 32.2 28.1 21.4 1.5
100.0 0.8 32.0 4.0 19.7 14.5
100.0 14.3 32.0 22.6 17.9 13.2
100.0 3.1 10.9 17.9 3.6 4.5
100.0 5.0 22.0 2.5 21 21. 4
100.0 8.3 27.9 2.7 20.5 15.68
100.0 12.1 28.7 25.0 20.6 16.7
100.0 3.3 14.0 2.7 33.3 2.7
100.0 9.4 28.7 25.2 4.8 12.1
100. 0 11.5 36.5 19.8 18.8 13.4
100.0 15.1 30.5 2.3 17.9 122
100.0 5.9 15.9 28.5 28.4 2.3
100.0 12.5 33.8 2.4 18.7 1.8
100.0 25.2 35.7 17.4 10.5 1.2
100.0 2.1 16.4 20.1 81.2 24.2
100. 0 4.3 26.1 40.2 2.7 8.7
100.0 26.4 41.6 12.8 5.6 13.9
100.0 4.4 8.5 28.2 33.8 2.3
100.0 8.7 27.3 32.3 2.0 9.7
100.0 10.4 35.8 2.1 19.9 10.8
100.0 20 0.7 2.3 3.0 36.0
100.0 4.8 7.8 8.7 7.2 1.8
100.0 10.9 30.7 22.6 2.1 15.7
100.0 2.1 15.0 2.5 20.7 257
100.0 6.9 4.4 26.9 15.2 6.6
100.0 21.3 48.4 10.7 0.8 9.8
100.0 9.1 21.8 14.3 82.8 21.8
100.0 8.3 32.8 80.6 19.7 8.8
100.0 2.6 41.2 17.6 10.8 7.8
100.0 1.4 15.0 29.9 2.4 31.3
100.0 5.6 32.9 23.6 16.5 16.5
100.0 15.6 2.1 26.3 18.0 120

1 With agriculture as the usual occupation.
? Exclusive of croppers in the 2 Cotton Areas.

Farm labor is now, to a larger extent than formerly, a permanent
occupation and is no longer only the first rung of the agricultural
ladder. This is indicated by the fact that about one-third of the
farm laborers who were heads of households were between 45 and
64 years of age (table 11). The predominant age group, however,
was 25-34 years.

The majority of the farm laborers on relief in five out of nine
areas were not heads of households, the proportion ranging as high
as 89 percent (table 11). These were overwhelmingly in the age
group 16-24 years. They were for the most part sons and daughters
of farmers, working on the home farm.

The average ages of the different agricultural groups varied
little by area (table 10 and figure 7). Such variations as appear
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cannot be adequately interpreted since no corresponding data for
the general population are available.
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FIG. 7- MEDIAN AGE OF HEADS OF RURAL RELIEF HOUSEHOLDS WITH
AGRICULTURE AS THE USUAL OCCUPATION, BY AREA

June 1935
AF-1089, WPA.

TaBLE 10.—AGe oF Heaps or Farm HouseHoLps® oN RELIEF, BY COLOR,
BY RESIDENCE, AND BY AREA, JUNE 1935

(138 countles representing 9 agricultural areas]

Median age in years
Farm operators
. Farm laborers
Area Owners Tenants 1 Croppers
Open! . Open| yri1. Open Open
Total|coun- Xﬂe Totsl/coun- X‘L Total|coun- 1‘;“; Total|coun- 1‘3;'0
try | 98 try | @8 try | OB try

Allaress. . cecececaeac 46.5 | 46.3 | 48.3 | 37.9 | 37.5 [ 413 | . |occaoi|eeae 36.1135.7| 36.9
Eastern Cotton:

otal. oo ooeaae. s i 49.9 | 40.0 | 49.90 | 44.3 | 43.8 [ 46.6 30.0)38.8( 39.6

White. 40.8 | 49.8 | 40.9 | 43.6 { 42.9 | 47.5 37.86 | 37.9 | 355

Negr 50.2 | 50.3 | 490.5 | 45.3 | 45.4 { 44.5 40.4 | 40.1 | 41.2
Western Cotton

otal ... 47.5 | 47.0 | 50.1 | 30.2 | 38.9 | 41.6 36.3 | 35.7 | 37.7

White 47.6 | 47.0 1 50.2 | 38.9 | 33.5 | 41.0 35.9135.2) 37.7

Negro..... = 47.2 | 47.0 | 49.5 | 40.7 | 40.2 | 45.8 37.9 | 37.8 { 38.0

Appalachian-Ozark. _ 45.1 1 45.0 | 46.6 | 36.1 | 36.0( 38.3 31.5 | 3L9{ 30.1

Luke States Cut-Ove 46.3 | 46.2 | 55.2 ) 39.4 | 38.9 | 47.0 30.2129.9 | 31.2

Hay and Dairy_.._. 47.3 | 47.2 | 48.0 | 40.4 | 40.3 | 41.2 36.1135.9| 36.7

Corn Belt.... 50.0150.2 | 49.5 | 40.7139.5 | 43.6 38.2|37.9| 38.5

Spring Wheat. 46.3 {46.0 | 56.2 | 34.2 | 34.3 | 33.3 30.4|20.8| 3L.8

Winter Wheat _145.9145.4 | 4.5 | 37.5 | 36.4 | 42.2 31.2(31.4| 28.8

Ranching. oo 46.2 | 47.8 | 42.2 | 33.5 | 37.7 { 39.5 | oo |ocoo]ocnaan 36.9 1353 | 37.6

! With agriculture as the usual occupation. $ Exclusive of croppers in the 2 Cotton Areas.
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TasLE 11.—AGE oF FArM LABORERS® oN RELIEF, BY FAMILY STATUS AND
BY AREA, JUNE 1935

[138 counties representing 9 agricultural areas]

Total Age in years
Family status and area
Number | Percent 16-24 25-34 3544 45-54 55-64

All areas: |

Heads..._.cc. oo 6, 850 100. 0 14.3 32.0 22.6 17.9 13.2

Members. _.......__.___..| 11,80 100.0 76.9 4.8 4.5 2.6 L4
Eastern (Cotton; |

el s 1, 502 100.0 12,1 26.7 25.0 20,6 15.7

Members__ ... _____.__. 2,234 100.0 67.0 16. 4 9.5 5.2 L9
Western Cotton:

Healldy . o Ganerin omiiias 1, 448 100.0 15.1 30.5 24.3 18.0 12.1

Members_ .. ___.......... 1,778 100. 0 79.5 1.9 3.9 2.8 1.9
Appalachian-Ozark:

3271 L 516 100. 0 25 2 357 17. 4 10. 5 1.2

Members____ 4,276 100.0 7i.9 14.5 4.3 21 1.2
Lake States ('ut-O

Heads._.__._.___ 144 100.0 26,4 41.7 12.5 5.8 13.9

Members. .. 444 100.0 73.9 20.3 27 2.2 .9
Hay and Dair}

HORIR o tanasins 1, 004 100, 0 10. 4 35.9 2.1 19.9 10.7

Members. - . .oeoceoinnonnn. 868 100.0 82.0 10,8 3.7 1.4 21
Corn Belt:

D171 3! 1,454 100.0 10.9 30.8 22,5 20,1 15.7

Members_____________.__.. 760 100. 0 5.5 19. 2 2.9 1.3 L1
Spring Wheat:

Hends ... _.. e 244 100.0 21.3 48. 4 10.7 9.8 9.8

Members . . _......ooooooo. 1, 166 100. 0 55,9 12.4 .5 1.0 .2
Winter Wheat

Heads..... 204 100.0 2.6 4.2 7.6 10.8 7.8

Members . 5 118 100. 0 %9 2.7 » By ) I e L7
Ranching:

Hp-:afs_._, 334 100. 0 15.6 281 20.3 18.0 12.0

Mémbemk asicisiiassiinns 160 104, 0 83.8 TG fomaanias = 22 PSS

! By usual occupation.

The average age of farm owners on relief was greater in the
village than in the open country in most areas (table 10),® possibly
due in part to the fact that older farm owners often retire to
villages. This explanation is not completely satisfactory, however,
because two-thirds of the village farm owners were still engaged
in their usual occupation (appendix table 11).

In practically all areas, the average age of tenants also was higher
in the village than in the open country (table 10), but unlike the
owners, the majority of the tenants in the villages were unemployed
(appendix table 11). Only in the Appalachian-Ozark Area were a
majority of the tenants in villages employed at their usual occupation.

AGE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RELIEF AND REHABILITATION
CLIENTS

Age did not appear to be a determining factor in the selection of
rehabilitation clients. It might be expected either that older farmers

8 The Works Progress Administration Labor Inventory shows that the median age of
both farm operators and farm laborers in cities was 4 years higher than the median age
of those in rural districts in March 1935. The median age of farm laborers was 31.3
years in cities and 27.2 years in rural areas, according to Labor Inventory data, and the
median age for farmers was 44.2 years in the urban areas compared with 40.0 years in
rural areas. Source: Division of Social Research, Works Progress Adminjstration.
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would have been preferred as rehabilitation clients because of their
longer experience, or that younger farmers would have been pre-
ferred because of their greater physical strength. Median ages
indicate, however, that there was no consistent selection of clients
on the basis of age by area (tables 10 and 12). In six out of nine
areas the younger owners appeared to be favored as rehabilitation
clients, and in five of the areas the older tenants were chosen.
In six areas the younger farm laborers and in two areas the older
ones were selected for rehabilitation. Croppers accepted for re-
habilitation were younger than relief clients in the Eastern Cotton
Belt and older in the Western Cotton Area. In most areas, how-
ever, there were fewer owners and tenants in the oldest group,
55-64 years of age, among rehabilitation clients than among relief
clients (table 9 and appendix table 6).

TABLE 12.—Age oF Heaps or RuraL ReHABILITATION HoUSEHOLDS,! BY
CoLoR AND BY AREA, JUNE 1935

{138 counties representing 9 agricultural areas]

Median age in years
Area Farm operators
Farm
laborers
Owners | Tenants? | Croppers
45.6 39,0 | e o 32.0
45.5 39.7 3.5
44.0 38.3 81.3
47.9 42.4 32.2
47.2 38.3 83.4
45.3 38.1 33.2
Negro 50.1 39.8 35.5
Appslachian-Ozark. . 43.4 38.0 32.8
Lake States Cut-Ove 47.3 40.5 32.0
Hay and Dairy._.. E 45. 4 40.0 36.0
CornBelt. .o E 45.0 38.8 31.4
Spring Wheat_______._____.__._.._... o 45.1 36.9 |. 20.1
inter Wheat. ... ...l R 45.9 38.1 27.0
Ranching. . .o e eieiieceaas 42.4 4.1 33.8

1 With agriculture as the usual occupation.
1 Exclusive of croppers in the 2 Cotton Areas.

SIZE OF HOUSEHOL