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ABSTRACT

HELENA SAFRON— Memorializing the Backhouse: Sanitizing and
Satirizing Outhouses in the American South
(Under the Direction of Katherine Roberts)

This thesis examines the large-scale adoption of shed-roofed, pit prividisanto
vernacular architecture and imagined landscape of the American South (1902-1942)
Beginning in the early twentieth century, public health campaigns presseahitairg
changes in the South, particularly sanitary privies. Using the existimgwcular privy
architecture, progressive campaigners helped institute matenegehthat both
bolstered and undermined the political power of many southerners. These privy
construction efforts peaked during the New Deal. Concurrently, government samekys
photography thrust southern homes and their functional parts into the national spotlight.
Outhouses emerged as popular symbols for debasing those with power, such as national
leaders, as well as those who had little, particularly rural soutlserBgrexamining the
wills that produced these architectural changes, this thesis explores havs jpoii
power manifest on vernacular landscapes and how these political campaigrtedmpac

both the built environment and political identity of the American South.
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[. INTRODUCTION

In the national imagination, spiders, splinters and Sears-Roebuck cataogues
more at home in a privy than political campaigns and debates. Historically, though,
outhouses effectively served as a derisive place for political satire. @veerturies,
critics used privies to debase or level powerful people and ideas. Example iaclude:
British cartoon ridiculing politicians on the eve of the American Revolution,démal];

a World War Il bond drive mocking Hitler in a Labor Day parade [Image ar] the
more recent parody of southern televangelist Jerry Falwell which aopiedtustler

magazin€.

Privies have been employed symbolically in politics during various historical and
political contexts. My thesis focuses on a particular time and place in whiéspri
became not just a debasing symbol but also a politicized material entity. Ofiestthe
four decades of the twentieth century in American South, shed-roofed, pisprivie
emerged on the southern domestic landscape over the course of mounting politica
campaigns. These efforts thrust southern homes and their functional parts into the
national spotlight as a physical representation of both southern character amingone

responsibility. Privies were at the forefront of these campaigns.

Hustler's caricature of Falwell presents us with a pointed entry into this thesis. |

a cursory history of eventslustlermagazine and its founder, Larry Flynt underwent



years of moral admonishments from Falwéllustlerresponded by running a fake
advertisement for Campari, an lItalian liqueur in 1983. In the real Campari ads
celebrities discussed their “first time.” While ambiguous at first, byttteof the
interview, the reader understands this “first time” is their first tiimeking the liqueur.
In Falwell's caseHustlersatirizedthe double entendre, with Falwell claiming in his
mock interview that his “first time"—both drinking Campari and having a sexual

encounter—was an inebriated and incestuous affair with his mother inside an odthouse.

The incident rose to prominence as Falwell ddadtlerfor slanderHustler
contested the charge all the way to the Supreme Court. Five yearssaitdlitation,
the Supreme Court unanimously ruled in favoHoktlermagazinedefending its right to
free speech, citing the “fundamental importance of the free flow of icelaspanions on
matters of public interest and concefnA&s a public figure with the power to shape the
debate, Justice Rehnquist argued that Falwell could not seek reparations far slande

because such a decision could stifle “robust political debate” necessarydordey

Though the judicial decision is important, the iméfyestler painted of Falwell
relates more to our interests. By placing this well-known southerner’s swasmd#fair
satirically inside the confines of an outhoudastlermagazindaps into a national
narrative concerning these structures and what associations they edmguarécated

within the southern landscape.

Outhouses today communicate an inherent rurality. As cartoonist Al C&gp of
Abneronce said in an interview withlayboymagazine, “No cartoonist, no matter how
talentless or obscure ... [has ever] drawn an outhouse without making some incidental

comment about rustic life in America Within this rural narrative, outhouses convey



different associations for the various regions of the country. In popular refateses of

the American West, cisterns and privies suggest the ruggedness af fife few who

eke out an existence amidst the West’'s wide and wild expanses. However, ptaced w

a southern context outhouses often convey disparaging conceptions about the makeup of
the southern character—with associations including destitution, laziness, anthéskis

often with allusions to immorality and drunkenness.

Outhouses’ outsized role as a symbolic part of regional landscapes in part speaks
to the humor often associated with its biological function. Unlike other dailgtstes
of the past tied to biological necessities (for example, kitchens or well@sdike other
things that are sexual or excretory in nature, are socially tabooed inmagtere. As
such, the outhouse is both an intimate but often unmentioned part of daily life. This
tension between daily use and social taboo has presented satirists withceaeedl-|
structure to launch leveling political attacks and critiques. | use the teliticg, in the
sense that all of these critiques inherently reflect the desire to gasnoovieor deface

another’s power.

But that does not explain why the representation of Falwell resonatesp clea
While obviously connoting negative southern characteristics, such as illigamelcy

poverty, what gives this symbolic representation of the southern outhouse such virulence

In part, | believe, this resonance is due to the inherent socioeconomic aspects as
well as political nature of housing in America. Since houses are the laeg#t w
generator for the population, what type of house you have says something about who you
are, how much money you have, and what your values are. They also convey how

powerful you are within society. Mansions, simply stated, demonstratihwéa one



point in time, building a privy did as well. Privies also illustrated hygiealaes and
understandings—highlighting a separation between humans and their waste. Asgsewer
and other indoor plumbing options increased, however, the wealthier parts of the
population moved their toilets indoors. This left many people who built privies during the
early public health campaigns with an outbuilding that illustrated their inatalkgep

up with the times.

With special focus on the South in the early twentieth century, outhouses became
not merely a rhetorical or satirical device, but a material politit#tye Placed within
the narrative of “southern distinctiveneSgtogressive political campaigns mounted
efforts to fix southern problems by building, sanitizing and regulating privies. cPubli
health advocates, municipal officials, and state governments all exeliregotiver to
change the material landscape of the South. Rhetorically, they cenfredet structure
with southern character flaws during their efforts. With the privy’'s quation in the
relief programs of the New Deal, political policies ushered millions outhouseisadly

into the lexicon of the southern vernacular landscape.

This thesis follows the political campaigns of the early twentiethucgnt the
American South to build sanitary privies for residents, culminating in the fexféoeks
during the New Deal. Since my university is in the state of North Carolihaskedo
focus my thesis largely on the legacy of these campaigns in the Nortin@arol
landscape, while placing these localized campaigns in a regional contiexarilyrmy
research focuses on the campaigns between 1902 and 1942, when campaigners exerted

great political effort to build more privies in the American South.



One overarching goal of this thesis is to illustrate the profound impaet thes
campaigns and government policies had on the built environment. These policies shaped
architectural designs and pressured southerners to conform to changing stditaterds
of health, hygiene and governance through the construction of these struotamgsife,
| also have heard many off-handed comments intrinsically linking outhoudes wit
southern poverty and backwardness. Thus, the second goal is to demonstrate how these
narratives are borne not just out of an innate progression of our nation’s history, but
rather, are a historical product of individual and political wills. Lastiyish to show
how southerners, responded in various ways to the politicization of their domestic
landscape, structures and use-patterns for bodily elimination. Overalhdsis will
examine the impact of political decisions, materially and socially-resetcampaigners’
aims for public betterment often simultaneously helped undermine the popsiltitey

intended to help.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Prior to the political developments of the twentieth century, southern states
provided their residents with meager public health assistance. At thah&rfarus
remained on remedial assistance in the face of epidemics or natural gjgsasier than
providing preventive care. In the first decade of the twentieth century, campaigns to

eradication hookworm disease began—mostly financed by John D. Rockefeller’s



philanthropic expenditures These efforts redirected governmental focus to preventive

measure, and pulled the government’s hand into the daily lives of its citizens.

During the nineteenth and twentieth century, many regions of the country
underwent varying public health campaigns pushing for more hygienic conditions. My
thesis focuses on the privy-building efforts spurred largely by Charles Watitket’
discovery of an endemic of hookworm disease in the South in 1902; however, the
political impetus for building privies in the South existed within minds of health

advocates for decades previous to Stiles’ discovery.

For instance, the fir®iennial Reporfor North Carolina’s State Board of Health
for 1879-1880 trumpeted the need for better privies and proposed various designs. One
proposal was “The Rochedale Pail System” [Image® Gpared for small cities, this
model used half-barrels or pails under the seat, which were to be removed orée a we
and disposed of on old fields or sold as manure. Another model was “The Dry Earth
System,” which, similar to the Rochedale, used pails. However, for this system use
spread charcoal or dry earth on top of the night soil to help tamp down the smell and
compost the waste. The publication also encouraged other hygienic practicgsmgcl
use of disinfectants such as charcoal and the smoke of burning tar, coffee, desd appl
etc. in order to destroy the foul odor of privieThese guides, though, were not widely
disseminated or embraced in the state. With meager funding for the StedeoBoa

Health, which operated with the mere $100 in annual support at its inception in 1877,

" The state of Florida paid for their own due tacarslal several years before the region-wide campaig
began.



such attempts at materially transforming the design of privies proved to be

insubstantiaf?

These late nineteenth century efforts were part of a long line of reftortse
aimed at hygiene. Well before the Board of Health was established, lkaittages and
other reformers had offered advice on home sanitation. Agricultural regrfoe
instance, suggested ways for keeping slaves healthy in their homasao#avay for
owners to protect their monetary investmenOutbuildings and outdoor structures also
became miasmatic targets in regards to their location on the domestic landscape
concert with local climatic considerations. With the miasmatic theory easiées which
explained the spread of disease through the foul air, the smell emanatingifries pr
rather than the contents was regarded as the health problem. For instande, a Nort

Carolinian weekly newspaper, called tRaleigh Registerargued on June 29, 1802,

Cleanliness is a virtue, and it is more importarthie air than in any thing. Let our
stables, barns, barn-yards, dungheaps or steresraogsties and privies, be placed on
the northerly sides of our dwellings, and not teamthem. When the wind blows from
the north, the weather is less oppressive, or coatel our houses are shut up. The foul
smells do not reach us then. . . . Tender womaldreh, sick persons, the aged and
infirm, are much hurt by such smelfs.

In subsequent decades, however, reformers pushed for better designs, not just
better placement on the landscape. The advocacy of sanitary models during the lat
nineteenth century in North Carolina followed a boom in developing urban infras¢ructur
geared towards eliminating public health threats. Compared with rural citesswere
much more vulnerable to brutal waves of epidemic diseases. With the cholera outbreaks
occurring during the nineteenth century, for instance, New York City slowlynted

political support to increase waste and water infrastructure as welldisairteeatment



centers. A growing medical awareness for the causes for cholera as well as agouddi
mandate for more municipal infrastructure produced new ideas for creating miteeysa

living conditions in the city.

Privies in cities were chief breeding grounds for these diseases. As peditic
campaigns there grew, new sanitary designs emerged in the market. Colugel Ee
Waring, a leading advocate for expanding municipal services, promoted a“drgdel
earth closet” as a sanitary replacement for the unsewered urban, suburban, agd count
residences. Catharine Beecher and Frederick Law Olmstead weselgorters of the
earth closet model. Each argued that the earth closet was a better additomare

sanitary option for the home than the design that won out in the end, the watelcloset.

Water closets’ appeal grew as sewerage infrastructure inexiesded and
allowed residents to remove waste quickly from their residences. In someiann,
outdoor privies connected their vaults to the growing sewage system. Seweielines
attractive because they filled multiple needs, such as drains for both runofate and
street cleaning water. And by using them for human waste as well otsiewaters,
cities reduced or eliminated the need for municipal scavenger services, aitieinys

earth closets required.

North Carolina’s Board of Health and others such boards across the South
attempted to build upon these models to increase sanitation in their own statéte yet |i

material progress occurred in the region. Unlike urban areas in the North, the

" For a brilliant and thorough look at the impacthbélera on public health infrastructure, constiatles
E. Rosenberglhe Cholera Yearsfhe United States in 1832, 1849, and 188Bicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1987).



governments had neither the political impetus nor financial capital to undertaka such

drastic step.

CHAPTER OUTLINES

The body of my thesis begins when progressives found their window of
opportunity for pursuing sanitary reforms in the American South. Chatéedell Stiles’
discovery that hookworm disease was endemic in the southern states at the turn of the
twentieth century provided this opening. Newspapers catapulted Stiles’ disoctweery
their headlines nationally and internationally because of its sensationalatigoig
Since hookworm caused anemia in its sufferers, newspapers nationallytedinge
discovery as “the germ” responsible for the South’s “proverbial lazirtésBte
publicity surrounding Stiles’ discovery also reflected new medical undersganoi
germ theory, which emboldened progressive advocates for public health. Age-old
medical and social conditions now seemed curable, and these medical progleapives
at the opportunity. Seven years after the initial discovery, John D. Rockefeller and the
man in charge of his philanthropic efforts, Frederick T. Gates, announced one million

dollars for a public health campaign targeting hookworms’ eradication.

The second chapter traces the tactics, rhetoric and sanitary privy riedelame
out of the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission for the Eradication of Hookworm Biseas
After beginning their effort with transitory clinic and education eventstasgradvocates
realized their strategy was relatively unsuccessful in producingialateanges within
the landscape of the South. My thesis traces their efforts to rethink th@aiganm
order to provide future campaigns with guiding ideas and strategies forrgffelsnges.

While earlier privy suggestions were radical and expensive in design, thar$ani



Commission illustrated that with minor changes, the regional vernaculateatahe
could be made more sanitary. Subsequent Rockefeller-backed and state-led efforts

assumed these tactics to greater successes.

The third chapter follows these localized and sometimes forceful methods that
local health directors undertook to exert their sanitary understandings otdodkeape.
By the end of the 1910s, many state legislators wholeheartedly joined theceHoind
and sanitize these outbuildings. This chapter focuses mostly on the effontstigthi
state of North Carolina. This state was the first in the South to pass ayldatirey
privies at a statewide level (during the Sanitary Commission’g gaalrs, municipal
codes were the only governing mechanism). In the 1920s, state health departments
expanded their surveying work which documented sanitary conditions across the state.
By deconstructing the house—whether the house was painted or not, had indoor, outdoor
or nonexistent plumbing, possessed screens on the windows and porch, etc.—the state

increasingly monitored its citizens’ housing conditions.

The fourth chapter explores the outhouse campaigns that emerged as the
Roosevelt administration dealt with the economic crisis of the Great BepredAs part
of New Deal efforts, a new era of privy building was born. For the first timeefederal
government explicitly took the lead in constructing new privies as part of both
infrastructural spending and unemployment relief. Under the Roosevelt adatioins
millions of outhouses were constructed nationally, with a majority of the ffort
concentrated in the South. These efforts further standardized the privy sttbaturad

emerged from the past two decades’ campaigns.
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Additionally, the New Deal pushed outhouses further into the popular
imagination than earlier efforts, since these campaigns had maeahgublicity, as
well as an explicit effort to target southern economic problems—which they @ahirey
surveys and in photographs. Of the photographs, the FSA Historical Section produced
some of the most poignant, memorable and political. In both the surveys and pictures,
privies figured into the depiction of the South—used as an indicator paradprichdth
poverty and progress. Particularly in the photographs, images of rundown houses, wells,
and privies illustrated the poverty of the region. At the same time, images dbékw

privies also demonstrated how government was helping its struggling citizens

During the New Deal, privies also became a prime satirical deviceitios @f
Roosevelt’s policies. From the left and right, booklets, drawings, postcardgegine
mocking the New Deal policies with this structure. By the 1930s, people saw privies a
fading marker of a rural landscape. Often the satire mocked the usefulneshleithe
Deal’s work by reframing this narrative of the government factitapirogress to a
narrative of a regression towards technologies of the past. Within the paptules of
this era as well, privies increasingly marked the imagined southern dgoejsod often

conveyed negative connotations about its residents.

Implicit in all of these efforts were values that campaigns, photograarets
satirists placed on privies. In the early campaigns, reformers truirpeténk between
morality and privies. Often they predicated their values on the proverb thahfidess
is next to godliness” and cited parts of the Old Testament to bolster their nagred.cl
The early board of health publications often built upon this rhetoric, for instance, by

equating better architectural designs for privies with “advanc[ing]rasvdat higher

11



civilization” and reminding readers of the moral importance of cleanlifiess.

Rockefeller’s efforts similarly had a religious aspect to them. The Gssron’'s work
crystallized the outhouse as a vehicle by which both modernity and moral salvatidn coul
arrive in the South. Historian John Ettling argued in his bobk,Germ of Lazineshat
Rockefeller envisioned the Commission as an evangelizing force, which workedrto cle

up the South by dispensing both northern industriousness and more importantly, sanitary
salvation to southerners. This sort of rhetoric continued in the ensuing efforts into the

late 1910s and 1920s.

Beginning with the hookworm campaign, much of the rhetoric hewed to many of
the stereotypes associated with the South. In an article announcing Reckefell
eradication plans, thdew York Timedescribed hookworm as “the parasite to which the
shiftlessness and laziness of a certain class of very poor whites in the Midthe S
known locally as ‘Crackers,’ ‘Sand-hillers,’ or ‘Pine-landers’ is attebut® Though
hookworm infected black southerners as well, poor white southerners rose pubhely to t
forefront of the campaigns to sanitize the South. This negative image of southerners
continued for decades to inform northerners and foreigners, who saw the poor white
populace as the “slum element of the South... [which] constituted a rotten core in
Southern society”” The image of poor, white southerners and their condition became,
for many outsiders, a dissolute one. The reason for this perception was two-fold: Not
only did these ‘crackers’ represent the appalling conditions permitted tot pétkia the
South, but, additionally, these poor Southern whites were blamed and maligned for living

in this sloth and depravity themselves.
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The New Deal, in the context of southern poverty, offered a new formulation for
what privies represented. For, rather than blaming southerners for thetrasmdhe
New Deal utilized the Depression as a way to both call for governmental action and
present the South as a place possessing morally respectable people, stimggling
survival in a systemic economic calamity. But while earlier effgaiaed, at most,
momentary national attention, the New Deal pointed and held the spotlight at, among
other socioeconomic conditions, the housing conditions of the American South.
However, this spotlight conjured older pejorative connotations to southern poverty as
well. By the early 1940s, urban magazines sudbsgsiirefeatured cartoons that used
privies’ presence in their domestic landscape as a visual device to linkitiyplic

southerners to a regional caricature of lazy, impoverished simpletons.

The moral rhetoric surrounding the campaigns for privies focused both on the
architecture of the structure and the human behavior affiliated with igndeBherefore,
before beginning my thesis, it is important to explain more fully the privglstacture
in the South and how these buildings were part of domestic spaces and use-patterns for

the dwellers themselves.

THE OUTHOUSE WITHIN THE DOMESTIC LANDSCAPE

For this thesis, | use the terms ‘privy’ and ‘outhouse’ to refer to the struatdre
employ these words interchangeablyorth noting, though, is that ‘outhouse’ is a
slightly newer phrase relating specifically to an outdoor toilet—as thredathouse
could be used to refer to any outbuilding. For sanitation literature “privy’es tifie

word of choice during the time period covered in this thesis, though ‘outhouse’ was also
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used. Some earlier medical literature, from the early-mid nineteemitirygereferred to

these structures as “necessaries.”

Privies enjoyed dozens of colloquial names. Likely this was because of the
unpleasant, impolite, but often humorous nature of the bodily functions requiring this
structure. Commonly called the outhouse, privy, backhouse, or ‘the necessary,’ this
structure could also be referred to through an expansive array of other monikers. Thes
other names included, but are not limited to, the one-holer, two-holer, dooley, pokey, loo,
easier, crapper, bopper, chic(k) sale, johnnie, jake, biffy, willie, donnickar,j@jecho,
depository, willie, Roosevelt, convenience, closet, cloaca, stool, throne, latrine, head,
vault, pool, little house, shanty, path, sugar shack, deposit box, post office, federal
building, white house, garderobe, roadside rest, restroom, can, comfort station, and
oklahoma potty® These names vary from descriptive—'backhouse’ describing its
location, ‘one-holer’ meaning that it only has one seat—to evasive—such as ‘path’ or
‘comfort station.” Humor tinged most of the names as well. Also evident is geeinof

politics on the names, such as ‘federal building,” or the ‘Roosevelt.’

Secondly, in this thesis the term privy or outhouse refers to a building or structure
meant for human urination and defecation. In the popular conception of these structures,
the outhouse usually is a shed-like building containing at least one holed seat, siisich re
over a pit that holds the waste. Many remaining structures do fit into thispdiescri
however, a wide variety of architectural designs sought to meet this biologezl
Differing designs for both the walled structure and the method of wastetmoilserved
many people in the South and around the country. Yet, concerning the popular

conception of the privy today two points ought to be addressed: 1) this type of the
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structure has not always been the most prevalent version of a privy, and 2) the
development of this structure was encouraged through political policies which began out

of and capitalized upon specific moments in regional and national history.

PRIVY ARCHITECTURE

The most recognizable part of a privy is the housing surrounding the waste
receptacle. The house’s main purpose is to provide privacy and shelter while one sought
relief. Popularly conceived, the privy building usually is the size and sifapsmall
shed [Image 1.4]. Simply framed and constructed with horizontal or vertical
weatherboards, the structure itself is rather humble in appearance. Contmeawolyf of
the structure was a shed design (sloping in only one direction, as show in Image 1.4);
though another widespread design was a gabled roof [Image 1.5]. For ventilation,
openings along the top of the outhouse provided air flow for the user. A ventilation tube
or openings cut near the back base of the structure provided ventilation for the waste
[Image 1.5 and 1.6]. If possible, both were screened. The seat inside the staudulire
either be a standalone seat or a bench with one or more holes cut into the seat. If the
structure contained multiple holes, often these holes were different sizasaller for
use by children and larger for adults. Usually composed of wood, the seats and floors

also could be made of concrete for cleaning and durability.

While this description is the most prevalent on the landscape, other designs
existed. Rather than a humble shed structure, wealthy landowner’s privies tebded t
larger in size and more elaborate in architecture, though in rare cakdsugddings were
constructed extravagantly [for two examples of more affluent privy dessgadmages

1.7 and 1.8]. On the other end of the spectrum, however, a majority of privies across the
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South were little more than walled structures to provide some modicum of privacy for
their users at the turn of the twentieth century [Image 1.9]. By and largespaviged
from decently built shed structures to rickety buildings patched together ouapf scr
wood, metal, and cloth. Before the public health campaigns, both shed and gabled roofed
privies existed, though many of the poorer constructions lacked any roofing at all.
Ventilation often was incidental rather than purposeful in many of the desigreenS
were nonexistent, and doors sometimes were too. Privies were often one of the last
structures families built or maintained. Of other structures built for bodily ooree

such as those reflecting the need of water, food, and shelter—a well-built stfoctur
elimination often was the least important to many families. While concemfgr the
housing structure of these buildings, most important to the sanitarians was thactecept

for the waste, which many of these structures also lacked.

A larger concern to sanitarians was that many southern families had no privy
structure whatsoever. As the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission documeied iearly
surveys of the South, less than half of southern families even had any structure
resembling a privy. Urban or affluent populations were more likely to use a pany t
the current popular conception as poor and rural. Urban and suburban dwellers had a
need for privacy while relieving themselves and wealthy landownersd¢odiesire the

respectability of using a structure for the function.

For instance, in 1937, Guion Griffis Johnson'’s history of the antebellum South
described the health and sanitation of the period and compared it to its present 1930s

circumstances:

On the frontier there was little time for observigen the simple rules of sanitation. The
settler had to make haste to girdle trees so thatilght plant a crop; to fit logs together
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for his cabin so that he might have a habitatiomwas satisfied to take an occasional
swim in the near-by river or creek. Many a farmeadted even in the ante-bellum period
that he had never bathed in his life. The frontiexs took his ease in the woods just as
many a tenant farmer in the South does today. driwiere luxuries of a settled Iife.

At the turn of the twentieth century, the lack of an outhouse or other waste
disposal system was not as socially stigmatized as it became in the 483®18s. In
the mid-nineteenth century, accounts of the University of North Carolina had no
sewerage system, and “slops were thrown from the [dormitory] windowsg.fr8alsing
the woods or the back of the barn (particularly if one was collecting the waste f
fertilizer) were common practices for southerners who lacked the wobdifding privy
structures or even the desire to construct one. As oral interviews and written
remembrances recount, even without a privy, relieving oneself was handlad thvthi
domestic structures and surroundings. Many rural dwellers did not need a structure to
provide privacy for such actions and as such utilized the natural surroundings instead,
such as the woods, nearby bushes or the backside of other outbuildings. Homes, both
with or without outhouses, usually had chamber pots for inclement weather and nighttime

emergencies.

For instance, Keith Sims, born in 1930 in Caldwell County, North Carolina,
recalled that in his childhood, his family had no outhouse, and did fine with what

domestic materials and spaces they had:

The back porch was...an emergency relief station! ¢gis older and started hearing
about outhouses, | thought they were talking abimiback porch. Everyone | knew had
a back porch with a chamber [pot] for a back upe Wére really up in class: we each
one had our own private place. We called it gaingin the woods or behind the barn.
We had about forty acres of woods and you couliacighich directions you wanted to
go for your domain. You usually had two or threengins, one for an emergency, one
not so urgent and one called a walking tfail.

Sims’ recollection suggests that people had their own systems in place for the

disposal of human waste. These systems made sense to them and were not random.
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Often these systems of disposal put the waste to use—in agricultural fieldslgr fa
gardens. The public health campaigns however, sought to raise awareness ajéhe dan
of human excrement and aid construction of new and sanitized privies which would
separate humans from their waste. Their illustrations of insanitanylwildings often
portrayed the structures as haphazardly constructed, with little thought for Ithex’bui

own wellbeing [as can be seen in Image 1.9]. These illustrations bespoke the
campaigners’ own beliefs and understandings, while pointedly stigmadigitiggical,

filthy and immoral, those southerners who lacked formal privy structures or had one

deemed insanitary.

The feature of the existing privies in the South that advocates decried the mos
was not the outward architecture of the building; rather, it was these pnagsod of
containing waste. In pursuing this goal, campaigners focused on ways in whictysanita
methods of containing the material could be installed in homes across the South. Their
main targets were people without privies and those who had privies that the health
officials termed “sunshine privies” or “open-back privies.” (Note thatithibe type of
privy depicted in Image 1.9). Rockefeller's campaign hoped to sanitize the enti
southern region; however, their early efforts focused mostly on the regions ioue S
with lowland regions with sandy or loamy soils, which had higher concentrations of

hookworm.

Surveys carried out at the time indicated that open-back privies were the most
prevalent privy on the landscape. These structures consisted of some sort of hodsing, a
often lacked any receptacle to catch and hold the waste. Sometimes built deshe si

bodies of water or cliffs, these open-back privies used the current or the heigithhaeli
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people from their waste [Image 1.T0For open-back privies not located near cliffs or
water, sometimes a shallow pit was dug under the seat, while the back of theestruct
was open, likely as a way to aid fertilizer harvesting [Image 1.12]. @tharbuildings
lacked even this shallow pit, as the structure was meant only as a way to gay.priv
Urban and suburban settings, particularly demanded privacy; hence, priveesarer
common there, and were usually of an open-back in design [Image 1.13]. In all form
these open-back privies troubled sanitarians as the open-back desigul dtleweaste to
be washed away in rainstorms or accessed by flies and animals, whitlpclwte the

nearby water and soil with diseases like hookworm and typhoid.

To counteract these privies, health advocates developed new designs. Some were
extravagant by the day’s standards. Chemical toilets and septic tanéedigas
emerged as possible solutions. Those, however, were costly alternativaslierrsers
who lacked much economic means. One solution suggested was a pail, bucket or drawer
privy that would catch the waste. In some locations, people did use pail privies before
the health campaigns reached their districts. Often this design was usedyasfa
saving the human waste for use as fertilizer, to make it easier to movestegava
specific location, or to sell it to a scavenger service. Pit privies, howevergedmost

forcefully onto the largely rural landscapes of the American South.

* It is worth noting that many sewerage systembatime also employed this tactic (and occasiortaky
still do today in the event of a large storm). [Oning sewerage waste into nearby rivers, bays ootkan
in order to disperse the waste in the water wasnanwon method for disposal. At the time, a simple
explanatory refrain for this action was “the sadutto pollution is dilution” [Richard N. L. Andrews
Managing the Environment, Managing Ourselves: Atdtisof American Environmental Poli¢iNew
Haven: Yale University Press, 2006), 117]. Evayaoized scavenger services dumped barrels of privy
waste out in rivers, lakes, and seas [for exanggle,picture from Key West, 1929: Image 1. 11].
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The second and third chapters outline the development of these privy designs as
public health advocates waged their campaigns across the region and the réssense t
designs received from the general populace. Amidst all these changésenptivy’'s
receptacle and the growing number of privies within the South—people found a place for

these buildings within their domestic spaces and living patterns.

PRIVIES AS PART OF THE HOME SPACE

Rather than a solitary outbuilding, the privy became part of the array of outdoor
buildings and structures near the main house. Smokehouses, chicken pens, barns, and
other such function-specific buildings littered the landscape in addition to the mai
dwelling. This was particularly true in rural districts, but even in citiegithtowns,
water wells, clotheslines, garbage heaps and other structures mindjiedithibuses
within dwellers’ outdoor domestic spaces [Image 1.14 — 1.17]. In both rural and urban
areas, outhouses served an important role within these buildings as an often-used
domestic space. Often the building’s presence and positioning on the domestigkndsca

also reflected its use-patterns.

Usually the outhouse was located in the rear of the house. There it could be near
the main house for convenience’s sake, yet often it was also not too close betatise of
the stench and sanitary concerns [Images 1.16 and 1.17]. Arthur Saarinen recalled the
outhouse at the house his grandparents lived in located around 20 miles east of

Gainesville, Florida:

The outhouse was west of the house and outsiddirthreg room window was the garden.
Grandmother had a garden. | can remember seembwiy through the garden to the
outhouse. A picture in my mind of that, you knolwvas so amused at him. | was
fascinated by the fact that you had to take a magaxr something with you, although
they usually had a Sears Roebuck catalog out there.
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Roger Childress of Dobson, North Carolina recalled his outhouse “was about 300
feet from the house between the feed barn and the corn3tmtida Tunnell from
Watauga County, North Carolina recollected that her family’s outhouse “wasggod
from the house, out the kitchen door and across the stepping rocks that ran the whole side
of the house and up a little hill. Just an old, gray weathered, wooden building, nothing
fancy.””* In an interview with a Florida squatter for the Federal Writers’ Prdjee

woman described her family’s housing conditions as:

We do want a comfortable home but this one faits Was a[n] old broken down barn
when we came here but we fixed it up. This is diting room and bed room too | guess.
Right back of you is the kitchen and the little bajeep in there. There is a bench in the
yard with a pump and tin pitcher and basin, ankwdi¢hat is the outhousa.

Sometimes privies were connected to the woodshed, washhouse or another
building close to the farm house, such as a chicken or pigpen [ImageFatdy
gardens and agricultural plots usually neighbored privies. This location proviged eas
access during work and for harvesting fertilizer for the crops. [Image Pfgies also
marked a place within the home landscape for other types of waste disposal.dDumpe
food scraps accumulated near or in the structure and refuse [Image 1.15], sutksys bot

pots, and other items, were often discarded into the pit.

While outhouses were not always connected physically to other structures, these
buildings were connected in daily use patterns. Yet, public health campaigns not only
tried to separate the building from other buildings, but they tried to separatevihe pri
from its other domestic functions. Rockefeller's men advocated covering thelpit a
digging a new hole to place the house on top of rather than emptying the contents and
using them for fertilizer, for instance. As the campaigns expanded, the outlumgse st

out in New Deal photographs as a solitary figure on the landscape, with the gavernme
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built structures self-standing and usually far removed from other outdoor domesti
structures. While the campaigners’ attempted to interrupt domesticgdtiedisposing
and even using the waste, many southerners reconfigured their behaviotsetodnivt
structure. One example is that people disregarded health warnings and cootimed t
their waste as fertilizer for crops, by undertaking a process calleddipping to

remove the waste and place it on their agricultural plots.

In the efforts to sanitize privies, sanitarians often argued that prigs kelp
create more moral and modern behavior from the users. The idea that modern life
demanded separating people from their waste was a principal assumption in the
campaigns. As such, health advocates worked to separate the privy building from other
domestic activities. Today modernity and outhouses are conceptually acditheti
however, especially in the early campaigns, sanitary privies wanteaseeemeans to

bring the mindset of modern sanitation to the South.

Early public health advocates, particularly, looked down with condescension on
southern living habits. In many writings, these doctors and officers railetshga
southerners who preferred using the woods to relieve themselves rather thaneke privi
the campaign constructed for their families. In the mid- to late- 1910s skaishry
inspectors often surveyed homes that had new privies constructed, taking notenef whet
the new privies were used or if there were, as one doctor called it, “promiscuous
defecation[s].”® In medical journals, doctors mocked southerners for using the woods.
Some even designed privies that lacked housing or seats, suggesting that thesdksural f

would be more inclined to use a sanitary privy if it resembled the “bent sanfplang”
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“squatter’s boards$® they were use to using for their toilet. These doctors also wrote

incessantly about the need for instilling a “privy sefisi& these southerners.

One form letter sent to residents of the Eureka Community of North Carolina, the
health officer, Mary H. Livermore, reminded residents the outhouse was part of the
home; thus is should be clean, “comfortable and invitfighis hygienic and
welcoming vision for the privy went against southern assumptions about using the
toilet—that it was, in some ways, an unpleasant but necessary part of lifgpeGoga
whom | contacted, who wanted to remain off of the record, even recalledrdjghiair
family’s outhouse and continued using the woods for they felt the outhouse, with its walls
that trapped the wasps, spiders, and incessant odor, was a dirtier structure than the woods.
Other families as well refused to use the privy and if one was constructddt, isse
other more pressing purposes—Iike grain storage. In many ways the semitegyns of
public health advocates were divorced from those of daily users. While sanitary
advocates pointed to the dangers in groundwater and soil contamination, daily users deal
with a small building that contained both a pungent stench and stinging insects often
several times in the course of the day. Even as this outbuilding’s usage vamed fr

person to person, many wove this structure into their outdoor domestic spaces.

By and large, southerners did adopt these structures into their domesticasmhces
reinterpreted the ‘sanitized’ aspects of the designs in terms of theiraredalues.
Privies assimilated into the physical space and daily use-patterns of rodidoestic
activities. Clotheslines attached to the outdoor structure; night soil wastbedris
fertilizer from the pit or pail; children played games or pranks in and arounttubaise

[Image 1.20]; men stored clothes, tools and even grains within the walls; and provided all

23



residents with a space for privacy, at least for several moments. Asiaagitatended,
the privy became for many, the place within the domestic sphere for residealieve
themselves; but in larger sense, the privy marked a place within theoyartthér waste
materials as well—since food and other refuse often was discarded in and around the

privy’s spot in the yard.

In many ways, outhouse occupies a peculiar place as a funny but profane,
nostalgic but diseased, and ‘necessary’ but ridiculed structure in Americasta@ome
cultural and political landscapes; thus, it presents me with a complicatadiyut r
common but commonly-overlooked subject for my thesis. Over the next three chapters,
hope to place these privies within the historical context of the campaigns to removate
build sanitary privies across the South from 1902-1942. The second chapter will detall
the efforts of the Rockefeller Sanitation Commission for the Eradication of Hwokw
Disease, and their relatively unsuccessful attempt to effect anyiahatenge in the
landscape until their final year. Building upon this late campaign model, thecti@pter
will explore the efforts of the mid-1910s and 1920s, led by increasingly expanding sta
health board of North Carolina, though with help and funding from Rockefeller’s
International Health Board. The fourth chapter will explore the capstonesméfferts,
the New Deal—as well as the growing presence of privies in the popular @Epitggr

and satire of the era.

PERSONAL INTEREST AND ACADEMIC CONTRIBUTION

My own interest in outhouse came about, as interests often do, through an
intersection of academic interests and life experiences. As an undetgrstiig@nt at

the University of Wisconsin, my primary interests were in environmental istadical
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history and political philosophy. Before beginning my graduate studies atrbibyvaf

North Carolina, | wrote a paper about the Rockefeller's hookworm eradicationigampa
and was fascinated by the effort to build sanitary outhouses throughout the southern
states to combat the disease. During my first semester in graduadé $cead Michael

Ann Williams’ work, Homeplace: The Social Use and Meaning of the Folk Dwelling in
Southwestern North CarolinaVilliams’ book explores social usages of different

housing types in southwestern North Carolina using oral history interviews taniitem

how traditional domestic use-patterns were translated into new structutei@iuse-
patterns also developed in older structures. In the book, Williams focuses mostly on the
main dwelling, but also discusses outbuildings—some in more depth, like the kitchen,
others in passing, like the springhouse. However, the outhouse was curiously absent
from her discussions and nowhere to be found in the pictures. Did these residents have
outhouses? And if so, why were they not in the book? Both questions, | will return to

shortly.

Compounding this interest in sanitary infrastructure was a study abnoadotok
to Kenya during my studies as an undergraduate. While there, |, perhapslgiraod
particular interest in the sanitation infrastructure of both urban and rura) asdds/ed
in both Nairobi and ‘frontier’ town called Marigat. In both places, the small agd lar
differences between toilet facilities there and back in the UnitedsStabvoked me to
consider the social and political causes that led to these difference=s tiat
bathrooms are places which | frequented numerous times over my stay and the
infrastructure here in the United States varies much less than that of, Kényad my

curiosity provoked by even slight differences in design, amenities, and tisepa
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Both of my host families boiled water for me (though not for themselves) because
in both places mediocre designs and problems with graft rendered the muni¢gral wa
services unreliable. My family in Nairobi had an indoor toilet, though it was asgwer
toilet bow! with no seat, which was flushed only when needed and often by pouring water
into the bowl, since municipal water would turn off inexplicably from time to tiine.
Marigat, we had a very large, concrete outhouse that on one side had only blocks on
which to squat over a hole; on the other side was an enclosed area in which one could
shower with a bucket of water from a nearby water spigot or sometimescidua stBoth
families’ facilities were very clean, but neither conformed to Anagriconceptions of

bathroom comfort.

Even as | write this little bit about my host families’ toilet faht | feel a slight
tinge of worry, as if revealing this information opens my families to juaigsnabout
their social standing, hygiene and even civility. Yet, in Nairobi, | found that #tese
the toilet was not as needed as it had once seemed in America; and in Marigat, |
discovered that squatting over a privy hole was enjoyable in a way that |dad& 1o

describe. It just was.

Perhaps this worried feeling is the reason that folklorists and many othiees in t
humanities hesitate when it comes to tackling the issue of outhouses. Hygiemécisya t
subject; discussions about hygiene raise anxiety about decency, momlibhearature
of civilization. In writing this thesis, | had trouble myself in wording idead, @uoting
the campaigners in a way that would not read as an indictment against southerners. The
insinuation that someone is unclean can be damning and toilets are a visible and familia

symbol for suggesting such bodily dirtiness. These connotations perhaps explain one of
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the reasons that outhouses led the charge for sanitation in the campaigns, bothymaterial
and rhetorically. Similarly, these implications helped privies emergelldoaded and
resonant device for the satire critiquing the New Deal. As a loaded stsuystuhaps too

this explains the hesitation to mention let alone discuss this structure in mdre dept
creating a narrative of omission in regards to academic discussion of grraeghout

much of the humanities (with a notable exception to historical archeology).

Williams’ Homeplaceand John Vlach’8ack of the Big Housare two works in
folklore that focus on southern domestic spat@&oth explore the intimate home spaces
and landscapes of their research informants and subj&fisams, however, never
mentions or even provides a picture with a privy while debunking larger, derogatory
assumptions about southern, mountain homes. Vlach uses Historical American Building
Survey maps, which do show the location of privies in the plantation landscape, but
notably ignores the structure in the “Outbuildings” section in the book which explores the
usages of many other domestic outbuildings. Within the discipline of folklore, | did not

find research on the South that significantly referenced privies.

For other regions of the country, | found a little more acknowledgement of the
structure.Everyday Architecture of the Mid-Atlanticiefly refers to privies and
mentions sanitation campaigns impacted the structure in the Mid-Atlanto reftthe
east coast? The Pennsylvania German Family Fahy Amos Long Jr. has a chapter on
the outdoor privy’> And the only folklore paper | found that addressed the structure
specifically was the article, “Functions of the Newfoundland Outhouse,” gldser

Thomas*® While none are extensive explorations of the structure, though Thomas
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definitely does more than most, | began to wonder if there is also a regidadrtit in

acknowledging the privy.

In many ways, my tinge of worry about connotations for my African families,
translates well to similar pejorative concerns for studying the steusatithin the
American South. In their general dispositions, both the South and the tropics were often
conceived of as lacking the northern industriousness that marked the western world. Just
as French philosopher, Montesquieu once claimed that tropical regions possessed an
intrinsic latitudinal lazines®*® the South gained a reputation for having a similar
disposition—one that would be explained in the twentieth century by the prevalence of

hookworm disease due in part to the region’s insanitary privies.

While little has been published in vernacular architecture studies about outhouses,
vernacular architecture and folklore both tackle structures laden with regezhal
stereotypes, as well as subjects once deemed too common or unfit for academic study
The study of vernacular architecture has opened up common housing topics like shotgun
houses and kitchens, and research in these areas is expanding the rasibcadtural

record, bit by bit. So why is the outhouse on the periphery of such investigations?

Within an increasing focus on food production not only in vernacular architecture
studies but across a wide array of other disciplines, outhouses also fit segméve
academic trends. Certainly the sensual taste of food, its preparatiorododtjon is

more interesting—and appealing—than structures of their elimination on theesurf

$"The heat of the climate may be so excessive dsjaive the body of all vigor and strength. Thiem
faintness is communicated to the mind; there isur@sity, no enterprise, no generosity of sentimnéme
inclinations are all passive; indolence constittitesutmost happiness; scarcely any punishmewt is s
severe as mental employment; and slavery is magneostable than the force and vigor of mind necgssar
for human conduct." ( 224)
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however, increasingly, scholars in environmental engineering, policy and arataitect
design are turning their attention to both the impact of industrial farmirtjqges and

how people dispose of unwanted materials—which includes rethinking ways in which we
dispose of our own human waste. While privies and bathrooms generally represent an
often unmentionable biological fact of life, vernacular architecture antbfelkffer

unique perspectives on the built environment, and should not exclude themselves from

these discussions.

VERNACULAR ARCHITECTURE

Overall, my thesis aims to contribute to the academic study of vernacular
architecture. The study of vernacular architecture broadly focuses gmpé¢heft
architecture studied, as well as the approach taken in studying titectrre®
Concerning architectural types, vernacular architecture’s focus ipharex-at its most
basic definition—“what most people build and what they d5egther than prominent
buildings and high architecture. Usually, as well, there is a geogriaghs to the
research. Though at the beginning of the twentieth century, outhouses were daly loca
at roughly half of southern homes, the function the privy serves is universallg slyare
all people. With the burgeoning campaigns, privies spread more widely across the
southern states, making them common in the built environment of the South, and

increasingly more prevalent in representations of the southern landscape.

In approach, vernacular architecture research asks questions about theestructur
that are intended to crack open the built environment, to expose new meanings, new
questions, and thus provide a more democratic understanding of the materi@patitisc

For my thesis, some pertinent vernacular questions for exploring outhouses are: Who
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built the structure? What functions did it serve? Was the building typical for the
residents’ class, neighborhood? How was the outbuilding adapted or changed over time?
By exploring the material changes and adaptations of home environments during the
health campaigns of 1902-1942, my thesis will answer or at least addressfrttzase

vernacular questions.

My research on the outhouse intends to focus on the political pressure exerted for
the construction of these privies. Some recent research has exploredeharpacts of
political decisions and policies upon the built environment. For instBuodejng
Suburbiaby Dolores Hayden delved into the history of the various social movements,
industries, inventive architects, and government policies that helped produced the
patchwork of suburban developments in this coufitrySuch large narratives, however,
often give credits only to larger trends, bigger names, and vast geogragbioak. My
thesis tends toward the more personal, everyday nature of the structure, tanditiie
impacts these campaigns had on small towns and rural communities. While intending
cover the whole southern region, Chapter Il particularly focuses on tkeo$tdorth
Carolina, as a regional example of the campaigns. Hayden’s work is powerful and
informative in examining major causes of patterns found in the built environment, which
provides readers with a broad sweep of residential development patterns. Mly thesi
trends more towards the emphasizing the politics of everyday domesitecitoe,

emphasizing a closer and more personal look at one aspect of domestic inénastruct

Although John Vlach’s book never delves into the role of privies within the
plantation landscap&ack of the Big House: The Architecture of Plantation Slaisery

useful conceptually in developing my arguments about how power dynamic are etched
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into the domestic landscape as well as subverted. In the work, Vlach sketchagout w
in which plantation owners structure the landscape to signify overwhelming power over
his slaves. However, Vlach pieces together from historical documents, wayein w
these slaves also expressed and staked out a claimed for themselves widmdsttegpe,

even as they lacked basic human rights.

Though his study is confined to borders of the plantation, my work is broader than
his tightly focused account. Since | am exploring a building’s placenitiany
domestic landscapes, rather than a specific type of landscape, povenselat not as
easily defined; but, similar parallels can be drawn as well. For irstsffach defines
the landscape carved out by black slaves as a “reactive expréSsiahe efforts of the
plantation owners to express their power architecturally. What sortatioreaid
southerners have to these privies, and was it evident within the landscape?lySimilar
Vernacular ArchitectureHenry Glassie contends that “the landscape is shaped by willful

action,™*

not just the action of the powerful, as the story often goes, but a willful action
by everyone, not just those with more power. Examinations by people like Hayden point
the finger of achievement and blame solely at those with the most power, but the
landscape is a web of activity, construction and reconstruction. As Vlach’s assle®

contentions stress, even amongst the least powerful, wills can be expressed and powe

can be gained.

The study of material culture and particularly vernacular archiecifiers a
pertinent lens for examining the outhouse. While exploring the designers and advocates
for the structure, the study of vernacular architecture provides an avenuepiaiongx

how this common structure was woven into the social fabric of the domestic sphere and
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everyday life. Other works, such as William Heathte Patina of Placélustrates the
reinterpretation of structured space in the mill town architecture of NezlfoBl,
Massachusett€. Similar to sanitary privies, whose architecture was believed to engender
moral and civic behavior, workers in New Bedford subverted the intended use of their
buildings by living cramped in one room in order to rent out others in their house for
example. Similarly, southerners by and large adopted sanitary priviebentbves,

incorporating the structures into their domestic usage and spaces.

In contrast to some of these works, with my background in history, my approach
to the outhouse will be much more historical in nature than Vlach’s or Glassie’s. My
goal is to place privies within the historical context and progression of the carapai
working to construct this outbuilding, while presenting the impact, embrace, and
ramifications these campaigns had on domestic landscapes throughout the Seeith, as

as their popular representation.

MEDICAL HISTORY

As an undergraduate history and history of science major, my thesis owes a great
deal of debt to the work of medical historians. Since Charles RosenbbegGholera
Years,new scholarship has forwarded the discussion of medical and public health
history; thus, bringing a clearer view on how scientific discoveries, ottedlectual
ideas, government policies, and cultural trends intermeshed as people eeeddily
and worked to combat epidemic and other dise&s@gsides Rosenbergiie Cholera
Yearsand his informative, introductory essay “Framing Disease: lllnessetg$aud
History,” John Ettling’s bookThe Germ of Lazineggovided me with extensive

historical look the effects of Rockefeller’'s Sanitary Commission on the Squthlg
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health infrastructur& Not only providing an extensive history of the work done by the
Commission, but Ettling’s work contextualized the campaign historically irethierr.
William Link’s The Paradox of Southern Progressivism, 1880-1880Alan I. Marcus’s
“'The South's Native Foreigners: Hookworm as a Factor in Southern Digtimess"

proved helpful in these regards as well.

However, thus far, the historical approach at examining these sanitation
campaigns usually details the transformative aspects of the work burealigrdiut
what about their impact in regards to the built environment? Or, was there evatinee

reaction to these progressive efforts as well?

Structurally, Ettling’s work only touches upon the effects of these cangaign
the landscape. My work aims to explore the impact these and later campaignshed on t
built environment. Through the lens of vernacular architecture, and more broadly
material culture, my thesis will explore of the historical changes in tlis¢ape that
took place during these efforts to sanitize the landscape. While Ettling’'ssvork i
engaging and extensive, my thesis will hopefully provide readers with a mareste
approach to examining the material changes occurring during this tinoe pétenry
Glassie criticizes history scholars for focusing heavily on rupture andnbiugity,
arguing that “a better history would speak of an engagement of wills, of ¢énadtibon
among traditions, each fraught with value, all driving toward their severabnersf the
future.”™® Through focusing on outhouses, one can see how these structures multiplied
and changed due to the aggressive campaigning of public health progressives cget on
also see how these buildings emerged, not from thin air, but from vernacularctuchite

in the region and in many cases were built by families engaged in sonisywragy effort.
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Scholarship in medical history regularly points to the tension between
safeguarding one’s individual liberty and the government’s obligation to provide a saf
environment. This tension rests at the heart of many public health debates.odtt its r
freedom consists of two simple, but frequently contradicting concepts—#uoireto do
something and the freedom from something. In the context of public health, this tension
plays out specifically when a person’s actions threaten the general biete
community. But who decides that is it important to protect an entire community from
their own actions? Moreover, how best can governments ameliorate and fulfill the

obligations?

HISTORICAL ARCHEOLOGY

As the lone proactive investigator of privies within the humanities, historical
archeology provides great insights into the built environment. In James Dwetk,In
Small Things Forgotterne reminds us that the majority of history is not written, but
lived, and material objects provide a window into that historBy looking at the
everyday instead of the extraordinary, new questions will arise, new nasnative
unfold, and new perspectives will come into fuller view. As such, historical arclggeolo
offers insights into privy vault architecture, contents, hygienic praclmestional

practices, and other information concerning the building.

View From the Outhouse: What We Can Learn from the Excavation of Privies
includes several essays on privies from all over the country during difteres periods.
Two essays in the work focused on southern privies—*Out of Sight, Out of Mind: Privy
Architecture and the Perception of Sanitation” by M. Jay Stottman, which is about

Louisville, Kentucky privies, and “The Parity of Privies: Summary Resean Privies in
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North Carolina” by Linda F. Carnes-McNaughton and Terry M. Hatpem the

collection’s introduction, Katherine Wheeler states that she and the other atgkbrs “

that privies are important features embodying ideas about cleanlineds, bealiity, and
privacy, as well as providing data on diet, socioeconomic status, division between
households, construction methods and maintenance beh&idrese collections do

provide a great deal of information about architecture and use-patterns. thlegh
guestions some of their assumptions, particularly about how the architecture “espodi[
ideas about cleanliness [and] healtidind how the examination of only pit privy

contents informs researchers on concepts of waste and use-patterns by peopld who use

other types of privies (or did not use a privy at all).

More explicitly, within the book, M. Jay Stottman presents a case study of
Louisville privies. Using city ordinances and studying the architecture girihevaults
in different parts of the city, Stottman argues that one gains fuller understaaflings
people’s conception of sanitation. My thesis in some ways critiques this view of
privies—showing the architecture of the privies, particularly the vaults) btid more to
do with medical experts’ conceptions of sanitary than the users of the structure. My
thesis aims to show that though there was structural change in the receptaelste,
some of the old uses of privies, night soil harvesting, for instance, continued; amdid s
previous preferences, such as using the woods rather than a structure, thusptwasig

into domestic storage space rather than a toilet room.

In “The Parity of Privies: Summary Research on Privies in North Carolina,”
historical archaeologists, Carnes-McNaughton and Harper explore tbhaesvprivies

noted in statewide surveys. They present readers with both the physieaits@md
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cultural interpretations of the privy pits, as well as a cursory overvietaiggde
sanitation efforts. Yet the article fails to address the complicatiohsopen-back
privies and pail privies present to their research strategy. Such as, whalatdesfa
privy mean for the archeological account of people’s understandings otisanatiad

health?

While the information presented in the historical archeological survey is
important for my research and further research on privies, neither of tisaye dwells
upon the political context of these campaigns and impact of the politicization on the
domestic environment. In both essays, the authors tend to lean heavily upon the
recommended city ordinances and state boards of health to define privy typendad t
but these are just the tip of the iceberg in designs, use-patterns and widespread
understandings of health and sanitation. In contrast, my thesis will attempstati

the politics and power dynamics involved of waste disposal infrastructure.

PHOTOGRAPHIC STUDIES

Throughout my thesis, | intend to use pictures of outhouses—including medical
journal models, early campaign’s photographic record from the Rockefeller Agchive
and the more politicized and professional photography of the Farm Security
Administration-Historical Section (as well as a few other governrphtaographs from
the late 1940s). In the fourth chapter, | explore the impact these campaigns had on
visually establishing privies as a notable figure in the southern landscesjreg—
photographic examples from the FSA-Historical Section. The WBiolyring Poverty:

Print Culture and FSA Photograply Cara A. Finnegan and the essay “Begrudging

Aesthetics for a New South: The Farm Security Administration PhotogrBpbject and
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Southern Modernization, 1935 to 1943” by Stuart Kidd guided me through the FSA

photograph’s historical, political, and rhetorical contékts.

Throughout the thesis, however, | have chosen to present many photographs of
the Rockefeller-led as well as New Deal era campaigns. By usirgithages, though, |
understand that | am presenting a political image in it of itself, gearechtey a certain

narrative, of progress, of poverty, etc.

In Back of the Big Hous¥lach’s uses pictures of the structures to better
communicate to the readers the built environment he portrayed. Though my photographs
are more politically charged than his Historic American Building &ufiHABS)
photographs—as many of the pictures that | use were taken in the context of the
campaigns—these photographs do not only convey these political narralegs/ely
few oral histories that mention the campaigns of the New Deal exist asydewe
firsthand accounts recalling the campaigns of the early twentiethrge Thus, taken
within the context of both the era and purpose of each photograph, these pictures do
provide in fact us with a window into the efforts. My use of the photographs is aot me
be presented objectively, as part of a running commentary, the way Vladheises
images in his work. approach. Rather, | wish to provide a visual glimpse intoh&kat t
changes meant to homes and dwellers within the South as well as illustratdfensrthe

various campaigns’ sanitary understandings and campaign rhetoric.

37



I1. HOOKWORM AND THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT:
DEVELOPING A MODEL FOR SANITATION IN THE SOUTH

INTRODUCTION

Though today envisioned simply as “that dear old country landmalcgntury
ago the outhouse was at the epicenter of public health campaigns in the Ameritan Sout
In 1902, Dr. Charles Wardell Stiles discovered an endemic of hookworm disease in the
southern United States. Hookworm spread through contaminated fecal matter—hence
the growing concern about privies—and caused anemia in its victims. Befes Stil
discovery, the disease was known in different parts of the South by various names,
including “ground itch,” “dew poison,” and “cotton mill anemfaFollowing his report,
newspapers worldwide hailed hookworm as “the geasponsible for what Stiles’
termed the “proverbial laziness of the poorer classes of the white population” in the
South3 Though trumpeted as a disease afflicting white southerners, black sowgherner
also contracted the disease, although they often suffered less sevgtensyrinom the
parasite than the white populatibrSeven years later, John D. Rockefeller announced his
one million dollar donation to combat hookworm disease in a five year campaign across
the South. Southern newspapers and politicians, however, initially recoiled frotehe i

yet, in the field, the campaign quickly gained supporters.



Rockefeller's approach to eradicating the hookworm endemic was three-pronged:
1) education about disease and its causes 2) treatment for its sufferers amao8ppr
of a hygienic lifestyle—with a particularly strong focus on building sanjairyes.
Surveys indicated approximately half of the southern population lacked any outhouse, let
alone what progressive doctors considered a sanitary one (though, these survdy® tende
focus on rural communities, rather than larger towns and citids)towns and cities,
residents tended to use “open back” privies, which merely offered privacy to the use
without a receptacle for the waste. In the rural countryside—wheressafdesndowning
farmers and tenant farmers had no privy at all—many people simply usingdhs ar
back of the barn for privacy. Besides the urban/rural divide, the survey Stiles tsahduc
also exposed another division: roughly 80% of black residents compared to 35% of the

white population lacked any privy facilitiés.

Hookworm, however, fit neatly into larger stereotypes about white southerners.
Health reformers pointed to hookworm’s symptoms—Ilethargic behavior and pallid
complexions—to explain age-old caricatures of southern dispositions. Additionally, th
disease’s ability to thrive in the South was due in part to the climatic conditions nd soi
composition—as hookworm needed tropical or subtropical climates and sandy or loamy
soils to survive. Reformers, however, preferred to point solely to the South’s hygienic
failings and their poor living conditions as the culprit for hookworm’s endemigsstat
While waste disposal methods contributed to the endemic, these reformers used
hookworm to create a simple, self-perpetuating explanation for hookworm’s pFes®hc
the southern character. In short, hookworm infection caused laziness, which led to

poverty, which encouraged insanitary living conditions, which allowed hookworm to
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multiply and prosper. Only through modern medicine and sanitation, reformers argued,
could this circle be broken [Image 2.1]. These campaigns opened the domestic
landscapes of the South to criticism as well as governance; and more poerngatyed

the privy as an indicator of poverty, morality, and civility. Thus, sanitawgsrbecame

a political vehicle by which public health advocates hoped to bring modernity and

morality to the backwards South.

Both biological and social forces create disease. How diseases are understood,
treated, and prevented are products of the social, intellectual, architgotlitedal and
historical forces of the momeht.In the early years, hookworm provided outsiders with a
medical explanation for reason for the southern condition and character. It alsteg@rovi
progressive reformers with an opening to push modern medicine—in the form of
bureaucratic and sanitation infrastructure—into the South. Hookworm became a
scientific indictment of southern living conditions. As such, privies increasinganiec

a political object of the campaigns.

This chapter explores how changes in domestic architecture refladtetys
conceptions of medicine as well as the politics of diseases. Also itatiestnow
hookworm disease became the window of opportunity for progressive health reftomers
institute bureaucratic and domestic infrastructural changes in the Soivies Pame to
embody both southern faults as well as southern progtasstural changes in the
outhouse reflected the existing vernacular architecture, as well as tlsamiéavy

ideology. This ideology sought to separate humans structurally from thete.wa

40



THE EARLY YEARS AND STRATEGIES OF THE COMMISSION

An angry flurry of editorial, popular, and governmental opposition erupted at the
formation of the Rockefeller’s Sanitary Commission for the Eradication of Hookwor
Disease in the Southern States in 1909. Already incensed with the publicity ddoyere
associating hookworm disease and southern laziness seven years eatligapkersain
North Carolina referred to hookworm as “the hookworm theory,” “the fad,” and “the
conception of ingenious minds for the injury of the Sodtiacon Telegraplin
Georgia asked, “Where was this hookworm or lazy disease, when it took five Yankee

soldiers to whip one SouthernetZnd TheRaleigh News and Observestorted,

Many of us in the South are getting tired of beggloited by advertisements that
exaggerate conditions. They are most harmful. useatiot canonize Standard Oil
Rockefeller by putting laurels on his head becdugseeeks to buy the appreciation of the
people whom he has been robbing for a quarter getftu

Northern newspapers responded by laughing off the South’s negative response to
the Rockefeller’'s plan. Alew York Timeatrticle at the time, dismissed the southern
reaction as just “the thing no northerner can understand; the incorrigible Southiress of t
South.** Compared to northern standards, the South lagged far behind in education,
health, and other progressive infrastructures deemed necessary for rifederd |
civilized behavior. Yet, to the North’s astonishment, southern politicians and
publications appeared indifferent these infrastructural values and theie fienlmeet
them. Rockefeller's work depended, however, on support from political forces within the
South. Ignoring the public fray, the Commission immediately began enticing souther
newspapers, local politicians, state governments, and, of course, the generaleptmpula

rally behind its caus¥.
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Overall, the Sanitary Commission’s goals were immediate as welldasieg: in
the short-term, the Commission worked to inform southerners of the disease and treat the
infected population; and in the long-term, they wanted to modify the bureaucratic
infrastructure and material landscape in the South to prevent the spread of hookworm and
other insanitary diseases. Privies could bring more modern living conditions and
behavior to the American South. While this idea permeated public health advocacy for
decades previous, Rockefeller was the first to put money behind the effort in thins reg

of the country.

Though they initially condemned Rockefeller's idea, most newspapers amd stat
governments united behind Rockefeller's campaign shortly after the effori.b€gyee
major reason was the decision to funnel money and operational suggestions through the
municipalities and State Boards of Health while allowing states to claidit ¢or the
campaign’s success&s While successful aimost immediately in drawing interested
crowds, doctors, and local officials, the campaign struggled to really prodieeaina

changes into the region.

The Commission had little internal infrastructure upon which to build their
campaign. Southern boards of health were little more than skeletal strilctires
funneled money to areas after epidemics or natural disasters ravaged fratstafe’
Municipal sanitary infrastructure was almost nonexistent. In order to spreadtd

about hookworm disease, the Commission embraced the idea of using traveling

*Florida, however, proved exceptional, in that they initiated their own hookworm campaign before
Rockefeller’s philanthropic adventure; however, like the Sanitary Commission, much of their early
effort was on diagnoses and treatment rather than privy-building. Like much of the rest of the South,
Florida’s board of health focused on privies after the initial hookworm treatment campaigns. (Ettling,
122-124; various Florida Health Notes from the 1914-15.)
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dispensaries (along with other itinerant but exciting events) to build intenesblic

health in rural communities. These events swept into town for several days asul treat
local residents to exhibits, films, and lectures about the parasite and wagsdat it as
well as providing medicine for hookworm suffer&tswith little sanitary infrastructure
existing in either urban or rural areas, sanitary privies became the advioeted for

sanitizing both landscapes.

Permeating these campaigns and medical literature at the time nkeaxgels
between morality, civilized behavior and a hygienic home. Late nineteenthycentur
health journals in the South drew similar connections; however, the traveling diggensar
were the first widespread effort to employ this language in order to inthgugeneral
southern populace into learning more about hookworm disease and its causes. The
Commission’s traveling dispensaries, historian John Ettling argues, hadtzatedbsely
resembled “an old Southern tent revivil.Rather than just rhetorically employing
religious language for sanitation, these revival-like dispensaraged the campaign to
the people of the South as never before but also translated its message intoge langua

and a ritual that they could readily apprecidfe.”

Dispensaries usually swept into towns for several days, drawing people from
miles around to take-in the full day medical spectacle. Before the disgsreaival,
the sanitary inspector and assistants plastered the town in posters iadvititisree,
incoming dispensary. At one dispensary in Mills’ Springs, North Carolina, the
dispensary’s microscopist set up a table lined with specimens for testing desl bot
containing worms previously recovered from patients following treatmierihe

morning, the head doctor preached to locals about the effects of the diseaseapwgrticul
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how it stunted mental and physical growth in children. Women sobbed, samples were
tested, and people who tested positive were called up to receive treatment. Then the
doctor explained how hookworm and other diseases were spread through insanitary
conditions, which was followed by a rendition of “Onward Christian Soldiers” and othe
church songs. More lectures, treatments and demonstrations ensued. Adtds @ba
picnic lunch, the similar activities continued until nearly five in the eveninggén2a2 —

2.5 are of these types of dispensartés].

In these events, as well as later campaigns, health officers d&dn ci
Deuteronomy XXIII 12 and 130 situate the sanitary disposal of human waste in biblical
languagée”® Microscopes, charts, demonstrations, films, pamphlets and exhibits showed
the dangers of hookworm and extolled the virtues of sanitation, explaining howetamili
could construct their own sanitary privies at their homes in order to protecizaiimdiy.f
Overall the traveling dispensaries accounted for over a million examinatidnseated
nearly a half million southerners across the region, accounting for apateky 69

percent of the hookworm sufferers treated by the Commission [Imag® 2.6].

Though the dispensaries were the favored tactic, the Commission worked to
communicate information about hookworm and their sanitary ideology to the masses in
other ways. Regarding privies, many schools in Mississippi sent literatueeviidim
students for their parents describing proper construction methddsvirginia, the
Norfolk and Western railways invited a spokesman, Allen Freemen, aboddtthe

Farming Specialith other spokesmen from the State Agricultural Department in a series

t23:12 Thou shalt have a place also without the camp, whither thou shalt go forth abroad:
23:13 And thou shalt have a paddle upon thy weapon; and it shall be, when thou wilt ease thyself
abroad, thou shalt dig therewith, and shalt turn back and cover that which cometh from thee:
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of whistle-stop tours across the state, allowing Freemen to display both a hookworm
exhibit and model of a sanitary privy [Image 22]Dr. Oscar Dowling, head of
Louisiana State Board of Health, transformed two donated railroad carsawvebrig
exhibits and all train companies in the state agreed to transport theseuadsthe state
free-of-charge. Dubbed “the bug car,” the “microbe special,” and the “GospelaithH
on Wheels,” these trains displayed their health information—using exhibits, naodels
motion picture films—about hookworm and proper privy construction as well as other
information concerning health and hygiéieNorth Carolina detailed construction
designs and important hygienic features of sanitary privies inBoéetin N.C. Board of
Health; and like other states, health officers gave lectures and distributdideratire

detailing proper outhouse building methods at the traveling dispen¥aries.

Lacking bureaucratic infrastructure through which to funnel their magetied
Commission used dynamic events to wow and inform the populace. Compared with past
efforts, this public health campaign was unprecedented in its size and outrdach in t
region. As such, these linkages between unsanitary privies and civic and mioigs fail
were more widely disseminated than the earlier attempts in health jouomalthi late

nineteenth century.

The Commission wanted to help the South by providing modern structures, which
could serve as examples of morality and civility. Bureaucratic strigctlisseminated
medical guidance and information while physical structures, such as phelpsd
separate southerners from their waste. Current understandings of hookwedn rest
largely on understandings of the southern character, and southerners’ apparent tversi

national standards of cleanliness. For instance, when a New York physisiaskea in
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1905 if he expected hookworm to make inroads in the state, he answered that New York's
population was safe unless it "goes barefoot and forgets to take baths for thsem yea

s0."?® By building and using privies (which campaigners referred to as instillipga/*
sense”)?° the campaign believed southerners could make their way out of the woods and

their primitive ways.

One example of this mindset was the measurement system used for the surveys
taken during the effort. The Commission devised a rubric for determining attdistric
sanitary levels by inspecting the type(s) of outhouse(s) found at the residemdtke
community at large. Stiles developed this measurement system for the &ionéhi

though variations were sometimes used:

Class Index No.
A Water carriage of Marine Hospital Barrel (L.R.S. 100

B Watertight and rigidly flyproof privy 75

C Watertight, closed in the back, not rigidly ftgpf 50

D Closed in back, surface privy 25

E Ordinary open in back surface privy 10

F No Privy at All 0

Using this system, local officers inspected the privies and determinectlabst
each privy fit into according to the breakdown. From there, the index score wasethbula
for the whole town. Through this formula, the Commission could track the impact of
their work in each town. Notice that the open-back privy was considered moreysanitar
than no privy at all. It is hard to imagine, however, that burying one’s wastewotus
could be less sanitary than using the same location again and again without any method

for disposal.

In short, reformers saw outhouses as a structure by which modernity could be

inserted into the daily lives of the general populace in the South. While an insanitar
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privy could be modified, a family with no privy meant more explanatory work for the
campaigners. Excrement was a foul part of nature that modernization and sanitation
could eventually eliminate from daily life. As Dr. Benjamin Washburn told a woman’s
club in Wilson, North Carolina several years later during in a lecture omisam;t

“Man’s progress is largely measured by his increasing control over hatunditions

and natural forces,” and the result is that we find the more primitive a pedp]¢rare
more they are influenced by natural conditioffs Thus, privies, even in the worst of
conditions, provided sanitarians with a modicum of hope for control and eventual

improvement.

While only one part of the Commission’s efforts, for many public health oSicial
the Commission crystallized outhouses as a vehicle by which to bring both modathity
moral salvation. Medical journals and doctors both expressed excitement at the
transformative powers sanitary privies could have ridding the South of biological, mor
and civic ills. For the general public, the connection between disease, poverty, and
outhouses began to emerge more coherently due to the political might of the
Commission’s work. The Sanitary Commission, however, had difficulty in theiridiecis

on what type of sanitary privy they should advocate.

SANITARY SUGGESTIONS FOR PRIVY ARCHITECTURE

In 1910, Charles Wardell Stiles, the man who discovered hookworm in the South,
suggested three varying models with pails, buckets or drawers replageetiback
privy architecture [Image 2.7f. To force compliance and insure sanitary standards with
the waste, Stiles recommended both laws and infrastructure. In rural diStilets

argued for enacting mandatory privy laws that monitored soil pollution, foranag
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residents to own a privy and burn, boil, ferment, or bury no less than 300 feet away and
downhill from the water supply their night soil (with a special note not to use it as

fertilizer unless it was treated boiled or fermented in a septic tank, a higtdglistic
suggestion). Urban districts, Stiles suggested, should extract a $3 to $5 annual tax to pay
for night soil collection and furnish the waste receptacle as well as dtsintféar the

outhouse?

With the help of other engineers at the U.S. Public Health and Marine Hospital
Service, Stiles developed another design, the L.R.S. privy, which was much tfore se
reliant. This L.R.S. Privy consisted of two water-tight connected barnme¢atiefloor
level and a zinc-lined box above the barrels. This model resembled a modern day septic
tank that was connected to an outbuilding rather than indoor plumbing [Imagé 2.8].
Stiles trumpeted it as a true model of sanitation, hence its place at the topafitaton
chart. However, both models proved difficult for the Commission to implement. The
pail privy required enforcement of regulations and the management of a palnici
scavenger service, while the L.R.S. model was extremely expensive th ihst the

type of privy to advocate triggered many internal debates within the Coromilss

Despite its high price, however, L.R.S. model did make its way into the
campaigns. Many of the dispensaries used the L.R.S. model or some variation of it as
their exhibit model. In Kentucky, for instance, the L.R.S. served as the inapicdtihe
state’s “Kentucky Privy* [Image 2.9]. Some communities embraced Stiles’ model for
one-step sanitation. For example, the one thousand-resident community of Heynesvi
Louisiana enacted an ordinance mandating all privies within the town boundary must be

an L.R.S. model* To the disgust of Stiles, however, others in the Commission began
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arguing for pit privies towards the end of the Commission’s five-year runhwiece
cheaper than the L.R.S. and required less regular servicing than a bucket Shis¢e
turn towards pit privies began after several years, when the Commission &tbgakig

their approach.

Dispensaries had succeeded at creating social inroads among both soutteern poli
society and the general public. A Mississippi women’s club, for instancendiet as
their club’s one membership requirement, that the women construct a sanitafppriv
their housé” Rural southerners of all stripes also turned out to see the traveling
dispensaries. The Commission’s accounts from the dispensaries often eetphsasiz
positive impact on changing the landscape. For instance, in Kentucky, one sanitary
inspector noted a conversation with an old farmer who told him, “Doctor, after | heard
your lecture Wednesday night | went home and rolled and tumbled all night; could not
sleep for thinking how unclean | have lived and am living now.” In response, the

inspector sent him home with instructions for building a sanitary pfivy.

Despite highlighted success stories, itinerant dispensaries lacked tloalpolit
muscle to complete their intended privy construction. The Commission’s survey
indicated that much of their material successes were fleeting and thmi€som’s top
men expressed frustration with the limited results. Wickliffe Rose, tiénélirative
secretary for the Commission, wrote complaints about the lack of progteks,John
Ferrell, the state director for North Carolina, privately observed, “Our waristalling
sanitary privies has not, on the whole, been so satisfactory as in the treatment of
infection.”” Across the South, the Commission found that the methods of campaigning

failed to inspire a real transformation of the landscape.
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In North Carolina, like the rest of the South, the dispensaries had little influence
on the actual construction of sanitary privietstead of lasting and informative forces
within the community, many politicians and residents found it easy to make pramises
the heat of the moment, yet most lacked motivation, funding, and even the knowledge to
follow through with their pledge. As such, these itinerant functions clashed with the
notion of building lasting sanitary structures in the community. The Commission
struggled with the issue of insanitary privies, and in its first three yaekked a
successful strategy for pursuing these changes. In order to secure thraagerfsom
treatments during the first several years of the same, the Commissiod teedsate

models which were cheap and easy for southerners to build and local officers to.explai

Stiles conceded no ground on his push for the complete sanitation of privies.
However, the cost associated with his L.R.S. privies—which ranged from $20 to $50
dollars—drew other health advocates’feThe North Carolina Board of Health’s
publication,The Health Bulletintook direct aim at the health cost these sanitary models

were causing their residents, stating:

Our present methods of caring for human excrenamge all the way from elegant
porcelain fixtures in tiled bathrooms to bent-osaplings or no privies at all, even at
school houses... Various types of so-called sanitéwes have been advocated from
time to time. Most of them present sanitation gor@a and common sense conspicuous
by its absence. Theoretically they will all accdistpthe one end sought. We must
admit, nevertheless, that most of them have begrfailures. Why? Primarily because
none of them were ever buifft.

The author, Warren H. Booker, included two diagrams in the article—one of a
rural pit privy and the other of an urban pail privy (with organized scavenger $ystem
and argued for a measured and sequential approach to privy sanitation [Image 2.10 and
Image 2.11]. Booker also advocated for simply modifying old open back privies instead

of building new models, suggesting:
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All that is necessary is to make the back of theygty-tight by weatherboarding it, put

in a floor or fill up under the privy with earth tiire heavy galvanized iron can at least
fourteen inches high and fourteen inches in dianwte be placed close up under the
seat, and then fasten the seat top by means céhsggthat it may be raised like a lid and
the can s removed and replaced from the front.h &iterations usually cost from about
fifty cents to two or three dollars per prifA.

Booker’s suggestions were part of a new direction for the campaign and in
general, public health work in the South. While the dispensaries were exatingefrs
of campaigning had not impressed real material change onto the domestic environment
The Commission could not point to a single community in which the eradication of
hookworm was complet®. However, Booker’s suggestions proposed that sanitary
advocates use the material landscape already at their disposal to cut dows.of lzigst
idea to remodel rather than totally replace old privy structures, mighhale sounded

less demeaning to residents whom the campaign hoped to engage.

BEGINNING THE PIT PRIVY CAMPAIGNS

At the end of 1913 and the early 1914, the Commission responded to these
internal battles and hurdles by beginning a transition towards a disciplineddoc
sanitation at the county level. The Commission started pressuring the stdedioar
health to hire full-time county officials for this protracted work. Duringfthal year of
the Sanitary Commission for the Eradication of Hookworm Disease, the Commission a
initiated a campaign to install sanitary privies in twelve communities-e-ihre
Louisiana, six in North Carolina, two in South Carolina, and one in Virginia—as a test
model for continuing the work. In these communities about half of the residents owned
or used insanitary privies, while the other half had none at all. By the end of &8fidrt

had what the Commission considered sanitary priVies.
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For these communities, the effort to sanitize them hinged not on building L.R.S.
model privies but on either upgrading existing structures or building new pitnaes
employed pits as their method for holding waste. Rather than using the stambeadize
approach Booker recommended, the Commission chose to construct mostly pit privies

during this campaign.

Using this model, the field directors for the Commission pressed residents to
renovate existing structures or build new ones similar in general appearameseto t
already in the local architectural vernacular. The main difference the current
standard, of course, would be the receptacle for the waste. To renovate an older privy, a
pit would be dug and lined with wood, and a seat (hopefully with seat covers) would be
placed over the hole. Then the old structure would be moved on top of the pit. Dirt
would be piled up around the base, to keep animals and flies from having access to the
waste. Sometimes a screened (to prevent flies) ventilator pipe or hole taledrie

help vent the odor.

In North Carolina, John Ferrell, the Commission’s representative for the state
argued for the pursuit of privies which were not ideal, but that at least fulfikese t
minimum suggestions: 1) a hole dug in ground 2) a substantial box in the bottom be
turned upside down over the hole in the ground and dirt banked around the lower edge of
the box 3) the hole in the box be covered when not in use 4) the box be moved from time
to time and be filled with dirt. Ferrell also argued that privies should beetbeadecent
distance from the spring or well, and geographically below either wateressaol as to
make the possibility of pollution negligible depending on the soil compoéftidtne old

privy structure simply provided a shelter for these new privy bases theiSsion built.
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For residents who lacked an old housing structure, the method would be the same.
Housing for the new privy was of little concerned to the local officials Feksell
remarked, “this privy may be built out in the bushes or it may be within expensively
constructed walls® Thus many homes, particularly those belonging to poorer families,
were left without housing for their new sanitary privy. In general, theilgusgas of
little concern to the Commission so long as the receptacle was sanitargriticea
review of the project which Stiles undertook in order to highlight the failings of this
approach, he noted that residents in the Philadelphus and Hallsboro communities in
eastern North Carolina called these “umbrella privié$fe claimed this term referred to
the fact that these “privies are exposed to public gaze, sun, rain, wind,” and cited this
response as an indication that no one used these types of privies [Images 2.14, Image

2.16, and Image 2.18].

During these campaigns, sanitary officers each were assigned acspecifi
community where each set up a local office [Image 2.21]. Once there, inspectors
conducted sanitary surveys to document, among other conditions, the state of each
family’s privy and tested residents for hookworm disease. From thea¢jigpectors
worked with the community to treat hookworm as well as convert each home’s old privy
into a sanitary model or build a new structure entirely. In the Red Oak community of
North Carolina, the lone local official, Dr. M. E. Champion, worked for well over a half
year alone surveying homes, building privies, analyzing specimens cdjlante
conducting office work. Six months into the work, Dr. Champion had conducted 425
examinations in this 1100 person community. This was an overwhelming positive

reaction, as it accounted for over 90% of the residents he contacted. In these
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communities, landowners with tenant houses, the tenant families, health officers and
microscopists all contributed to the construction of sanitary privies. Upon caorpetit
maps often were drawn up that documented the sanitary condition and hookworm

infection rate of the town before and after the work [Image 2%22].

Despite the implications of mass sanitation, great variances in sagibaeg s
architectural structures and even receptacles used remained in the towbshipg
Stiles’ highly-critical review of the work in his visits to the PhiladelphuqeJgear, and
Hallsboro communities of North Carolina, he noted great variety in types of gnvies
these communities. He documented the presence of pit privies with a house, pit privies
without house (“umbrella” privies), surface privies, and “receptacle” priviegshw
included can, box, and L.R.S. privi€sStiles makes note of brick, cement, and wood
base structures, screened and unscreened vents, and varying types of priviesng diff
stages of sanitatiot!. In the Cape Fear Township, for instance, a black family’s open-
back privy was simply closed, raising the sanitary score to a 25 from a 1G aitde
recorded other methods for sanitation that owners used. One privy built by a white
landowning family of six in Cape Fear, Stiles noted, had a concrete base andtnalhus

used kerosene to eliminate the fly and mosquitoes larvae breeding in%he pit.

During the work, local officials took pictures of the efforts in progressinvitie
community. From spending time looking at the pictures and their captions, one gets a
better sense of the work occurring in the community. Additionally, one gettea bet
sense of the continuing variation in architecture in each community, as wedl as t

relationship these privies had within the home [examine Image 2.12 — Image 2.22].
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Using localized and sustained pressure, the Sanitary Commission provided a new model

of health infrastructure at the municipal level for effecting local ceang

However, Stiles lodged many complaints about the architecture and management
of the efforts. Among Stiles’ complaints was the inadaptability of pit prioieslapt to
all terrains. In Hallsboro, for instance, Stiles wrote that the communitypractically,
... alarge lake on which there is some floating earth; people living on this ground bore or
dig wells into the lake for their water supply, and the Commission [now] hasiptbvi
them with other holes (pit privies) for their excremefit.Stiles pointed to local residents
who knew that this receptacle architecture was a danger to the community saictd,as
had built pail privies before the campaign. One was a black tenant, whom Stitesdclai
had “a highly developed ‘privy sense™ and used a box pvWhen Stiles asked why
he chose the box privy, he noted that the man replied “that the level of the water of his
well would rise several feet very suddenly following a rain, and that if kbaipé privy
he would drink his fecal material. He preferred a box privy so he could carrycéhis fe

material to a distance®

Besides recurring complaints about pit privies’ structural faults, Stijgpsed that
southerners could not be trusted to make the sanitary decisions in using pit privies

required. At one pointin his report, Stiles railed:

| have never seen one of them moved when it was ffllave_hearaf one that was
moved when it was full. Until it can be shown thaamily that has not privy sense
enough to clean a privy at intervals with a littterk, requiring only one person to
perform it, is willing to move the pit privy whenis full (this moving requiring the labor
of two of three people), the argument that a pitypcan be moved to a new hole does
not seem so convincing as might first appéar.
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The Commission itself acknowledged that these pit privies were far froecperf
However, in their final annual report, the Sanitary Commission pressed itocHseif

new practical strategy for sanitation,

Although it is certain that the pit privy greatlgateases the danger from human
excrement when this privy is placed in sandy oy slails and at considerable distance
from the water supplies, yet like other types a¥ips which do not destroy or remove

the dangerous bacterial life in the excreta, ddabtless a source of danger in certain soil
formations—particularly in swampy areas where drigkwater is obtained from shallow
wells, and in limestone regions. The State he#fibers, in suggesting the pit privy for
farmhouses, do not urge it as an ideal privy in sanse; they are careful to explain that
they accept it only on the recognized principlguoblic health work that complete
progress is not to be looked for at a single stegvies are of as many types as there are
carpenters to build them and householders to carilaném; and sanitary values are
relative at best. Because they realize that ¢hike case, and because they see that the pit
privy at its best can become an effect means akdsmng soil-pollution, practical field
workers not infrequently suggest its installatiBnobably the pit privy represents the
highest type of sanitation that some localitied laél able to develop for years to come.
Here as in other phases of intensive communitytheabrk, 100 per cent. efficiency is

the ideal toward which all are anxious to strivé ibuthe present stage of human progress
we shall probably have to expect somewhat lessttietrif we are to make any
measurable advanc®.

With a general unease towards human contact with human waste, the Commission
never firmly pressed to establish rural laws governing night soil or town and city
scavenger services. In the mid-1910s, however, some larger towns in the staté pursue
standardizing pail privies and scavenger services. Usually though, thesessemiie in
conjunction with a developing sewage system through wealthier (and whiter) parts of

town.

Decades earlier, reformers had proposed building earth closets for urtgn area
similar to those advocated in the fiBgiennial Reportsn North Carolina. By the 1910s,
however, northern cities illustrated that sewerage was the risiagtinfctural solution
for cities rather than box privies and earth closets. For rural regions, muegcapanger
services were as unpractical then as municipal trash pickup is today fooaisds of

condensed population. Enforcing laws monitoring night soil were also difficult.
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Consequently, once pit privies emerged as the most practical model for copnmunit
sanitation within the public health movement, municipal services for excretaaém

stayed on the periphery of their efforts.

Despite early stumbling blocks, the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission for the
Eradication of Hookworm Disease did produce material yields by the end of thyedirve
campaign. Yet these results were far from either coherent or compwehenswnships
and residences of L.R.S. privies emerged, and several towns began institutiogpah
scavenger services. Even amongst the pit privy campaigns, privy awafaktégpes,
receptacle containers and sanitary levels varied widely within the cotym@utside of
these communities still lay swathes of unreached communities full of hortiesithier
open-back or nonexistent privies. While the Commission called attention to tharstruct
of the outhouse, and influenced the designs of some, great variety still existed eve

amongst the structures deemed sanitary by these health workers.

CONCLUSION

In the Commission’s first three years, the strategic use of dispensacE=eded
in many other ways even as they struggled to effect material chianpesdomestic
landscape. To begin with, these dispensaries provided the first cursory @u oty
southerners received about hookworm disease or sanitary privy construction. More
broadly, Rockefeller's Sanitary Commission expanded the idea of what the gemsim
role in the citizen’s lives could be. Rather than the remedial and weak departini et
past, Rockefeller's Commission offered a model for prevention that allowed tthesout
states more access into its citizen’s private lives and buildings while providing

southerners with more protection from disease. One 1914 report out of Granville County
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(NC) explained this growing political ideology as the “health to the individual is
inherited, but to the nation acquiret. This tension, inherent in all public health
policies, between private rights and public good, tilted evermore towardshhefripe

government to protect what it considered the public good in the South.

Though the campaign struggled at first with effecting material changes on the
landscape, in the end, their decision to pursue pit privies illustrated that the Cammiss
favored practicality over its ideological goal. Larger understandihgsedicine,
biology, modernity and even policy-making, influenced the designs of the privies.
Outhouses became the first concerted step in governmental efforts toesppapié
from their waste, even as many private scavenger services and indivioniiaied to
market and use night-soil for agricultural fertilizer. With increased aleakrification in
the following decades, indoor plumbing and septic tanks represented larger

manifestations of this trend towards separation.

The Rockefeller Sanitary Commission for the Eradication of Hookworm
Disease’s efforts had a significant impact on the South’s public healtbtmofrure, and
set in motion strategies for continuing these changes. Its succedsaghetmaterial
landscape paled in comparison to its expansion of bureaucratic infrastructune and i
general, interest in the public health. Yet, the localized sanitation campaityvelve
southern communities proved to be the architectural and strategic model for future
sanitation campaigns. In part this strategy came not by radicalljomansg the
landscape, but by adding onto the regional vernacular privy forms—with pits, tastila
screens, and self-closing doors—rather than models like the previously advogated dr

earth closet or even the much more complicated to construct, L.R.S. privy.
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The Commission and its supporters successfully utilized hookworm disease as a
window of opportunity to begin a progressive campaign for reform in the South. The
progressive reforms pressed by the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission as se by
many other progressive interests challenged the sense of local autonomy most
communities in the South were accustomed. Embodied in these campaigns and their
vision for a sanitized southern landscape were these reformers understandoms$ of
governance, modern medicine and general notions of cleanliness. Underlying these
efforts, historian William Link argued, were also “paternalistidad®s on the part of the
reformers...[since] [tlhey believed that the solution to widespread ill healtiidvcome
from outside the rural South, from professional, modern medicine. They viewed the
object of reform—the culture and society of the rural South—condescendingly, and their
efforts to change local conditions often ran squarely against long-staratiitgptrs of

rural independence and autonom?.”

Throughout the Commission’s five years, many campaigners expressed disdain
for southerners and southern patterns of living, which many saw as immoral, medivili
and backwards. While trying to provide southerners with better home facihigseg, t
reformers often analyzed and belittled the supposed beneficiaries of the witek, f&
instance, inspected the households for what he called, “promiscuous defecatibies.”
as well as other advocates also bemoaned southerners’ lack of a “privy®8eAsd.the
architecture of the privies that they advocated reflected their tiedie§outherners

lacked any ability to order their own lives or take responsibility for their omnstey

Even after five years of campaigns many rural southerners stilhgefi® use

the woods or back of barns rather than privies—for financial, preferential, and
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agricultural reasons. Following the discovery of the hookworm endemic, Stiled toure
the South giving lectures about hookworm and sanitation. He recalled that at the time
“there was a great popular prejudice in rural districts against priviespdint of view

was that not only were they unpleasant places but that nature's way of disposing of
excreta was to expose it to the rays of the sun or to hide it in the Btustviever
derisively Stiles conveys southern conceptions of sanitation, Stiles’ comiseneeeals
how these health advocates’ understandings of disease were shaped by themay in w

they viewed the natural environment.

While many southerners were content to use the bushes or use their waate later
fertilizer for their crops and gardens, sanitarians believed that in modamiteat the
ability to shake humanity free from the shackles of a life led in ‘nature.’ Te thes
reformers, the unsanitary handling of human waste presented a major hurdle to human
progress. The outhouse became a way to bring modernity to the South through
sanitation. Thus the outhouse became a political object for these campaigns—both
symbolically and materially—emphasizing the intrinsic good of systemizetiat over

the natural environment

In M. Jay Stottman’s historical archeology study of privy architecture i
Louisville, he focuses heavily on the context of city ordinances, as if it wastic |
matter of time until these Louisvillians conformed to these sanitary ordiaamazl
hygienic logic®* As my chapter demonstrates, though, the closed pit receptacle for privy
architecture illustrated politically predominant ideas rather tharetjfien’s popular
conceptions of sanitation at the turn of the twentieth century. Even as support for the

campaigns grew among the general population, the Sanitary Commission and subsequent
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campaigns still lacked the power to totally transform the South into their vision of a
sanitized landscape. Which in turn begs the question: In what ways did southerriers exe

their will upon the architecture of this increasingly politicized domesticcture?
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[II. THE PRIVY CAMPAIGNS:
THE POLITICS OF SANITATION IN THE SOUTHERN LANDSCAPE

INTRODUCTION

Though the Sanitary Commission accomplished little materially in the Sowh, the
did erect a model for creating widespread change in the landscape. Thesagnount
efforts increasingly politicized southern domestic landscapes more and nayeplying
the term politics to the campaigns, | intend to emphasize the speci§oakynmental
aspects of politics as well as a broader notion founded on societal power—which defines
politics as the “use of intrigue or strategy in obtaining any position of power opkthtr
At the forefront of the sanitation campaigns waged throughout the region, priviessbecam
a vehicle for pressuring southerners to adhere to dominant values of sanitatitor, a

making the case that good governance required a more active political hand.

In just five years, the Sanitary Commission had laid the groundwork for
establishing a more active government. Rather than the remedial public Healthodf
the past in the region, the traveling dispensaries and community sanitatiols model
illustrated that government could provide more preventive care for its citizetes. itAf
dissolution, state governments, with the help of a new Rockefeller philanthropic
organization, the International Health Board (IHB), began localized work in reghapi

domestic environments across the South. In North Carolina, like other southern states



the embrace of this model was accompanied by rapid expansion of the state’s health
bureaucracy. With more funds, the state board of health assigned local officers t
counties across the state, charging them with enlisting the local gdligcarchies,

community organizations and the public at large in creating a more sanitdsgdae.

This chapter explores the overtly political nature of the campaigns, as they
became more strategic, more widespread, and more effective. While, {aalicies,
privy models and success rates varied throughout the region, similar casipappened

across the South. For focus, this chapter will concentrate on the state of NorthaCarol

The model for localized campaigns set forth by the Sanitary Commission proved
productive across the state. Over just a few years, sporadic local ordiganeasay to
a comprehensive statewide statute. With the backing of local influential people,
community organizations, and parts of the general populace, local health campaigns
generated sanitary privies statewide. As a testament to their seEcemny places that
lacked a single pit privy before were architecturally dominated by tlsajrdat local
campaign’s conclusion. And though other sanitary designs were used, pit privies

presented the easiest way for mass community sanitation, particulartlimreas.

As campaigners saw more success, their efforts became more extensitay Sa
advocates and doctors used hookworm to explain southern laziness and to call for
political reforms at the turn of the twentieth century. As new understandingea$ess
and their vectors developed, more parts of the home appeared vulnerable to infection.
The presence of malarial mosquitoes and typhoid-carrying fliesddali southerners to
install screens on windows, ditch their yards, and close their wells. Pddddm

investigations of southerners’ diets and gardens. Surveys and research edrthimiz
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constituent parts of many southern houses, and used their examination to illustrate the
South’s failure to meet the new standards of disease-prevention. In turn, camgpaigne
pressed for more campaigns. By deconstructing the home in this manner, health
advocates also translated these domestic health concerns into moralndigcpaomic

terms.

The health advocates vision for sanitation impacted the landscape in many ways.
Yet, just because we know the narratives of the powerful does not mean they are only
ones who shape the landscape. John Vlach poignantly argued this point in his work,
Back of the Big HouseVlach illustrated that even in a plantation landscape where there
is a wide gap in power—between white ownership and black slavery—black sléves sti
expressed themselves creatively, even claiming ownership over pdmslafd. The
hierarchical and domineering landscape pointed to the power concentrated anthe mai
house. However, slaves created another world within that place—one that was

practically invisible to outsiders.

Compared to power visible in a plantation, the narrative of power inherent in the
construction of many outhouses is relatively unseen. Today in jokes, depictions and
memories, the privy appears as a benign yet quintessential structure anréties of
both a backwards and a bygone countryside. In the 1910s and 1920s, by contrast, the
campaigns couched the privy in the rhetoric of bringing modernity to the Southth Heal
advocates examined the structures and pointed to moral progress as southesines be

more interested or pressured to join in their cause.

Recent historical work has placed these reformers and their efforts inttvearra

about progress in the field of public health. As we start to examine the efforts, howeve
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it is important to remember Henry Glassie’s democratic claim thétahdscape is

shaped by willful action?that is through the assorted wills of all individuals. While true
that the Sanitary Commission and these subsequent sanitary campaignsgigreas
gained political power, the power needed to effect change on southern landssape wa
relatively disperse. Campaigners relied on the cooperation of local bastions of
influence—politicians, bankers, mill-owners, and others—to encourage thesesefor
They also needed the support of the community at large to accomplish any gb#igir
Though campaigners habitually undermined southerners’ habits, houses, and morals,
many southerners embraced these campaigns in various ways—from volgriteerin
build privies for their neighbors to simply designing, building and incorporating an
outhouse into their domestic space. Others contested or ignored the campaigns all
together. This amalgam of wills created a hodgepodge of designs in Nostim&as

southerners began to stake out their own power during these sanitation campaigns.

By examining pictures and analyzing the records, various interpretations of the
outhouses begin to emerge. The goals of this chapter are twofold: the firstasioe
the privy-building campaigns to unveil the political nature of this domestic stegend
the second is to look at the ways in which people asserted their own power by both

ignoring and incorporating these domestic structures into their lives.

CAMPAIGNING FOR PRIVIES

The successes of the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission had far-reaching
ramifications on the public health infrastructure across the South. State funding
increased exponentially with the work of the Commission. The year the Csimmis

formed, 1909, was also the first year the North Carolina legislature provideddng B
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with first full-time health officer, W.S. Rankin. With Rankin’s addition, the board of
health’s annual budget quintupled to $10,500 that year. By 1918, the board received
$144,000 from the state, as well as additional appropriations from the federal
government. Using these funds, the Board minted nine bureaus which focused on
specific parts of the state’s health—hygiene, vital statistics, emgigeand education,
tuberculosis, medical inspection of schools, epidemiology, county health work, infant

hygiene, and venereal diseades.

At the close of the Sanitary Commission, however, the southern landscape
showed little improvement on a whole in regards to privies. Various open-back designs
dominated the vernacular landscape [Image 3.1 — Image 3.6]. Yet, the intensive
campaigns that the Sanitary Commission waged in twelve communities provee to stat
governments that material changes could occur. More forcefully than during the
Commission, outhouses became a political object for southern governments and for
Rockefeller's new philanthropic venture, the International Health Board (IHB)eir
strategy hinged on increased funding for localized campaigns that mobilizeddaces f
and community institutions to engage the populace in home sanitation. With these efforts,
the government and the IHB reached further into the lives of the citizenry rirettoet
to shape and monitor domestic spaces. Privies remained the most prominent and
successful target for their efforts for control, though other parts of the house soon

received more hygienic attention.

Stepping more definitively towards intervention, county officers in North
Carolina began setting up offices in communities across the statet[henagie 2.20 for a

picture of a local office in the Hallsboro community]. Unlike the traveling dispees,
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whose goal was distributing health information and medical treatments, theséores
to construct sanitary buildings took more time, manpower, and coordination. State
directors realized they needed their local officers to engage and presspublik in

order to construct their vision.

To do so, local officials first needed to understand their working environment and
speak with those living within it. Thus, county officers focused on one community
before moving to the next within their district. While in the community, sanitdicecs
paid visits to people’s homes, requested stool samples, surveyed their home
environments, offered treatment, set up appointments to help construct sanitary privies

and tabulated the data.

Secondly, they developed partnerships with local organizations and engaged the
local populace in their work. These undertakings included: forming coalitiohiwit
groups—both white and black—to promote home sanitat®mcting deals with local
banks so they would not loan to people without proper sanitatiwiling form letters to
community resident§pressing communities to create local ordinances or citizen
agreements demanding sanitary privies (and sometimes scavengeskysfieing
lectures at local community centers and schddisplaying magic lantern slides,
microscope exhibits and film screeningsjuantifying the threat of disease for residents
using morbidity and mortality statistics [Image 3.7 and Image’3t&itding community
barbeques where sanitation was discu$éedeking donations from the local, economic
elite for materials needed in privy constructiBmiving war savings stamps to the school
districts showing the greatest improvement in sanitation of its hbhsesnsoring essay

writing contest on home sanitation at local schddimlisting the help of black ministers,
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schoolmasters, and other community leaders to help better health and hygienior®nditi
in the black community® offering incentives such as gold watches or tool sets for the
resident that built the most outhouses for their neighbas)ploying local workers, like
carpenters, for privy construction [Image 3'93nd, helping residents build new or

remodel old privies to hygienic standards themselves [Image3.10].

Benjamin Washburn was the local health organizer for many counties across
North Carolina. During his efforts in Wilson County, North Carolina from 1916-17, he
detailed some of his daily activities to meet these sanitation goalseirs Is¢nt to the
International Health Board. As an idea of the daily routines of the campaigaéts

related to privy construction, here are parts of one letter:

Our plan for having these [sanitary privies] putdtio make a house to house canvass
and find out whether the family wished to do theitsaty work themselves or to have us
provide a carpenter and trench digger at .25 ocelfds per hour. If the family wishes to
build or remodel the old privy we get them to sefate when we will come and show
them how to best do the work. At the time of ttasvass we also survey the privy and
determine the amount of planks, nails, etc. it tae to model the privy and get the
owner to have these by the time the carpenter esaitle home. After making a schedule
of this kind we hope to secure a carpenter andlheeta give him continuous work for
several weeks until he gets the village and comtyuwheaned up. In fact, it may develop
that we can give him continuous employment fordheation of the campaign. | am
following this plan because | realize that it witht mean much simply to have got the
village authorities to pass a sanitary privy ordicea If we leave the community before
the privies are actually built | doubt if they wdwver be built—they certainly would not
all be built...

We have also built small sized models of the vexisanitary privy types and have them
in sand boxes in the office. Many country peopiea@ming in to see these and get
specifications. | am making the proposition tamine and give treatment for
hookworm disease to any family living outside aulag community, if the family will
first put in a sanitary privy. | think we will havmany privies built outside the regular
communities on this proposition...

In speaking of the privies, | forgot to tell yowatH am having a number of privy tops
made at the sash and blind factory. These aréymuade of good lumber, 14 by 16
inches and consist of a thick board with the curvelé similar to a regular toilet seat.
Over this is a hinged flap to make the cost—.3Qsetand can be placed on top of a box
to make a privy vault or can be nailed over thetate after the privy has been walled up
behind and made sanitary in other ways. Many pepmdfer to buy these to having a
carpenter come and put a hinged flap over theisehé old closet’
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Like the Sanitary Commission’s concluding community effort discussed in the
previous chapter, these sustained and localized campaigns provided more pressure on
local communities to sanitize their privies. In turn, these tactics proveflihelp
translating some form their vision for a sanitized landscape into the actuasout
landscape [Image 3.10 — Image 3.13]. The Pitt County health officer noted, for instance
that in the Chicod Township, which is about 10 miles southeast of Greenville, North
Carolina, he saw a great deal of success because of the interest andicoopidrath
the general population as well as more powerful members the community. In the 1918

yearly report for the county detailing the campaign’s progress, hekeda

[T]hese [local] people have co-operated very wedl an active campaign among the
colored people of the county for the general s#aitehas now started. The director has
had the owner of the property to promise lumber rzaits to build several sanitary toilets
on farms, where they never have had any kind &ft®i This lumber has been sawed
and delivered and some of these have already heékn Bhe type of toilets have (sic)
varied from the log toilet, chinked with dirt uptitte grooved and tongue lumber. These
people are now taking an active part in all heatttivities and | think a great deal of
good will be accomplishe%}.

With increased state and federal support, as well as the IHB’s aid, thestatew
led campaigns marched from community to community, producing sanitary change over
much wider swathes of land than the work of the Sanitary Commission. For instance,
these before-and-after maps of the Seaboard Community in Northampton County, North
Carolina illustrate the profound impact these efforts had on the landscaue[8114

and Image 3.15].

These efforts owed a great debt to the work of the Rockefeller Sanitary
Commission, not only for the tactics which these campaigns used as models,dut mor
largely on the interest the Commission spurred towards expanding governmlent’s r
mediating public health. Similar to the Sanitary Commission, as well, thegpaigms

worked off of the established systems of power in southern communities—they worked
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to convince landowners to provide supplies for tenant privies, persuaded mill owners to
construct sanitary privies for their workers, and encouraged local, whitieipabtto
improve the conditions of black districts within their communities, in part for their own

neighborhood'’s safety.

Though officers occasionally noted landowners who still lacked a privy even as
their tenants built for themselves sanitary modets) the whole, privies or other forms
of toilets (such as sewerage connections or indoor plumbing) often reflected thissowne
political and economic power within the community. Rather than tackle thess &sue
the root of economic disparities, like the Sanitary Commission, these cprapai

concerned themselves with their end-goal of simply improving sanitizatiormesem

The sanitation work also adopted and intensified the Commission’s architectural
trends. By and large, these campaigns built new, sanitary pit privies or recholdiele
open-back structures with fly-proofed, sanitary pits, ventilators, and lids an Shat
design was the preferred architecture for privies across the rurahsegfithe state. For
larger towns, local officers worked with town officials to advocate a pail pyistem
with an organized scavenger service. Often too, these pail privies were redniodiel
older open-back privies, retrofitted with self-contained model, which would beesmpti
on a regular schedule set by the municipal scavenger service [Image 3.16 3.b8hge
With approximately 85% of the state’s population residing in rural areas in*1918,
though, the presence of pail privies paled in comparison to the thousands of pit privies

installed across the state’s countryside.

70



While not completely abandoning other designs, the campaigns in North Carolina
placed pit privies at the top of their agenda and pushed these privies into domestic

landscapes across the state. As a report out of Pitt County in 1918 declared:

The Pit type of closet has been the type which axetadvocated and which we have
erected in the rural districts. These have beastcacted from various materials from
the log house up to the brick...We have toilets tlaatelpractically cost nothing up to the
expensive types, but they are all the pit typer gs@mple: Image 3.19 and Image 3.2é0]

Many other counties reported similar results. Tabulations for the spring of 1920
in Davidson County, North Carolina showed that over 1800 pit privies were installed
across all but one of the seventeen townships in the 579 square miles of the county.
Towns in the county ranged in size from 1906 to 57 residents. Larger towns, like
Lexington and Thomasville, with populations of 1906 and 1835, respectively, also had
sewer systems onto which the campaigns residents tried to connect residents. And i
Lexington, the campaign also installed 128 septic tanks. Yet the bulk of the work in

these larger towns was still in pit privy construction.

Before the work began, 2800 Davidson County homes had open-back privies, 6
had pit privies, 953 had another type of privy (most likely pail privies), while 3034 had
no privy whatsoever. Of those using other waste disposal structures, 24 peogptitad s
tanks and 701 had sewer connections. During the last survey, however, 1832 homes had
pit privies, while the open-back privy numbers dwindled to 1294. Though 2751 residents
remained without any privy, whatsoever, the final tally for septic tank uwses4.52 and
sewer user numbers rose to 780. While pit privies did not wholly overtake other privy
architecture, the impact of the campaigns was drastic. Of the 1832 pit privie2388nly
new pit privies were built, the rest (save the 6 built previous to this campaign) were

fashioned from the architecture of open-back privies that already resided in t
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landscape. Though the newly pitted privies closely resembled the older opsrfrbat

afar, a new architectural community took root in Davidson County. With approxymatel
a quarter of Davidson County’s 7219 residences possessing pit privies as of April 1920,
the campaign produced a tangible change in the domestic environments of many
Davidson County resident8. As this architectural form was pressed into these
communities, reformers also hoped to be providing non-participatory residéme wi

model for future construction.

As the example illustrates, the strategic turn towards advocating pitspolyidne
Sanitary Commission in 1913-14, proved fruitful for the subsequent efforts in the mid-
1910s and the 1920s. Across the state of North Carolina, local health officials ihstitute
similar approaches to privy sanitation, though tailored by degrees to eidcdistrict’s
terrain, population and responsiveness of both the community leaders as well as ordinary
residents. Before 1914, pit receptacles for privies were rare in the Soutlvenowithin
a decade, pit privies became a common architectural design for these outbuildings on the
southern landscape. The rapid emergence of this architectural adoption into the
landscape arose from the aggressive campaigns waged by the growihgta¢al
bureaucracy, with the aid of IHB. However, local campaigns effectivetssslepended

a great deal on the receptiveness of the communities in which the campaignsdeok pla

Between 1909 and 1914, the Sanitary Commission used traveling dispensaries to
inform the general populace about hookworm disease. These dispensaries wowed
crowds, preached the gospel of health and sanitation, and treated hookworm sufferers.
These tactics, though, proved ineffective in realizing their vision of a sanitmgd.S

With their final effort to institute material change in communities, thet&ani
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Commission developed a model off of which later campaigns could build. The budding
health bureaucracy at North Carolina’s state level, in partnership witrefetiek's new
philanthropic venture, the International Health Board (IHB), used many &ahiary
Commission’s methods to effect change in localized areas across the wisolé\gdtde

not as focused or comprehensive as the Sanitary Commission’s model, health officers
forged campaigns in counties across the state, adding new, mostly pit privigeint

regional architectural vernacular style statewide.

These campaigns were inherently political, as they tried to persuadetesale
conform their private outhouses to the sanitary advocates’ understandingsresgaad
disease. Strategically, local officials utilized people with power indheunities—
local banks, landowners, and politicians—to exert pressure on residents to daeittize t
privies. On a more personal level, these local officers tried to engage peti@evork
with events that ranged from lantern slides of domestic diseases and garhptagstics
of local morbidity and mortality rates to local barbeques and gold watchéefor t
residents who built the most privies free-of-charge for his neighborhood. More
successful than Sanitary Commission in effecting change, (though obvimdshted to
their work) these campaigns began to realize some form of their vision upon the domesti

landscapes of the South.

" It is worth noting, however, that the ensuing caigps stopped building the so-called “umbrella st
relatively quickly. In the photographs | have fdwome in 1915. In a 1927 article, | found onetdioc
advocating for this type of construction, or sonmahsimilar. (W. R Culbertson, “The Sanitary Privy,
Southern Medical Journa0/8 (August 1927), 657.) Other than that, | flitile other documentation of
the campaigns continuing to advocate this typeriofymesign.
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DECONSTRUCTING THE SOUTHERN HOME

Rhetorically, both the Sanitary Commission and these later campaigns espoused a
similar worldview—on notions modernity, progress, and sanitation as well as an often
mean-spirited paternalism towards southerners. That paternalism, histbltiam Link
argues, arose from their deep-seated belief that the solution to the Southkésgrobl
“would come from outside the South, from professional, modern medicin®anitary
advocates saw their vision for the South clearly, and saw their work as aidingsouthe
residents in reaching a civic maturity and more moral life. In 1910, the Normkir@ar
State Board of Health ran a cartoon depicting a child, saddled with the ball amafchai
hookworm disease, struggling to ascend a structure representing “PsBgrsgerity,
Health-Happiness, [and] Useful Citizenship,” which rested on a foundation of fmode

sanitation” [see Image 2.1 from Chapterl].

Another example of this vision comes from the town of Wilson, seven years later,
where under the direction of Benjamin Washburn, the town framed their sanitébis ef
using the same civic rhetoric one would expect for the concurrent World WakingA

residents for their help, the local newspaper informed their readers that

The Town of Wilson proposes to open a vigorous @gimpnext week against its allied
enemies—flies, mosquitoes, [and] sickness. Evdizeti of the town is expected to
enlist in ruthless warfare on its common foe. Weppse to destroy their breastworks,
and cart them off. We propose to fill up theimthes and plant flowers on them. Won't
you show your colors for a cleaner, healthier W3

Similarly, Lenoir County’s Dr. Mitchener organized “triple drive” to teacdaa

residents about hookworm, typhoid and bad teeth prevention, stating

Be sure to learn the date and the nearest schaskho you. Come out to get rid of your
burdens. Every one that is treated is helpingctothe Germans. A part of patriotism at
home is “Keeping Fit to Serve®
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Like the Sanitary Commission, these later campaigners often pointed to moral
justification for sanitary privies, like the biblical passage in Deuterondmiese early
progressive reformers clearly saw their work as moving the South towardsnoi@ie

and civic behavior.

Their goals for sanitation were similar as well, but the Sanitary Cosionis
began with less methodical tactics and less infrastructure off of which to wdrke W
doctors at traveling dispensaries and other venues did point to open wells and screened
windows as part of a better home environment, privies stood out sharply in theirtefforts
sanitize the home in these earlier efforts. Overall, though, the Sanitaryi€oomset
in motion the circular cause and consequence for understanding how hookworm, the
home, and economic conditions of the South created and correlated with one another.
With poverty conceived of as an individual failing, usually due to indol&nzepkworm
provided the perfect explanation for the causes of the southern charter—in short,
hookworm caused southern laziness which caused poor home conditions and poverty, and

these conditions allowed for hookworm disease to flourish.

Later campaigns built upon these correlating conceptions, and tried to convey to
the public the socioeconomic impact sanitation could have for their family, partyc
with an installation of a sanitary privy. For instance, one memorandum on making a
pamphlet called “From the Life of a Little Boy” called for the abutiEtes to show
contrasting images: one portrayed rundown privies with poverty and disease, while the

other equated sanitary privies with prosperity. Those suggestions were:

Plate 22: Picture of a well-screened, well bulit;droof and watertight privy.

Plate 23: Picture of the “bushes” and the poor|ewtgd privy with pigs and chickens
having access to it.
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Plate 24: Picture of a family, clean, neatly drdstb®ugh poor, a plain house.

Plate 25: Picture of a family sickly looking, cladrags, dilapidated house in
background, all surroundings speaking of poverty.

Plate 26: Picture of a new though plain little heusverything orderly, good privy in the
background, picture giving prominence to housdfitse

Plate 27: Dilapidated, run-down, neglected housty durroundings, neglected privy in
background.33

The message was clear—a cleaner house meant a family could puihitself
higher socioeconomic class. As the campaigns burgeoned over the midiieiase
campaigners turned their focus, not just on the sanitation of privies, but to methodically
creating a sanitary living environment. Screened windows and porches, closedmel
well-drained yards were some of the changes public health officials hope tanenac
domestic landscapes. As germ theory and scientific research provided nevs imsayht
the carriers and cures for other disease, such as malaria and typhoidilriess a

became preventable, as hookworm had several years earlier.

Thus, sanitary advocates re-imagined features of the home that would keep each
disease’s vector, the mosquito and the fly, respectively, out of the house and yard with
porch and window screens, closed wells, yard drainage and well-made privies.
Concerned with pellagra, officials entered into home gardens and family di#tsyas
researched and offered dietary remedies for this disease. Meanwhils, teffarttail
hookworm and other diseases relating to soil pollution continued as well. These diseases
also were not lone contagions, but rather conspiring threats that comingled iranysanit
home environments. Just within the privies, for instance, sanitary designs needed to
protect against soil and water pollution with a sanitary waste receptmele]las
include screens and self-closing lids to prevent flies and mosquitoes from braeding

spreading disease.
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As these sanitation efforts expanded their focus to include the whole domestic
landscape during these post-Sanitary Commission campaigns, officers on the ground
entered the counties, expounded on the insanitary natural and manmade conditions
[Image 3.21]. An example of an officer’s reading of a domestic environment Sttis

description of Pitt County, North Carolina:

[The houses are] poorly constructed without proetilation and light. They are often
located close to swamps and there is usually mizctdsg water about the houses and
yards. The yards are usually very dirty and pokelgt, flat with no drainage. The toilets
if they have any is (sic) of the open-back type asdally located in the yard where the
rains wash the fecal matter into the yard and exadlytinto the well. The wells are
unprotected and the surface water drains into thiednthey become contaminated by
fecal matter and filth from the yards. This is abthe description of the average abode
of the tenants in this coun?ﬁ‘/.

Local officers then worked to provide these localities with architectursdadees
for better community health—such as screened windows and porches, ditched yards,
closed wells, and better privies [Image 3.22 and Image 3.23]. These efforid bimte
goal of safeguarding people’s basic elements of survival—shelter, wategaahd f
(including the latter two’s elimination) from the threats of hookworm, typhoid,rmaala
diarrheal diseases, and other ailments. Like the Sanitary Commissionatbese
campaigners achieved this goal through management and control of the natural

environment—though now on a larger and wider scale.

Although protecting people from disease is a noble goal, by rendering most
southern homes grossly insanitary, sanitary campaigns undermined peopkdatiitely
little political power already. Implicit in targeting such an intimatespeal, and
necessary structure as the home is conveying the idea that these soulhekedrthe
basic aptitude to care for themselves. Advocates did this by analyzingsiitate parts
of the house, and then pointed to how each element did not conform to the parameters of

modern sanitation. The imagery used by the campaigns portrayed southerners as

77



antimodern, disorderly and unclean while their sanitized vision illustrated aevisibl

hygienic order and insinuated an elevated class status. It also provided maral politi
power for the campaigners, whose work made the case that these people caare not ¢

for themselves. Like the Sanitary Commission, these campaigns weestedein

modernizing the South through domestic architecture. Where privies once dominated the
interest during the Sanitary Commission, in these campaigns privies becamajone m

component towards meeting this larger goal.

Another way that health officers deconstructed houses was by usinginghga
intricate home surveys that measured sanitation. This growing trend belgahewit
Sanitary Commission, as early surveys of privy-type and ownership expanded to the
more personalized and descript data collected by Sanitary Commission @ priii in
twelve communities across the South in 1914. By 1916-17, the Wilson County Public
Health used “Home Report Cards” as did other localities for measuringriharg

conditions of their districts homes [Image 3.2%].

By 1922, the State Board of Agriculture in North Carolina commissioned a study
of farmers in the state, because of the increase in tenancy statewide aimhiasey
whole. Included in the survey were depictions of the houses and waste disposal methods
of 1000 residences from the three regions of the state—the mountains, piedmont, and
coastal plain. Dozens of inquiries filled the report. Queries ranged from tenfzage
of families who throw out their garbage or dishwater in the yard, to the pereaitag
homes whose wells were within 20 yards of piwyarn. Others asked if the house had
newspapered, plastered, or other walls or screened or broken windows. This survey

utilized other indicators besides the home in trying to quantify the social and economi
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conditions of farmers; but, parts of the survey owed a great deal of debt to theanalyt

methodology of the health campaidfis.

By deconstructing southerners’ homes to illustrate poverty, sanitary advocate
helped create a framework for quantitatively and qualitatively measuririgesn
poverty. Privies figured rather heavily in this survey’'s measuremerftseasirvey
questions dealt specifically with the structéifeThis tactic helped the campaigns muster
more political capital in order to further sanitize the southern landscayeyhbr, again,
it also politically undermined southerners, as it positioned both residents and thes hom
well below the nation’s newly-designated sanitary norms and out of touch with their
values. These surveys quantitatively furthered the idea that the southerwasine
need of a sanitary renovation. Rooted in the idea of controlling natural conditions,
sanitary advocates could point, piece by piece, to problematic items of domestic
architecture. Advocates argued that the parts of southern houses lackeday tieaiteby

enacting their vision for betterment, the human condition there could progresi as we

The surveys were a backhanded way to criticize southern homes, yet these
reformers did not shy from explicitly disparaging the southernerswhek aimed to
help. Critiques varied from mild and oblique to scathing and blunt, but inherent to each
was the sentiment that many southerners lacked the ability to care feettem
During the intensive campaign in Wilson County, Washburn used personal visits to
inquire about “the prevalence of chronic constipation and to find if this condition bore
any relationship to the sanitary conveniences of the home [i.e. pritiaslashburn
argued that the results were conclusive and presented his findings before the North

Carolina Medical Society in May 1917. At another conference, L.L. Lumsden bluntly
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stated that it did not “seem too much to expect of human intelligence to anticipate that
eventually our people generally will become ‘yard-broke’ and discontinue the now
common practice of depositing their excreta in a dangerous and disgusting oraandr

in the ground within a few feet of their kitchen doors and their sources of water-
supply.”® Lenoir County’s (NC) district officer, J.S. Mitchener, tersely offerede ‘it

as our task to carry out[;] the aim in this unit [is] to teach that flies and opersprigiee

us filth eaters and grave diggef§.’Additionally, others singled out black residents in

their complaints, with one doctor blaming their sanitary conditions on his assumption tha

they were both “ignorant and superstitio85.”

With their derogatory attitude towards southerners, their homes, and their
lifestyles, public health campaigners, in many ways, disempowered sousheyner
establishing them as people who lacked values which they ought to have—namely those
relating to their understandings of modern sanitation. These values, though, wede shape
by newly explained medical theories and discoveries. During these cps\pihie
southern domestic landscape became a political entity, measurably ftheloluidings
and people who could not live by the newly set standards. Using this paternalistic
framework, health advocates continued to flex their growing political musdtheg

pushed their understandings of progress upon the landscape.

This emerging framework of poverty coupled with the late successes of the
Commission made its case that governmental intervention was needed to tleenedy
South’s symbiotic medical and social ills. Earlier understandings of poeaxded to
place responsibility for one’s lot in life on the individual’s behavior. The Sanitary

Commission and later progressive efforts pushed an abridged framework—tptimy/in
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idea that if southerners and their governments eliminated disease from thesy tiogime
position in life would thusly improve. While obviously concerned with alleviating
poverty, the Sanitary Commission and later sanitation campaigns did not focus on
tackling larger causes of poverty in the South—particularly the large itysphr

economic power in the region.

REGULATING AND INTERPRETING THE OUTHOUSE

In all their work on cleaning the house, the privy represented the largesthreat i
the minds of the health advocates and remained their sanitary goal number gee [Ima
3.25]. One consequence of using localized campaigns was that they produced a
patchwork of different policies, statutes and ordinances across the staesBegse
variations, the levels of enforcement fluctuated from region to region and local
campaigners varied too in their advocacy towards certain aspects of ganitagse
variations were materially evident on the landscape. As Dr. Fred C. Clatdres
International Health Board noted during his travels through North Carolina lieat “t
variations in type of privies indicated either that there had been several gas) s

that in this state several types of privies were recommerfded.”

In 1919, the state took steps to make privy ordinances more uniform. In
February, a law went into effect in North Carolina to enforce the sanitatioiviafspr
defined as any disposal system except approved sewer connections and septithtnks
were located within 300 yards of another residence. This law entitled, “An Act to
Prevent the Spread of Disease from Insanitary Privies,” made outhouses theiloiihg

in the domestic sphere to be regulated by the Statelate as 1940, this law continued
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to provide the only statewide legal authority the North Carolina State BoarelatthH

had for regulating private housifig.

This legislation furthered the efforts to standardize and sanitize this domest
structure. Dedicated solely to explaining this bill, the July 19d8Ith Bulletin

pronounced,

When reduced from legal terms to plain English,ldve simply means that the open back
surface privy will no longer meet the requiremearid demands of modern civilization;
and it must be remodeled and converted into aagrigpe that the State Board of
Health approve®

The law required not only proper privy construction, but also levied a tax on
inspected privies. In order to enforce the structural and financial requirea@hasard
declaring the outhouse “Insanitary; unlawful to use” or a license tag pagmiitt use
had to be fastened to the structure. With the license came instructions for thie prope
maintenance of the privy and a fee of forty céftn order to renovate an existing
unacceptable outhouse or construct a new sanitary fitneyHealth Bulletirprovided a
list of different types of privies, including their pros and cons, which wergtatiie
under the new law. The “improved privies” included: the Earth Pit; the Box and Can,;
Tank Construction Employing the L.R.S. (Lumsden, Rucker and Stiles) Principle;
Chemical Privies; and, the Double Compartment Concrete ¥aillhough this law did
not standardize a particular type of privy, it did mark the beginning of statexgdk |

standards for the structures in the state and around the c8untry.

The new regulations strove to control many aspects of the outhouse. These
included: the privy’s location—“Get it as near the residence as is consistier@sthetic
and sanitary principles”; specific dimensions for new privies; ventilatiosyjaglied by

“a metal or wooden pipe with a minimum cross-sectional dimension of 3” for one hole,
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4” for 2 holes and, one additional ventilator...for each additional hole or two holes;” seat
covers that self-closed; and surface drainage requirements that raigeduhd under

the privy by at least 6 inchés.

As the Board of Health became more organized and well-funded, sanitary
outhouse designs became more specific and intricate. Efforts to educate theepapdlac
sanitize the cities and countryside by ridding both of the unsanitary outhouse=siehabl

spread of these newly regulated models throughout the state.

Some advocates called victory and place themselves at the center of the triumph.
One doctor remarked on the material ramifications of the law iB8dkghern Medical

Journal, boasting:

Some time ago a member on the State Board of Heakhon a train coming into North
Carolina from an adjoining state and was occupygiisgat immediately behind an
apparently wealthy and cultured woman and her daugfi he board member was
attracted by an exclamation on the part of theroldmman when she called out to her
daughter, “Oh we are in North Carolina now.”

“How do you know, mother? responded the daughter.

“Don’t you see the pretty little houses? You do $®e them so nearly everywhere
except in North Carolina.” [...]

Now these pretty little houses did not just groeréhlike the golden rod by the roadside;
but they are the result of a law requiring the tautsion of an approved type of sanitary
privy at every residence in North Carolina withimge hundred yards of any other
residence. The plan has been carefully thougbttiir and systematically and rigidly
enforced®

Rather than systematically and radically changing the landscapesitly law
provided a new pressure point for exacting changes in the domestic landscape. The
material result of these reforms varied community to community, household to household
instead of blanketing the state with regulation models. For instance, severas$ aibert
to law was enacted, on December 18, 1919, Dr. Fred C. Caldwell traveled to Kingston,

North Carolina, where noted,
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The privies were interesting for at least threesoea. The ventilators were made of any
sort of pipe that could come within reach of a ndgand and were often fantastic. Ina
few instances the inspector had evidently placét fia promises for we saw licensed
privies without seat covers. It seemed quite exideat a privy building campaign had
stopped for some cause inasmuch as we saw pits apde backs filling up with cans
and trash as well as fecal material and some uh&zliopen backs in the same block with

well built privies having lace curtained windows.

The condition of the privies changed little within the month, as another visitor
looking to see the work of the Public Health Administration in the state, Dr. John H.

Hamilton noted on January 24, 1920 that,

We first went out to the negro section of the tama inspected number of privies. Most
of these had been repaired under the provisiotizeofiew state privy law. Some of these
privies were little short of ridiculous. One otse carefully flyproofed privies had for a
ventilator a 1 ¥ inch gas pipe. A considerable lpemnof them had a “licence (sic)
pending” sign tacked on them when it seemed thabitld be impossible to so repair
them as to make them sanitary. Such are probhelpecessities under the provisions of
the law which makes it necessary to collect sudfitifees to enforce the law’..

The law did lay the groundwork for aiding the campaigners physicallythtse
structures, but not with all-encompassing and systematic force for which gaergai
hoped and claimed. Yet, the law illustrated the growing reach of the govdrmteethe
domestic spaces of their citizens, especially in small towns and citdelitiohally, the
law added to the growing pressure being exerted on southerners to redesigarand cle
their outhouses. As pit privies made their way into communities, in the 1910s, the
presence of these new architectural types supplied a little social presspeople who
still used open-back privies. Like the surveys that deemed southerners below the
scientific and social norms, the law added the additional burden of living belovg#te le

limit of sanitation as well.

Overall, the campaigns of the mid-1910s and 1920s undoubtedly brought about
degrees of change on the built environment of the South, though sanitation was still
spotty. Larger communities often proved more fruitful for the efforts, as Weremore

organizations for health officials to work with, and more chance that one would be
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interested than in small communities. Everywhere, though, variations of dissent,
ambivalence, and enthusiasm were vocally expressed as well as quietgstedron the

landscape.

Some southerners outwardly contested privy building. Primitive Baptists, in
particular, expressed aversions to the campaigns. Benjamin Washburn noted thit in Roc
Ridge, North Carolina he encountered some residents there who were “such strong
believers in predestination and fatalism that they think it a sin to in anytteaypd to
‘change the course of nature’ as they termi‘iCther residents resented the politicking
of the health officer. For instance, a Fourth of July banner flown by the heattr arffi

Salisbury, North Carolina read,

The economic loss to Rowan County during the mofithune from typhoid fever was
$19,000. 22 cases, 6 deaths. Co-operate with@ounty Health Department and
prevent this wastage of lives and money. IT CAN BENE>*

A contemptuous editorial from a Rowan County weekly paper responded to the

banner with the skepticism for both its message and messenger, and responded as such:

Our recently imported so-called-health officer sd€sin) to assert that Rowan county lost during
June, $19,000 owing to the prevalence of typhoigife We doubt this, we doubt whether he
knows typhoid from malaria and we think his offelgould be abolished as useless and a public
nuisance. There will be sickness and death asdenbe world stands. Railroad accidents are
preventable but they continue just the sdme.

Especially in small communities, the lack of enthusiasm such as this muddled the
attempts of the local health officer in making progress in the landscape. In 18a@ét al
a year after the privy law passed, Davidson County’s health officers noted d¢winéire
new privies in the larger towns of the county. In the smaller communities, however, the
numbers varied from over half of the homes in the Emmons township, to zero in the

Reedy Creek community.
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Ambivalence towards using privies or paying for sanitary repairs also pdrvade
many southerners’ feelings about the campaigns. Compared with other concees, pri
were not of the foremost importance in their most people’s lives. During aegsair
the state for hookworm in 1923, Mr. H. L. Blooser frustratingly commented on the local

interest in sanitation he found on Knott’s Island,

There is a definite interest in Hookworm preventimd a fairly accurate knowledge as to
the means necessary to prevent the spread ofitlieigs#. This interest does not seem to
have a great deal of practical application, howeasithey take no very definite steps to
improve the actual conditions. To illustrate, anmadll, when questioned, be very
emphatic in his declaration that every means plessiiould be taken to prevent the
spread of hookworm, but when his attention is datitehis own building as being a
possible source of infection, loses interest osstig good enough for him and “reckons
none of his family has hookworm.” As to soil paitin considered aside from the
hookworm spread and as a matter of general samifdtfind absolutely no interest at all.
This is all the more striking in view of the fabit | saw only one pump while there,
open wells being almost the only source of drinl«i\nger‘f37

E. L. Robbins, a surveyor for the health campaign in Wilson County noted similar
sentiments expressed at some of the 233 households he visited in the township of Spring

Hill, recalling,

| found just 233 different opinions in 233 personsomn of the people very readily co-
operate with the health work, and | have no troiigetting them to build sanitary
privies; and some say: “it is all right, and igigood thing | reckon, but | have lived so
long without these new fangled things, and | reckaill not bother with it now. | may
sometime.™

While Caldwell noted the varying acceptance of sanitary understandings in a
black Kingston neighborhood, which ranged from “untouched open backs in the same
block with well built privies having lace curtained windowsjt was equally as likely
was that for many residents, it illustrated a variety of financial sisin addition to
life priorities. Pit privies were not cheap for many residents—lumberspirice
Northampton County for instance drove costs to $12.00 for a brand new privy, and $4.00
for a remodeled open-batkThose who did try to conform did so with the materials they

could scrap together—such as external ventilators in the same Kingstbhorbimpd,
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which were constructed from old gasoline pipes and caught the eye of both Drs.IICaldwe

and Hamilton.

But not all citizens disliked or were ambivalent about the privy building
campaigns. Many people embraced the campaigner’'s message of sanitaiioriety
of reasons. Local officers affiliated themselves with betterment group|eath
themselves with causes many southerners appreciated, such as better leslsy. cont
Some found themselves drawn to the civic nature of the sanitation messageiadter b
visited by a local officer. Others residents saw the campaign as a gaiy tmore
political power themselves. In Elm City in eastern North Carolina, for pbeartne local
newspaper ran a letter in 1917 from a local resident, J. J. Thorne. Thorne praised the

goals sanitation movement and the ease of renovating one’s home to fit its model,

Dear Sir—Please give me space in your paper fewavords on the sanitary closet
movement of our district demonstrated by Mr. TSRarp of EIm City. In one day | tore
down my old privy, dug a pit shoulder deep, rebaiftew privy and completed the job by
four o’clock p.m. Mr. Sharp helped me about fouutso In most all cases the old privy
can be used, by a little labor to make the putifligt. | was one of the number that
needed to be taught, and learned the good denisetddanitation, it does seem good to
me to have the sanitary closet for my family andveniting hurriedly to get back to my
work to complete today a closet for myself and heotand | wish to say to any who
don't think there is any good in sanitation, just gut on the job and in a few hours you
can have a sanitary closet and will not miss tmeti You will be well paid for your
trouble which will at once prove to you a sourcee#l pleasure, as soon as you consider
that you owe it to yourself, your family, your nklgpr and [y]our district. Can’t we all
co-operate and work to improve and retain our heathich is a better blessing to us
than Rockefeller’'s millions, some of which he hasated for this good and wise
purpose.

Yours truly, J. J. Thorn&.
This excitement manifested itself materially as well. New adaptbn the seat

and pit privy designs sprung up in towns across the state. Local residents used the
guidance of the sanitary reformers to innovate and create their own dedignghair
home privies [Image 3.26]. Some communities experimented with creating separat

urinals for boys, particularly in school privies [Image 3.27]. Another campaigner noted a
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“peculiar type of pit privy built at a colored home near EIm Cithich appears to be a
rather tall and slender privy building with a ramp leading to a covered hole dadheff
the building [Image 3.28]. And while the laws worked to establish sanitary order to the
design, many different types of sanitation were approved in the statute. While the
hovering privies of Swain County slowly disappeared [Image 1.10], many persahaliz
vernacular buildings remained on the landscape after they were convertedutdtaeg

pit, pail, or even L.R.S. privies.

Looking back on the impacts these campaigns had on the privies in the South, one
thing is evident—politics and power generally, play a forceful role in shaping the
landscape. Houses often are material representations of one’s power in doaneany
ways, privies are as well. Before the Sanitary Commission, wealthy laed®wad the
majority of sanitary privies. But as indoor plumbing became more available, indoor
plumbing began to distinguish people with power from those without. Many mill towns,
for instance, provided indoor plumbing for the mill supervisors and foreman while the
homes of workers had outdoor privi8sThe waste infrastructure, to which one had

access, also often communicated one’s political, economic and social power.

These socioeconomic and political power dynamics were materially eudent i
racial terms as well. The beginning of the Sanitary Commission, over 80% lof blac
southerners lacked any sort of privy as did 35% of white southéfriEnsugh
Rockefeller's men worked to sanitize both white and black homes, the amount of
municipal infrastructure divvied to blacks continued to be significantly less thaa whi
southerners. Towns like Kingston, had “apartial (sic) sewer system and nthey of

165

‘open backs,™” the latter of which were concentrated in black neighborhoods. In
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Wilson, black workers were the privy scavengers and sewerage workesty getwers
did not extended into their neighborhoods. Hamilton detailed his observations of this job

in the city, remarking:

In Wilson, [we] went over to plant where the carmf the sanitary privies of the can
type are cleaned. The cans are hauled in oroftgetd wagons. The cans are covered
with tight fitting lids. The odor is now howeveorfined to the cans. As the cans are
removed from the wagons they are placed right g a hopper. Water running into
the can assisted by a swab propelled by an aged deglodges the material in the can
and cleans it to a certain extent. The contentetan flows (sic) into the city sewer
system. As the cans are cleaned a small quaritiyeosote disinfectant is placed in
each. Washing the cans is not a particularly cteasweetodored job. The old Nigger
who has the job has had a long tenure of officegially because he has the title of
foreman of the pIarFtE? [Image 3.29]

Even outside of city services, jobs relating to human waste usually went to those
with the least power to choose their occupation. Usually, these unpleasant occupations
were some of the only places where black men could carve out an economic niche for
themselves. Such as in the Broadbay Township near Winston Salem, where theoe wa
organized scavenger system. Instead, “the people who owned their homes depended on a
colored man to move the night soil when it was convenient for him to do so...One or
more attempts have been made for it to be incorporated but the objection to thidys usual

very strong.®’

While black southerners worked in the sanitation field, local governments often
denied municipal services to black districts. Historian John Dittmer detailed the

neighborhood conditions of black Augusta, Georgia:

Most of black Augusta shared the fate of nearlyiddan poor: streets were unpaved,
water and sewage lines unavailable, drainage badighting poor. This was a breeding
ground for disease. Local officials used resigdrsiegregation to deprive blacks of
essential city services, while red light districtaloons, and gambling dens were located
in black areas away from the white middle clasacB Augustans could neither compel
nor convince city officials to respond to their dee Ironically, these same public
servants often cited squalid living conditions aislence of black depravit@?
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In some towns, however, black residents organized politically around the
sanitation movement. As mentioned previously, sanitary officers partnered with bla
betterment organizations in local areas. In northeastern North Carolinastéorde, the
Colored Farmers’ Agricultural Society of Northampton County unanimously passed
resolution promising to work towards four goals: 1) have a sanitary toiktrédn
windows against flies and mosquitoes; 3) look carefully at providing clean drinking
water; and, 4) register the births of children appropridfellso in that county was the
Seaboard Township where the Soil Pollution unit employed “a colored preacher who did
some excellent work among the negroes” of the colthtylany prominent black
residents saw the positive implications for joining these efforts, and worked tozerga

their communities behind the effort.

In Chapel Hill, North Carolina, the infrastructural conditions also heavily éavor
white residents. As noted in historian John K. Chapman’s dissert@tamk Freedom
and the University of North Carolina, 1793-19¢0ivies were banned from the white
districts of town in favor of a sewage system in 1918y contrast, many black
neighborhoods were not sewered until after World W& However, sanitary reforms
for black districts began in the mid-1920s through organized pressure from the black
community, building off of the rhetoric and support of the sanitation campaigns in

town.”

In the town, the University of North Carolina owned most of the municipal
services including water and electric, while the local governmenheasetwer system.
Infrastructural discrimination was evident under both managements. Uniweasés;

for instance ran through the black districts untreated, and was piped back to only the
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white neighborhoods. Without water, the town argued, extending sewerage lines to black
districts was useless. In 1923, a local white group concerned with black hesdtla hi

black nurse, named Mrs. Compton to help sanitize the neighborhoods. When she arrived,
“the Negro section had no lights or sewerage, and waste was taken away fromblgouses
wagon.” The Health Department of the Community Club’s decision to hire Nurse
Compton came mostly from their concern about their black house-help living in

unsanitary conditions; nonetheless, the black community also rallied behind@anitat

reform as a challenge to the town’s control of the waste infrastructure.

Upon arriving in Chapel Hill, Mrs. Compton went door-to-door in hundreds of
black homes. One of her drives was a “clean-up campaign” focused on both the outside
and inside of black housé$Outhouses were a target. In her plan, she organized groups
to sell outhouse clean-up tickets, which cost five cents apiece. With the wnasl] $he
could purchase and distribute lime and other sanitary necessities for privies. Haping t
would become a community fixture, Mrs. Compton and other black leaders sought to
organize local support and challenge the town and university for more civic benefit

enjoyed until then by only the white populatidn.

With pressure from black representatives to extend the lines, the town finally
began to sewer some of the black neighborhoods. In 1926, “sewers were finally ordered
on Church, Lindsay, McDade, and Cotten Streets, the sewers connecting with the west
outfall which had passed through that section all the tithé\early two more decades

passed, however, before the all of urban black Chapel Hill received this infrasfdict

Overall, southerners expressed their displeasure, ambivalence, acquieswknce, a

excitement for these campaigns in many ways. Materially, southertieeg@tessed
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their personal articulations on the structure, be it with gas pipes, window lace, or
uncommon modified design, as they began or continued weaving these buildings into
their daily routines. Even the design of the pit privy came both from the existmnal
vernacular and a popular interest or acceptance in converting to a closedepiacle
design. Whereas the campaigns’ rhetoric minimized southerners’ abilityddHeir

own domestic structures and manage their own lives and its campaign moadsd utiliz
rather than challenge the political hierarchy of the town, these cgnspadnically and
quietly provided many southerners with a voice in the political establishmenh whic

many never before possessed.

CONCLUSION

Building upon the infrastructure, methodology and rhetoric of the Sanitary
Commission, these subsequent campaigns situated themselves in a countgbarmiistri
moved township to township forging partnerships, intriguing locals, and building privies.
These efforts pushed a new architectural design into many communitiesndriesvns,
municipal scavenger services were instituted and standardized pail cezeptare
constructed to fit into old privy structures. But given the large rural population, pi
privies emerged quickly on the southern landscape. Entering town by town, these
receptacle designs rapidly entered the state’s (as well as ibwe’'s¢@rchitectural
vernacular. While their closed pits were new, the walled architectusding the
receptacle often was made from older privies and varied widely in desigm dfoth to
wood, neatly assembled to patched, these privies had one foot in the old designs, and one

in the new. Onto the older structure as well, builders added ventilators on the outside or
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cut and screened holes into the building. New seats also were sawn and got closeable

flaps.

Moreover, these campaigns furthered the rhetoric situating southernersliagresi
in a diseased, antimodern environment. Without questioning or challenging thegexisti
power structures of the South, sanitary advocates analyzed the house to point to both
character flaws and disease-infested architecture. Increasunglgys defined the
southern home as being far behind those of the nation through a parsing of its constituent
parts, which in turn were trumpeted by the health campaigners as a gaatéefn
These tactics helped the campaigns mount pressure on both the government to act and on
people to face the scientific consensus that their homes quantitatively lacked prope

sanitation.

Landscapes are inherently political, in the sense that the power to implemen
one’s will is necessary for the creation of structures and exertion of behatyior av
particular space. The southern landscape became more visibly politieathpaigners
scientifically contextualized the landscape into larger narrativesubfisrn character, in
order to increase their own cause’s power. Within the domestic sphere otheischange
occurred as well. For urban and suburban areas, the 1919 privy law applied pressure to
have outhouses that followed state guidelines, which affected private residedce
worker housing alike. For example, the toilet conditions in many mill towns were poor
Often the whole neighborhood had only one open-back “johnny-house...out in the
field.”®® While not necessarily a panacea for mill sanitation, the law pressed far bett

sanitation within the towns and provided a degree of recourse for those who lived in the
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worker housing. Many mill owners responded by building more standardized pit privies

for each residence.

On the whole, these sanitation campaigns were campaigns with the increasing
power to see some version their wills impressed upon the landscape. Without overtly
challenging the socioeconomic power structure of the South, the campaigretegtaer
profound change in the domestic privy structure. Pit privies quickly became the
common architectural type throughout the region. Pail privies as well emergednn urba
and suburban areas in the state. The open-back privies, which dominated privy
architecture previously, faded more and more into obsolescence. Many people, who used
only chamber pots and the woods before, now had a new structure for waste to
incorporate their domestic space and use-patterns. With these changey, adwitzates
called victory on many fronts. However, the growing trend of these structutes thie
South did not mean the campaigners themselves were solely responsible for these
changes, nor did they determined the structure’s design, its domestic functitss, or |
more explicit political uses. Southerners across the board embraced, achainekce
rejected the structure in explicit and implicit ways; thus, exertinig then wills upon

not only the building’s design, but its role within their lives.

These sanitation campaigns stayed close to the political hierarchiefof eac
locality; yet some citizens, who lacked political clout before, found thag¢ ttespaigns
were not just as a way to better health, but as a way to demand more political
representation and services from a socioeconomic and political systerwhich they
were previously on the periphery. Black residents in particular ralliechérttie sanitary

movement as a tool to organize for more rights for their community; yet velitkents
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as well found reasons to join the effort or use the laws as recourse to demand better
housing conditions from their employees. Others openly protested the intervention by
outside forces outright or contested the grounds by which they made their case for

reforms.

While these citizens outwardly used these structures to advance their own
interests, less vocally, many other southerners incorporated these strutdtutbeir
lives in various ways. Some found means of employment within the campaigns as local
officers, surveyors, carpenters, and waste collectors. Others attémtheglmes to the
structure, used the structure to dump garbage and other wastes, and in general spent
solitary time inside its walls on a daily basis. Building sizes and miateeeed as
many older structures were converted to fit into these new sanitary gusdeline
Ventilators varied, as did the designs of the seats and doors. Some still prefeise
the woods rather than the privy—and found other uses, like storage for their new

building.

These campaigns also illustrate the power imbedded in the landscape. While
Vlach’s work suggests a drastic power dynamic within the plantation land$ed veais
secured by the political establishment, my thesis shows the political poxwered in
something as simple but everyday as toilets. North Carolina became te&afedb pass
a statewide privy law, a large step towards the systemized control thgsespioe
campaigns sought over this structure and human waste. The common narrative of these
progressive campaigns is that these were part of the steps towards a sahanyhich
was led by a few power men. Yet, within their own spheres of influence and domestic

spaces, pastors and tenant farmers, millworkers and nurses, children and reached
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to these campaigns in a variety of ways that shaped the landscape, created local
articulations in privy structures, and interpreted these new buildingsntofitheir own

order of living during these efforts.
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IV. “THE NEW DEAL GOES TO THE PRIVY":
STANDARDIZING, SATIRIZING AND SPOTLIGHTING THE
OUTHOUSE

INTRODUCTION

In 1929, in the context of increasing industrialization and urbanization, a
vaudevillian comic named Charles “Chic” Sale penned a short booklet based off of his
nightly act as a rural character actor entiilé Specialist The act was a monologue by
a rural carpenter turned privy-building expert, named Lem Putt. In the hdeute
faced with increasing industrialization, decides that specializing inrootisag one
particular building was the best for his future business prospects. The openingidines |

out his train of thought:

You've heerd a lot of prating and prattlin’ abohistbein’ the age of specialization. I'm
a carpenter by trade. At one time | could of baiiltouse, barn, church or chicken coop.
But | seen the need of a specialist in my lingl, stmdied her | got her; she’s mine.
Gentlemen, you are face to face with the champioiy puilder of Sangamon County.

While Sale’s act played off the bathroom humor often associated with structures
relating to bodily waste, more significantly Lem Putt and his occupation espeelsan
ironic humor associated with a noble, but naive way of agrarian life. By tryiag totb
larger social trends, the rural Putt humorously decided to apply these modern advances to
the privy, a structure that perhaps unbeknownst to Putt is quickly becoming obsdiete wit

technological developments and growing infrastructure.



The book sold over a million copies, and presented readers with a charming but
softly satirical work that gently poked fun at both the rural and modern worlds.
American culture scholar Ray B. Browne asserted that by drawindgnemiémories,
prejudices, biases and pleasure of his former country life, ...[Sale] used the outdpor pr
to express his profound attitudes and philosophy about the virtues of country life and to
demonstrate the movement in America during the ‘20s and ‘30s away from the country to
the city.”” Using the outhouse as a premodern representative of rural life, Sale
guestioned notions of progress and their contemporary social trends, such as urbanization
and standardization, by industrializing and modernizing this antimodern structure.
Sale’s book also fed into a widely held feeling of discomfort with modernityduase

the idea that in leading a modernized life, something nobler was also being lost.

Later that same year, the stock market crashed, sending the country intedhe Gr
Depression. During the presidency of Franklin Delano Roosevelt, the socioeconomic
conditions that led to the nation’s economic turmoil were examined and debated publicly
In fact, the Roosevelt administration itself explicitly placed fiseié upon the national
stage. Images of poverty, both urban and rural, emerged in the national consciousness.
The American South was a dominant area of focus for New Deal policies, txjdici
out with the publication of thReport on the Economic Conditions of the Savith
which Roosevelt declared the South to be “the Nation’s No. 1 economic problem.”
Through relief work and infrastructural improvements, Roosevelt's admirosira

attempted to remedy the South’s socioeconomic problems.

Chic Sale’s comic representations and the New Deal’s focus on poverty brought

rural outhouses and rural poverty to the fore in the national consciousness. Though
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independently emergent, these two ideas quickly intertwined as the New Deaéagen
built upon the previously state-run public health campaigns. With this move, various
federal agencies constructed, surveyed, photographed, and publicized this outbuilding.
Critics of Roosevelt fired back, attempting to use the outhouse as a satitigaé of
Roosevelt’'s useless programs and wasteful spending. While largely forgpatésy,

New Deal agencies together constructed over three million privies on thlEangdscapes

of the country during the 1930s and 1940s, most of which were in the American South.
These large numbers significantly impacted domestic landscapes nationwidg, residin
structures into the lives of many dwellers. Additionally, the surveys and paptegr

used to build political support for such policies ironically utilized both the presedce a
absence of outhouses as justification for increasing the role of the governrogizens’
lives. Simultaneously, these documents placed the dwellers’ structurearcalds of

living into an increasingly critical public gaze.

Our current conception of outhouses emerged out of a political and historical
moment. On the federal level, the New Deal built upon the progressive publit healt
infrastructure that had developed in the previous two decades in the South. Federal
agencies, policies, and funding solidified the increasingly standardizedeataletof the
outhouse. At the same time, urbanization and technological development had relegated
privies to the outer rings of politically-connected society—to the rural cyside,
company towns, and poor, black districts of cities and suburbs. Roosevelt's governing
policies and tactics thrust outhouses into the national spotlight. Critics however
portrayed privies, like Chic Sale, as increasingly bygone structures. pWighessively

darker satire, critics used privies to ridicule federal policies and regfahs country—
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especially the South. As a visual icon, the outhouse emerged as a symbol both of
backwardness and progress, poverty and betterment, humor and tragedy, ironic
dichotomies that even the Roosevelt administration played off of in advancing their

political goals and policies.

THE ROOSEVELT PRIVY

“This was the beginning of the “millennium” for timen who had spent years in
promoting construction of sanitary privies throwggtucation, exhortation, persuasion,
and enforcement of sanitary laws=E. S. Tisdale and. C. H. Atkins, Sanitary Enginee

and Assistant Sanitary Engineer, U.S. Public Hegdéfvice

Chic Sale wrote about ‘specializing’ and standardizing privy building inyest;
the reality of it was not far removed. Through the 1910s-20s, public health campaigns in
the South worked to develop more rigid specifications for the outhouses in the states.
Suggested designs varied in structure from state to state, and even mityntoipal
municipality. Individual owners, tenants, and carpenters added their own fleurishe
Cost deterred some residents from erecting certain models. Even withtdégfaissfor

sanitary guidelines, enforcement was not always effective.

Yet, these state campaigns were successful in effecting degresstafyischange
onto the material landscape. Sanitary surveys indicated that many more southerne
families had privies by the 1930s than they did in 1909, when Rockefeller began his
hookworm eradication campaign. The New Deal offered the next opportunity for
implementing this sanitary agenda on the southern landscape. Building off of the
successful strategies of the earlier health campaigns, New Deal psdgrased efforts
at the state level. Unlike the earlier campaigns, a major objective Nethideal
programs was employment, while sanitary infrastructure was deemedhy w@ans to

this end.

100



December 1933 marked the start of the Civil Works Administration (CWA); one
of the many relief programs begun in the first year of Franklin Delano Rodsevelt
presidency. Established to reduce unemployment, the U.S. Public Health Sewice sa
this new government program as an opening to improve rural sanitation at the federal
level. Using the state health boards that grew during the last few decadesgpaigns,
the CWA was able to fund smaller sanitation projects, such as privy construction.
Meanwhile, other New Deal agencies, like the Public Works Administre@dhA)
funded larger infrastructural changes, such as swamp drainage for malaceins and
municipal water and sewer system installatibr@ompared with the Rockefeller and
state-led efforts, these relief funds from the federal government providedea
impressive and systematic method for building infrastructure across the coOntithis
point, the North Carolina Board of Healthrealth Bulletin excitedly remarked, “Call it
a New Deal or say that North Carolina is turning over a new leaf in public healtH, or ca
it what you will, but at any rate public health work in the State is making the gfreate

strides it has done for many a yeér.”

For North Carolina, state privy construction efforts gained federal momegut
the dawn of 1934, when the CWA began to bankroll some of the state’s campaign. To
supplement this funding, the State Board of Health provided sanitary engineers to
supervise the work. The labor for construction generally came from local redief a
reemployment registration. Federal funding funnelled through the CWA, furnished thos

wages. Homeowners or the community paid for the materials and incidensa! cost

Federal funding for projects on private property, like privy construction, needed

to support the public good. Thus, the state board of health had to sanitize whole
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communities rather than just individual households. This imperative required
bureaucratic infrastructure, so the Board of Health decided to divide the stdteant
districts. These districts were paritioned further with subdivisons, whichstedsif five

to ten counties per subdivision. Under the supervision of the district, a sanitiation
campaign would begin in one community, and then once that campaign was underway,
prospective local supervisors would come to that community to train for their own

district's campaign.

The CWA privy building campaigns, as well as subsegeuent New Deal efforts,
focused even more heavily than previous outhouse campaigns on constructing pit privies.
Additionally, with the federal funding, work became more organized, and the advocated
privies became more similar. In part this was due to the fact that by the 1930kiqst
from the past two decades had aged poorly, exhibiting structural problems. Wooden
seats, floors, risers and pit linings all rotted quickly from use and proved difficul
clean. In an effort to standardize the form and detail proper building techniquesSthe U
Public Health Service developed five new pit privy prototypes. These designs, all quite
similar, were published in a pamphlet called “The Sanitary Privy” in 1938e
pamphlet also acknowledged other designs of privies at the end, however pointed the pit

privy as the best model for sanitation, stating:

There are other types of privies, such as the laox-septic (or L.R.S.) privy, the
chemical toilet, the concrete or masonry vault,dhemical commode, and the
incinerator privy. They will be given only limiteztbnsideration here, however, since the
earth-pit privy is not only in more general usertlaay of these, but fulfills the
requirements of sanitation in practically all instas, and is cheaper to install and
maintain that any other type of sanitary pr?\“/y.

State health departments concurred with this assessment and adopted these pit

designs or created similar models for the campaigns in their states. Qftheublic
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Health Service’s models, the design which used concrete slabs and riseng liee
most popular one to emulate [Image 4.1]. Soon thereafter, numerous states made the
concrete building materials mandatory. By 1939, approximately 90% of the privies buil

through the Community Sanitation Program were these based on this*model.

One of the most significant differences between the older privy campaidns a
those in the New Deal was that New Deal workers did not modify existingusesdb
make them sanitary—they just installed new outhouses. As Mcintosh and Kendrick noted
in 1940, “The trend now is to furnish constructed privies, the building being done at some
central location near where supplies are obtained. The concrete floors anof tisese
privies as well as the wooden superstructures are constructed in conforthisy

standard specifications of the Statd.”

By July 1934, 39,256 of these new-model pit privies went up in North Carolina.
The average labor cost was $16.29 per privy, and the average material cost was $14.59—
the former was paid through CWA funds, the latter by the family or community. North
Carolina’s Board of Health'§he Health Bulletirgleefully pointed out that in just seven
months the state’s efforts consumed 15.5 million board feet of lumber, 39 carloads of
cement, as well as a substantial amount of hardware such as nails, hingeseenng,
and metal roofing. Thus these construction projects provided not only community
sanitation, but added a financial stimulus for businesses in thé“stéte state used
relief rolls to find workers who were from a variety of former occuej and then
trained them to install the privies. Afterwards, the regional directors senvokkers
from one district to the next to build privies at private homes at the mateaat while

the CWA covered labor
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While some impoverished urban and suburban regions still used privies, New
Deal relief programs also focused on building sewage treatment faalitteconnecting
homes to the sewer lines in these areas. In 1928, 124 sewage plants existed in North
Carolina; ten years later, the number rose 42% to"1 Having a treatment plant did not
necessarily translate into full connection for all the residents. For toilmsaewers in
the western third of the state, an average of 76% of home connected while for time easte
two-thirds, 62% were connectét.But these numbers steadily increased, however. With

the added push of federal funding, privies continued to recede from cities.

Meanwhile, the federal funding and policies of the New Deal vastly expanded the
sheer quantity of privies on the rural landscape. Before the relief work began, stat
officials estimated that only 14% of rural dwellers lived with sanitatgttéacilities in
their homes and 33% with no toilet facilities whatsoever (both a marked improvement
from the 1909 reports, where 50% lacked any toilet and sanitary numbers were
negligible). By June 30, 1936, just two and half years into the campaign, the number of
sanitary toilets rose to 208%.By July 1, 1939, CWA, ERA (Emergency Relief
Administration), and WPA (Works Progress Administration) efforts amasssdlat

174,236 new privies just within the state of North Carolina [Image 4.2, and Imade 4.3].

Across the South, the CWA, FERA, WPA and FSA (Farm Security
Administration) began building privies for rural dwellers. While the stegisdld one
side of the story, the on-the-ground working conditions as well as individual family’s
incorporation of these buildings into domestic landscape varied town to town and

household to household. One woman, Grace Ensign, who worked as a home extension
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agent in and around Plant City, Florida with strawberry and tobacco growereadduail|

work for the WPA as such:

Hookworm infection was our main problem. No toilbtslt outside the homes. Well,
why should the man? The man would just look atgisat: "I haven't any lumber! You
think I'm going to build that thing outside wheodn't do this, or | can't do that? Well,
I'm not going to do it."

And they wouldn't, really. Then WPA set it up. ieigot to think of Franklin Roosevelt
or the men who worked with him and under him—hentlidave any more idea what a

hookworm was than anything. But those men up intagon through WPA said, "You
get a gang of men who are trained to build outsidets."

They had regular specifications and pictures froasthgton, and they went to farm
after farm that we recommended and built thoseaugbs with a cesspool laid up
properly, and all the drainage. We'd go back teckh

In Plant City area, | have laughed over again alipahd up in Live Oak area was one of
the greatest resistance from those tobacco growkey. weren't going to build anything.
The women and children had used the bushes a# tfezw's; they could go on, they
didn't care.

We'd talk about the children's health—the hookwoomes up between the toes, gets in
the bloodstream, and here it is all through theheyThave this hacking cough.

"Well, that wasn't a bad cough. Didn't bother thést.him have the hacking cough.”
But it was a sign of how the blood was.

Well, we'd go back to check. Oh, there was thatdgooking outhouse. They didn't want
us to go out. We would say, "We want to see howrgausing it."

The man'd say, "Oh well, it's fine. It's good. Yarn't have to go out.”

So then we would go. We often had to get the farpesvisor with us for fear the man
would do something. There his good grain and hisalde stuff was all stacked up in the
little house to keep dry; they didn't usé’it.

Other privy recipients responded to the new structure with more interest in these
changes in the domestic sphere. Dr. James L. Pointer, a Tennessean who grew up on a
farm in Heiskell (Knox County) during the New Deal, recalled the impact oé thes

policies on his local community:

It's quite interesting, that in this area here gi@n't have any inside plumbing, toilets or
anything for, until, in the late '30s. Then TVA cain and brought power to the valley
and so, forth then they started changing. And evien of that, they did not have privies
per say like we know them now, until about in t®30as. Then, through efforts of TVA,
they started a program, a government programhitlaed subsidize the WPA program,
where that they went around and according to thelyathey built the size of the outside
privies to accommodate the family...

[If you didn't have the traditional privy] well, ithose cases, you had areas out most of
the houses that are close to the woods, you just teeghe woods... That's right [that was
very common].
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The thing about the program to develop privie®isshnitation, primarily, and then, they
would come in and bring in the floor for the priviywas concrete and they could move
that in... And people would dig a hole, and then pedmm WPA, or one of the
agencies would bring a privy in and set it down #reh you would build the structure on
top of it. They'd usually have two holers, so teap and that was, that was a big
improvement...Yes [we got a WPA privﬂ.

Norman Julian, a native of West Virginia, remembered his personal experience
with the New Deal privy and how its presence affected the landscape in whichlleeldwe

as a child and the patterns of use in daily life for him:

Scores of “the little shacks out back” were builfiy old neighborhood of North View
in Clarksburg. They were widespread in that citgl @ most others throughout West
Virginia. In our community, they lined the backegt in nearly perfect parallelism...

Our “Roosevelt” was made of heavy, one-inch-thiek boards, though before the blight,
chestnut was the wood of choice. The prototypicdhouse was set on a concrete floor
pad with a square in the middle, and on it was @fspre-poured concrete box. On it, in
turn was deposited the seat and lid, sometimescctie throne. The seat was often
made of poplar or close-grained pine which doespiihter as much as oak. Occasional
sanding or carving with a pocket-knife took careny errant “pinchers...”

The boards were soaked in creosote, a presengtive outlawed because, it is said, in
concentrations it will cause cancer. The heavybleimand creosote combination, though,
allowed those buildings to prevail.

Some say the scent of creosote on a sweltering eunmay scared off the wasps but
regular users will tell you that in warm weathegsps were always a menace as were
other insects, both of the flying and creeping ki@ther scents emanated, too, especially
on hot August days when the breeze pulled throbhgharge cracks in the privy walls

and wafted through the neighborhood. Then you kpowwere in “Roosevelt

Country."22

Once the privies would reach their fill, Julian recalled that someone would have to
undertake “the ritual of emptying...called ‘honeydipping "Julian recalled jokingly
that male suitors would sometimes be asked to undertake the responsibilitydl€&sgar

of who removed the night soil, Julian recollected,

...bucketfuls were assigned to the garden as fertilidad honeydipped in the spring at
the same time he was spading his garden by hahd.nightsoil went in the leading edge
trenches as the garden space expanded. Perhagsiexpo the astringent and antiseptic
qualities of the air and sun cut down on any patinsg

Honeydipping, though, if practiced today on thelesdawas three generations ago, would
be a national scandal. We've learned a lot sciémee. In 1958, about ten years after
our Roosevelt Outhouse was retired from its orignepose, | sat in a biology class
taught by A. Paul Davisson at Fairmont State agitfeel professor warned about the
health dangers of honeydipping. All | can say isdad raised great gardens and my
family was healthier than mo&t.
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As these three voices attest, the privies changed the landscapes of re§idents
some, the privy structures were more valuable as a place to store gnaio tekeve
oneself. Others welcomed the change and the new addition in their yard. In many way
the political policies and financial investments of the New Deal affectedaiienany
southerners handled their waste within their home. Additionally, the privy added to the
home space. Julian recalled that these outhouses “did provide a place of solace for
solitary thought and contemplation now and then, especially in coal towns... [where]
standard company house[s] consisted of four rooms and often was home to a family

numbering in the double digit$>

To varying degrees and in various ways, New Deal outhouses made their way into
the daily lives of the citizenry—into the domestic spaces of many homesl| as we
becoming a source of employment for many families. The “nearly perfedepsna’?®
of the standardized privies, stood out to Julian and changed the look and feel of his
childhood world. However, his accounts of carving the seat, and gathering the njght soi
its standardized structure was transformed by him and his family into pdttatris

their lives as the privy became part of their own domestic space.

The breadth of the privy building campaign was vast and wide. From December
1933 to June 1942, a total of 2,911,323 sanitary privies went up in 38 states and Puerto
Rico through the collaborative efforts of the CWA, FERA, WPA, state health
departments, and the U.S. Public Health Service. Overall, $110,000,000 was spent and
15,000 men were employed through these efforts. In addition to the nearly three million
outhouses added to the American landscape, Farm Security Administration undertook a

similar project and built 98,000 privies for farmer workers across all 48 states of
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country at that time. While a nationwide effort, the leading recipients girivies were

all southern states—West Virginia, Tennessee, North Carolina, and MissfSsippi

The federal government financed the construction of over three million privies
across the United States. The South received the brunt of their attention. Frioka telor
Tennessee, Missouri to West Virginia, the workers erected privies aeeossuthern
landscape [Image 4.4]. Their influence on rural dwellers to conform to more urban
standards of living found resonance. While many rural residents appreciateldeboth t
employment and building provided by the campaigns, on a national level, the Roosevelt
administration needed to make a broader case that these infrastrustesthients were
sound and their subjects worthwhile. Thus, the New Deal needed to present outhouses as
both a representation of poverty, and also one of progress, when the structure was
deemed sanitary. Using the surveys and photographs, New Deal agencies worked to
construct a narrative that reflected both the poverty of rural areas ass\ied
government’s incremental steps to bettering their lives. The outhouse becamiea polit

image in this respect.

THE OUTHOUSE AS PROGRESS AND POVERTY

As both a structure and symbol of progress, the New Deal privy emerged quickly
and abundantly on the landscape. Aside from its material existence, its pregknce a
message was captured by photographs documenting the relief efforts. |p@emsg
in the popular media as well as in governmental publications used the outhouse as one
symbol of the many improvements these policies achieved. In government documents
reporting on the progress of these campaigns, photographs from various agencies

illustrated the progress of these efforts. Best known amongst the photographic
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documents though were those made by the Farm Security Administration (FSA). In

many states, the FSA erected privies for rural farmers in concert Wwehadmestic
changes—Iike screens for windows and porches, better wells, etc.—thatchtbeiha

roots in earlier sanitation efforts. Their agency photographers capturedhéoth t
impoverished conditions and government-led improvements occurring across the country,
with a spotlight on the South. In many ways, these photographs helped make the case for

the government’s policies to both provide relief and build infrastructure.

Supplemented by sanitary surveys that explicitly defined acceptable and
unacceptable living conditions, these photographs vividly illustrated the sufirelsgs
and the improvements made through these government relief efforts. Thesergmter
surveys, which were similar to ones used in the 1920s, set, publicized, and illustrated
minimum standards for housing conditions, and how many homes fell below these
standards. But the FSA photographers and the agency itself not only “had a vested
interest in representing the South as needing remedial programs ... [but also, needed to
show that] its people [were] worthy of public assistance... [Thus, the photographs]
contained both sociology and sensibility and, in equal measure, condemned and
celebrated the South’s premodernit§ ¥Vithin these efforts, the outhouse loomed large

on the domestic stage.

Earlier health campaigns did not widely circulate their photographs in popular
media. For Roosevelt’s presidency, the Depression offered a window of opporunity t
expose the nation to the conditions of rural America—with the South figuring
prominently into its programs, publicity and outreach. Through surveys, publications,

and photography, New Deal agencies politicized southern housing conditions, with the
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presence of privies a chief indicator of both the current state of the South as vinall

government’s role in helping improve the lot of the dwellers.

Even for the early public health campaigners, home sanitation was a way to pull
people out of poverty. Poverty often was considered to be both a condition of individual
laziness as well as a product of the social and natural environment. As hookworm
disease became the lazy disease, sanitarians pointed to the natural and baninemis
of the South as being in need of modern sanitation, which would help eliminate both
hookworm and personal laziness. Public health advocates, with the financial aid of John
D. Rockefeller, seized the opportunity to push for housing modernizations that drew
sharper distinctions between human life and natural conditions with privies, sewers,
closed wells, as well as porch and window screens. Driving these campaignkveaswel
the idea that more modern housing inspired civic-mindedness and morality from

dwellers.

In the early days of the hookworm campaigns, very basic surveys of housing
conditions were used to demonstrate the desperate need for reform. By the 1920s,
surveys were more sophisticated and widely conducted for bureaucratic purposies. As
New Deal progressed, sanitary surveys increasingly became a morezedlholitical
tool for quantifying conditions and gaining support for public policies. Using the house
as an indicator of both the wealth and health of a family and region, sanitaryssurve

tabulated the poverty and low-standard of living in the American South. Were the

windows screened? Was the house painted? Was water piped into the house? Was there

indoor plumbing? If not, did they at least have a privy? If so, what type wa$itugh
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these types of evaluative questions and their conglomerate interpretatisimgh

conditions bespoke socioeconomic conditions.

The New Deal also offered a slight shift to the paradigm of poverty. Still a
product of individual will and environmental conditions, the Great Depression gave the
nation a chance to reconsider ways in which the social and economic environment
contributed to povert§® Disclosing the prevalence of illness in the SouthRiégort on
the Economic Conditions of the Soutidermined the notion that by its nature, the South

was ripe for poverty, stating:

The low-income belt of the South is a belt of sieks, misery, and unnecessary death. Its
large proportion of low-income citizens are (si@rmsubject to disease than the people
of any similar area. The climate cannot be blamdte-South is as healthful as any
sectionégor those who have the necessary careadéefreedom from occupational
disease€.

Pointing to poorly constructed houses of milling and mining towns of the urban
South and the below-standard living conditions of the tenant farmers and sharecroppers,
the New Deal contextualized the housing conditions into a critique of existing
socioeconomic realities. Privies again symbolized poverty, though through & slight
different paradigm than the Rockefeller-led efforts of the 1910s. By the 1930s, the
availability of sewers, septic tanks and running water made indoor plumbing téarable
more American families. No longer did just the architectural type and upkeep of the
privy indicate poverty, but the presence of the structure itself signaled andharge,
those who had more wealth adopted indoor plumbing by whatever means they could.
Surveys indicated that outdoor plumbing mainly existed in poor and often black urban
districts, smaller towns (particularly those with company-owned workesihg) and
rural areas. In short, privies meant poverty; thus, the lack of privies or tggatrda

conditions illustrated the breadth of extreme poverty in the nation.
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Federal programs, however, also acknowledged that for rural districtssprivie
were the most practical way of sanitizing the countryside. Indoor plumbing—made
possible either from centralized sewers or decentralized septic tanksaeinfaasible
for the largely rural population of the South with its lack of electric, water, amdrage
infrastructure. While the bureaucratic infrastructure built by the Rdt&e&anitary
Commission laid the groundwork for the New Deal efforts, New Deal documeeiltg rar
acknowledged the strides made in rural sanitation in the last two or three decdms. W
the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission’s work began approximately half of tine ent
southern population lacked any sort of privy. Almost three decades later in 1938, New
Dealers found that several years into their own campaigns one fifth of rurta¢isurs
still lacked a privy of any kind® However, the latter statistic was relayed publically as a

symbol of poverty and not as an improvement borne of past campaigns.

Housing, more publicly than ever, became a barometer for the social conditions of
districts in cities and regions in the country. While popularly focused on the rural
character of privies, urban outhouses still filled black neighborhoods in the South and
other regions of the country. Urban infrastructure had yet to reach them. Even in urban
areas, however, the South stood out as a region behind the times. In 18§ dfteon
the Economic Conditions of the Southted that in the South, the percentage of urban
dwellers that continued to use outdoor toilets was nearly double that of the nation (26%
in the South, 13.1% nationally several years into the New Bredlhough these
exceptions existed, at the time of Sale’s book, outhouses were receding fromredsan a
As sewering, powered in part by New Deal efforts, continued through muitiegal

outhouses increasingly became rural structures.
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More inclusively and publically than ever before, the New Deal reports made t
case that the nation as a whole, and particularly the South, was woefully behind in
infrastructure. The New Deal publications while treading upon the same artgdiore,
however, were more tempered than the earlier progressive campaigng. tirattibe
damning ruminations of slothfulness and depravity of southerneReiphart of the
Economic Conditions of the Sowtlas more sympathetic to the general populace of the

South, while critically arguing,

The effects of bad housing can be measured dirgcthe general welfare. It lessens
industrial efficiency, encourages inferior citizhips lowers the standard of family life,
and deprives people of reasonable comfort. Theralao direct relationships between
poor housing and poor health and between poor hguasid crime?

Surveys of housing conditions and the increased publicity of their findings
enhanced housing as an indicator of wealth. Unlike the past several decades of
progressive reforms in the South, the New Deal offered a new addition to thetiworrela
of poverty and housing. Earlier progressives pointed to the natural and built environment
as a powerful cause for the southern character. Seizing the Great epasssn
opportunity to reframe the argument, Roosevelt and his administration pointed to the
socioeconomic environment as a cause for southern poverty and housing problems. The
government’s duty, the Roosevelt administration argued, was to represent the whole
population, and these statistics proved that the government was failing a ndjtrety
people, particularly in the South. Photographs, particularly those of the FarmySecurit

Administration, also presented this argument to the nation.

Under the direction of Roy Stryker, FSA photographers sought to illustrate the
human aspect of these statistics. By capturing both the derelict as gellemament-

improved conditions of various structures of daily life, FSA attempted to cotitemsst
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dwellers’ humanity with their unaided surroundings while also showing the basic
improvements the government was providing its people. Images of people dvaaténg
from poorly constructed wells, contrasted with pictures of the community surrounding th
newly-installed FSA well [Image 4.5 and Image 4.6; for added effeegém.5 was

taken through the newly screen door]. Other images of changing domesticorenditi
showed shuttered homes being measured for screens [Image 4.7]. Privieomere m

prominent and appeared in dozens of FSA pictures.

Many of the FSA photographs focused on housing conditions as the indicator of
poverty and improvement. Part of the power of focusing on the southerners’ homes was
that these were structures that could produce widespread empathy givemsiengss
and shared experience of dwelling, regardless of architectural design.hdusisg
allowed FSA photographers to capture the common humanity the photographed and
viewer both shared. By showing existing conditions and improvements being made to
everyday structures of life, the FSA conveyed a narrative of dailyidfdysimproving
through government aid. Thus, domestic structures became vivid political objéats, wi
privies emerging as one of the most visible parts of the house. In composing these
photographs, the FSA used these structures to argue an ideological casexjparnke/e

government agenda during the New Deal.

By looking through some of the FSA images of privies, both narratives—that of
poverty and of improvements—emerged through privies. Some pictures documenting
conditions used the lack of everyday domestic structures to call attention to the
socioeconomic conditions of the residents. | selected two images to servenpteesia

this type of representation [Image 4.8 and Image 4.9]. Image 4.8 illsstratéren
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sitting inside the makeshift housing, while the caption illustrates that ttnestigses are

for a large group of workers, in the middle of swamp, with no modern conveniences
whatsoever, not even a privy. Image 4.9 is a stunning image of a windowlessfdit,

log home with a child sitting in the doorway. The caption indicates that this is home of
black sharecroppers, though the home lacks even crude provisions for basic needs, with
not even a nearby water source or privy. Poignantly, “they treat us betténdrerehere

we did live™* is the noted remark from one of the dwellers.

Some FSA pictures notably focused on the degeneration of plantation
architecture—the “crumbling columns, collapsed verandas, and sagging balconies
sometimes shot in close-ulin order to highlight the “faded grandetfrof the old
architectural and economic order of the South. However, many other imagesdaptur
the crumbling, weathered, and makeshift structures of the vast impoverished population.
Among these images, many showed landscapes and homes with weathered privies that
barely remained together, often constructed out of found materials and designed
unsanitarily. These images used these structures to depict the extensanengssving
depth of poverty in South. Portraying many of the privies in a stark light, the iraksges
articulated that this was the South’s larger architectural condition AsTidse pictures
also pressed for governmental action to aid people who lacked a way to provide basic
sanitation for themselves. To get a better idea of images from all over tiecBtheése
crumbling privies, | have included a range of images from the bayous of Louisiduea to t

mountains of West Virginia [Image 4.10 — Image 4.23].

In a piece for the Federal Writers’ Project, Paul Diggs’ describenédeésing with

John and Susan Wright of Lakeland, Florida, noting that the Wrights had a “crude way of
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living.”®” The house lacked a radio, electricity, or any other modern conveniences. With
special mention to the privy, Diggs notes that the Wright's “outhouse is a shackly buil
place with a burlap sack hanging in frorit.” Many of these pictures depict similar

notions of crudeness, of life and its structures hanging on by a thread. Many of the
privies and other structures lean at such an angle, that the viewer is asked tof poade
next moment is the one they collapse [particularly, Image 4.10, Image 4.11,4rh3ge
Image 4.15, and Image 4.20]. Others are obviously pieced together from scraps of
materials, which the viewer assumes was all the builders could afford ta.m@&ts of
sheet metal pieced together, for instance, serve as the walls for somerofidse

[Image 4.12 and Image 4.15]; while, in Image 4.18, the builders chose to forgo using
wood for the door, choosing, like the Wrights in Lakeland, to simply use a burlap sack
instead. While sometimes photographed amongst rickety farm houses—Iike hog pens,
chicken houses, and storage sheds [Image 4.11, Image 4.13, and Image 4.16]—most of
the images of privies were as solitary figures—part noble, but clearly in iihehe

dissecting nature of the surveys, which placed it far from the rest of the home.

Most of the FSA images, by and large, are of rural privies. While urban privies
became rarer during the New Deal, in southern cities and towns, priviesiiinded
for just over a quarter of the residents’ toilet facilities in 1938. Partigidtiking, then,

is the fact that urban privies are difficult to find in the FSA pictures. Ths ttemes

*Ironically, one picture I found in the Rockefeller collection was of the local, health officer’s privy in
Smiths Chapel Community, North Carolina likely from 1915-16. In the picture, a man is showing off
the new pit type sanitary privy in the rear of the office of the Community Health Officer, Dr. W.P.
Covington, by pulling back the burlap sack which was used as the door (Figure 1437, Folder 1272,
Box 54, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection, Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York). Thus, just twenty years previous, the privy and cloth door
illustrated progress rather than poverty.
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from the earlier goals of the FSA photography—to document loans made by the
Resettlement Administration as well as the lives sharecropping fanmltee South and
migrations of midwestern and western families. Later, though, the workdstuftke
documentation of both rural and urban conditions in the buildup to World War 11, and
throughout the work, urban images are found. The only southern image | could locate of
urban privies, however, was a striking image by Walker Evans of steelworkeéndnous
Birmingham, Alabama, with the parallel lines of houses and privies mardwagds the

steel mill, the dwellers’ employment and industrial center [Image 4.23]selprevies—

close in design to the New Deal privies—most likely reflect increased onimgitof

sanitary conditions in worker housing and state health boards offered designstsimila

the New Deal design.

Besides company neighborhoods, black districts usually were the most common
area for urban privies. Discriminatory municipal policies often left su¢hdgspartially
or completely unsewered. In 1939, for instance, Stetson Kennedy, who was working for
Federal Writers’ Project, noted that in Jacksonville, Florida, “the negréshae
dilapidated and unpainted; very few have plumbing, but are equipped with pump and sink
on the back porch, and an outhou¥aWashington D.C., however, is the only city for
which | found any documentation of urban privies in black districts within the FSA
photographic collection. Spanning from 1935 to 1942, various photographers captured
the conditions of black districts within the nation’s capital—sometimes describing
exactly how close these homes were to the capitol itself. Clothesliats, pumps,
privies, and burn barrels all squeezed into these cramped and puddled backyard spaces

[two example from these are Image 4.21 and Image 4.22]. While the ostensive lack of
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images depicting privies within urban settings in the FSA photographs could be
unintended and come from many causes, the act of this omission illustrates both the

increasingly common narrative that privies marked the landscape as rural.

Though not noted in the captioning, from our perspective it is worth noting the
overall variance of the structures as well as the regional inflections ofafaheeprivy
architecture. Some are located along the agricultural plots, while otbdes fom
other structures, out in a field or off in the middle of the woods or swamp. One privy
from West Virginia [Image 4.14] makes use of the hilly topography for disposain F
Louisiana, the privy’'s ramp and elevated stature reflects the swamgin fgmage
4.17]. Particularly interesting is the privy from Greensboro, North Carolinghwiais a
poster plastered on the side of the privy that the camera captured. However, its
architecture, notably the ventilator, hints at the impact of the earlieasanitampaigns
in the state [Image 4.19]. These images along with documentation from the previous
chapter are a testament to the architectural variations evident on thefsexlstthe
South in the 1930s and early 1940s. While state health campaigns tapered awhitectur
designs locally, the campaigns were neither comprehensive nor completely
transformative in structure, since they often modified existing vernaculatis&s and

regulatory enforcement was often patchy.

The New Deal, however, inserted a near uniform design onto the rural landscape
of the South and nation. Viewed in comparison to the previous photographs, these FSA
privies from all over the South illustrate the standardization of privy aathie [Image
4.24 — Image 4.32]. While the direction was set decades previous, the New Deal

agencies that undertook privy building—the CWA, ERA, WPA, and FSA—materialized
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millions of these structures in the nation’s landscape. Image 4.24 and Image 4.25
illustrate the mass quantity of production in these privy or outhouse plants, as captions
from various locations refer to them. Image 4.26 is a WPA promotional poster tidgoca
that “a home is not complete without a sanitary uffitPictured in the background of the
poster are two houses with outhouses as both home’s solitary outbuilding, most likely to

highlight its importance.

While theReport on the Economic Conditions of the Sdartented the existence
of privies in cities, the FSA considered privies satisfactory methods foe Wgtosal for
rural areas. Image 4.28, for instance, illustrates prefabricated homes libit BSA.

The picture shows that privies were the sole outbuilding for these homes built for white

farmers whose land the Army confiscated for war maneuvers.

Image 4.29’s caption declared “Onward march the crusaders of rural sanitary
conditions;** and march on they did. From Alabama to Virginia, Missouri to the
Carolinas, new, nearly identical privies protruded from the threadbare dotaesicape
of the rural South. Chalmers S. Murray, from the Federal Writers’ Project, noted the
marked incursion of these privies within the domestic landscape of one residence in

Edisto Island, South Carolina, describing the yard and outbuildings as such:

Two chinaberry trees, now covered with myriadstofveled globules, stand in the front
yard. The stable, situated a few yards from thelldvgeis a queer looking structure, built
of odd pieces of boards nailed against poles.dhisys on the verge of collapse, and has
been propped up every now and then with new pdles.chicken house, a small replica
of the stable, equate near the path that leadsarthisfs front door. The sanitary privy,
built by WPA labor, is the neatest building on fremises?

From the new homes of homesteaders to the fields of black tenant farmers, the
New Deal privies proceeded by the millions across the South. Most poignantlyreaptur

the FSA’s narrative of improvement is the picture of a Missourian womamgeRigr

119



screened back door with a brand-new privy the only building in sight [Image 4.32].
While the FSA produced well over a hundred thousand images from all over the nation,
privies played a small but significant role in conveying the political neesthat

supported the Roosevelt administration’s policies and efforts. Materialbg litite
improvements won the political support of many poor, rural southerners. Visually, thes
images used privies to make a political case—that the government’s spendirespolici
made small, but necessary differences in the lives of people who despeeatibyl

them. Just as outhouses were part of the political arsenal used by the Roosevelt
Administration, privies became a political object as well for the criticdlodemlogical

sides and the opposition political party.

THE OUTHOUSE AND POLITICAL SATIRE

Before the New Deal even began, Chic Saldis Specialistatapulted outhouses
in the national imagination on the eve of the Great Depression. One response was that
countless postcards popped up in mailboxes and tourist shops throughout the country
during the 1930s and beyond, humorously mocking different region’s rurality as well as
the general notion of a rural lifé. The Specialistlevated privies in their national stature
and resolutely placed privies in the rural landscafiee Specialistioweverwas not just
a ho-hum paean to what used to be right in the world. Rather, Sale employed the
outhouse as a vehicle for satire to critique current societal trends, likeaatam,i
industrialization and modernization. With the policies of the New Deal, this new,
publicly-embraced structure became a well-loaded vehicle for moreyopelitical

satire.
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Privies served a progressive political agenda during the first threeedeafithe
twentieth century. As signaled by the work of Chic Sale, however, outhouses widely
began to signify a bucolic conservatism as well as a bygone lifeJtlyke Specialist
managed both since Chic Sale’s representation softly poked fun but also emanated the

conservative values of agrarian life.

As part of this conservative outlookhe Specialisalso tended to offer subtle or
perhaps unintended critiques of the progressive public health ffgvithin its
historical context—an era in which these public health campaigns were comeufie
Specialisttan read as a tongue-in-cheek critique of the tactics and goals of theysanita
advocates. Sale’s privy builder, Lem Putt, offered readers a methodicalcpfmoa
improving the construction of the privy, by focusing on making life easier for the
dwellers rather than the adhering to detached standard of scientiéiarieit. For
instance, Putt argues against putting one of his client’s privies along a crooked path
where “the soil there ain’t adapted to absorbin’ moisture [because] durirgjrige r

®'Instead he contends that the privy should be in a

reason she’s likely to be slippe
straight line with the house and next to the woodpile because women are “too bashful to
go direct out [to the privy] so she’ll go to the wood-pile, pick up the wood... [and

probably] make as many as ten trips to the wood-pile before she goes idlaggaOn a

good day you’ll have your wood box filled by noon, and right there is a savin’ of

T In fact, there is only one direct reference to privy regulations, which is when Putt critiques someone
else’s privy claiming that “from all outside appearance it was a regulation job, but not being
experienced along this line, they didn’t anchor her.” (27)
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time.”* Sale even intuitively advocated for the lean-to privy architecture which leecam
the New Deal design for outhouses, stating “they ain’t stylish, but thegogiqal,*°
since these types had two less corners for wasps to build nests and allowedefor high

doorway clearance.

In the end, Chic Sale’s message had a moral quality as well, since $htbaise
privy to humorously express his beliefs in the values of the agrarian life. Thas mor
lesson fills the last page of the book, where there is an image of Lem Pudriwighc
his family admiring his recently constructed privy (of course, right nextetavbodpile)
as the sun sets. Under the image reads the words “The Cup OverffS\llethge 4.33].
While the public health campaigns attached a moral language to privies iticorder
condemn the conditions of rural countryside, Sale uses the same structure to uphold rural
values. As the New Deal offered the culmination of the earlier progres$tvis,ehe
popularity of Sale’s work presented opponents of Roosevelt’s policies with an apt and

versatile vehicle for criticism.

Criticism, which was often vocal and sometimes vicious, greeted many Kalw D
programs. In part, this was because of the unprecedented size, and the perceived
communistic or socialistic tendencies of these governmental efforts. diangse
critiques were satirical in nature as humor provided a release from therpsessused
by the Depression. Banks, taxes, New Deal programs and fiscal policief as taoth
Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt were common targets. From simple puns, such as “the

New Steal” or “the Screw Deaf®to longer poems, stories, jokes and printed pamphlets,

¥ When [ mentioned this joke at a conference, several people from the audience roared back that the
location was no joke, outhouses were often located near woodpiles.
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many people found ways to poke fun at ideologies, policies, and everyday realities of t
era® In this way, humor provided both a release from the fiscal pressure and a way to
“awaken [political] perception through laught&f."Outhouses as well proved to be an

apt vehicle for such satire. Building off of the newly garnered notoriety of ihe pr
progressives, conservatives, and other detractors mocked the outhouse-building efforts
holding them up as emblematic of Roosevelt's wasteful spending (with surelpkitim
emphasis on the ‘waste’). Privies during the New Deal proved to be fertile goyund

both humorous relief as well as biting satire.

One of the first publications to mock New Deal policies using the outhouse was
from a small town newspaper in coastal North Carolina, Elizabeth Citgs
Independent Its author was a progressive and New Dealer himself, W.O. Saunders, who
worked on the Federal Writers’ Project. An early champion of both birth contnalhs
as racial and ethnic equality, Saunders made a name for himself by printing

contemptuous but clever headlines about the politically pow&rful.

Saunders belonged to a poor farming family from rural Perquimans County.
However, shortly after his birth, his father stopped farming, relocated ttokderdnd
opened a butcher shdb.Having grown up in North Carolina, Saunders was familiar
with the privy-building efforts of the early twentieth century, and his publicaibowed
his tepid reception to this so-called progressive effort. Within months of the CWA
beginning efforts, his papefFhe Independentleased the bookldtorward Pasquotank!

Memorializing a (Back) Housing Program of Unique Cultural, Social and Economic

§ See Monroe Billington, “The New Deal was a Joke: Political Humor During the Great Depression,”
The Journal of American Culture 5/3 (1982), 15-20 for more humor from the Depression era.
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Importancein 1934 In its introduction, the booklet’s authors offers the following

explanation for the tribute,

Thanks to the U.S. Public Health Service and thetiNGarolina State Board of Health
[for] a total of 25 miles of new backhouses [tHal/e been built in rural North Carolina
with C.W.A. funds and C.W.A. labor...So many old-fasted, insanitary backhouses
have been replaced by modern spic and span piepmf the most approved type.

The Independemeprinted the publication twice more, which included updates on
how the efforts were progressing in the state. The 1935 vetsnafe Sam Goes
Specialistand 1936 editionThe New Deal Goes to the Prijlsnage 4.34)oth utilized
similar layouts and many of the same pictures and advertisements. Nég aeiiling
the New Deal’s progress in privy building were continually updatbd.New Deal Goes
to the Privyjustified these reprints with the excuse that the authors “failed to appreciate

the thoroness (sic) of the Roosevelt administration.”

As opposed to later conservative critiques of the New Deal, Saunders believed
that privy-building was not progressive enough and was a poor investment for @soon-t
be departed way of life. Chiding the efforts in the last version of the booklet published,
which was entitledThe New Deal Goes to the PrisBaunders rather seriously explains

the tone of his booklet:

The relief client belongs to a simplified agrar@wilization familiar in China and even in
much of continental Europe, but no longer existemtmerica; the relief client has
grown up into an age of specialization, standattimamechanization and chemistry that
heartlessly spurns his questionable capabilitied. afthe foregoing emphasizes two
aggravating social and economic problems that tareany future political
administration with heartaches: — (1) The paucftg@mmon conveniences in rural
America; (2) the existence of an ominous army oidnted Men for whom the Federal
Government must somehow continue to provide. Them 6,288,648 farms in
American, with a population of 30,445,350 accordimghe U.S. Farm Census of 1934.
Only 8.4 per cent of these farm houses are prowdtdindoor water flushed toilets. In
fact only 15.8 per cent have any piped water ataldl only 14.4 per cent have
electricity. The need for a million privies on s@ny farms in these United States is,
after all, not so much a laughing matter as a céarsihe serious concern of sociologists,
economists and state[s]men.

And what of the army of Unwanted Men—an army offagrs so many as ten million
men! The 30 hour work week offers no solution.. Wil not effect the status of
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millions of the unemployed because modern mechdnimhustry in not going to spread
employment to embrace the aged, the sickly, tHetafd, the lazy, the indifferent, the
undisciplined, the unskilled and the irresponsiliBapitalist methods—production for
profit—require the employment of first rate humaaterial and the constant weeding out
of the second rater and third rate. Nor is thémeefor them on farms where machinery
and improved technics (sic) in agriculture are ldising common labor as ruthlessly as it
is being displaced in industry. And so we havéhwis the Unwanted Man, the most
tragic by project of our civilization, with whomaial planners will have to dedl.

Surrounding this note of stern concerns about the policies, Saunders mostly uses
humor mixed with real government data to question these poli€les New Deal Goes
to the Privy published in 1936, provides readers with an up-to-date chart indicating all
the privies built nationwide using CWA, ERA, and WPA funds. Showing his familiarity
with the earlier health campaigns, Saunders played off language and ineagemgeent
of the past health campaigns. For example, at the beginniFaywérd Pasquotank!,
there is an illustration depicting the privies’ architectural charaya the diseased, fly-
infested outhouse to the clean and standard shed-roofed building of the New Deal [Image
4.35]. Meanwhile, throughout each booklet, Saunders employs the tone of the earlier
health campaigns to mock the effodsgclaring the CWA workers to be “an Army of

‘Specialists™ or dubbing these new privies “citadels against déath.”

Additionally, Saunders employs the outmoded nature of the outhouse to offer a
more derisive social critique than Sale’s. While New Deal agencigsadte privies as
‘modern sanitation’ in their promotion efforts, Saunders exploits this charatien of
outhouses as modern structures. Referring to these new privies as “the rBddern’
models,” all three publications display twelve fake advertisements pronmang
upgrading conveniences for these ‘modern’ CWA privies. From ads promoting
standardized Rubber Stamp Backhouse Poetry, to radios to upgrade in your privy
entertainment from old Sears and Roebuck catalog days [Image 4.36], and the

“modernistic note” of Rubber Air Cushions for the seat, these ads hammered upon the
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humorously oxymoronic nature of the modern outhouse, as well as the Roosevelt

administration’s privy-building progran.

Published fronforward Pasquotankin 1934 toThe New Deal Goes to the Privy
in 1936, was a poem in the front of each pamphlet entitled “The Back House to the
Front.” This poem ironically retorts “to all you carping critics who have Roosendle
pan, | want to call attention to his latest Privy Plar’.ahd continues to reminisce on the
history of this domestic structure and benefits of Roosevelt's latest effinite
subversively critiquing the government’s pursuit of such antimodern policies. The poem

ends as such:

...And orators with silver tongues were paid by méwealth
To crucify the old back house as a menace to aaitthe
They formed a “Privy Council” and had each stateree
It was against the law to use that shrine of memory
They built new closets in the house upon real swanhns
And called them highfalutin names like “toiletsye%ts” and “cans”
With chains that flushed the water through andigdsy the roll
To take the place of corncobs that we just threwrdthe hole.
But we who live back in the past, who long for peday,
Can now perk up with dignity and bless “C.W.A”
For down in North Carolina where nature reigns sop@
They're licking this depression with a “Back to Ne” scheme
They're building miles of privies on the good oljuatter’s plan
With good old fashion holes and things meant ferrgal HE man;
And North Carolina’s bound to be the nation’s p&sad
For folks who want real comfort will flock theresilike flies.
And as they sit and meditate, between each grodugamt,
They'll thank Roosevelt for bringing

THE OLD BACK HOUSE TO THE FRONY.

Whereas in the early twentieth century, progressives pointed without irony to
sanitary privies as a modernizing tool for both urban and rural landscapes, @unthe N

Deal, this language of modernity sounded not only stale but also absurd to maey peopl
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With the expansion of both urban infrastructure and electrical grids, indoor plumbing
with municipal sewerage or septic tanks in unsewered areas became moldeplausi

Consequently, outhouses became an icon of a disappearing era.

While an overwhelmingly progressive man, Saunders obviously enjoyed the
conservative and nostalgic humor of Chic Sale as well. At the efohefird
Pasquotankls an article entitled “The Buck and Railer: Predecessor of the Holg Priv

was Built for Business.” Written by a Trevor Wells, the article ctaihat

Old Chick Sale started this argument when he brotighold Privy back to mind but he
didn’t go back so far. He just went to the “holdgys, but the “Buck and Railer” is even
older than his day. In fact, they are just a stepof the old woods days.

Built to be movable all over the farm, the article argues, “you didn’t bother much
about readin’ the catalogues and lookin’ over the harness sections, you tended to
business... [since these designs] didn’t have no easy seats all carved round and invitin’
laziness.®® Later in the article, he discusses the ways in which you could tell how people
were healthy or lazy using the old buck and railer, while Lem Putt’s “neviei@dipgivies
[are]...too darn comfortable and has sowed the seed of lazfite€incidental or not,
this humorous linkage between laziness and privies continued to build on the idea that

privies’ designs effected behavior changes in its users.

Where Chic Sale relinquished privies’ historical and political context, Sasinder
jumped right into the political and historical fray with his satire. Saundetisjux,
unlike many later lampoons using the privy, came out of the South. Drawing upon his
memories of the past public health campaigns and of the past architectuyas desi
privies—with a particularly interesting reference to the “buck and yaudrich was the
old, open-back privy—Saunders crafted a satirical assault on these speuifiDe¥l

policies.

127



Saunders used the privy, both with its degrading humor emanating from its
function and its symbolic stature as a bygone structure, as a vehicle to pose tongjues
concerning the soundness of Roosevelt’s efforts: If privies represent thederem
agrarian life in Sale’s version of rural life, how can a government justifgibgil
millions of them as part of a future plan for the country? Moreover, if capitalmgl
modernization wiped away these rural dwellers’ livelihoods, how much can building
antiquated structures for their homes actually help these people? Though Saunders’
critigue came from the left, his satirical outhouse booklets started a boomilaf si
publications, from the left and right, mocking Roosevelt’s policies by using theasiay

potent symbol for antimodern and wasteful spending.

In 1935, a Wheeling, West Virginia publisher ran several editions of newspaper
calledThe Morning Callwhich poked fun at New Deal privy policies. Less overtly
political than Saunder3he Morning Callpoked fun at targets ranging from the
government’s claims on the structure’s healthiness to the “experts” who bmilt the
Humor about what color to paint the structure, corny nicknames, and how natural
elements—snow, spiders, etc.—found its way inside the structure, all pointed to
humorous nature of the government'’s project. Chic Sale was frequently referenced
throughout the paper, and one article recognized the work of Saunders. Though a vast
majority of the privy-building occurred in the South, the South was not the only place in
the country to join in with this privy humor; nationwide, privy arose as potent symbol

with which to critique Roosevelt.

One example from outside of the South is a little pamphlet published in

Minnesota in 1935 by William Royal Greer. Entitlégms of American Architecture,
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Greerlaid out the work as if it was an outhouse catalogue, utilizing a range of monikers
for the privy. In it, its fictitious publisher, the L.A. Vitorie Company, offered
‘customers’ a slew of privy choices, complete with product numbers. One could order
“The Tourist” which was “the only portable jake made in this country...the cakinet i
placed over any sewer manhole after removing the cover,” for $27.39; requestliiThe O
Reliable” which had “a solid framework similar to that of the Leaning Toweer

$12.61; or splurge upon “The Ensemble” which was a “garage-dooley-woodshed
ensemble...of pastoral design with the garage built to resemble a barn” forst mode

$312%3

While direct political language is largely absent from the bulk of the pamphlet,
L.A. Vitorie Company was a cloaked representation of the New Deati@agen
Acknowledging the humor and criticism involved in these policies, the L.A. Vitorie

Company writes in its introduction to the catalogue

Many people scoffed at the idea these productsdvalieve a situation that confronted
the citizenry of this country. Despite the ridiewf his friends, Mr. Vitorie started this
movement, which has done more for farmer relief luedpleasure use of spare time than
any other in America. None other has been so greaniversaf’

Greer’s humor lay in the idea that the next step logical for the new outhotsse is |
placement in the mail-order catalogues (which also, ironically, could prositizlét
paper). By using the outhouse to represent the epitome of an antiquated structure
awkwardly out of place in modernity, Mr. Vitorie subtly presented readehstinat

ludicrous future made possible by Mr. Roosevelt’'s backward policymaking.

* Including as these examples suggest, “jake” and “dooley.”

129



With frustration about the economy and the growing perception of a dictatorial
nature in the federal government, satire provided an avenue to escape andze.cAs
a domestic structure, the outhouse symbolized a wide variety of sentiments—from
diseased yet comical, poor yet comfortable, and outmoded yet nostaldmaigstic.
With all of these associations, the privy provided a well-loaded structurentchigduch
attacks. As the New Deal continued, criticism became more heated. Newtowy Easli
from lllinois published a work in 1938 call@he Donnicker Building Boomh' “as a way
of getting back at the incumbent Democratic administrafid@ffering a more

conservative and bitter tone than the other examples, Easling notes,

Some think he is crazy and others just wonder,

Do you think they’ll stop him before we run outarlber [used for the privies]?
If the “New Deal” discovers a means and a ways

Compelling us to eat all the farmers can raise,

Our pill and paper factories will run overtime

No more unemployment if we're standing in liffe.

By 1940, the length and breadth of the New Deal as well as Roosevelt's decision
to seek a third term incensed Republicans and other critics. The Republicargeinallen
that year, Wendell Willkie, used the image of the privy in a direct attadkeofirst
family in an election season pin. On the pin was an outhouse with the words, “Project
#UMP-000, Sponsored by Eleanor” as a critique to the New Deal programs and personal

shot at the activism of the first lady.

Throughout the 1930s, most satirical swipes using privies aimed towards the
Roosevelt administration and its policies. Besides their political relevatice New

Deal, this satire also built upon the humor inherent in excretory-related functiom of t

tt “Donnicker” was also a nickname for privies.
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structure. For much of the 1930s, these critiques used the privy as a politicalezgualiz

in order to level the politically powerful president and first lady by assogithem with
universal but often unmentioned behavior. Increasingly, though, privies made their way
into the political cartoons of urban magazines and comic strips that used the South, and
particularly the idea of the hillbilly, as a regional punching bag during adirgeeat
economic strife. According to cultural historian, Anthony Harkins, the portrayheof
hillbilly character found resonance during the Depression “by crystejlinng-

developing conceptions of mountaineer backwardness and social degeneracy and
presenting a more sanguine vision of the durability of the American people ahfl]spiri
[Thus,] these images mirrored the complicated mix of emotions and attitutthes of

Depression-era audience.”

One of the most popular satirists to utilize this hillbilly image was Pallb/Ne
whose cartoons appeared in the male-oriented, cosmopolitan magsginee. Harkins
argues that Webb’s cartoons represented, “a visual manifestation of a powerfytiew
of southern society and culture....what historian George Tindall later lableéed ‘t
Benighted South,” [which was] a society characterized by a degraded cafipressive
economic and political institutions, staggering inequality and widespread yb¥ert
Webb purposefully placed the outhouse within this visual representation of the South as a
way to accentuate the backwardness, doltish, and antimodern tendencies of the southern,

hillbilly character.

For the Roosevelt/Willkie election of 1940, Paul Webb’s election-month cartoon
placed southern voters lining up to vote at a polling station—an outhouse strikingly

similar to one pictured in Willkie’'s campaign pin—with the caption, “Lem Hawkins
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promised to bring his two-headed cousin along...that’s three votes right there.”

Another example is Webb’s September 1941 cartoon, which shows two hillbillies placing
an outhouse over a newly dug pit with the caption, “It's the one they trapped that Yankee
General in durin’ the war...Gran’pappy won it in a mumble-peg confé#t.these

cartoons, Webb uses the outhouse to index the most egregious stereotypes about the
South and southerners. In this particular cartoon, he also conveys the idea that
southerners not only were stuck in a Civil War mentality, but still stuck using Cal W

era technology.

The incorporation of outhouses into hillbilly stereotypes proved to be an
interesting cultural development. Hillbilly culture corresponds to only part of the
southern population, though they are sometimes equated or confused. The trend towards
associating hillbillies with privies is ironic in the sense that most of th @alolic
health efforts to build outhouses in the South targeted the lowland and coastal dreas of t
South rather than the mountain regions. That decision reflected the fact that hookworm
inhabited mostly sandy and loamy soils, rather than the rocky terrain of the mauntains
Perhaps because of the bureaucratic inattention, these mountain regiohsredged
less infrastructural aid than other parts of the South, leading to increasedizttioma
Or, perhaps this association just conveniently fit into the cultural interretattihe
moment. Either way, outhouses today continue to be a public symbol of the envisaged

hillbilly landscape.

As the country marched from the New Deal into war, its infrastructure and new
technologies continued to develop. On the national stage, outhouses increasingly became

not just equalizer in humor but also as a degrader, particularly for southernere Whil
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Roosevelt's men abandoned much of the explicitly demeaning rhetoric about the South
and southerners that marked the Rockefeller-led efforts, the opposite was troeheithi
popular media. Humorists ranging from Chic Sale to Paul Webb established thasprivy

a vivid material symbol for rural and premodern behavior in the national imagination.
The outhouse of Chic Sale’s work—agrarian and antimodern—quickly became darker in
nature. After Webb’s cartoons and other similar representations emerged—Ilike
Mountain Dew’s first logo from the late 1940s, which was of a hillbilly with a wlyiske

jug on his hip shooting at another hillbilly emerging from an outhouse. While set in the
mountain South, these connotations generally carried over into the envisioned landscape
of the entire American South. The outhouse, particular when found in the southern
landscape, immediately indexed a slew of pejorative southern traits, such as patr, dolti

reckless, lazy, drunk, immoral and backward.

CONCLUSION

On the eve of the Great Depression, outhouses emerged into the national
imagination. Chic Sale’s vaudevillian performance that spotlighted thewstweas
published 1929. The same year, a Walt Disney’s short film celechted Hous&vas
released, which ended with Mickey Mouse trying to hide from skeletons in the outhouse,
only to find the privy occupied by another ghtlWith these and other representations
emerging in the popular culture of the era, privies quickly became a publimbym

American life.

On the federal level, the New Deal placed the capstone upon the progressive
public health infrastructure that developed in the previous two decades in the South.

Federal agencies, policies, and funding solidified the increasingly starethrdiz
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architecture of the outhouse. At the same time, urbanization and technological
development relegated privies to the outer rings of politically-connectedysettethe

rural countryside, company towns and the poor, black districts of cities and suburbs. To
encourage a mandate to pursue this infrastructural aid, the government pushed these
buildings into public political discourse using surveys and photographs. With this
escalating publicity and outmoded connotations, these buildings paradoxicallyocame

stigmatize the people for whom the government was advocating.

As a visual icon the outhouse emerged as a symbol both of backwardness and
progress, poverty and betterment, humor and tragedy. These ironic dichotomies offered
fertile ground to the Roosevelt administration, wiptdyed off these dualities in
advancing their own political goals, as well as for critics of the Neal.DCritics
employed the privy as increasingly bygone structure, albeit with isiagdg darker

satire—to ridicule first federal policies and then the South at large.

Over the course of several decades, window screens, closed wells, sanitary
privies, and other building and technological developments became the minimum
accepted living conditions by the 1930s. These New Deal campaigns stritdgidal
upon the past several decades of efforts to effect some form of sanitary idealseupon t
landscape. These ideals were borne out of those expressed in the rhetoric and
promotional literature of the early campaigns. Built upon new discoveries in meedici
the driving force behind the modern sanitation movement was the pursuit of a
systematized architecture that provided residence with a separationditomalture and
disease. Increasingly, a mounting list of ‘modern conveniences’ was added to these

national domestic standards, which often were associated with the values ofithnggr
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middle-class. Many houses in the South, however, fell below these standards. With
government reports, documents, and photographs, the house and its functional parts
became a barometer for poverty which was accessible to a largetynafj@mericans.

This mounted more pressure on the residents to make and the government to aid these
changes. These values and efforts also increasingly pigeonholed the outhausarker

of backwardness in this region of the country.

During the nineteenth century privies belonged to a different class of people, as
wealthy landowners or urban dwellers often were the only populations that used privies
for their waste. By the 1930s, scientific developments had created new medical
understandings which mobilized political campaigns wanting to translate these
discoveries into the landscape. Out of these discoveries and policies, techhalugjica
infrastructural development emerged, paving the way for new methods oftavaste
overtake older its older forms for most Americans. Rural privies transitiooed fr

wealthy to modern to backward within several decades.

In the early decades of the"™6entury, privies formed the beginning of
architectural control and sanitary assistance for government enbinee the
architectural form for the modern sanitary order, by the 1930s and 1940s, the drivy ha
fallen by the wayside of technological advancement. As the New Deal brtouegnt
million outhouses into the national landscape, it also brought the affectehom
communities and regions a lasting and useful structure. Yet it was a stilicine
quickly became a loaded political symbol. As national bathroom standards evolved
rapidly in the subsequent decades, the government faced growing critcistieling

these outhouses as modern or progressive.
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In these subsequent decades, the federal government was able quickly leave the
privy-building work, distance themselves rhetorically, pursue new poiiegttbns, and
establish a new face of governance. The individual home, community, or region, in
which the policies were enacted, by contrast, was left with structuraachedsingly
symbolized many negative connotations, particularly in the South. Though much of the
infrastructural improvements concerning privies performed during the N=alvHad
positive impacts on southerners—from employment to sanitation to a new building
within their domestic space, outhouses also and ironically became a potent agohbol

memorial of disparaging traits that long had stigmatized the region.
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V. CONCLUSION

The public health campaigns spawned by the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission
produced a profound change on the landscape of the American South. Spurred by the
funding and coordinating of Rockefeller as well as state and federal govesnioeal
health officials and the local residents refurbished and constructed millioasitairg
outhouses in the region in a little over three decades. Nearly half of the souther
population had no outhouse at all before the campaigns in the early 1900s; by 1938, by
comparison, one fifth of rural southerners had no privy building. Not only did these
efforts add privies to the landscape, but these campaigns also promoted a newnttesig
the vernacular architecture of the region. Closed pit privies had existed before the
campaigns but open-back designs dominated regional designs. After the pubiic heal
efforts, though, southerners quickly adopted this design as the preferred anchitdhe
New Deal industrialized the process, manufacturing identical shed-npoégtouses
and concrete risers to go over the pits, which were installed by local crewsh(aee
million of these models emerged on the national landscape, with particularly high

numbers in southern states.

These architectural changes in privies, however, were not only occurring in the
American South. The Rockefeller Sanitary Commission paved the way for future

sanitation campaigns, at home in the American South and abroad. After theySanitar



Commission’s five year run, Rockefeller's new venture—the Internattdealth
Board—began public health work in other regions of the world—mostly in the tropics.
There, outhouses were also used as a tool to bring modernity to these nonwestern
countries and regions. Some of the men who worked in the campaigns in the United
States also went to work abroad: for instance, Benjamin Washburn of North Garolina
who was in the forefront of the state’s efforts in the mid- 1910s, moved shortftieer

to Jamaica to help administer the sanitation campaigns there.

Many of the tactics and architectural designs in these other colalswestilized
those developed in the American South. For example, in brief report of the campaigns in

Puerto Rico and Jamaica, Rockefeller’s International Health Boardedport

In Porto Rico (sic) thousands of latrines are beiregted in sections where formerly
none existed, and steady improvement is being rimatiie type of structure installed. In
the early days of hookworm control operations aniitand, the details of latrine
construction were left largely to the discretiortlud householders; pits varied in size,
seats were made of scrap lumber or oil cases tensuperstructures were usually of
palm leaves. Step by step, however, the Governh@nstandardized each detail of
construction. Increasing numbers of latrines ane heing built throughout of wood, and
pits and seats are of uniform size. The Governmastappointed a force of inspectors
for permanent duty in sanitated areas to secure#tistenance and use of latrines.

In Jamaica a similar development has taken plata#rime construction. The type now
being erected is of the pit variety, made throudglodgood lumber and covered with
corrugated sheet iron. These latrines can belliedtm Jamaica at a cost of from (sic)

$10 to $15.
The small picture included in the report shows a less-enclosed version of threcieed-

model advocated in the United States, though instead of weatherboard, the privy has a

wooden frame with sheet-metal sides and rodfing.

In 1922, the IHB operated in the American South, Central America, the West
Indies, South America, and the Far East. In a little over a decade, Rockefeller’
philanthropic boards had worked with sixty-nine different states and national

governments to eradicate hookworm disease as well as other diseasedplkéeyelr
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and malarig. As they did in the American South, these efforts had a profound effect on

the built environment.

Since the early twentieth century, this interest in international publidhhealt
campaigns has grown. The privy that my Kenyan host family had was eduect of
more recent, international sanitation campaigns in East Africa. Saoitrguses still
are a major part of many health campaigns in the developing world—and people respond
in various ways to these campaigns and the structures they advocate. Arteten a
theNew York Timegpcused on a popular musician from Mozambique named, Feliciano
Dos Santos, who sings songs not only about usual pop subjects, but also about the need to
practice proper sanitation. Songs vary from how easy a concrete slab it dhea
importance of boiling one’s water and washing one’s hands. A call and response refra
in one song begins with the question, “Who still goes to the toilet out in the bush?” to
which the children retort, “We use latrines!Though tactics have changed and many
toilets subscribe to the new progressive reform paradigm of ‘ecalbgicgreen’ rather
than ‘sanitary,’ these efforts continue to impact the larger landscagessef¢ountries

and the intimate domestic spaces of many people.

In many ways, privy sanitation provided a relatively inexpensive way to improve
health conditions in both the South and in these developing countries. In the South and
other countries, the Rockefeller-led campaigns and more recent effodanmtyfimpact
these regions by reducing morbidity and mortality. Yet, these typesoofsafirgeted
regions of the country and world viewed as the ‘Other’ and thus are unable to help
themselves. The South, like these other countries, was to the Commission and many

Americans a place unto itself—it was, as ew York Timeput it in 1909, “[that]
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strange country below the Mason-Dixon Lin€@ne example of Rockefeller's tendency
to single out the South was that when the California State Board of Health requested
funding from the Sanitary Commission to help fight hookworm out west, the
Commission refused, simply on the basis that California was not in the South.
Paternalistic mindsets guided these early philanthropic ventures, which umelgrmi
different systems of knowledge and pushed their beliefs into educational @uamcuthe

built environment of their targeted regions.

Even as these new designs and medical understandings were disseminated
throughout the South, southerners by and large incorporated a variety of practices for
disposing of waste into these new structures. Many households continued such practices
as: using chamber pots a night, which were emptied into the privy in the morning;
composting human waste and using it as fertilizer for agricultural crops; aposidig of
other wastes—such as food scraps and other material refuse—into the pit da well
short, the pit privy was integrated quickly into many domestic chores and,habit
becoming a central point for waste within the home space. The privy served othe
domestic purposes as well—as a place for storage, privacy, and childhood games and
pranks. In various ways, people incorporated privies into their domestic environments

and lives.

Health advocates often portrayed southerners as lacking coherent systems f
dealing with waste. Images and written descriptions of the region’s ppieteayed
them as decrepit, decayed, and often overrun with vermin or farm animals—thus lacking
both care and order. Though the response to privies was far from uniform, the rapid

incorporation of these privies demonstrated that southerners were not illagiealling
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with waste. In recollections of the time period, people described systems fog deitth
waste—from creating privacy—in the woods or in an out of the way location—to the
disposal of the material—in streams, through burial, or in reuse, like fertiNgéh the
surge of sanitary privies on the landscape, southern families incorporated mitisg fa
understandings of waste as well as other domestic usages into these new buildings
Sanitary advocates approached the issue of waste from divergent setw/ieidge,
different cultural values, and disparate economic means. Yet given the oppatuhi

means, many southerners embraced the new models in various ways.

The architectural change in privies was also a part of the technological,
socioeconomic, and political changes occurring simultaneously in the South. During the
nineteenth century privies belonged to a different class of people, as waatlbyhers
or urban dwellers often were the only populations that used privies for their waste. Ove
the first half of the twentieth century, scientific developments led to new rhedica
understandings. In turn, political campaigns mobilized, wanting to translage thes
discoveries into a more sanitarily built environment. Out of these discoveries and
policies, technological and infrastructural development emerged, pavin@jhi@mnew
methods of waste to overtake its older forms for most Americans. Priviesitraedit

from wealthy and modern to poor and backward within several decades.

Privies were also part of a more expansive approach to governance as well
political inclusion in the early twentieth century. Southern governments previidsl|
not address the health concerns of their general populace. The progressivegaltblic
campaigns subtly challenged entrenched power in the South by extending government

services to those who previously received little political attention. At the Sara,
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these efforts relied upon powerful figures in the community to bring many of the

changes, while maligning poor southerners for their insanitary condition.

The Great Depression presented an opportunity to reconsider the country’s
socioeconomic position, as well as the country’s governing philosophy. The FSA
photography questioned older narratives about poverty, which laid blame for an
individual's poor condition at the feet of the impoverished, by highlighting the humanity
of those at the bottom of the economic systems. Government publications also more
subtly questioned narratives about disease disparities. For centuries, rabegtirals
considered the subtropical southern climate to be more prone to disease than the more
temperate climes of rest of the country. Both the government photographs and
documents made the case that the environment was not solely responsible for the South’s
problems—and argued that the government should provide more municipal and rural
infrastructure in order to alleviate the South’s economic and medical problerosler
to argue for these changes to bring the South more in line with the rest of thg,dountr
was important to highlight the stark differences in infrastructure, health and @conom
means between this region and national norms. Ironically, these images pésb hel

further stigmatize the region as one which was intellectually and morakyviaed.

These infrastructural improvements Roosevelt sought took many forms—from
sewers and electricity to parkways and hiking trails. Sanitary outhousepare of
these efforts. These structures once had been the architectural fone foodern
sanitary order; yet by the 1930s and 1940s, the privy appeared antiquated and even dirty
compared to newer toilet options. At the same, though, many southerners had no

outhouse. The Roosevelt administration saw outhouses as a relatively inexpendive way
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bring these people closer to the sanitary values of the nation. Three million new
outhouses materialized onto the American landscape. As the capstone to early public
health efforts, this final effort made the structure the minimum requireibeneet

national sanitary standards. Outhouses, though, quickly rose within the public
consciousness as a potent, visual representative of a bucolic but increasikgigrdac
and impoverished way of life. Fueled by the attention, the outhouse became a more

value-laden structure in the domestic landscape.

In Let Us Now Praise Famous Melames Agee discussed the idea of modern
conveniences and their relation to the three tenant homes in Alabama during the Grea
Depression. Agee noted that none of the three families had a privy. However, the
Ricketts’ house had remnants of both a privy and well. Agee described the former
privy’s presence as marked only by “another pit, and other rotten planks and a sudden
violent spume of weeds.”The fact that there was once a privy was an indication that the
residence once housed wealthier dwellers or that the Ricketts once had seenysetter da
financially. For the family, however, maintaining a privy was not a priavitgn mere
survival was such a financial challenge. A little further in the book, Adkeeted on the

moral and philosophical implications of these sharecroppers’ lack of privytiéili

Before discussing the issue of privies, Agee asserted that he saw theshenefit
lacking electricity and flush toilets, in part because he “despise[d] and efeiplitre
middle-class American worship of sterility and worship-fear of its owneexent.®
However, he found nothing romantic about these tenants who live without privies,
stating:

These families lack not only ‘plumbing’ but theiyges’ which are by jest suppose (sic)
to be the property of any American farmer, andnttaé-order catalogues which, again
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with a loud tee-hee, are supposed to be this fasrtalet paper. [Instead,] [t]hey retire
to the bushes; and they clean themselves as witlegsan with newspaper if they have
any around the house, otherwise with corncobs steigeaves. To say they are forced
in this respect to live “like animals” is a littilly, for animals have the advantage of
them on many counts. | will say then, that whetiremot The Bathroom Beautiful is to
be preached to all nations, it is not to their adage in a ‘civilized’ world to have to use
themselves as the simplest savage% do.

Within Agee’s statement is a call to moral action. Agee used the tenahktefla
privy as a symbol of a basic and universal domestic structure that their poverty has
denied them. A mere thirty years previous, though, the lack of an outhouse was a cultural
and architectural norm. Rather than being an intrinsic building on the southern
landscape, privies themselves formed the backbone of an early, successadgwegr
effort to push the South into modernity—and towards similar notions of sterility and
middle class values that Agee is eager to question. Agee’s moral appeal emeajed out
historical and political understanding that it was necessary to have a housadestior
waste within the domestic space. Just a few decades previous, privies were nahthe nor
even among polite society. The early twentieth century political pohceéxampaigns
which helped multiply privies on the landscape also propelled domestic privies into
regional housing norms. These were the norms, which in the 1930s, Agee’s three

families failed to meet.

Following the New Deal, there were waves of interest in outhouses by state and
federal governments. While the New Deal agencies worked to install tHies miivies
across the country, subsequent government efforts sought to remove them. Beginning in
1940, federal censuses began noting the presence of indoor plumbing in housing
conditions—with 35% of the population lacking such structures nationwide
(comparatively in Alabama, Arkansas, and North Dakota over 70% of households lacked

indoor plumbing, and 81.3% of Mississippi’s population did). As those numbers dipped
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nationally in forthcoming decades, the South’s number did as well, though less so than
the rest of the country. Excluding Alaska, the percentage of midwestern anchwester
homes without indoor plumbing fell into the single digits by 1970. Most southern states
remained in the doubt digits. In Kentucky and Mississippi, over one-fifth of their
populace relied on outdoor toiléfs. As the number of privies fell nationwide, this

census calculation became part of poverty indexes.

Government photographs, such as those taken by Russell Lee for the Solid Fuels
Administration for War’s Medical Survey of the Bituminous Coal Industry in 1946-
1947, also documented many privies that ranged from derelict to near-new conditions
And with Lyndon Johnson’s “War on Poverty,” the nation renewed its focus upon
economic hardships, educational opportunities and housing conditions of the South,
particularly Appalachia. Even in the 1990s, southern states were still focusedies pri
The 1990 census showed that North Carolina wisrithe nation in lacking indoor
plumbing, with 1.8% of its households lacking indoor fixtures. In response, Governor
Hunt and other state officials mounted a statewide effort to eliminate pfMrey
appropriated funds and found volunteers to construct indoor bathrooms in existing
houses. By 2000, the state had nearly 20,000 fewer houses with privies than the previous

decadé'?!

Over the second half of the twentieth century, counter-narratives haing th
virtues of outhouses also appeared in subcultures and small towns. The back#d-the-la

movement, which rose to prominence in the 1960s and 1970s, admired the ‘premodern’

* Some images from this survey appear in this thesis (see 1. 15, 1.17, and 1.20).
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qualities of the outhouse. A similar ethos continues today in efforts to move towards
‘green’ living or living ‘off-the-grid.” During ethnographic research abootern
homesteading in the United States, Rebecca Kneale Gould documented one homesteader
who succinctly summed up this feeling with the comment: “In the old days we uséd to ea
in and shit out, now we shit in and eat out. I'm trying to reverse that process layggrow

my own food and using an outhousé.Guides to off-the-grid living through building
composting toilets and reusing “humanure” are on the increase or have beerdeprint

since the 19705 A few companies manufacture composting toilets, though municipal
codes and the lagging interest of the general public have kept sales relatiweMany
progressive communities though have pushed for greater inclusion for these models along
with ecologically-mindful systems, like grey-water systems foyakag water to use for
gardening rather than disposing of it in sewer or septic systems. Other individuals

just installed composting toilets or these other systems without following rpahici

codes or getting a permit. This new progressive push again seizes the outtaouse as
political tool for a way to move forward (and at the same, back to our collective roots)

This time the outhouse is a vehicle to both question our progress and promote ecological

living, rather than for the modern sanitation goals of the earlier progressives

Outhouses also have serve as a symbol of rural pride. Many knick-knacks and
other trinkets have a found growing market in representations of outhouses. $dsne ya
have nicely decorated outhouses along the road as quaint decorations or symbols of rural
pride. Many small towns have charity events or parades that include outhousegson fl
and in races. Calendars, coffee table books and hometown story collections seemn to ha

a magnetic draw to outhouses. Some older friends in rural North Florida filled one of
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their bathrooms with various items of outhouse décor. When asked about their decorating
choice, they laughed and spoke endearingly of using the old “two-holer.” From
conference presentations to casual questions regarding my thesis, | have found from
personal experience that privies are usually a lively point of conversafiore

interestingly, they are often employed as a barometer for conveyingctntry’ one’s
childhood home, a relative’s house or any other house or experience once was. Though
much more benign than a poverty index, the use of this building as a rural measuring

stick strikes to the heart of its inherited cultural meaning and its olitistory.

At its root, one dominant southern narrative concerning privies rests upon a
notion that the South was the nation’s geographical laggard. For over a century, on an
individual as well as regional level, privies bespoke a region and people thahfed be
national norms. Stiles and the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission pointed to tegiona
architectural failures—mostly privies—and bureaucratic inadequaciesttaggled
behind those of the northern states. Once the South began to catch up, southerners found
themselves trailing behind the northern states again as a region without much indoor

plumbing.

Unlike the more densely populated North, the South was a rural place. Compared
to other rural regions, like the West or Midwest, this rurality is translated int
backwardness rather than lending it a rugged or pastoral aura. Urban magazines, like
Esquire pushed the idea that without these technological and infrastructural
developments, the South was stuck in the past and lacked the intelligence and motivation
to pull themselves and their region out of it. Paul Webb’s cartoons placed privies within

the southern landscape and associated these structures with lethargic, Indorish a
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immoral behavior. The federal government, with a bit more nuance, argued Hsatvell

the South needed to conform to a more materially-enhanced life.

Rural living conditions and capabilities were not and are not synonymous with
those possible in urban centers. Rural sewage is still inefficient aligtand
financially. Extending electricity’s reach, for instance, took much moresinficture
per household in rural regions than in urban centers. Once electricity arrivedehowe
southerners could pump well water or municipal water into homes. For toilets, sept
tanks became the advocated way for rural dwellers to mimic urban amenitiésnira
perfect, septic tanks presented ecological problems of their own. They créiatgemi
overloads in aquatic habitats, unstable soils on steep hillsides, and septic swarapy i
poorly planned suburban developmeitsret, by federal standards, septic tanks were
considered more advanced than privies. The southern connotations for privies found a
growing political and popular resonance throughout the first half of the tweon&stury.
This association continued to resonate as censuses showed that southern statps made
most of the areas where indoor plumbing made the least progress and thes&onmglica

were picked up and disseminated through popular culture.

As | mentioned in the introduction, privies long have been used to level politically
powerful individuals. From the Roosevelts in the 1930s to the American Revolution-era
English politicians, satirist have correlated powerful people and their olccirivies,
to undermine those with power, and to remind viewers with the structure’s uniyersall
shared biological function that these powerful people are in fact just people. When
Hustlermagazine satirically placed Jerry Falwell in an outhouse for his firstiaetr

sexual encounter with his mother, the magazine not only used the outhouse as a place to
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debase a powerful figure, but they also tapped into long held demeaning notions about
the South.  Privies in the South represented a lagging infrastructural anccandlite
environment as well as a deficient intellectual and moral character. Tiheapol

campaigns of the first four decades of the twentieth century called attémtihis flawed
outbuilding and correlated it to regional characteristics and regionallgaisé faults.
Outhouses continue to be used to debase powerful people, but in the case of the South,
they can be used to further degrade a region long looked down upon. As a southern
preacher from the mountains of Virginia, Falwell was the perfect tavgédtdé somewhat

more urbane or liberal readership of Hustler magaZzine.

In many ways, outhouses have an outsized role in the collective memories of the
past. Local oral history collections, fond recollections, and material trinkgikce
outhouses within bygone rural landscapes. Within the southern landscape—both
imagined and lived—outhouses loom especially large. During my research, one
particular example of how outhouses are innately placed into past depictionshefisout
landscape drew my interest. A Wikipedia entry on the cartoon lists Li'l Abearly
occupation to be a “crescent cutter” for a Little Wonder Privy Compafyying to find
more information, | came across a book that had one passage which said thaicthe com
strip provided daily design advice for building the family’s pri¥ydaving little
familiarity with the comic myself, | searched through as many stapsauld find with
no luck in finding a single outhouse references. Finally | wrote the publisher of 27

volumes of Li’'l Abner comics to ask for his help. He replied that he could not aegall

" As a note though, Larry Flyriustlers creator, was born in rural Kentucky.
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overt references to privies himself and thought that many people just assumecktieere w

outhouses, even though Capp had not used them in the actu#ll strip.

Li'l Abner notwithstanding, other drawings, satire and television shows did use
outhouses to convey a hillbilly landscape. From Mountain Dew to Dukes of Hazzard
outhouses found a place within the southern, and often its mountainous, lartfiscape.
Even television shows about hillbillies brought out the outhouse references. One
example is the response offered to a cultural complaint once made by the Federal
Communications Commission chairman, Newton Minow, who called television “a vast
wasteland.** Made by Bob Hope at a National Association of Broadcaster's caption,
Hope joked, “Newton Minow’s needlings have led our great industry up the path to the
Beverly Hillbillies—an outhouse in the vast wastelaf%.” Outhouses became vivid
indicators of a range of different values— morality, hygiene, backwasdaed a bit
more benignly, rurality. Intrinsically, they also seemed to belong in the southe
landscape and in many popular representations, continue to belong. For instaand, a fri
recently pointed out that the Cartoon Network’s st8mwidbilliesprominently makes
use of the outhouse as an innate indicator of “hillbilliness.” This building nowbigi

only outbuilding for these hillbilly squids’ ramshackle abétie.

Among those who have used an outhouse, or once considered one the family
toilet, outhouses seem to say a lot about the type of life one once led. Somehow, though,
outhouses imply more than the bygone tasks of ‘when we wanted water, we had to pump
it ourselves,’ ‘Il walked eight miles to school in the snow,” and other common refrains.
Unlike these descriptions of past activities, southern outhouses conjure up questions

about intellectual capabilities, hygienic values, and income levels, thoughhinmenrece
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of these connotations seems to be receding, as this structure’s politicaltandahis

moment drifts further into the past.

In Kingston Heath’s study of worker housing in New Bedford, Massachusetts, he
defined the “memory landscape” as “clear images of place [which]aref not only
by the awareness of the locale, but also by situations that resonate with Ipersona
identity.”*? Heath’s definition is meant to cover the intimate knowledge of place that one
gains through lived experiences. Yet, in many ways, this definition works tobdescr
both the vague imagined southern landscapes of the past as well as those whate are
intimate. My caveat is to stress that these memory landscapes of both thadived a
imagined South are rooted in a personal and very much political identity. People
remember seeing outhouses and recall their experiences in outhouses, in pagtdfecaus

what it says about who they are and where they are within the power schesoeigtyt

In Hillbilly: A Cultural History of an American IcorAnthony Harkins argues that
the concept of the hillbilly was “consistently used by middle-class econntarests to
denigrate working-class southern whites (whether from the mountains or nod) and t
define the benefits of advanced civilization through negative counterexampjehgyet
term and the idea have also been used to challenge the generally unquestionadcaccept
and legitimacy of ‘modernity’ and ‘progres<>" As the most recognized feature of the
hillbilly built environment, the outhouse’s presence or use, conveys a variety of
narratives or counter-narratives, both of which seek to stake out one’s own political
identity. While the concept of hillbilly in some ways is intangible, the outhouse pgsovide

a physical entity and the idea of one to convey these narratives and countgasarrati
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The outhouse vacillates between these divergent narratives. Some see this
outbuilding as part of an agrarian ideal to which to return or at least respegtabbf
life, while others locate it within an impoverished, tragic, and luckily fading envirohme
Sanitation campaigns as well as historical accounts of these camzaigossses often
trumpet their efforts as pulling the South towards modernity. Yet, one of theg prim

tools, the outhouse, ironically became synonymous with a premodern life. As arstruct

imbued already with many far-reaching contradictions—humorous but profane, common

but ridiculed, diseased but nostalgic—it is not surprising that many narradbeesthis
structure are also paradoxical. Yet, these connotations did not arise out of thin air.
Political forces pushed for these sanitary reforms. Using historicakmsrn part to
frame and reframe their tool, the privy, they hoped to accomplish their haditpric
contingent goals. Additionally, thousands of southerners participated in thate-eff
from those actively engaged in the campaigns to those who quietly worked this new
structure into their daily routines and spaces. Only by fleshing out these desetspm
and acknowledging the efforts of all participants in the campaigns, can a miolaihel gr

for the historical development of this structure be reached.

Housing is both historical and political. Many architectural movements are
founded in ideological understandings that use structural design to effect shaxbbe
The City Beautiful was a progressive movement aimed to mold moral citizenstthroug
architectural designs. More recent efforts have been less forceful inhii@iric, but the
present-day New Urbanism movement advocates urban designs that bring abbut raci

and income-level integration through architectural planning. The distancecbetvee
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underlying ideological goal and the actual use patterns, however, varies aigtyfie

particularly as their buildings are used and reused over time.

While these movements have garnered attention in architecture and history
classes, building codes also play a forceful role in shaping the built environnhaste T
regulations are also a historical product, built upon changing understandings oftcomf
and necessity, and driven by powerful ideas of what constitutes a public good and a moral
life. By codifying such guidance to builders and dwellers about proper domestic
structures and life, such laws also extend the government’s reach in the lives and
buildings of its citizenry. These codes also become valuable tools fordehamte-
buyers and dwellers for the safety net and legal recourse these regylatiids;
however, codes can become tools for applying unjust pressure on low-income regsidents
struggling financially to meet these regulations, as well as setdegalards that demean

those who cannot meet such standards.

These building codes, like North Carolina’s 1919 so-called “privy law,” expanded
the government’s reach by defining construction method which private household had to
follow. Additionally, this expansion codified the contemporaneous understanding of
sanitation and hygiene. As these understandings changed, to support indoor plumbing
over outdoor toilets, new laws and codes made their way into the statutes. The
philosophy of those in power was cemented in the push not only to work to materially
remove these structures from the landscape, but also to reduce the possibuity of t
presence through laws. In Wake County, North Carolina, a mostly urban and suburban

county, outhouses and composting toilets are neither common nor a legal option for most
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residents. A county supervisor in wastewater management explained the situation

email to the author, as such:

Building codes typically require running water {imjpoccupied building, which then
requires a water carried sewage disposal systemp@sting units and outhouses cannot
dispose of the water, so you are caught in a aa2éh

Political power does shape the laws. Even if those powers since have evaporated,
the old, historical authority still has the ability to subtly impact the built enment. In
many ways, the environmental justice movement, which focuses on race-baskgsnd c
based discrimination within the built environment, makes a similar point. In my
hometown, Tallahassee, Florida, for example, historical patterns of disation forced
black districts within a mile or two of the capitol still use privies into the 1950sn Eve
today, in places like Chapel Hill, North Carolina, a historically black neighborhood on
the fringe of the town still lack municipal services—like water and sewage-e-tair
surrounding wealthier and whiter neighborhoods receive such amenities. Even as
historical injustices are righted in popular discourse, material remnantcafrdnation
can persist, and often become unreflectively self-perpetuating. Whitetakten for
granted, the waste infrastructure of cities, towns and rural areddlaserg much a

product of political wills.

Henry Glassie has urged folklorists “to abandon stratified concepts ofysatkt
learn to work from the inside out, from the place where people have the powertio gove
their own lives to the spaces in which their powers evapofaidy thesis, though,
argues that in order to examine how people work from the inside out, one must
understand the historical and political trajectory of these domestic s&sictur
Outhouses—perceived today as a marker of a premodern agrarian landscape—instead

strategically emerged in the early twentieth century as an incgbagiovernable
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domestic space. My thesis illustrates the ideals of this public health movensenel-a
as the hurdles, successes and ramifications that its exertion of power hadtarctuees
and the larger southern landscape, as well as the personal and popular peraieptitins

in the American South.

Yet, power does not begin and end with the campaigners. Millions of people
wove privies into their lives; just as just as they have done with other mandated
structures.For example, fire escapes were another product of public health lobbying,
though mostly in urban area¥et, these structures became extensions of people’s
domestic spaces—as a place for residents to sleep on hot summer nights, smoke
cigarettes, attach one end of their clotheslines or hold parties. Within dohfesti
privies became a space to find privacy, a place to dump household refuse, a means for
collecting garden fertilizer, a storage structure for agriculturalsigrart of children’s
play and prank spaces, and a structure to attach clotheslines, among other dm@®stic
Whereas most government photographs and promotional items showed the privy alone in

the distance, people incorporated privies in their daily lives.

Politically, many citizens used the campaigns as a way to gain pdidtataig for
their community and familial health concerns. White and black betterment ortgarsza
doctors, and average citizens embraced the privies brought by sanitary cemparg

some black communities, this new attention to public health provided leverage for

¥ Look at Sara E. Wermiel, The Fireproof Building: Technology and Public Safety in the Nineteenth-
century American City (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000) for a detailed look at the
technological, political and cultural changes made in buildings to build a better urban “infrastructure
of safety.”
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previously denied municipal services or new domestic structures that ranal tamilies

rarely were provided.

My research shows the impact of power and politics on the domestic landscapes
of the South, and how a simple structure such as the privy underwent significant
politicization and architectural changes in approximately three decades wikean
increasingly regulated domestic landscape, dwellers found ways toleiewitl upon
the structures of their domestic lives. Back of the Big Housdphn Vlach calls the
slaves’ exertion of will and ownership within hostile plantation landscapesditea
expression® While a useful concept for questioning known power dynamics and
illustrating that each individual has the ability to shape his or her own world to a,degree

this term sets up a proactive and reactive binary.

The privy and its expansion across the southern vernacular landscape, however,
had many different voices in many different positions of power, shaping and reghapin
the campaigns. From district health officers to relief workers, womenipgito black
nurses, provincial doctors to smalltime bankers, mill owners to coal miners,
newspapermen to tenant farmers, and municipal politicians to some of the mosubpower
men within the nation, all pushed, pulled, and shaped privies with varying degrees of
effect. While, | concede that more research on the human aspects of priedasl,
my examples do illustrate how the general population embraced, ignored, and protested
as well as subverted, reinterpreted, and manipulated the campaigns and the privies
themselves through overtly political actions as well as adaptive use oftibieisEs

within the domestic landscape.
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I. IMAGES FOR CHAPTER I (1.1-1.20)

Image 1.1 (left): Caption reads,
“The Congress or the Necessary
Politicians.” Summary: “Print
shows two men sitting in a
privy, one uses pieces of the
"Resolution|[s] of the
[Clongress" to clean himself,
while the other intently reads
"P[amphlet En]titled Taxation
[No] Tir[anny]", suggesting that
while one studies the literature,
the other responds accordingly.
On the wall behind them hangs
a print of William Pitt, tarred
and feathered.” (Image dated
around 1775) British Cartoon
Print Collection, Courtesy of the

Gl s .

ZYGRESSor The)\ |NECESSARY. [POLITICIAN

Library of Congress, LC-USZ62-
Image 1.2 (Below): Caption reads, “Detroit, Michigan. 1511.

Outhouse and clown at Labor Day parade with plea
for buying of war bonds.” Photographer, Arthur S.

Siegel, (September 1942) FSA/OWI Collection,
Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USW3-

008473-C. '
Image 1.3 (At right): Rochdale Corporation Privy. g}‘%f !

———
e

First Biennial Report of North Carolina Board of
Health (Raleigh: News & Observer, State Printers and
Binders, 1881), 142.
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Image 1.4 (Left): Caption reads, “Privy built
by FSA (Farm Security Administration). Clark
farm, Coffee County, Alabama.”
Photographer, John Collier, (August 1941)
FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library
of Congress, LC-USF34-080440-D.

Image 1.5 (Lower Left): Caption reads, “Pit
Privies Showing Inside and Outside Types of
Ventilators.” This one shows the outer
ventilator. Figure P261hhh, Folder 1276, Box
54, Subseries 236], Series 2, Record Group, 5,
RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the
Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.

Image 1.6 (Lower Right): Caption reads, “Pit
Privies Showing Inside and Outside Types of
Ventilators.” This one shows the ventilation
hole cut into the tops of the privy.
Sometimes other ventilation was placed near
the floor of the structure. Figure P261iii,
Folder 1276, Box 54, Subseries 236], Series
2, Record Group 5, RF Photographic
Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller
Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.
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Image 1.7 (Left): Bowman's
Folly, Privy, Folly Creek,
Accomac vicinity, Accomack
County, VA. Inside, the
structure had 4 different
seats. Historic American
Buildings Survey Collection,
Courtesy of the Library of
Congress, HABS VA,1-
AC.V,1B-1.

Image 1.8 (Right): Detailed View of
Privy, south (left) and east sides. One
of several necessary buildings on
premise. Robinson-Aiken Necessary
Building, 48 Elizabeth Street,
Charleston, Charleston County, SC.
Historic American Buildings Survey
Collection, Courtesy of the Library of
Congress, HABS SC,10-CHAR,177D-3.

Image 1.9 (Left): Rendering of
what public health officials viewed
as a stereotypical open-back privy.
Charles Wardell Stiles, “Hookworm
Disease (Or Ground-Itch Anemia),”
Public Health Bulletin, No. 32.
(Washington D.C., Government
Printing Office, 1910), 30.

- - T 2
Fig. X4.—An ol privy, showing how soil pollution occars.
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Image 1.10 (Above): Hovering open-backs along river in Swain County (NC). Caption reads,
“Privies at Proctor, N.C., showing how the stream is utilized to carry off the excretions from the
closets. This view is from a bridge on the main street of the village.” (Undated, likely mid 1910s)
Figure 28, Folder 1270, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection,
Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.
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Image 1.11 (Upper Left):
Caption reads, “Barrels of privy
waste on docks ready for
dumping at sea: Key West,
Florida.” (1929). Florida
Photographic Collection.
Courtesy of the State Archives of
Florida, N033456.

Image 1.12 (Lower left): Well-
maintained open-back privy
design. Caption reads, “Open
back privy at home of Owen
Johnson.” Ingold Community,
North Carolina. Field Director,
Dr. Collinson. (Undated, likely
1914) Figure 53, Folder 1271,
Box 53, Subseries 236H Series 3,
Record Group 5, RF
Photographic Collection,
Courtesy of the Rockefeller
Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.




Image 1.13 (Above): Caption reads, “Open back privies in Oxford not far from the cotton mill.”
Granville County, NC. Figure 18, Folder 1270, Box 53, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5,
RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New
York.

Image 1.14 (Lower Left): Caption reads, “Clothes lines and privies. Kempton, West Virginia.”
Photographer, John Vachon, (May 1939) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of
Congress, LC-USF33-T01-001377-M2.

Image 1.15 (Lower Right): Caption reads, “Mrs. Virgil Price, wife of miner, peels a head of lettuce
in garbage pile adjacent to privy.” Black Mountain Corporation, 30-31 Mines, Kenvir, Harlan Co.,
Kentucky. Photographer, Russell Lee, (6 September 1946) Series: Photographs of the Medical
Survey of the Bituminous Coal Industry Series, Department of the Interior: Solid Fuels
Administration for War, Courtesy of the National Archives [Electronic Resource], L.I. 245-MS-
2362L.
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Image 1.16 (Above): Caption reads, “Near View of Yard in Suburb of Wilson [NC].” Note the
relationship between the house, water pump, clothesline, privy and even the neighbor’s privy.
Figure P261w, Folder 1276, Box 54, Subseries 236], Series 2, Record Group 5, RF Photographic
Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 1.17 (Below): Caption reads, “Back porch and privy of house in company housing project.”
Koppers Coal Division, Federal #1 Mine, Grant Town, Marion County, West Virginia.
Photographer, Russell Lee, (13 June 1946) Series: Photographs of the Medical Survey of the
Bituminous Coal Industry, Department of the Interior: Solid Fuels Administration for War,
Courtesy of the National Archives, [Electronic Resource], L.I. 245-MS-112L.
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Image 1.18 (Above): Caption reads, “Hog pen and privy, Haw River.” Alamance County, NC.
(Undated, likely mid-1910s). Figure 33, Folder 1271, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5,
RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New
York.

Image 1.19 (Lower Left): Caption reads, “House and Privy of Prine Robinson.” Newly sanitized
privy among family’s crops, with their house in the distance. Ingold Community, NC (Undated,
likely 1914). Figure 54, Folder 1271, Box 53, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF
Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 1.20 (Lower Right): Caption reads, “Miner’s children play on top of the Howard family
privy. There is no place for children to play in this camp other than in the filthy streets and
gullies.” Gilliam Coal and Coke Company, Gilliam Mine, Gilliam, McDowell County, West Virginia.
Photographer, Russell Lee, (13 August 1946) Series: Photographs of the Medical Survey of the
Bituminous Coal Industry: Department of the Interior, Solid Fuels Administration for War,
Courtesy of the National Archives [Electronic Resource], L.I. 245-MS-1502L.
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I1. IMAGES FOR CHAPTER II (2.1-2.22)

Image 2.1 (Left):

‘ ' ‘ Cartoon
: : ; ]| depicting
- , -8 || schoolchild and
TN ) ) o ; .
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hookworm
sufferer dragged
down by disease
while trying to
reach a higher
plane of
. citizenry.
ODERN MITRT 'ON Bulletin of the
NG Sotl POLL U// ON v North Carolina
¥7) P X “ . Board of Health,
% =L - 14/9 (December
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7 .ﬂ 7 .- 1910), Back-
7, // ’h ! page.
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Image 2.2 (Right): Caption
reads: “Teaching Sanitation by
Farmer’s Train. A mountain
audience. Gate City, Scott Co.
Virginia.” The Rockefeller
Sanitary Commission for the
Eradication of Hookworm
Disease: Third Annual Report for
the Year 1912, (Washington
D.C.: Offices of the Commission:
1913), Chapter 1], Figure 41.

Image 2.3 (Left): Image of a
dispensary (likely in North
Carolina.) Walter Hines Page,
“The Hookworm and
Civilization,” in The World’s
Work (Doubleday, Page & Co.,
1912), 516.
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Image 2.4 (Upper Right): Caption reads,
“Outdoor laboratory. Prentiss County,
Miss. On left (dark mustache) a county
supervisor. 118 people examined this
day.” The Rockefeller Sanitary Commission
for the Eradication of Hookworm Disease:
Fourth Annual Report for the Year 1913
(Washington D.C.: Offices of the
Commission, January 1914), Chapter III,
Figure 50.

Image 2.5 (Lower Right): Picture from an
Alabaman dispensary. Note the picture of
a sanitary privy just to the left of the boy.
John Atkinson Ferrell, “The Rural School
and Hookworm Disease” in United States
Bureau of Education, No. 20 (Washington
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1914),
Plate 7B.

Image 2.6 (Below): Dots indicate that dispensaries have operated within those counties. This
map shows the dispensaries held across the South which were part of the Rockefeller Sanitary
Commission’s Efforts as of March 31, 1914. As a note, Florida operated its own hookworm
campaigns, and Kentucky and eastern Texas began working with the Commission within
several years of its inception. John Atkinson Ferrell. “The Rural School and Hookworm Disease’
in United States Bureau of Education, No. 20 (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1914), Plate 1.
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Image 2.7 (Above): The three models Stiles suggested for improving rural sanitation. Each relied
on a municipal scavenger service to empty the waste at regular intervals and dispose of it in a
safe location. A) Shows a privy with a drawer design and a scavenger removing the waste; B)
[llustrates a pail privy, which is removed from the building with a closed back; C) Demonstrates a
bucket privy with a flap in the back that can be used to remove the receptacle, but also keeps flies
out. Charles Wardell Stiles, “Hookworm Disease (Or Ground-Itch Anemia),” Public Health Bulletin
No. 32 (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1910), 35.

Image 2.8 (Upper Left):
An adaptation of the L.R.S.
privy design. Fletcher B.
Dessler, “Rural
Schoolhouses and
Grounds,” United States
Bureau of Education. No.
12 (1914), 151.

Image 2.9 (Lower Left):
Image caption: “Dr. ].N.
McCormack (shirt
sleeves) demonstrating
the Kentucky sanitary
privy. About 12,000
people saw this model in
the course of
construction.” This
display was at the state
fair. The Kentucky Privy
was a slightly more
elaborate variation of a
L.R.S. privy. The
Rockefeller Sanitary
Commission for the
Eradication of Hookworm
Disease: Fourth Annual
Report for the Year 1913,
(Washington D.C.: Offices
of the Commission:
January 1914), Chapter
I1, Figure 61.
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Image 2.10
(Upper Left):
Booker’s
suggested
design for
modifying an
open back
privy in rural
areas. Note the
pit underneath
the structure
and the “fly-
tight” nature of
the structure in
the back, and
the self-closing
lids. The Health
Bulletin, 28/12
(March 1914),
263.
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Image 2.11
(Lower Left):
Booker’s
design for
modifying an
open back
privy in towns.
Note the privy
is closed in
back and he
suggests using
three
containers—
one for the
waste, one a
reserve, and
the other with
“dry earth” to
tamp down
odor. The
Health Bulletin
28/12 (March
1914), 268.




Image 2.12 (Above): Caption reads, “OPEN BACK PRIVY at the home of Haywood Sloan, being
remodeled. Changed from 10% to 75% sanitary value.” Ingold Community, North Carolina.
Work conducted under Field Director, Dr. Collinson. (Undated, likely Fall/Winter 1914). Figure
49, Folder 1271, Box 53, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection,
Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 2.13 (Below): Caption reads, “SANITARY PRIVY, under construction, at the home of
Schwartz Jordan. No privy before campaign.” From the Hallsboro Community, North Carolina.
Work conducted under Field Director, Dr. Covington (Undated likely, Fall/Winter 1914) Figure
43, Folder 1271, Box 53, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection,
Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

168




Image 2.14 (Upper
Left): Caption
reads, “Coley Cotter
(colored) and PIT
PRIVY.” Red Oak
Community, North
Carolina. Work
conducted under
Field Director, Dr.
Champion. Figure
82, Folder 1270,
Box 53, Subseries
236H, Series 3,
Record Group 5, RF
Photographic
Collection, Courtesy
of the Rockefeller
Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow, New
York.

Image 2.15 (Upper Right): Stiles put this in his highly critical report of the campaigns. Caption
reads, “According to Dr. Ferrell’s letter of December 9, ‘the people of this community gave the
most hearty cooperation in the intensive work, and take great pride in having the distinction of
being the first to thoroughly protect themselves against soil pollution.['] This photograph shows
one of the leading citizens of Philadelphus and the privy the men of his family use.” (November-
December 1914). Figure P259¢, Folder 853, Box 35, Subseries 200H, Series 2, Record Group 5, RF
Photographic Collections, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 2.16 (Below): Caption reads, “Box Privy screen by old sacks at home of Bennett Finch
(colored). Wife and neighbor.” Mt. Pleasant Community, North Carolina. Work conducted under
Field Director, Dr. Kibler. (8 December 1914). Figure 77, Folder 1270, Box 53, Subseries 236H,
Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow, New York.
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Image 2.17 (Upper Left): Caption reads, “Privy, Sanitary. Mr. ]. H. Beal’s deep, dark pit.” Red Oak
Community, North Carolina. Local field director, Dr. Champion. (August 1914). Figure 236p9o,
Folder 1272, Box 54, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection,
Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 2.18 (Lower Left): Caption reads, “DOUBLE-BARRELLED PRIVY [similar to a L.R.S. model]
at the home of Burrill Williams (colored). Same on both sides.” Red Oak Community, North
Carolina. Local field director, Dr. Champion. (Undated., likely Fall/Winter 1914). Figure 90,
Folder 1270, Box 53, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collections,
Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 2.19 (Upper Right): Caption reads, “Privy at the home of Clammie Allen. Privy changed
from type F to B.” Ingold Community, North Carolina. Local field director, Dr. Collinson.
(Undated, likely Fall/Winter 1914). Figure 49, Folder 1271, Box 53, Subseries 236H, Series 3,
Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collections, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy
Hollow, New York.

Image 2.20 (Right): Caption
reads, “Home and SANITARY
PRIVY of Evin Smith. Privy
changed from type F to B.” Ingold
Community, North Carolina.
Local field director, Dr. Collinson.
(Undated, likely Fall/Winter
1914). Figure 56, Folder 1271,
Box 53, Subseries 236H, Series 3,
Record Group 5, RF Photographic
Collection, Courtesy of the
Rockefeller Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow, New York.
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Image 2.21 (Left): Caption
reads, “Office of the Field
Director.” The first local
dispensary this community
had. From the Hallsboro
Community, NC. Local field
director, Dr. Covington
(Undated, likely Fall/Winter
1914) Figure 47, Folder
1271, Box 53, Subseries
236H, Series 3, Record
Group 5, RF Photographic
Collections, Courtesy of the
Rockefeller Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 2.22 (Right): This
image is a small part of a
sanitary survey/map done of
the Salemburg Community in
North Carolina. Each
community produced slightly
different maps and data, but
this provides a window into
the tactical methodology
these campaigns adopted.
Note that on this map, the
houses are demarcated as
either black or white (data
from the Philadelphus
community also notes Indian
households), and the circles
indicate how many people
lived at each house, how
many were infected with
hookworm, whether they
were a tenant or landowner,
what type of privy they had
when the campaign left and
what type of privy they had
when the campaign arrived
(clockwise, starting at about
ten to). Local field director,
Dr. Collinson. The Rockefeller
Sanitary Commission for the
Eradication of Hookworm
Disease: Fifth Annual Report
for the Year 1914
(Washington D.C.: Offices of
the Commission, January
1915), 100.
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III. IMAGES FOR CHAPTER III (3.1-3.29)

Image 3.1 (Upper Left): Caption reads, “Privy at Bryson City, N.C.” Another image from Swain
County, North Carolina from the same collection remarks that “for some reason [ was unable to
learn, the people of Swain often built their privies high off the ground.” See another image of
multiple elevated privies along a river from Swain in the introduction’s picture section [Image 1.
10], (Undated). Figure 27, Folder 1271, Box 53, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF
Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 3.2 (Upper Right): Caption reads, “Insanitary Privy.” Rosewood Community, North Carolina.
Field director, Dr. Covington. (Undated). Figure 1417, Folder 1272, Box 54, Subseries 236H, Series
3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy
Hollow, New York.

Image 3.3 (Below): Caption reads, “House and privy of ].D. Whichard.” Grimesland Community,
North Carolina. Field director, Dr. Champion. (16 December 1914). Figure 1366, Folder 1272, Box
54, Subseries236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the
Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.
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Image 3.4 (Upper Left): Caption reads, “Privy at The Carolina Cotton-Mills, near Burlington, used
by four families.” Alamance County, North Carolina. (Undated, likely mid-1910s). Figure 32,
Folder 1271, Box 53, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection,
Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 3.5 (Upper right): Caption reads, “Open delapidated (sic) privy representive (sic) of
hundreds still in use by tenant and small farmers of strictly rural section of Robeson County.”
Field Director, Miller. (29 March 1922). Figure 8814, Folder 1277, Box 54, Subseries 236], Series
3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection. Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 3.6 (Left):
Caption reads, “Types
of privies found in
colored residential
district.” Wilson, North
Carolina. (Undated,
likely mid-to-late
1910s). Figure P261ee,
Folder 1276, Box 54,
Series 2, Record Group
5, RF Photographic
Collection, Courtesy of
the Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.
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Images 3.7 (Left) 3.8 (Above): Both are from

Wilson, North Carolina and were “placards used at
Citizens’ Mass Meeting February 19 (likely 1917).
Figures P261bb, P261aa, respectively, Folder 1276,
Box 54, Series 2, Record Group 5, RF Photographic

Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.
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Image 3.9 (Below): Caption reads, “Constructing box types for tenant homes. B.F. Hollowell and
Curtice.” Smiths Chapel Community, North Carolina. Field director, Dr. W.P. Covington. (Undated,
likely Spring 1916). Figure 1441, Folder 1272, Box 54, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5,
RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.
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Image 3.10 (Left):
Caption reads, “Home
of Charlie Hood.
Digging pit for
remodeled privy. Note
ventilating screen.”
Smiths Chapel
Community, North
Carolina. Field Director,
Dr. W. P. Covington. (17
May 1916). Figure
1439, Folder 1272, Box
54, Series 3, Record
Group 5, RF
Photographic
Collection, Courtesy of
the Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.

Image 3.11 (Upper Right): Caption reads, “Sanitary pit privy at farm home. A great many of the
small farmers, and even tenant farmers have built privies of this type, under the direction of the
County Health Department.” Robeson County, North Carolina. Field Director, Dr. Miller. (29
March 1922). Figure 8112, Folder 1277, Box 54, Subseries 236], Series 3, Record Group 5, RF
Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 3.12 (Lower Left): Caption reads, “A very noticeable improvement. Type E changed to
TYPE P.” Johns Station Community, North Carolina. Field Director, Dr. Steele. (Undated, likely
mid-to-late 1910s). Figure 1359, Folder 1272, Box 54, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5,
RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New
York.

Image 3.13(Lower Right): Caption reads, “Remodeled privy at the home of Robert Little
(colored).” Falkland Community, North Carolina. Field Director, Dr. Jacocks. (26 February 1915).
Figure 1434, Folder 1272, Box 54, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic
Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.
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Images 3.14 (Above) and Image 3.15 (Below): Before (3.14) and after (3.15) maps of the sanitary
campaign in the Seaboard Township in Northampton County, North Carolina. The first survey for
before map was conducted in August 1917. Note the only sanitary privy in Seaboard is the X
near the center along the railroad line. The second survey was concluded November 10, 1918.
The circles around the numbers indicate that their privies were sanitized. Folder 779, Box 63,
Subseries 236], Series 3, Record Group 5, [IHB/D Rockefeller Foundation, Courtesy of the
Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

o Apsine At bone l1tK e s T A B QA T o)
A R s ""‘/_‘j i ;. N PR TS B |
Ty e te 191 e S vy
gl g < '
7 A TS

2 SR

o

=

Q/f}v’ @S
<;Eﬁéoﬂﬁ%§kro

O
e
1)
%‘
e\
MAP of 7%
®
Seaboard. ¢
ﬂwush\?, o) ;,.'\ P s
p A [TIE SN " e 4 "
& . BEg P g~
» ' :
\ J“LQ—KSL‘N

176




Images 3.16 (Upper Left): Caption reads, “The Sanitary Box Type of Pail Privy Required by the
Sanitary Privy Ordinance Enacted in March.” Wilson, North Carolina. (Undated, likely 1916-
1917). FigureP261hh.

Image 3.17 (Upper Right): Caption reads, “Sanitary Boxes Installed in Old Privy Buildings.”
Wilson, North Carolina. (Undated likely 1916-1917). Figure P261kk.

Image 3.18 (Below): Caption reads, “Sanitary Wagon with Load of Clean Cans.” Wilson, North
Carolina. (Undated, likely 1916-1917). Figure P261rr.

All three photographs from Folder 1276, Box 54, Subseries 236], Series 2, Record Group 5, RF
Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.
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Images 3.19 (Above) and Image 3.20 (Below): Caption for both reads, “Sanitary closets built
in Pitt County [North Carolina].” (1919). Figures 5351, 5352 (respectively), Folder 1272, Box
54, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the
Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.
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Image 3.22 (Right): Caption reads, “A small
screened house used in educational
campaign to demonstrate the effectiveness
of 16-mesh wire in keeping out mosquitoes.
Mosquitoes were turned loose on the
screened porch, after the house had been
placed in some public place and then
recounted after two or three days’ time.
This means was found very valuable in
educating the public to the value of screens.”
Pamlico County, North Carolina. Field
Director, Dr. Taylor (7 February 1923).
Figure 9817, Folder 1273, Box 54,
Subseries236], Series 3, Record Group 5, RF
Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the
Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.

Image 3.21 (Left):
Caption reads, “Shallow
wells are found almost
every where ranging in
depth from 4 to 12 feet.
Mosquitoes are found to
breed extensively in these
wells.” Pamlico County,
North Carolina. Field
Director, Dr. Taylor. (7
February 1923). Figure
9816, Folder 1273, Box
54, Subseries 2361, Series
3, Record Group 5, RF
Photographic Collection,
Courtesy of the
Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.

Image 3.23
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(Left): Report of
work of Rowan
County health
department.
North Carolina
(1920), Figures
6899-6900.
Folder 783 Box
64 Subseries
236] Series 3
Record Group 5
IHB/D,
Courtesy of the
Rockefeller
Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow,
New York.
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Wilson County Public Health Campaign
1916-17
HOME BEERT CARD

Township ... e R No. of Home. ...
Orwnop ol RGeS, 37 L e sa s aonda s e
L
Family Census and Health Report.
BRI o il & o L R i e i sl
i A B N e - e st s
Names of Memrbe: s Sex  Age ::E,::::'l;mn:u dfoc No. of Treatments | Results

[ T TN R R e P A L e
e R R e
Rl TR R PNy e S () R )
. R e
s T T ey Jeoh 7 ey Y oul G S 1

|
6. |

|

Typhoid Fever.
fever and whent
Have any deaths occurred and when?. .

Which members of family (give numbers) have had typhoid

Which members of family have been vacinated against typhoid and when. .

Tubereulosis and its results: ................... .....

Diarrheas (Summer Bowel Complaints): Have any deaths occurred in child

Malaria

Medieal Inspection of School Children: Have the children been examined

ST TR R e S 2 GRS B i S
Have these defects been remedied?

Image 3.24 (Image split in two for legibility):
Home Report Card for Wilson County Health
Campaign. (1916-17) Folder 39, Box 4,
Record Group, 1V2A13.2, Rockefeller
Foundation Archives, Courtesy of the
Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.

1L
Sanitary Survey.

The Privy First Inspection. Last Inspection.

Type and Deseription....... ......

Condition (Clean or neglected) ......|........ covennnn

Type of soil and distance from well

1

The Well: Open or Closed?....
Pump or bueket? .................. Curbed or tiledt .........c0c000
T e e T . How is it protected against the entrance

of surface water. .....

Other Sanitary Conditions about the Home: Condition of yard and stab-

les, hogpens, ete. .

1L
Educational Work and Cooperation of Family.

Was the head of the family interviewed?...... .
Was a microscopic demonstration made?
Were containers left for hookworm examination?
‘Were specimens received ! . g
Did any members of the family attend any of the lectures?

T

Results

Image 3.25

(Right): Seven
months after
the law The
Health Bulletin
ran this ad
depicting flies
(implicitly
carrying
diseases)
swarming out
of unsanitary
privies across
the state. The
Health Bulletin
35/9;

Out from this abomination fl tead.
the State by the deadly fly. (I)lecoz:t: ?on o ceath and des
and 3,500 deaths and 35,000 cases of

(September
1919), 16.

[ olation, spread; roughout
s North Carolina approximately $15,000,000 eglch l;'%:a?i
illness. Away with it! iz
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Image 3.26 (Upper Left): Caption reads, “One seat box made inside an old open back privy at
the home of ]. Johnson, who opposed the work at first. See screen for ventilation at end of box.
Smiths Chapel Community, North Carolina. Field Director, Dr. W.P. Covington. (14 February
1915). Figure 1440, Folder 1272, Box 54, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF
Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.
Image 3.27 (Upper Center): Caption reads, “MODEL showing BOX FOR PRIVY having, in
addition, a urinal, designed by Mr. Stansel, one of Dr. Steele’s assistants.” Sneads Grove
Community, North Carolina. Field Director, Dr. Steele. (17 February 1915). Figure 1391, Folder
1272, Box 54, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Record Group 5, RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy
of the Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 3.28 (Upper Right): Caption reads, “Peculiar Type of Pit Privy Built at a Colored Home
near Elm City.” (Undated, likely mid-to-late 1910s). Figure P261bbb, Folder 1276, Box 54,
Series 236], Series 2, Record Group, 5, RF Photographic Collection, Courtesy of the Rockefeller
Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

Image 3.29 (Left):
Caption reads, “Cans for
use with the Sanitary
Boxes” of earlier images
3.16-3.18. Wilson,
North Carolina.
(Undated, likely 1916-
1917). Figure P261qq,
Folder 1276, Box 54,
Subseries 236], Series 2,
Record Group 5, RF
Photographic
Collection, Courtesy of
the Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.
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IV. IMAGES FOR CHAPTER IV (4.1-4.36)

Image 4.1
(Right): One
example of
United States
Public Health
Service
standardized
privy model,
with concrete
risers, from
their 1933
manual. “The
Sanitary
Privy,” Public
Health
Reports;
Supplement, X
No. 108. |__“;‘__ B AsserteLED
(Washington Ceran or Sear Gisnian

D.C.: ' N
Government T B §
Publishing | 7{_L

Office 1933) Praves 15—Type IV. Comerele sl and comerete rier, b — et
' ’ LETAL o SemcEr
28-29 Fupuna: 26— Diatals of sml Lop, b cross soetion, rser (0rm, sud spaver o hold usite fam 10 proper
shape,

Image 4.2 (Lower Left): ERA built privy from Randolph County. Image from, Emergency Relief in
North Carolina: A Record of the Development and the Activities of the North Carolina Emergency
Relief Administration 1932-1935 (Raleigh: Edwards & Broughton, 1936), 178.

Image 4.3 (Lower Right): Wilkes County privy. From WPA project 5019-Community
Sanitation, Wilkes County, North Carolina. (Undated) Highway Department, Photograph
File, WPA Photos, Box 1, Courtesy of the North Carolina State Archives [Electronic Exhibit].
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Image 4.4 (Six Figures Below)- Farm Security Administration (FSA) crew installing a privy in
Southeastern Missouri. Southeast Missouri Farms Project. All Photographs by Russell Lee, (May
1938) Set of images from FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF33-
011478-M3, LC-USF33-011507-M1, LC-USF33-011536-M5, LC-USF33-011505-M2, LC-USF33-
011505-M5 and LC-USF33-011489-M4

. e 2.3 — FALTNe . T
Figure 1: “Loading completed privy houses on truck for | Figure 2: “Privy erection. Placing wood cribbing in
delivery to site.” privy well.”

4,

Figure 3: “Privy erection. Back filling and tamping the Figure 4: “Privy erection. Fitting vent stack and lid on
earth around sanitary base and mud sill.” sanitary base.”

Figure 5: “Fitting seat and lid on snitary base of Figure 6: “Final operation in setting of sanitary privy at
privy.” the job site.”
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Image 4.5 (Left): Caption reads, “Screen
door at the home of tenant purchase client
Robert McKiver. Showing FSA (Farm
Security Administration) pump in back.
Woodville, Greene County, Georgia.”
Photographer, Jack Delano, (June 1941)
FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the
Library of Congress, LC-USF34-044566-D.

VS G L

Image 4.6 (Upper Right): Caption reads, “James F. Drigger draws water from his well. Coffee
County, Alabama.” Photographer, John Collier, (August 1941) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of
the Library of Congress, LC-USF34-080388-E.

Image 4.7 (Left):
Caption reads, “FSA
(Farm Security
Administration)
supervisor measuring
windows of Henry
Mitchell's home for
screens. Greene
County, Georgia.”
Photographer, Marion
Post Wolcott, (May
1939) FSA/OWI
Collection, Courtesy
of the Library of
Congress, LC-USF34-
051853-D.
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Image 4.8 (Left): Caption reads,
“Migrant packinghouse workers'
camp in swamp cane clearing.
Housing two families (twelve
people) from Tennessee. No
lights, no water, no privy. Wash
water is hauled from dirty canal,
drinking water is hauled from
packing house. Belle Glade,
Florida.” Photographer, Marion
Post Wolcott, (January 1939)
FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of
the Library of Congress, LC-
USF34-051072-E.

Image 4.9 (Below): Caption
reads, “Negro sharecropper
house. “They treat us better here
than where we did live. No privy
in sight, had to get water from
the spring, so far away that the
man was gone twenty minute
getting a bucket of water.”
Person County, North Carolina.”
Photographer, Dorothea Lange,
(July 1939) FSA/OWI Collection,
Courtesy of the Library of
Congress, LC-USF34-019971-C.




Image 4.11 (Right):
Caption reads, “Shed and
privy on farmstead of
Emil Kimball, farmer.
Morganza, Louisiana.”
Russell Lee, (October
1938) FSA/OWI
Collection, Courtesy of
the Library of Congress,
LC-USF34-031779-D.
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Image 4.10 (Left):
Caption reads, “Privy of
sharecropper, New
Madrid County,
Missouri.”
Photographer, Russell
Lee, (May 1938)
FSA/OWI Collection,
Courtesy of the Library
of Congress, LC-USF33-
011497-M2.

Image 4.12 (Left):
Caption reads, “Privy in
Negro transient
agricultural workers
quarters. Homestead,
Florida.” Photographer,
Marion Post Wolcott,
(January 1939)
FSA/OWI Collection,
Courtesy of the Library
of Congress, LC-USF34-
050860-D.




Image 4.13 (Upper left): Caption reads, “Outhouses on farm of prospective tenant of Newport
News Homesteads. Newport News, Virginia.” Photographer, Arthur Rothstein, (November
1937) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF34-025996-D

Image 4.14 (Upper Right): Caption reads, “Privy used by Negroes living in shacks on highway
between Charleston and Gauley Bridge, West Virginia.” Photographer, Marion Post Wolcott,
(September 1938) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF33-030252-
M1

Image 4.15 (Lower Left): Caption reads, “Privy on the premises of a Negro family before they
moved to a Farm Security Administration Delmo group labor homes house in southeastern
Missouri.” Photographer, John Vachon, (1941) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of
Congress, LC-USF34-007640-ZE.

Image 4.16 (Lower right): Caption reads, “Old henhouse and privy, New Madrid County,
Missouri.” Photographer, Russell Lee, (May 1938) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library
of Congress, LC-USF33-011539-M1.
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Image 4.17 (Left): Caption reads, “Privy, Olga,
Louisiana” Photographer, Russell Lee, (September
1938) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library
of Congress, LC-USF33-011818-M2.

Image 4.18 (Below): Caption reads, “Tenant farmer's privy. Irwin County, Georgia.”
Photographer, John Vachon (May 1938), FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of
Congress, LC-USF33-T01-001133-M3.

Image 4.19 (Lower Left): Caption reads, “Privy near Greensboro, North Carolina.” Photographer,
John Vachon, (April 1938) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF34-
008366-C.

Image 4.20 (Lower Right): Caption from FSA Image: “Privy used by sharecroppers, Southeast

Missouri Farms.” Photographer, Russell Lee, (May 1938) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the
Library of Congress, LC-USF33-011559-M4.
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Image 4.21 (Upper Left): Caption reads, “Washington (southwest section), D.C. Negro woman in
her backyard. The wooden privy and the source for drinking water are side by side.”
Photographer, Gordon Parks, (November 1942) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of
Congress, LC-USW3-011045-C.

Image 4.22 (Upper Right): Caption reads, “Typical privy in slum section of Washington, D.C.”
Photographer, Carl Mydans, (September 1935) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of
Congress, LC-USZ62-129931.

Image 4.23 (Below): Caption reads, “Steelmill workers' company houses and outhouses.
Republic Steel Company, Birmingham, Alabama.” Photographer, Walker Evans, (March 1936)
FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF342-T01-008013-A.
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Image 4.24 (Above): Caption reads, “Privies being built by FSA (Farm Security Administration).
Greene County, Georgia.” Photographer, Jack Delano, (May 1941) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy

of the Library of Congress, LC-USF34-044291-D.

Image 4.25 (Lower Left): Caption reads, “Privy plant. Cleaning metal forms for sanitary privy
base. Southeast Missouri Farms Project.” Photographer, Russell Lee, (May 1938) FSA/OWI
Collection, Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF33-011470-M3.

Image 4.26 (Lower Right): A promotional poster that is advocating new sanitary privies, by
“showing an outhouse in a picturesque, small town setting.” Published in Chicago, IL for the WPA
Federal Art Project, (1936 -1941) WPA Poster Collection, Courtesy of the Library of Congress,

LC-USZC2-1594.
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Image 4.27 (Upper Left): Caption reads, “New privy. Helms family, FSA (Farm Security
Administration) clients. Coffee County, Alabama.” Photographer, Marion Post Wolcott, (May
1939) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF34-051297-D.

Image 4.28 (Upper Right): Note: The privies are the houses’ only outbuilding. Caption reads,
“Group of prefabricated houses and privies that have been built by the FSA (Farm Security
Administration) to take care of some of the white farmers who had to move out of the area
taken over by the Army for maneuver grounds. Milford, Caroline County, Virginia.”
Photographer, Jack Delano, (June 1941) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of
Congress, LC-USF34-044846-D.

Image 4.29 (Below): Caption reads, “Privies. Onward march the crusaders of rural sanitary
conditions. Southeast Missouri Farms Project.” Photographer, Russell Lee, (May 1938) FSA/OWI
Collection, Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF33-011451-M4
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Image 4.30 (Upper Left): Note the New Deal privy at the side of the screened porch (at what is
most likely an FSA prefabricated home). Caption reads, “Homesteaders children. Penderlea
Homesteads, North Carolina.” Photographer, Carl Mydans, (August 1936) FSA/OWI Collection,
Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF33-T01-000712-M3.

Image 4.31 (Upper Right): Caption reads, “New privy on farm of Frederick Oliver, tenant
purchase client. Summerton, South Carolina.” Photographer, Marion Post Wolcott, (June 1939)
FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF34-051928-D.

Image 4.32 (Below): Caption reads, “One of the scattered labor homes with privy. New Madrid
County, Missouri.” Photographer, John Vachon, (November 1940) FSA/OWI Collection, Courtesy
of the Library of Congress, LC-USF34-061847-D.
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The Cup Overfloweth

Image 4.33 (Upper Left). Moral lesson on Last page of The Specialist. Charles ‘Chic’ Sale, The
Specialist (St. Louis: Specialist Publishing Co., 1929), Courtesy of Specialist Publishing Company.
Image 4.34 (Upper Right): Cover of The New Deal Goes to the Privy (1936). Note that the man is
running to a New Deal-era privy on a path lined with New Deal agency initials. The New Deal Goes
to the Privy, ed. W.0 Saunders (Elizabeth City, NC: The Independent Publishing Co., 1936).

Image 4.35 (Lower Left): Depicting the change in outhouse from the old type of outhouse to the
newly standardized New Deal outhouse. Forward Pasquotank! Memorializing a (Back) Housing
Program of Unique Cultural, Social and Economic Importance, ed. W.0. Saunders and W.K. Saunders
(Elizabeth City, NC: The Elizabeth City Independent, 1934).

Image 4.36 (Lower Right): One of many advertisements mocking the ‘modern’ privies of the New
Deal. Forward Pasquotank! Memorializing a (Back) Housing Program of Unique Cultural, Social and
Economic Importance, ed. W.0. Saunders, and W.K. Saunders (Elizabeth City, NC: The Elizabeth
City Independent, 1934).
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Be Modern

Don’t be content with Sears-Roebuck
The old odor changeth catalogs and Lydia E. Pinkham almanacs
Vicling Hev s (hy iew for your privy diversion.

Let us install a radio in your Johnny.
It will encourage regularity of habit, off-
set personal static and mitigate the pains

Here we have one of the old- of interference.

fashioned privies, with its box of And here we have one of the

corn cobs in the corner and flies new sanitary CWA-built pri

all around, which health authori- whieh carry many modgrn :1:.5 Rumble Radio CO.
ties have declared obsolete and provements, including free-hol-

insanitary. ing and no-draft ventilation.

193



CITATIONS

ENDNOTES FOR CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION (PAGES 1-37)

! Parody of a Campari advertisemettistler magazine (November, 1983).

2 Joseph Russomanr®peaking Our Minds: Conversations with the PeopkiBd Landmark First
Amendment CaséMahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2002);200. Note: The satirical
advertisement is reproduced in the book.

3 Justice William Rehnquist, (cited in Russomani®g.

* Justice William Rehnquist, (cited in Russomani®g.

® Al Capp, “Interview,”Playboymagazine 12/12 (December 1965): 89-101.

® Alan Marcus, "The South's Native Foreigners: Hookw as a Factor in Southern Distinctiveness," in
Disease and Distinctiveness in the American Sadh. Todd L. Savitt and James Harvey Young

(Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1988)99.

" John Ettling, Th&Serm of Laziness: Rockefeller Philanthropy and Rubkalth in the New South
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981), 118-12

8 First Biennial Report of North Carolina Board of kléh (Raleigh: News & Observer, State Printers and
Binders, 1881), 142.

° First Biennial Report of North Carolina Board of biéh, 128-34.

19 Benjamin E. Washburm History of the North Carolina State Board of Hball877-192%Raleigh:
North Carolina State Board of Health, 1966), 11.

1john Michael VlachThe Back of the Big House: The Architecture of Rition SlaveryChapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1993), 163.

12 Cited in Guion Griffis Johnsomnte-bellum North Carolina: A Social Histof€hapel Hill: University
of North Carolina University Press, 1937), 720.

13 George Edwin Waringarth-Closets: How to Make Them and How to Use Tfiéew York: The
Tribune Association, 1868); Mira Engléesigning America’s Waste LandscgBaltimore: John
Hopkins University Press, 2004), 54; Catherine &sBeecherThe American Woman'’s Honfildew
Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 20025-307.

14 Charles Wardell Stiles, “Early History, in Partoferic, of the Hookworm (Uncinariasis) Campaign in
Our Southern United StatesThe Journal of Parasitology®5/4 (August 1939), 294.

15 FirstBiennial Report of North Carolina Board of Heal{Raleigh; State Printers and Binders, 1881),
134,

1% “Rockefeller Gift to Kill Hookworm,”New York Time&9 October 1909) [Electronic Archives].

194



" paul H. Buck, “The Poor Whites of the Ante-Bell@outh,” The American Historical Review1/1
(October 1925), 46.

18 Ronald S. BarlowThe Vanishing American Outhouse: A History of CouRtumbing(El Cajon, CA:
Windmill Publishing Co, 1989), 4; Billy Wheelebuthouse Humor: A Collection of Jokes, StoriesgSpn
and Poems About Outhouses and Thundermugs, Coracabidoney-Dippers, Wasps and Spiders, and
Sears and Roebuck Catalog\fegtle Rock, AR: August House, 1988), 89-90; Nomhulian, “The
Roosevelt Outhouse@@oldensealk4/4 (Winter 1998), 28.

19G.G. Johnson, 717.

20 Kemp P. BattleHistory of the University of North Carolina, Volurhé=rom Its Beginning to the Death
of President Swain, 1789-186Raleigh: Edwards & Broughton Printing CompanyQ71p 592.

2L Keith Sims, “Red Cobs for Sunday” iftometown Memories—Outhouse Spiders and Tin Tuk Bath
Tales from the Good Old Days in the Blue Ridge Mains: A Treasury of 20th Century Memoriesl.
Bob Lasley and Sallie Holt (Hickory, N.C.: HometoMemories Publishing Company, 2004), 27.

2 Arthur Saarineninterview with Arthur W. Saarinen J20 May 2004), Interviewed by Ann Smith
(Alachua County Historic Trust: Matheson Museunt, liGainesville: University of Florida), Electronic
Resource at http://www.uflib.ufl.edu/ufdc/?b=MH0Q0®6&Vv=00001, Accessed August 2009.

% Roger M. Childress, “Big Snakes Should Stay WHeérey Belong,” inrHometown Memories—Outhouse
Spiders and Tin Tub Bath: Tales from the Good CdgDin the Blue Ridge Mountains: A Treasury of 20th
Century Memorigsed. Bob Lasley and Sallie Holt (Hickory, N.C.: idetown Memories Publishing
Company, 2004), 261.

24 Brenda Tunnell, “The Fragrance of Drifting Smoke'Hometown Memories—Outhouse Spiders and Tin
Tub Bath: Tales from the Good Old Days in the Btidge Mountains: A Treasury of 20th Century
Memories ed. Bob Lasley and Sallie Holt (Hickory, N.C.: iHetown Memories Publishing Company,
2004), 367.

% Barbara Berry Darsey, "Lolly Bleu: Florida Squafidrs. Mrs. Robert Eures]” (Venus, Florida: 29
November 1938) WPA Federal Writers' ProjectAimerican Life Histories: Manuscripts from the Fealer
Writers’ Project, 1936-194(Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress, Nationagiial Library Program,
1998), accessed August 2009.

% C.W. Stiles, “The Statistical Basis of Dr. FerseReport on the ‘Sanitary Survey” (Undated, likel
December 1914) Folder 24, Box 3, Subseries 200e$S2r Record Group 5, Rockefeller Foundation
Archives, Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Holldwew York.

2"Warren H. Booker, “The Practical Rural Privy: W8g-called Sanitary Privies Are a Failure in the
Country and a Partial Remedy Proposéhe Health Bulletir{for the North Carolina State Board of Health)
28/12 (March 1914), 264.

ZW. R. Culbertson, “The Sanitary Privy§buthern Medical Journ&l0/8 (August 1927), 657.
? Stiles, “The Statistical Basis of Dr. Ferrell'sgoet on the ‘Sanitary Survey.”
30 Mary H. Livermore, “Form Letter for the Eureka Comnity (NC)” (Likely 1915) Folder 95, Box 17,

Subseries 236, Series 2, Record Group 5, Rockefatlendation Archives, Rockefeller Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow, New York.

195



31 Michael Ann WilliamsHomeplace: The Social Use and Meaning of the Falleling in Southwestern
North Carolina(Charlottesville : University of Virginia PresQ@4); John Michael Vlach, The Back of the
Big House: The Architecture of Plantation Slavethépel Hill: University of North Carolina Press,98).

32 Gabrielle M. Lanier and Bernard L. Herma&veryday Architecture of the Mid-Atlantic : Lookiag
Buildings and LandscapégBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997).

33 Amos Long Jr.The Pennsylvania German Family Farm: A Regionahftectural and Folk Cultural
Study of an American Agricultural Commun(Breinigsville, Pa.: Pennsylvania German Soci&g/2).

3 Gerald Thomas, “Functions of the Newfoundland @ute,"Western Folkloret8/ 3 (July 1989), 221-
243

% Charles de Secondat (Baron de) Montesquieu, “@mifference of Men in Difference Climateghe
Spirit of the LawsBook XIV, Chapter Il, translated by Thomas Nug@rtie Colonial Press, 1900), 224

% Thomas Carter and Elizabeth Collins Cromleyijtation to Vernacular Architecture : A Guide tioe
Study of Ordinary Buildings and Landscaggksoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 2005),

37 Carter and Cromley, 8.
3 Henry H. Glassieyernacular ArchitecturéBloomington: Indiana University Press, 2000), 21.

%9 Dolores HayderBuilding Suburbia: Green Fields and Urban Growti82D-2000(New York: Pantheon
Books, 2003).

“%Vlach, 163.
4 Glassie, 94.

2 Kingston Wm. HeathThe Patina of Place: The Cultural Weathering of@NEngland Industrial
LandscapdKnoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 2001).

3 Charles E. Rosenber§he Cholera Years: The United States in 1832, 1848,1866Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1987).

4 Charles E. Rosenberg, “Introduction—Framing Dise#iiness, Society and History,” Framing
Disease: Studies in Cultural Histqrgds. Charles E. Rosenberg and Janet Golden (Mems®ick, N.J. :
Rutgers University Press, 1992), xiii-xxvi; Johuliey, The Germ of Laziness: Rockefeller Philanthropy
and Public Health in the New Southambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981) .

5 William A. Link, The Paradox of Southern Progressivism, 1880-1@3tpel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1997); Alan I. Marcus, "Physici@pen a Can of Worms: American Nationality and
Hookworm in the United States, 1893-1908rherican Studie80/2 (Fall 1989), 103-121.

“® Henry Glassie, “Tradition,” ifEight Words for the Study of Expressive Culte Burt Feintuch
(Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 2003), 177.

47 James Deet#n Small Things Forgotten: An Archaeology of Early Aien Life (New York : Anchor
Books/Doubleday, 1996).

196



8 M. Jay Stottman, “Out of Sight, Out of Mind: Pri¢ychitecture and the Perception of Sanitation,”
Historical Archaeology34/1 (2000), 39-58; Linda F. Carnes-McNaughtot &earry M. Harper, “The
Parity of Privies: Summary Research on Privies anthl Carolina,"Historical Archaeology34/1 (2000),
97-110.

49 Katherine Wheeler, “View From the Outhouse: What BAn Learn from the Excavation of Privies,”
Historical Archaeology34/1 (2000), 1.

0Wheeler, 1.

®L Cara A. FinnegarPRicturing Poverty: Print Culture and FSA Photograp{Vashington D.C.:
Smithsonian Books, 2003); Stuart Kidd, “Begrudgiesthetics for a New South: The Farm Security
Administration Photographic Project and Southerrdbtaization, 1935 to 1943” ifiechnologies of
Landscape: From Reaping to Recyclieg. by David E. Nye (Amherst: University of Maslsasetts Press,
1999), 119-135.

ENDNOTES FOR CHAPTER TWO: HOOKWORM AND THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT (PAGES 38-61)

! Bob SherwoodHold Everything!!!(New York: Sherwood’s Publishing, 1929). In thekpSherwood
claims that this quote is in a poem which had beetten by poet James Whitcomb Riley.

2 John EttlingThe Germ of Laziness: Rockefeller Philanthropy Bodlic Health in the New South
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981), 3; C3files, “Hookworm Disease among Cotton-Mill
Operativeg Vol. XVII, Report on Conditions of Women and Child Wage-Earirethe United State§1™
Congress, ¥ Session, Document 645 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. @Gowent Printing Office, 1912); Ettling,
45.

% See Ettling, 35-38 for details on the publicityrsunding the discovery of the germ of lazinessaiG¥s
Wardell StilesReport upon the Prevalence and Geographic Distrilbubf Hookworm Disease
(Uncinariasis or Anchylostomiasis) in the Uniteat8s(Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1903), 36.

* Ettling, 4.

® Charles Wardell Stiles, “Hookworm Disease (Or Guiich Anemia)”Public Health Bulletin 32
(Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1918)-35;The Rockefeller Sanitary Commission for
the Eradication of Hookworm Disease: Fifth AnnuajpRrt for the Year 191@Nashington D.C.: Offices
of the Commission, January 1915), 13-14.

® Stiles, “Hookworm Disease (Or Ground-ltch Anentigp.

" Charles E. Rosenberg, “Introduction—Framing Dise#iiness, Society and History,” Framing
Disease: Studies in Cultural Histqrgds. Charles E. Rosenberg and Janet Golden (Mems®ick, N.J. :
Rutgers University Press, 1992), xiii.

8 B. E. WashburnAs | Recall(New York: The Rockefeller Foundation, 1960), 6.

° Ettling, 130.

9Washburn (1960), 6.

1 «3ohn D., the South and the Hookworrhldw York Time&l4 November 1909) [Electronic Archives].

197



12 Ettling, 150

3 Ettling, 141.

4 Ettling, 118-121.

!5 For more details on the dispensaries, see Ettli5g;177.
18 Ettling, 160.

7 Ettling, 164.

18 Ettling, 161-62.

9 Ettling, 147; M. J. ThompsoiThe Training of Men for Hookworm Resurvey Wk 12-13. Folder 21,
Box 3, Subseries 200, Series 2, Record Group Skdelter Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

2 Ettling, 164.

2 Deanne Stephens Nuwer, “The Importance of We@maes: Hookworm Disease in Mississippi,” for
the online projectMississippi History Now{Mississippi Historical Society), Electronic Resoelat
http://mshistory.k12.ms.us/articles/241/hookworrsedise-in-mississippi%3A-the-importance-of-wearing-
shoes, Accessed August 2009.

2 Ettling, 155.
% “The Man Who Cleaned Up a Whole Statidgw York Time&4 December 1911) [Electronic Archives].

2 Warren H. Booker, “The Practical Rural Privy: Wag-called Sanitary Privies Are a Failure in the
Country and a Partial Remedy Proposed” and “Cityi€s: A Practical Design for Sanitary Privies for
Urban Use, The Health Bulletir28/12 (March 1914), 263-271; Durham County (N.8dard of
Commissioners, “Important! Hookworm Disease Trediegk...” (Raleigh: E.M. Uzzell& Co., 19137),
Digitally archived at http://docsouth.unc.edu/n@kaorm/hookworm.html/, Accessed August 2009;
Ettling, 171.

% Alan I. Marcus, "Physicians Open a Can of Wormsietican Nationality and Hookworm in the United
States, 1893-1909American Studie80/2 (Fall 1989), 111.

% C. W. Stiles. “Report upon the Community Work iilRdelphus, Cape Fear, and Hallsboro North
Carolina with Special Reference to the Alleged R&daSanitary Improvements.” (Undated, likely
December 1914) Folder 24, Box 3, Subseries 200e$S2r Record Group 5, Rockefeller Foundation
Archives, Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Holldwew York; Benjamin WashburiReport of the
Bureau of County Health Work of the North CarolBiate Board of Health for 19181918) Folder 781,
Box 64, Subseries 236J, Series 3, Record Groupé&kdReller Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

" Ettling, 169-171.

2 «Dr Washburn talks to the ladies: Tells the Wonsariub how a social survey could be applied to
Wilson.” (Unattributed and undated newspaper afigpFolder 39 Box 4 Series 2, Record Group 2A 13,

198



Rockefeller-Related Special Collections, Rockefefliechive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York. Note:
Washburn cites “Professor Towne” as the sourcesofjbiote.

2 stiles, “Hookworm Disease (Or Ground-ltch Anenti8R-36.

%0 stiles, “Hookworm Disease (Or Ground-ltch Anentig), 32-36.

31 Leonard Parker Kinnicutt, et @ewage DisposgNew York: John Wiley & Sons, 1919), 488-489.
% Ettling, 170-171.

* Kinnicutt, et al., 488-489.

3 Ettling, 171.

* Ettling, 171

% Ettling, 163

37 Ettling, 172.

B william A. Link, “The Harvest Is Ripe, But the barers Are Few’: The Hookworm Crusade in North
Carolina, 1909-1915 North Carolina Historical Review§7 (January 1990), 16.

39 Booker, “The Practical Rural Privy,” 264.

“0Booker, “The Practical Rural Privy,” 264.

*1 Booker, “City Privies: A Practical Design for Sty Privies for Urban Use,” 268.
“2 Ettling, 176.

“*3The Rockefeller Sanitary Commission for the Eraiticeof Hookworm Disease: Fifth Annual Report for
the Year 191424.

4 John Ferrell, “Hookworm Disease and Rural Liféfhlated) Folder 19, Box 3, Subseries 200, Series 2,
Record Group 5, Rockefeller Foundation Archivescldeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New
York.

45 John Ferrell, “Hookworm Disease and Rural Life.”

“° Stiles, “Report upon the Community Work in Philjdess, Cape Fear, and Hallsboro North Carolina
with Special Reference to the Alleged Relative Bapilmprovements.”

“’Stiles, “Report upon the Community Work in Philgafels, Cape Fear, and Hallsboro North Carolina
with Special Reference to the Alleged Relative Bapilmprovements.”

“8 M.E. Champion, "Report on Hookworm Campaign in Rek Community, Nash County, N.C., July 25,

1914," (1914) Folder 95, Box 17, Subseries 236ieSe?, Record Group 5, Rockefeller Foundation
Archives, Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Holldwew York.

199



“9 Stiles, “Report upon the Community Work in Philgdess, Cape Fear, and Hallsboro North Carolina
with Special Reference to the Alleged Relative Bapilmprovements.”

0 C.W. Stiles, “The Statistical Basis of Dr. FerseRReport on the ‘Sanitary Survey,” (Undated, like
December 1914) Folder 24, Box 3, Subseries 200e$S2r Record Group 5, Rockefeller Foundation
Archives, Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Holldwew York.

*L Stiles, “The Statistical Basis of Dr. Ferrell'spget on the ‘Sanitary Survey.”

*2 Stiles, “The Statistical Basis of Dr. Ferrell'spget on the ‘Sanitary Survey.”

%3 Stiles, “The Statistical Basis of Dr. Ferrell'sgoet on the ‘Sanitary Survey.”

% Stiles, “The Statistical Basis of Dr. Ferrell'sgoet on the ‘Sanitary Survey.”

% Stiles, “Report upon the Community Work in Philjdess, Cape Fear, and Hallsboro North Carolina
with Special Reference to the Alleged Relative Bapilmprovements.”

*® The Rockefeller Sanitary Commission for the Eratiiceof Hookworm Disease: Fifth Annual Report for
the Year 191425-26.

" “Report of Hookworm Campaign in Granville Counfigb[ruary] 11 1914,” (1914) Folder 97, Box 17,
Subseries 236 Series 2, Record Group 5, Rockefétlendation Archives, Rockefeller Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow, New York.

8 William A. Link, The Paradox of Southern Progressivism, 1880-1@3tpel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1997), 145.

%9 Stiles, “The Statistical Basis of Dr. Ferrell'sgoet on the ‘Sanitary Survey.”

%0 Stiles, “The Statistical Basis of Dr. Ferrell'sget on the ‘Sanitary Survey.” (amid many others’
sources as well.)

®1 Charles Wardell Stiles, “Early History, in Partoaric, of the Hookworm (Uncinariasis) Campaign in
Our Southern United States,he Journal of Parasitolog®5/4 (August 1939), 298.

%2 M. Jay Stottman, “Out of Sight, Out of Mind: Priychitecture and the Perception of Sanitation,”
Historical Archaeology34/1 (2000), 39-58.

ENDNOTES FOR CHAPTER THREE: THE PRIVY CAMPAIGNS (PAGES 62-96)

! politics. (n.d.) Dictionary.com Unabridged (v 1.1Dictionary.com
http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/politics,c&ssed 20 March 2009.

2 Henry H. Glassieyernacular ArchitecturéBloomington: Indiana University Press, 2000), 94.
% B. E. WashburnReport of the Bureau of County Health Work of tieetiNCarolina State Board of

Health for 19181918), Folder 781, Box 64, Subseries 236J, S&ri&ecord Group 5 Rockefeller
Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Archive Centegeply Hollow, New York.

200



* For example: “Wilson County Public Health Campal@i6-17 Home Report Card,” Folder 39 Box 4
Series 2, Record Group 2A 13, Rockefeller-Relaeectl Collections, Rockefeller Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow, New York.

®“Yearly Report of Pitt County Health Officer 19181918) Folder 781, Box 64, Subseries 236J, S&jes
Record Group 5, Rockefeller Foundation Archivescideller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New
York.; W.S. Rankin, “Introduction, ” ifReport of the Bureau of County Health Work of tloettNCarolina
State Board of Health for 1918918) Page 11, Folder 781, Box 64, Subseries, Z3&des 3, Record
Group 5, Rockefeller Foundation Archives, RockefeArchive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

® Rankin, “Introduction,” p. 10.

" Form letters used in the 1915 campaigns, FoldeB8% 17, Subseries 236, Series 2, Record Group 5,
Rockefeller Foundation Collection, Rockefeller ArghCenter, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

8 B. E. WashburnReport of the Bureau of County Health Work of tleetiNCarolina State Board of
Health for 1918(1918)Page 46, Folder 781, Box 64, Subseries 236J, S&riRecord Group 5,
Rockefeller Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Arahi@enter, Sleepy Hollow, New York; “Agreement
Between the Citizens of the Rock Ridge Community #ae North Carolina State Board of Health,” in
Benjamin Washburn’s scraps. Folder 39, Box 4, ReGroup 1V2A13.2 RF Collections, Rockefeller
Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

° Clipping from The Morning Dispatch “...Weekly Healffalk...”[Events concerning Wilson County, and
the work of Benjamin Washburn] (Dates ranging fréeptember 1916-February 1917) Folder 39, Box 4,
Series 2, Record Group 2A 13, Rockefeller-Rel&pédcial Collections, Rockefeller Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow, New York.

19 Clipping from The Morning Dispatch “...Weekly Healftalk...”...” [Events concerning Wilson

County, and the work of Benjamin Washburn].

" pPhotograph description of & 4f July display in Salisbury, North Carolina reagli “The economic loss
to Rowan County during the month of June from tygHever was $19,000. 22 cases, 6 deaths. Co-
operate with your County Health Department and @nethis wastage of lives and money. IT CAN BE
DONE,” (1918) Folder 781, Box 64, Subseries 28&ljes 3, Record Group 5, IHB/D, Rockefeller
Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York; “Placangsed at Citizens’ Mass Meeting February 19 (likely
1917). Figures P261bb, P261aa, respectively, FAl2é6, Box 54, Series 2, Record Group 5, RF
Photographic Collection, Rockefeller Archive Centleepy Hollow, New York.

12 Clipping from The Morning Dispatch “...Weekly Healftalk...” [Events concerning Wilson County,
and the work of Benjamin Washburn].

13«yearly Report of Pitt County Health Officer 1918.

14 WashburnReport of the Bureau of County Health Work of thettNCarolina State Board of Health for
1918,44-45.

15 WashburnReport of the Bureau of County Health Work of thettNCarolina State Board of Health for
1918,44-45.

16«A General Summary of Seventeen Months of HealthrkAin Northampton County, NC 1917-18;
Seaboard Township, Northampton County, North CascliFolder 779, Box 63, Subseries 236J, Series 3,

201



Record Group 5 IHB/D Rockefeller Foundation ArcliyRockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.

P, W. Covington, “Form Letters from Goldsboro, N2 letters, both dated 8 February 1915) Folder 95
Box 17, Subseries 236, Series 2, Record Group &édfeller Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

18 | etter: B. E. Washburn to John Ferrell (24 Sepemi®16) Wilson, NC. Folder 399, Box 26, Subseries
2 Projects 236 NC 1916, Series 1 CorrespondenaarB&roup 5, Rockefeller Foundation Archives,
Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York

¥ For one example, Letter: B. E. Washburn to Johmefi€24 September 1916) Wilson, NC.

20 etter: B. E. Washburn to John Ferrell (24 Septemnil916) Wilson, NC.

ZLvyearly Report of Pitt County Health Officer 1918.

22 Note attached to photograph. “Privy at home of Wiltiams (colored); tenant owner has not made
sanitary his own privy,” (Undated, likely 1914) R&&k Community, North Carolina. Figure 91, Folder
1270, Box 53, Subseries 236H, Series 3, Recordi38p&®F Photographic Collections, Rockefeller

Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

% B. E. WashburnReport of the Bureau of County Health Work of tetiNCarolina State Board of
Health for 191846.

% «yearly Report of Pitt County Health Officer 1918.

% Calculations based on numbers in “Extent of P@onstruction in Davidson County,” (12 April 1920)
Folder 782, Box 64, Subseries 236J, Series 3, Bdsovup 5, IHB/D Rockefeller Foundation Archives,
Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York

% Calculations based on numbers in “Extent of P@anstruction in Davidson County,” (12 April 1920).

27william A. Link, The Paradox of Southern Progressivism, 1880-1@3tapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1997), 145.

% Bulletin of the North Carolina Board of Health4/9 (December 1910), Back Image.

2 «wilson to enter War Next Week,” (28 March 191%)\dfer 39, Box 4, Series 2, Record Group 2A 13,
RF Rockefeller-Related Special Collections, Rockeférchive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

%0 3. S Mitchener, “Report of the Lenoir County Dental Caaigm” (Undated, likely 1917-18) Folder 782,
Box 64, Subseries 236J Series 3, Record Group &kedReller Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

31 M. J. Thompson The Training of Men for Hookworm Resurvey Wéitdder 21, Box 3, Subseries 200,
Series 2, Record Group 5, Rockefeller Foundatiarhives, Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.

32 Cara A. FinnegarPRicturing Poverty: Print Culture and FSA PhotograxwWashington D.C.:
Smithsonian Books, 2003), 7-11.

202



3 “Memorandum on Photographic Plates Required ferGhart on Hookworm Disease Entitled “From the
Life of a Little Boy,” (17 November 1915) FoldeP2Box 3, Subseries 200, Series 2, Record Group 5,
Rockefeller Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Arahi@enter, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

3 «Yearly Report of Pitt County Health Officer 1918.

% Home Report Card for Wilson County Health Campai816-17. Folder 39, Box 4, Record Group,
1V2A13.2, Rockefeller Foundation Archives. Courte$yhe Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow,
New York.

3% Economic and Social Conditions of North Carolinarfiars: Based on a Survey of 1000 North Carolina
Farmers in Three Typical Counties of the Statk,Carl C. Taylor, C. C. Zimmerman (Raleigh: North
Carolina Tenancy Commission, 1922).

37 Economic and Social Conditions of North Carolinarfiars: Based on a Survey of 1000 North Carolina
Farmers in Three Typical Counties of the State.

3 B. E. Washburn, “Chronic Constipation in WomerHiomes Without Privies,” (8 May 1917) Folder 95,
Box 17, Subseries 236, Series 2, Record Group &kételler Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

% L. L. Lumsden, “Privy Symposium I: The Privy a®ablic Health Problem American Journal of
Public Health,10/1 (1920), 46. (Read before Section of PublialtheAdministration, American Public
Health Association, at New Orleans, 27 October 1919

0. S. Mitchener, “Report on the Lenoir County UniBureau of County Health Work” for the N.C. $tat
Board of Health (15 August 1917 to 31 December 1 &btder 782, Box 64, Subseries 236J, Series 3,
Record Group 5, Rockefeller Foundation Archivescldeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New
York.

“1 B. E. WashburnReport of the Bureau of County Health Work of toetiNCarolina State Board of
Health for 191826. Folder 781, Box 64, Subseries 236J, Seri@e8ord Group 5, Rockefeller
Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Archive Centegeply Hollow, New York.

“2F. C. Caldwell‘Report of Impressions Gained in North Carolindecember 1919) Folder 95, Box 17,
Subseries 236, Series 2, Record Group 5, Rockefatlendation Archives, Rockefeller Archive Center,
Sleepy Hollow, New York.

3 The entire July 1919 issue Bhe Health Bulletiffrom the North Carolina State Board of Health was
devoted to explaining the new law. “The State-Whdliry Law Explained. The Health BulletirB4/7 (July
1919).

“4 Twenty-Eighth Biennial Report of the North Caroliaard of Health. July 1, 1938- June 30, 1940
(Raleigh: Edwards and Broughton Co, 1940), 80.

> “The State-Wide Privy Law Explained,” 3.
% “The State-Wide Privy Law Explained,” 4.

*"“The State-Wide Privy Law Explained,” 8-14.

203



8 G. M. Cooper, “The North Carolina Sanitary Privgv,” Southern Medical Journ&0/8 (August 1927),
656.

49“The State-Wide Privy Law Explained,” 16-19.
0 Cooper, “The North Carolina Sanitary Privy La\§35.
*1 Caldwell, “Report of Impressions Gained in No@arolina,” (December 1919).

*2 John H. Hamilton, “Report of Trip to North Cardadito Observe Public Health Administration,” (24
January 1920). Folder 95, Box 17, Subseries 2362, Record Group 5, Rockefeller Foundation
Archives, Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy HalldNew York.

3 B. E. Washburn, Personal Correspondence to WiekRbse, from Wilson NC, (22 November 1916)
Folder 400, Box 26, Subseries 2 Projects 236 NtB18eries 1 Correspondence, Record Group 5 IHB,
Rockefeller Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Arahi@enter, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

% Photograph description of & 4f July display in Salisbury, North Carolina reagli “The economic loss
to Rowan County during the month of June from tygHever was $19,000. 22 cases, 6 deaths. Co-
operate with your County Health Department and @néthis wastage of lives and money. IT CAN BE
DONE,” (1918) Folder 781, Box 64, Subseries 28&ljes 3, Record Group 5, IHB/D, Rockefeller
Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

%5 Editorial from an unnamed Rowan County Weekly Pgpadated, likely July 1918) Folder 781, Box
64, Subseries 236J, Series 3, Record Group 5, IHR¢dakefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New
York.

6 “Extent of Privy Construction in Davidson County?2 April 1920) Folder 782, Box 64, Subseries 236J
Series 3, Record Group 5, IHB/D Collections, Roekef Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

*"H. L Blooser, “Informal Report on Condition of Geal Sanitation on Knott’s Island,”[A Narrative
Report from Hookworm Resurvey Appointee for thet&ta North Carolina] (Summer of 1923) Folder
101, Box 17, Subseries 236, Series 2, Record GBoRwckefeller Foundation Archives, Rockefeller
Archive Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

8 E. L. Robbins, “More Privies,” (23 February 19F8)lder 40, Box 4, Record Group 1V2A13.2,
Rockefeller Foundation Archives, Rockefeller Arahi@enter, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

%9 Caldwell, “Report of Impressions Gained in Northr@lina,” (December 1919).

89“A General Summary of Seventeen Months of Healtirk\in Northampton County, NC 1917-18;
Seaboard Township, Northampton County, North Casoli

17, J. Thorne, “Letter to Mr. John D. GoldElm City Newsl1 April 1917. Folder 39 Box 4 Series 2,
Record Group 2A 13, Rockefeller-Related Specialgetibns, Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy
Hollow, New York.

2 «peculiar Type of Pit Privy Built at a Colored Hemear Elm City.” Figure P261bbb, Folder 1276, Box

54, Subseries 236, Series 2, Record Group 5, ReltkeFoundation Photographs, Rockefeller Archive
Center, Sleepy Hollow, New York.

204



8 John Kenneth Morland, et aMillways of KentColumbia: University of South Carolina Press, 200
18.

6 Charles Wardell Stile§Hookworm Disease (Or Ground-ltch Anemid@tiblic Health Bulletin32
(Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 191%5.

8 Caldwell, “Report of Impressions Gained in Northr@lina,” (December 1919).

€ Hamilton, “Report of Trip to North Carolina to Gsge Public Health Administration,” (January 1920).
67 “Report of Forsyth County Health Department,”[ \&tion Salem, NC] (1 January 1918- 30 September
1919), Folder 782, Box 64, Subseries 236J, SeriBe8ord Group 5, IHB, Rockefeller Foundation
Archives, Rockefeller Archive Center, Sleepy Holldwew York.

% John DittmerBlack Georgia in the Progressive Era, 1900-19@bampaign: University of Illinois
Press, 1980), 11-12.

%9 B. E. WashburnReport of the Bureau of County Health Work of toetiNCarolina State Board of
Health for 191811.

0“A General Summary of Seventeen Months of Healtirk\in Northampton County, NC 1917-18.
Seaboard Township, Northampton County, North Casoli

™ John Kenyon ChapmaBlack Freedom and the University of North Carolia@93-196QPhD diss.,
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 200@33

2 Chapman, 232-233.

3 Chapman, 234-239.

" Chapman, 235.

> Chapman, 232-239

® Chapman, 236.

" Chapman, 234-237

8 Chapman, 233.

9 Chapman, 232-233.

8 sam Finleyinterview with Vesta and Sam Finlg2 July 1975)Interviewed by Mary Frederickson and
Marion Roydhouse (Southern Oral History Programe@tibn, University of North Carolina), Electronic
Source at http://docsouth.unc.edu/sohp/H-0267/HFGREI/, Accessed August 2008Eso see: Jacquelyn

Dowd Hall, et al.Like a Family: The Making of a Southern Cotton Milbrld (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 2000), 119-20.

ENDNOTES FOR CHAPTER FOUR: THE NEW DEAL GOES TO THE PRIVY (PAGES 97-136)

! Charles ‘Chic’ SaleThe Specialis(St. Louis: Specialist Publishing Co., 1929), 11.

205



2 Ray B. Browne, “The Seat of Democracy: The Priwyntér of ‘Chic’ Sale,”Journal of American
Culture,3/3 (1980), 411.

% Confronting Southern Poverty in the Great Depressi@he Report on Economic Conditions of the
South’ with Related Documents]. by David L. Carlton and Peter A. Coclanis (Néovk: St. Martin’s
Press, 1996), 42.

*E. S. Tisdale and. C. H. Atkins, “The Sanitaryrnd lts Relation to Public HealthXmerican Journal
of Public Health33 (November 1943), 1320.

> M. B. Cheatham, “North Carolina Turns Over a Nesatin Public Health, The Health Bulletirffrom
the North Carolina Board of Health] (January 1938)14; M. F. Trice, “CWA Labor Constructs 39,256
Pit Privies in North Carolina,The Health BulletiJduly 1934), 13-15.

® Cheatham, 13-14.

" Cheatham, 13.

® M. B. Cheatham, 13-14.

M. B. Cheatham, 14.

1% United States Public Health Servic&h Sanitary Privy,'in Public Health ReportsSupplement, No.
108 (Washington D.C.: Government Publishing Offit@33).

™ United States Public Health Servic&hte Sanitary Privy,(1933), 36.
12 Tisdale and. Atkins, 1320.

13 william A. Mcintosh and John F. KendricRublic Health Administration in North Carolin@aleigh:
1940), 66.

Trice, 15.

5 Trice (July 1934), 15.

'® MclIntosh and Kendrick, 66.

" MclIntosh, and Kendrick, 66.

18 McIntosh, and Kendrick, 67.

¥ McIntosh and Kendrick. 66.

2 Ensign, Gracelnterview with Grace Ensigl4 June 1978)nterviewed by Steve Kerber (Samuel
Proctor Oral History Program, Department of Histduyiversity of Florida) Electronic Source at
http://www.uflib.ufl.edu/ufdc/?b=UF00005952&v=0000Accessed August 2009.

2 Dr James L Pointetmterview with Dr James L Pointé¢8 April 2003), Interviewed by G. Kurt Piehler
and Megan Zammett; Transcribed by Megan Zammettefda's Oral History Project Center for the Study

of War and Society Department of History, the Unsity of Tennessee-Knoxville) Electronic Source at
http://web.utk.edu/~csws/interviews/pointer.pdfcAssed August 2009.

206



22 Julian, Norman. “The Roosevelt OuthousBgldenseg|24/4 (Winter 1998), 28-29

2 Julian, 29.

24 Julian, 30

% Julian, 31.

% Julian, 28.

*Tisdale and. Atkins, 1320-22.

%8 stuart Kidd, “Begrudging Aesthetics for a New Southe Farm Security Administration Photographic
Project and Southern Modernization, 1935 to 1943 dchnologies of Landscape: From Reaping to

Recyclinged. by David E. Nye (Amherst: University of Massas#tts Press, 1999), 132.

? Cara A. FinnegarPRicturing Poverty: Print Culture and FSA PhotograpwWashington D.C.:
Smithsonian Books, 2003) 1-35.

%0 “The Report on Economic Conditions of the Souffié National Emergency Council; U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1938), 29.

31 Confronting Southern Poverty in the Great Depressi@he Report on Economic Conditions of the
South’ with Related Documeng&2.

32 Confronting Southern Poverty in the Great Depressi@he Report on Economic Conditions of the
South’ with Related Documeng2.

33 Confronting Southern Poverty in the Great Deprassi@he Report on Economic Conditions of the
South’ with Related Documen€l.

34 Caption on Photograph of Sharecropper house frersoR County, North Carolina. Photographer,
Dorothea Lange. (July 1939). FSA/OWI Collectionu@esy of the Library of Congress, LC-USF34-
019971-C.

* Kidd, 122.

¥ Kidd, 122.

37 paul Diggs, “John and Susan Wright,” (Lakelandyigla: 6 January 1939), WPA Federal Writers'
Project inAmerican Life Histories: Manuscripts from the FealéWriters’ Project, 1936-1940
(Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress, Nationagifal Library Program, 1998), accessed August 2009,
8.

3 paul Diggs, “John and Susan Wright” (Lakeland iglax 6 January 1939), 8.

39 Stetson Kennedy, “Mister Homer’ (Homer Jordar{acksonville, Florida: 3 February 1939), WPA
Federal Writers’ Project iAmerican Life Histories: Manuscripts from the FealeWriters’ Project, 1936-

40 (Washington D.C.: Library of Congress, National izigLibrary Program, 1998), accessed August
20009.

207



“0“your Home Is Not Complete Without a Sanitary UhivPA Sanitation Poster (Chicago: WPA Federal
Art Project, 1936 —1941), WPA Poster Collectiohriary of Congress, LC-USZC2-1594.

*I Russell Lee, Photographer, FSA-OW! Photograph (/888 Southeast Missouri Farms Project)
FSA/OWI Collection, Library of Congress, LC-USF331251-M4.

*2 Chalmers S. Murray, “Martha Joint, Occasionah@at’ (Mausley Stoney)” (Edisto Island, South
Carolina: 3 March 1939), WPA Federal Writers’ Pobjim American Life Histories: Manuscripts from the
Federal Writers’ Project, 1936-4Q0Nashington D.C.: Library of Congress, National iftagL ibrary
Program, 1998), accessed August 2009, 19.

“3Ronald S. BarlowThe Vanishing American Outhouse: A History of CouRtumbing(El Cajon, CA:
Windmill Publishing, 1989), 45-51.

“ Sale, 16
** Sale, 16-17
“ Sale, 19.
*" Sale, 31.

“*8 Monroe Billington, “The New Deal was a Joke: Fiotit Humor during the Great Depressiofitie
Journal of American Cultures/3 (1982), 15.

“9 Billington, 20.

%0 Jay Price, “Feisty Editor Fought for Wright Merairi Raleigh News and Observiirl December
2003), B1.

* Price, B1.

2 FromForward Pasquotank! Memorializing a (Back) HousPi@gram of Unique Cultural, Social and
Economic Importanceed. W.O. Saunders, and W.K. Saunders (Elizabeth Bi€: The Elizabeth City
Independent, 1934).

> W. 0. Saunders, “The Unwanted Man"Tihe New Deal Goes to the Privad. W.O. Saunders
(Elizabeth City, NC: The Independent Publishing,836).

*W. O. Saunders, “The Unwanted Man"Tihe New Deal Goes to the Priy§936).
% Forward Pasquotank!(1934).

* Forward Pasquotank!(1934).

" Forward Pasquotank!(1934);The New Deal Goes to the Pri§936).

%8 Forward Pasquotank!(1934);The New Deal Goes to the Pri§936).

%9 Forward Pasquotank!(1934)

0 Forward Pasquotank!(1934)

208



®1 Forward Pasquotank!(1934)

2 The Morning Call: The Premier Periodic Privy Puldtion, 1/1, Second Reprint (Wheeling, WV: G. and
C. Publishing, 1935).

8 william Royal GreerGems of American Architectu(st. Paul, MN: Brown & Bigelow, 1935).
% Greer, (1935).

% Barlow, 95.

% Barlow, 26.

®”Roger A. Fischer, “Pinback Put-Downs: The Campdgtton as Political Satire,The Journal of
Popular Culture. 13/4 (Spring 1980), 647

8 Anthony HarkinsHillbilly: A Cultural History of an American IcofNew York: Oxford University
Press, 2004), 9-10.

% Harkins, 109.
0 paul WebbEsquiremagazine (November 1940), 56.
" Paul WebbEsquiremagazine (September 1941), 52.

"2 Haunted Housé¢Animated Short Film), directed by Walt Disney (iMBisney Productions, 1929).

ENDNOTES FOR CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION (PAGES 137-156)

! “Notes: Latrine Construction in Porto Rico and aima,” International Health Board Bulletirg/4 (1920-
1924), 255.

2 «Notes: Latrine Construction in Porto Rico and a&a,” 255.

% George E. Vincent, “President’s Reviewie Rockefeller Foundation: Annual Rep@tew York:
Rockefeller Foundation; 1922), 50.

“ Barry Bearak, “In Mozambique, Singing a Song ofi@dion and Hoping to Change Habitdléw York
Times(25 October 2008) [Electronic Edition], Accesseddaber 2008.

®“John D., the South and the Hookworm: The Radical the Philosopher Discuss the Character of the
Strange Country Below the Mason-Dixon Lin&léw York Timegl4 November 1909) [Electronic
Archives].

® John EttlingThe Germ of Laziness: Rockefeller Philanthropy Bodlic Health in the New South
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981), 140-14

" James Agee (and Walker Evarisdt Us Now Praise Famous Mé@Roston: Mariner Books, 2001), 171.

8 Agee (and Evans), 185.

209



° Agee (and Evans), 185.

10 Census of Housing, “Historical Census of Housimpl€s: Sewage Disposal,” U.S. Census Bureau,
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/census/higtewage.html (Accessed 12 August 2009).

1 «progress on PriviesRaleigh News & Observél2 August 2001), A26; “Historical Census of Haugi
Tables: Sewage Disposal.”

12 Rebecca Kneale Gould, “Modern Homesteading in AcaeNegotiating Religion, Nature, and
Modernity,” Worldviews: Environment, Culture, Religiod/ 3 (December 1999), 208.

13 One example is: Sim Van der Ryfhe Toilet Papers: Recycling Waste and Conserviate¥{Sausalito
(CA): Ecological Design Press, 1995). [Originatlyis book was published in 1978.]

14 Adam Ward Rome, “Septic Tank Suburbia: The Protdéwaste Disposal at the Metropolitan Fringe,
in The Bulldozer in the Countryside: Suburban Spravd the Rise of American Environmentalisvie
York: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 87-118.

15«j'l Abner (Comic Strip)”Wikipedia,http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Li'l_Abner, Accessedugust 2009.

1 Mary Torre Kelly,Guava DreamgVictoria, BC: Trafford Publishing, 2004).

" Email message to author, (13 May 2009).

18 Anthony HarkinsHillbilly: A Cultural History of an American IcofNew York: Oxford University
Press, 2004), 201; 214.

19 Harkins, 190.
2 Harkins, 190.

2 squidbillies (Animated Short, Cartoon Networldreated by Jim Fortier and Dave Willis, (Williams
Street Studios, 2005-present).

22 Kingston Wm. HeathThe Patina of Place: The Cultural Weathering of@NEngland Industrial
LandscapdKnoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 200Zp.1

% Harkins, 4.
24 Email message to author, (3 November 2008).

% Henry Glassie, “Tradition,” ifEight Words for the Study of Expressive Cultegk,Burt Feintuch
(Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 2003), 184.

% John Michael VlachThe Back of the Big House: The Architecture of Rition SlaveryChapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press; 1993), 1.

210



