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Rural Relief in South Dakota 

With Special Attention to Rural Relief Families 
Under the New Deal Relief Program� 

By 

Paul H. Landis 

I. Introduction 
The Current Relief Situation In South Dakota The relief situation in South Dakota is due primarily to drouth and only indirectly due to the nation-wide depression Rainfall has been below normal for every year except two since 1923, and during one of these years barely reached normal. The period January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1934 climaxes the longest period of drouth the State has seen since weather bureau records have been kept. (See graph on front cover page). One can safely conclude that the state would have needed relief in the year 1933 had there been no depression. It is true that the preceeding years of drouth and depression had exhausted reserves, thus expanding relief needs to unusual proportions. 

General Facts That Contribute To An Understanding of the 

Relief Situation Settlement History in Relation to Precipitation.-The settlement of South Dakota has been erratic because of the marginal nature of the area for agriculture. The chief limiting factor is rainfall. Consecutive years of above normal rainfall have led to rapid settlement and land booms, whereas periods of prolonged drouth have led to migration from the state. During periods of land booms, grazing land has been taken over for cultivation which proved non-productive in periods of drouth.1 The over-settlement of extremely marginal parts of the state has been stimulated by railroad companies, land speculators and other private in­terests.2 The absence of a definite land settlement policy (unless it has been to get the maximum amount of land into private hands to produce tax revenue) on the part of the �tate has contributed to this situation. Rural-Urban Distribution of Population.-South Dakota is one of the four most rural states in the union.3 It is strictly agricultural in practi­cally all sections, and possesses the usual accompanying trade centers of any agricultural community. The trade centers are naturally dependent 
* Full responsiblity for data and statements appearing in this publication rest with 

the author rather than the Federal Relief Administration. 
1. Landis, Paul H., Growth and Decline of :5outh Dakota Trade Centers, 1901-1933, 

S. D. Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 279, pp. 5-10. 
2. Johnson, Sherman E. and Steele, Harry A., Some Aspects of the Farm Mortgage 

Situation in South Dakota and their Relation to a Future Land Policy, S. D. Agr. Exp. Sta. 
Circular 9 pp. 56-58. 

3. Kumlien, W. F., The High School Education of Farm Boys and Girls in South Dakota� 
S. D. Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 250 p. 5. 
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entirely upon the prosperity of the farming population in their hinter­lands. Urbanization has progressed in the state but this also has been due primarily to changed agricultural conditions during the war and post-war period. Improvements in farm technique, a raised standard of living and an increase in the consumption of luxury articles created a need for more elaborate trade centers and more extensive merchandising than was pre­viously necessary when rural people possessed more of those pioneer characteristics which made for self-sufficiency. Decline in farm income has consequently denied the farmer the things he ordinarily obtained from the trade center, which has in turn cut off the source of income of the ag­ricultural trade center merchant.1 Racial Characteristics.-The state is entirely Caucasian except for 21,-833 Indians. The Indians are confined to reservations and therefore cons­titute a separate problem. Cultural Characteristics.-The state is settled predominantly by im­migrants of Northern European stock2 who are by cultural background, and by reputation in this country, ambitious, energetic and thrifty. Their failure in the present depression is, therefore, an index of unavoidable con­ditions rather than of slothfulness. Most of these groups by tradition believe in education, a high stan­dard of living, and in progress. The state ranks high, viewed from the standpoint of proportion of people who are literate and the proportion of both rural and urban children attending high school.3 Agriculture is of necessity the principal occupation in most areas. The State Census of 1925 shows that 65 per cent of all workers were engaged in agriculture.4 The Credit Situation.-The period 1930 to 1934 cannot be understood from a credit standpoint without probing into the preceding ten-year per­iod. The State Rural Credits Department, life insurance companies, and local banks extended credit on a large proportion of the land in the state. The trend in economic events which began in the latter part of the 1920's and which has extended into the 1930's has made it impossible for those who have loaned money to realize their principal or interest. This condi­tion has made it impossible for many who borrowed money to maintain their farms and for others to clear them from debt. The risks involved in loaning money have led local banks to charge interest rates ranging from eight to ten per cent. Banks.-Banks in South Dakota passed through the most severe crisis before the period covered by this study. In 1921 there were 694 banks in the state while in 1934 there were only 365.5 The majority of the 329 disappearing banks failed. Price Conditions in 1932.-The only fair crop during the period studied came in 1932 when prices were so low that farmers were not compensated for seed and cost of production. This crop might well have been fed to livestock or have been carried over, but most farmers were compelled to sell at current low prices in order to live or to satisfy creditors. 

1. Landis, Paul H. op. cit. pp. 9 and 21. 
2. Kumlien, W. F., op. cit p. 8. 
3. Ibid., pp. 8 and 9 
4. Ibid., p. 14. 
5. Landis, Paul H., South Dakota Town-Country T,·ade Relations, 1901-1931, S. D. 

Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 274 pp. 16 and 19. 
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Absence of Permanent Relief Agencies.-In the accepted use of the term there are no permanent relief agencies in the rural areas of South Dakota although all but fifteen of the sixty-nine counties are wholly rural, with only six of the total number having cities of more than 10,000 people. The board of county commissioners administers a fund set aside for the county poor, and in those counties having a poor farm, supervises the farm. The county commisssioners are not primarily a relief organization as they have many duties and administer many funds. They have, ordinarily, neither provisions for investigating needs of families, nor for doing fam­ily case work. They are primarily concerned in their relief activities with caring for the aged, or for chronic paupers. The state has a mother's pension law authorizing the counties to make provision for mothers who would otherwise be dependent upon charity. The Red Cross is the most active relief organization in rural areas. It has county and local chapters which have been very active in drouth re­lief throughout the state. It is supported locally by membership fees and other contributions, but in times of emergency brings funds and supplies from outside areas into the state. In fact, previous to the development of the federal relief programs in the state, the Red Cross provided a large share of the livestock feed and human relief. During the early part of the depression period local contributions to the Red Cross were relatively large, but in 1932, when the federal g-c.vern­ment began activities, many communities were so stricken by drouth that Red Cross contributions were very low. In August 1932 the Federal Reconstruction Finance Corporation began a program providing work re­lief in the state. This was replaced in 1933 by the Federal Emergency Re­lief Administration which is in operation at the present time. 
II. A Statistical Summary of Relief During the 

Drouth-Depression Period, 1930-1934 

Red Cross Activities Previous to the establishment of federal relief agencies the Red Cross assumed the major share of the relief program. Table 1 summarizes their drouth relief expenditures in South Dakota during the years 1931 and 1932. The total funds expended amount to $648,728.54. Of this $336,041.52 were spent in human relief. 
TABLE 1.-A Summary of Red Cross Drought Relief Expenditures in South Dakota During 

1931 -1932* 

Kind 

Human Relief - --------·-·----------------------
Livestock Feed ------------------------------­
Locally Distributed Supplies -----------------­
Distribution Expense -------------------------

Value 

$336,041 .52 
281 ,677.81 

9,778.04 
21,231.17 

Total ------------------------------------ $648, 728.54 

* Information supplied through the courtesy of Wm. M. Baxter, Jr , Manage'\" of Ameri­
can Red Cro11s, Mid Western Branch, St. Louis, Missouri. 
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Table 2 summarizes the supplies distributed from July first, 1932 to 
December first, 1933. The activities described in this table have been con­
ducted parallel with activities of the federal government. 

TABLE 2.-A Summary of Red Cross Supplies Distributed in South Dakota J�ly 1, 1932 
to December 31, 1933* 

Items 

Families Requesting Aid --------------------­
No. other Distributing Agencies -------------­
Cloth Yards ---------------------------- ----­
Sheeting Yards ------------------------------­
Blankets, Comforters ------------------------­
Garments, dozen -----------------------------­
Sweaters, dozen ------------------------------

Frequencies 

34,048 
9 

504,846 
5,082 

1 5,793 
29 ,5 18  

2,951  

* Information supplied through the courtes:v of Wm . M. Baxter, Jr. , Manager of Ameri­
can Red Cross, Midw<'!stern Branch, St. Louis, Missouri. 

Relief Activities Of The County Commissioners 

The care of county poor by county commissioners amounted to $503,-
214.12 in 1930 and increased to $986,326.46 in 1933 (Table 3 ) .  The items for 
mothers pensions, while not a relief expenditure, undoubtedly keeps many 
mothers from the relief rolls, and is, therefore, listed. This expenditure de­
creased from $364,299.36 in 1930 to $337,407.76 in 1933. The tendency of 
p,ri"'1.e counties to shift mothers pension cases to the Civil Works Adminis­
tration or to the Federal Emergency Relief Administration may explain 
this decrease. It is unlikely that a decrease in the number of mothers 
needing public aid explains it. 

TABLE 3.-Annual Expenditures by County Commissioners for Years 
1930 to 1933 Inclusi vc* 

For Care of 
County Poor 

1 930 -------- --------------- $fi0::!,2 1 4 .12  
1931  ----------------------- $653,548 .09 
1932 ----------------- ------ $984, 180.70 
1933 ----------------------- $986,326.46 

For Mother's 
Pensions 

$364, 299.36 
$360, 1 79,09 
$364,481 .  70 
$337,407. 76 

'� Source : Interest Bearing Debts and Classified Expenditures, bulletin issued annually 
by the state Division of Taxation. 

The Federal Emergency Relief Administration Activities 

The major relief activities of the federal government are summarized 
in Table 4 which shows the number of families and number of persons re­
ceiving aid ;  first, under the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and sec­
ond, under the Federal Emergency Relief Administration. Three hundred 
eighty-seven families received aid in August 1932. The climax came in 
February when 31,295 received Reconstruction Finance Corporation aid. 
The Federal Emergency Relief Administration program began in July 
1933 with a total of 9 ,900 families on its rolls and reached its peak in Ap­
ril 1934 with 47,075 families on relief rolls. The majority of cases under 

· the Federal Emergency Relief Administration have been maintained 
through work relief rather than direct relief. Single persons have made up 
a rather small proportion of the total persons helped and transient per-



TABLE 4.-A Statistical Summary of Families and Persons Receiving Federal Relief, August 1932 to April 1934* 

Resident Famili<'s Given Relief From All Public Funds 

Direct Work Work Relief Total Direct and Work Relief Single 
Number Number Number Number Resident 

Number Persons Number Persons Families Persons Person 
Months Families Represented Families Represented:j: Net Net Work Direct 

1932 Under Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
August 387 1,438 
September 1 ,796 6,533 
October 14,991 51,926 
November 13,645 48,729 
December 20,144 1 1 3,040 
1933 
January 23,168 86,880 
February 31,295 1 1 7,356 
March 30,865 1 15,744 
April 1 8,928 70,980 
May 1 5255 57,206 

1933 Under Federal Emergency Relief Administration 
July 3003 1 1,581 7,975 35,461 9,900 42,085 187 564 
August 4,043 15 ,865 9,925 44,331 13,440 57,052 311  685 
September 4,159 16,804 13,219 59,265 l 6, 367 71 ,562 390 888 
October 4,11 1 1 5,881 22 ,622 1 02,546 Z4,854 1 12, 1 29 368 300 
November 3,£197 16,817 30,225 134,408 33,373 146,809 480 66 
December • 16,656 67, 151  536 2,085 17,192 69,236 2,908 43 
1934 
January 26,001 1 04,573 1 80 709 26, 181  105 ,282 7,594 20 
February 26, 164 1 00,939 173 619 26, 337 101,558 7,662 1 ,509 
March 21,271 71 ,379 24,148 97,361 34,431 1 34,621 5,085 3, 1 1 1  
April 3,068 6,504 45,896 197,274 47,075 205,457 250 1 ,894 

* Data were obtained from records of the State Relief Administration. 
:j: Estimated for those receiving aid under Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

Transient 
Person 

1378 
554 
490 
275 
292 
237 

310 
356 
296 
335 

1-4 
tr_j � 
1-4 

z 

rn. 
0 
d � 
::c: 
tj. 
> 
:,::: 
0 � 
> 

..... ..... 
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sons have been in the minority even as compared to single resident 
persons. 

The expenditures of federal funds for each month from October 1932 
through April 1933 is pictured in Figure 1. The expenditures up to July 
1932 were made by Reconstruction Finance Corporation, those for July 
and subsequent months through the Federal Emergency Relief Adminis-
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tration. The federal relief program began in  October 1932 with an  ex­
penditure of approximately $80,500 and reached its peak in March 1933 
spending for that month over $275,000. The Federal Emergency Relief 
Administration began in July 1933 with an expenditure of $155,000. In 
November their expenditures increased to over $700,000. The beginning 
of the Civil Works program, on November 18 in most counties, brought 
relief expenditures down to $300,000 in December. By January, however, 
relief had climbed again to almost $650,000. This may have been due in 
part to the cutting of Civil Works Administration laborers to a half-time 
basis. The largest expenditure for the entire period came irr April total­
ing more than $760,000. This is due no doubt in part to the fact that the 
Civil Works Administration in South Dakota was completely dispensed 
with on March 15. 

Livestock Feed.-Federal expenditures for livestock feed have been 
heavy in the state. Table 5 indicates that $616,623.31 worth of hay was 

TABLE 5.-Amounts of Hay Distributed in South Dakota for Drouth Relief, 
December 1933 to April 20, 1934* 

Month 

December ----------------------------------
January ------------------------------------
February ---------------- -------------------
March --------------------------------------
April (to ::::oth) -------- --------------------­
Others not classified by months --------------

Total -----------------------------------

�' Information supplied by the State Relief Administration. 

Value 

$ 6,036.11  
47,496.66 

214,264.67 
163,683.70 

95,142.17 
90,000.00 

$616,623.31 

distributed during the winter months of 1933-34. In addition some 4,615-
804 bushels of grain have been distributed. The Relief Administration has 
also · obtained approximately 500 cars of wood for fuel. Other miscellane­
ous expenditures for administrative purposes and those expenditures of 
local governing units in connection with the Federal Emergency Relief 
Program have, no doubt, amounted to a considerable sum. 

Surplus Foods Distributed.-In addition to the other activities sum­
marized, the surplus commodities products listed in Table 6 have been 
distributed in the state. During the four months of the winter 1933 and 
1934 almost 700,000 pounds of butter were distributed, approximately 
850,000 pounds of flour, over 1 ,500,000 pounds of pork, about 200,000 
pounds of beef, approximately 150,000 pounds of lard and about 40,000 
pounds of cheese and almost 60,000 dozen eggs. 

TABLE 6.-A Summary of Surplus Food Commodities Distributed in South Dakota, 
December 1933 to March 1934 

Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds Dozen 
Month Butter Flour Pork Beef Lard Cheese Eg1es 

December 48,964.5 91,211.5 20,107 .5 °i'.451 January 205,407 .5 343,775.5 456,917.7 2s:iJ70 
--,797 

February 189,766 318,914 523,501 69,567 39:oss 51,902 
March 252, 777 88,282 686,922 118,533 120,374 4,763 

Total 691,915 842,183 1,687,448 1 89,551 146,344 39,053 57,462 
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The Civil Works Administration.-Civil Works Administration activi­ties are also summarized here (Table 7) even though Civil Works employ­ment was not considered relief. Employment has such a direct bearing upon relief activities that a statement concerning the Civil Works pro­gram is important. A total of $6,436,993.48 was spent for workers' earn­ings, $1,213,078.12 for team hire and $17,244.38 for truck hire. The weekly average number of workers employed was 32,585, of teams 16,417 and of trucks 42.7. The average weekly earnings in the state for workers was $357,610.74, for teams $67,393.60 and for trucks $958.02. The maximum number of workers was employed during the period January 12 to March 1 when they totaled over forty thousand. The maximum payroll came on January 19, which date marked the end of 'full-time work in rural dis­tricts. At that time rural workers were reduced to a 15-hour week with pay at $7.50 whereas they had previously worked 30 hours and received $15.00 pay. The effect of the Civil Works Administration program on the activities of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration are pointed out in the summary which follows below and also in Part IV. 

TABLE 7.-A Summary of Civil Works Administration Activities in South Dakota Showing 
,v orkers, Teams and Trucks and · Their Earnings for Eai::h Week 

From November 20, 1933 to March 22, 1 934* 

Number Number Number Workers' Team Truck 
Weck Ending Workers Teams Truckst Earnings Earnings Earnings 

Nov. 23, 1933 8,495 4,543 $ 97,552.50 $ 1 9,350.34 
Nov. 30, 1933 1 6,426 9 ,458 1 93,454..88 44,240.88 
Dec. 7, 1933 27,833 1 2 ,4H 1 6  340,882.69 55,777 .97 1 59 .8 6  
Dec. 14 ,  1933 33,858 15 ,246 22  423,469 . 1 3  75,522.62 308.63 
Dec. 21,  1933 37,523 1 8,3�5 27 5 1 6,273.83 9 1 ,691 . 1 5  451 .31 
Dec. 28, 1933 37,6!j5 20,283 24 500,833 . 18  99,661 .33 430.99 
Jan. 5, 1934 38,604 19,4 1 6  2 2  521 , 82 1 .00 99,664.32 402.30 
Jan. 12 , 1934 40,203 20,928 33 588,847 .96 1 1 3,675.06 404.26 
Jan . 19,  1934 4 1 ,056 22 ,333 24 606,941 .73 1 21 ,626 .10  421 . 1 1  
Jan. 2 6 ,  1934 ,12,463 2 1 ,884 46 365,890.14  73,252.40 1 . 1 85.28 
Feb. 1 ,  1934 4 1 , 1 7 0  21 ,585 1 0 1  349 ,631 .38 6,8 ,305.00 2 ,540.22 
Feb. 8, 1934 40,350 20,1 64 90 345,861.  76  67,453.50 1 ,677.45 
Feb. 15 ,  1934 4 1 , 1 31 20,760 7 1  359,404 .79 66,305.26 1 ,921.09 
Feb. 22,  1934 41 ,600 2 1 ,745 77 359,679 .92 67,290.30 1 ,59 1 .20 
March 1, 1934 42,262 21 ,905 89 365,71 6.78 67,234.70 2,636.80 
March 8 ,  1934 29,718 1 3,592 69 262,075.28 46,418.19  1 ,451.97 
March 15 ,  1934 24,650 1 0,926 58 225,804.41  35,609 .00 1 ,661 .91  
March 22 ,  1934 1 , 530 12 ,860.12 

Gross Totals 586,527 295,514 769 $6,437 ,002 .48 $1 ,213,078.12 $17,244 .38 
Weekly Av. 32,585 16 ,417  42 .7 $ 357,(H 1 .24 $ 67,393.60 $ 958.02 

* Figures were obtained from records of the State Relief Administration previous to 
final auditing so slight inaccuracies may appear in some items. 

t Trucks paid by County or by State Highway Commission are not included. 

A further point of interest with reference to the Civil Works Adminis­tration is the ratio of female workers to male workers. The weekly aver­age number of women on the pay roll was 695, that for men was 32,581, a ratio of approximately 1 to 50. In addition to the Civil Works activities a total amount of $198,196.79 was spent for Civil Works Service, which employed an average of 18 men and 81 women per week for 18 weeks at an average weekly expenditure of $11 ,010.93. Female labor predominated in Civil Works Service with a ratio of four females to every male. 
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Summary The per capita distribution of cash for human relief by the federal government in South Dakota during the last 19 months has totaled $9.04 for every man, woman and child, which makes an average monthly ex­penditure of $0.48 per person. (Table 8). The Civil Works expenditure.s for f ive months equal $9.32 per person, or a monthly per capita average of $1.86 for the five months in which the program was in operation. In addition to these expenditures the Red Cross for the winter 1931-32 spent a total average amount of $0.49 per person for human relief. At the same time county expenditures for the care of the poor have increased the fol­lowing per capita amounts per year : 1930, $0. 77 ; 1931, $0.94 ; 1932, $1.42; 1933, $1.42. In addition to the above expenditures extensive amounts of livestock feed and many commodities for human relief have been distributed which are not included. 
TABLE 8.-Month by Month Per Capita Expenditures by the Federal Government for 

Human Relief* and for Wages on Civil Works Projects in South Dakota, 
October, 1932-April, 1934-t 

Value of Federal Value of Civil Works 

Month Relief Per Individual Wages Per Individual§ 

1932 

October 

November 

December 

1933 

January ------------­

February -----------­

March -------------­

April ---------------

May 

June ---------------­

July ---------------­

August -------------­

September ----------­

October -------------

November 

December 

1934 

January -----------­

February -----------­

March --------- -----­

April ----------------

Total __________ _ 

Monthly Av. 1932 
Monthly Av. 1933 __ _ 
Monthly Av. 1934 __ _ 

Monthly Average 

Total Period _____ _ 

$ .1.i. 
. 3 1  

. 32  

.37 

.34 

.40 

.35 

. 17  

. 12  

.22  

.30 

.3'.7 

.70 

1 .01  

. 44  

,91 

.74 

.77 

1 .09 

9 .0 !  

.25 

.40 

.87 

.43 

.42 

2.57 

3 .00 
2.04 

1 .2!) 

( 19 Mos. ) 9.32 (5  Mos . )  

( 3  Mos.) 
( 1 2  Mos. )  
( 1  Mos. ) 

1.49 ( 2  Mos.)  
2 .11  ( 3  Mos. )  

( 19 Mos.) 1 .86 ( 5  Mos. )  

Total Per 

Individual 

$ . 1 1  

. 3 1  

.32  

.37  

.34  

.40  

.35 

. 1 7  

. 1 2  

.22 

.30 

.37 

.70 

1.43 

3.01 

3.91 

2.78 

2.06 

1 .09 

1 8.36 (19 Mos.) 

.25 (3 Mos.) 
. 65 ( 1 2  Mos.)  

2 .46 ( 4 Mos. )  

. 9 7  ( 19 Mos.) 

"' By the Reconstruction Finance from October 1932 to July 1, 1933 ; by the Federal 
Emergency Relief Administration after that date. 

t Population figures for 1930 were used in making these calculations. 

§ Workers' wages only arc included, no amounts received for trucks and teams. 
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III. Rural Relief Families In Miner, Spink and 

Walworth Counties 

Location of Areas Studied 

For the study of characteristics of relief families an attempt was made 
to select, in so far as possible, counties that represented typical farming 
areas in the state. Miner county was chosen as representative of a diver­
sified farming area,1 Spink county as representative of the spring wheat 
growing region2 and Walworth county as representative of spring wheat 
growing and grazing.3 It is true that not all types of farming areas are 
represented by these counties, but it has not been possible to cover a larger 
area. 

General Description of Land Use Policy and Social 

Organization in the Counties Studied 

Miner County.-Miner county is located in southeastern South Dakota 
and is entirely rural, Howard the county seat having only 1224 population. 
Ninety-four and one tenth per cent of the land area is in farms, with 70.5 
per cent of the land in crops.4 Using 100 as the state index figure for crop 
yields, Miner county yields 99.62 per cent.5 Approximately 28 per cent of 
the county is given to corn cultivation, 21 per cent to pasture, 20 per cent 
to oats, 15 per cent to hay, five per cent to barley and five per cent to 
wheat.6 

Miner county has a precipitation averaging between 20 and 25 inches 
per year and has a population density of 10 to 20 per square mile.7 (Table 
9 ) .  

TABLE 9.-Average Annual Precipitation for Miner County, 1926 to 1934 

Year 

1926 
1927 
1928 
l92!i 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 (Jan. ) -------------------

* Station is located at Howard. 

Total 

18.36 
20.50 
20.71 
23.55 
19.55 
15.78 
18.91 
18.36 
0.39 

Source : Climatological Data, U. S. Weather Bureau 

Variation 
From Normal 

-3.65 
-1.51 
-1.30 

1.54 
-2.46 
-5.88 
-2.75 
-3.30 
-0.02 

1. Rogers and Elliot describe this area as a moderate livestock feeding area producing 
corn, oats, wheat and hay. Types of Farming in South Dakota, S. D. Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 
p. 4. 

2. Rogers and Elliot classify it as the intensive spring wheat area-"Wheat is the most 
important single crop in i.he two ·counties that make up the larger pa.rt of this section. The 
soil and climate combine to make this an ideal wheat country. More diversity in farming 
has developed here in recent years, but wheat continues to be of first importance." Ibid., 
p. 5. 

3. Rogers and Elliot classify it as the extensive small-grain area-"Large farms and 
extensive grain growing ·characterize this territory . . . .  It appears that this entire area is 
in a period of change from grain farming to more livestock." Ibid. 

4. Ibid., pp. 6-7 
5. Ibid., p. 15 
6. Ibid., p. 17. 
7. Landis, Paul II., South Dakota Town-Country Trade Relations, 1901-1931,  op. cit., 

p. 9. 
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Due to the fact that farmers depend to a considerable degree upon hogs, dairy cattle and poultry for a living the feed shortage situation in 1931 and 1933 was especially critical. The bonus on pigs and brood sows was especially timely as pigs could never have been fed. Those pigs which remained were trucked out to Minnesota and Iowa by buyers, the farmers being paid only 75c to $1.00 per head in many cases. Many unusual circumstances have contributed to the need for relief in Miner County during the last four years. Bank failures subsequent to 1921 must be given an important place. Table 10 shows the number of banks in each of the towns of the county. These data indicate that banks declined in number from 10 in 1921 to 3 in March 1933. All but two of these failures came previous to 1930, but the consequences, lowered re­sources and insufficient credit, have carried over. Crop conditions during the last five years are of fundamental impor­tance. Rainfall has been below normal for each year since 1926 excepting 1929. (See Table 9). In 1929 there was a two-thirds crop in the county ; in 1930 a half crop of small grain ; in 1931 a complete crop failure ; in 1932 a half crop of small grain ; in 1933 a complete failure except for one township in the northeastern part of the county. During each year the western part of the county has suffered from drouth. To add to the dif­ficulties in the years 1932 and 1933, grasshoppers did some damage. Hail destroyed crops in some section in the years mentioned. An anthrax epidemic also figured somewhat in 1932 and especially in 1933 causing some families to lose all of their cattle. This disease is still present. All the towns in the county are under 2500 population and have no in­dustries on which they can depend, except the railroad which employs a few men. Business is consequently closely identified with agricultural conditions. 

TABLE 10.-Number of Bank; in Miner County Towns and Cities at Stated Intervals, 
1921-1933 a' 

Towns Oct. 1921 

Argonne ( St .  Mary's) ---------------
Canova ----------------------- ------ 2 
Carthage --------------------------- 2 
Fedora ------------------------------ 1 
Howard ----------------------------- 3 
Roswell ----------------------------- 1 
Vilas ---------------·----------- ----- 1 

Total --------------------------- 1 0  

* A s  listed i n  Bradstreet's Commercial Ratings. 

Oct. 1926 Jan. 193 1 March 1933 

Spink County.-Spink county, located in the north central part of eastern South Dakota is entirely rural except for Redfield city which had 2664 people in 1930. Eighty-six and one tenth per cent of the land is in farms and 66.85 per cent of the land is in crops.1 Using 100 as the index figure for crop yields in the state Spink county yields 91.10 per cent.2 Thirty-two per cent of the county is given to wheat cultivation, 30 per cent to pasture, about 18 per cent to corn, 10 per cent to hay, eight per cent to oats, and a small per cent to barley and flax.3 

1. Rogers and Elliott, op. cit. 
2. Ibid., p. 1 5  
3 .  Ibid., p. l '/ 
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TABLE 1 1.-Average Annual Precipitation for Spink County, 1926 to 1934. 

Year 

1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 (Jan.) -------------------

Total 

17.94 
26.76 
15.34 
1 8.31 
22.17 
13.95 
1 5.9 
11.98 
0.05 

Variation 
From Normal 

-5.2 
6.98 

-4.44 
-4.92 

2.92 
-8.68 
-6.73 
-8.86 
-0.52 

* Average for reporting stations located at Redfield, Ashton and Mellette. 
Sour·ce : Climatological Data, U. S. Weather Bureau. 

Approximately three-fourths of the county has a precipitation of 20 
to 25 inches, whereas the southwest quarter has from 15 to 20 inches. ( See 
Table 1 1 ) . The density of population is 10 to 20 per square mile.1 

The chief marketing organizations are grain elevators, livestock ship­
ping associations, and produce companies. The principal credit institutions 
have been local banks, the federal government which granted feed and .seed 
loans (1932 ) and, in the period previous to the depression, life insurance 
companies and the State Rural Credits. Retailing establishments are those 
ordinarily found in rural trade centers. All marketing, credit and retail 
enterprises are directly and wholly dependent upon agricultural condi-
tions. 

Among the unusual circumstances contributing to the relief situation 
in recent years are industrial conditions, which led to the closing of the 
North Western railroad shops in Redfield forcing about sixty men out 
of employment. This situation affected the cases studied very little, how­
ever, since Redfield city, being urban, was not included in the study. Bank 
failures contribute to the relief situation in a considerable degree. Only 
five banks remain in the county, whereas in 1921 there were 21 .  ( See list 
in table No. 12 ) many people lost large amounts through bank failures. 

Agricultural conditions induced the immediate relief situation. The 
last good corn crop came in 1927. In 1930 there was an average wheat 
crop, in 1931 a half crop, except in the southeastern corner of the county, 
where there was a complete failure. In 1932 there was an average wheat 

TABLE 12.-Number of Banks in Spink County Towns and Cities at Stated Intervals, 
1921-1933* 

Towns Oct. 1921 

Ashton ------------------------------ 2 
Athol ------------------------------- 1 
Brentford --------------------------- 1 
Conde ------------------------------- 2 
Crandon ---------------------------- 1 
Doland ----------------------------- 2 
Frankfort --------------------------- 2 
Mellette ----------------------------- 2 
Northville --------------------------- 1 
Redfield ----------------------------- 3 
Tulare ------------------------------ 2 
Turton ------------------------------ 2 

Total --------------------------- 21 

* As listed in Bradstreet's Commercial Ratings. 

Oct. 1926 Jan. 1931 March 1933 

10 

1 .  Landis, Paul H.,  South Dakota Town-Country Trade Relations, 1901-1931. op. cit., 
p. 9. 
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-crop ; in 1933 wheat and other small grain crops were a complete failure 
while corn fodder and hay were scarce. The fodder which was cut was 
scarcely fit for feed unless stored in sheds, because of the dust storms 
which filled the shocks with dirt. 

Livestock losses due to starvation were heavy in 1931 and 1932. Rus­
sian thistles were the principal local feed. In 1933 livestock was cared for 
almost entirely by feed shipped in from outside the state as a form of re­
lief. The agricultural situation was directly responsible for the closing of 
·elevators and other shipping industries. 

Back of the agricultural situation was, of course, the prolonged drouth, 
data concerning which are summarized in Table 11. Only two years since 
1926 have had normal rainfall. In 1931, and 1932 and 1933 the rainfall was 
over a third below normal. 

The hot winds which accompany drouth are usually the destructive 
factor for small grain crops. Grasshoppers infested the county in 1931, and 
1932, but the damage was confined to the irrigated gardens, as the fields 
were destroyed by the drouth before they came. A mild epidemic of 
black leg has been present in the county but losses due to the disease have 
been relatively few. 

Walworth County.-Walworth County borders the Missouri river in 
the north central part of South Dakota and is entirely rural except for 
Mobridge city which had a population of 3464 in 1930. Eighty and eight 
tenths per cent of the land is in farms but only 48.11  per cent is in crops.1 
Using 100 as an index figure for the crop yields in the state, Walworth 
county yields 93.59.2 Approximately 48 per cent of the area is in pasture, 
nearly 19 per cent is given to wheat, 15 per cent to hay, about nine per 
cent to corn, three per cent to oats, three per cent to barley and three per 
cent to flax.3 

The greater part of Walworth county is in that area which has from 
10 to 20 inches of precipitation a year, while the southeastern corner has 
20 to 25 inches. The population density is 10 to 20 per square mile. 

The fact that almost 50 per cent of the land area remains untilled is 
highly significant in understanding the present relief situation. The un­
cultivated land produces the native grasses from virgin sod so that graz­
ing and wild hay are available, even after such years of drouth as the area 
has been experiencing. This is the chief factor to be taken into considera-

TABLE 13.-Average Annual Precipitation for Walworth County, 1927 to 1934* 

Year 

1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931  
1932 
1933 
1934 (Jan.) -------------------

Total 

21 .16t 
14 .69t 
1 3.85t 
17.15-r 
1 3.82 
19 .50 

9.21 
0.0 

* Principal station is located at Mobridge. 
t Average for Glenham and Mobridge Stations. 
Source : Climatological Data, U. S. Weather Bureau 

1. Rogers and Elliot, op. cit., pp. 6-7. 
2 .  Ibid., p.  4. 
3. Ibid., p. 17. 

Variation 
From Normal 

-4 .27 
1 . 4 1  

-8.88 
-0.74 
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tion in explaining why this county has fa red much better in recent years than have Miner and Spink counties. Among the unusual circumstances contributing to the current relief situation are the agricultural situation, bank failures, general industrial and business conditions. The agricultural conditions, aside from the un­favorable price level, have been produced principally by drouth. ( See Table 13). The wheat crop, which is the chief crop in Walworth county, was fair in 1930 and 1931, average in 1932, but very poor in 1933, in fact, almost a total failure except in the southeastern part. A part of the east­ern section has been subject to hail storms, while a grasshopper scourge extended throughout the county in 1933. More than half of the entire county is in grass and hay. Grazing condi­tions have been good throughout the entire period due to the fact that the native grasses resist drouth. Moreover, hay is available for winter feed from the native grasses of the lowlands and old lake beds. In more severe years farmers supplement the local supply by crossing the river into Cor­son county where Indian reservation or government tracts can be rented for a small sum for grazing or for cutting hay. Most farmers, therefore, have not been forced to sell at prevailing low prices, and have been for­tunate in having no livestock disease epidemics. There have been seven bank failures in the last five years. Table 14 shows the number of banks existing in the various parts of the county for different intervals between 1921 and 1933. Losses of money through bank failures and the curtailing of credit facilities have much bearing upon the relief situation. 
TABLE 14.-Number of Banks in Walworth County Towns and Cities at Stated Intervals, 

1921-1933'" 

Towns Oct. 1921 

Akaska ------------------------------ 1 
Glenham ----------------------------- 1 
Java --------------------------------- 2 
Lowry ------------------------------- 1 
Mobridge ----------------------------- 3 
Selby --r----------------------------- 2 

Total ---------------------------- 1 0  

* A s  listed i n  Brdastreet's Commercial RatinJ.?:S, 

Oct. 1926 Jan. 1931 March 1933 

8 

The only industry of any importance has been the repair shop.s of the Milwaukee railroad located in Mobridge. The moving of these shops to Miles City, Montana, in 1930 threw approximately 200 men out of work. While the majority of these men live in Mobridge, which excludes them from this study, some of them have moved to small tracts outside the city and therefore are covered by this survey. Retail business activities and shipping and marketing activities, of course, have been severely afflicted by the conditions existing in agricul­ture. 
Purpose and Method of Survey 

Th e P ur pos e of th e Study.-The study represents a preliminary at­tempt to understand why certain families in South Dakota have been un­able to maintain their financial independence throughout the crisis per-
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iod following 1929, while their neighbors, located in a similar situation ·and 
in the same community, have been able to continue on their own resc urces 
through the long period of misfortune. 

That the factual data accumulated in this study should throw some 
light upon this problem will become evident as the study proceeds. Ul­
timately, the discoveries of fundamental differences, if such exist, between 
relief and non-relief families should lead to the formulation of social 
policies designed to get at the root of the difficulties lying beneath the 
economic inadequacy of families who fail in an emergency. The data in 
the South Dakota survey are hardly adequate for sweeping generaliza­
tions, but this is only one of several comparable studies which are going 
on throughout various states under the supervision of the Division of Re­
search and Statistics of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration. 

Period Covered.-The data on family characteristics cover intensively 
the period January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1934, however, some of the ques­
tions in the schedule deal with longer periods, others with shorter periods. 

Collection of Data.-All of the data presented in this section are based 
on case study interviews with relief and non-relief families, the informa­
tion being obtained in answer to a series of questions on a printed sched­
ule. The schedules used were the standard form prepared by the Federal 
Emergency Relief Administration in cooperation with which the study 
was conducted. The schedules used were DRS-3C, "A Survey of Rural 
Families Receiving Relief in October 1933", and DRS-16, "A Survey of 
Rural Non-relief Families", Question 23 of DRS-3C supplementary 
"Changes in Living" was also used with all families interviewed, both re­
lief and non-relief. The schedules are reproduced in the appendix. 

The schedules were collected by a staff of field workers all of whom 
had college degrees or equivalent training, and were mailed from the field 
daily and edited in the office at Brookings. Where inconsistencies appeared 
schedules were returned immediately to the field in order that errors 
might be corrected. Funds for field workers and tabulators were available 
through the Civil Works Administration. 

Basic Definitions.-A relief family was one falling within the bounds 
of the following definition :1 

"Relief is to be taken to mean relief chargeable to public funds (Fed­
eral, State, or local ) and covers only those cases of residents within the 
state which are eligible to be reported to the Federal Emergency Relief 
Administration each month on its Form 10-A. Relief includes both direct 
relief and work relief, and covers orders for food, shelter, clothing, fuel , 
light, household necessities ( such as soap, matches, lamps, etc. ) ,  medical 
care given in the client's home or in a doctor's office (but not medical care 
given in a clinic or a hospital ) ,  transportation, moving expenses, car to­
kens, and cash whenever cash is given in lieu of the above-mentioned com­
modities or services or as wages for work relief." 

A non-relief family was defined as one which had obtained no relief 
during the period January 1, 1930, up to the date when the study was 
made,-approximately February 15 in Spink county, March 1 in Miner 
county and April 1 in Walworth county. In order to be sure that the fami-

1. Issued in special instructions to local research supervisors by Dr. E. D. Tetreau, 
Rural Relief Analyst, Federal Emergency Relief Administration. 
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lies studied had not been on relief, records of the County Relief Adminis-· tration, the County Commissioners' poor-relief list and records of Red Cross were checked. Because of the dire feed situation, families who had received only livestock feed were not considered relief families and were, therefore, eligible for study. This exception seemed to be necessary in or­der that we obtain a sufficient sample of non-relief families in two of the three counties. The United States Census def inition of rural and urban was accepted; that is a municipality of 2500 or more population constitutes an urban district. Only rural areas were studied. Sampling Procedure.-Relief cases selected for study were those found on relief rolls of the respective counties in October, 1933. In Min r and Walworth Counties the entire October relief list was studied as there were less than two hundred cases; in Spink county where more than 700 fami­lies were on relief in October, every seventh case from a complete list was chosen. Non-relief cases were sampled according to the following procedure : a list of all families receiving relief since January 1930 was prepared, from the rolls of the various relief organizations, Red Cross, the county commissioners and County Relief Administration. Any individual whose name did not appear on this list was eligible for study. In the open-coun­try the two nearest non-relief neighbors to the relief family were taken as a control group. In villages an alphabetical list of all heads of families was prepared, and after relief cases had been eliminated, a random sample twice as great as the number of relief cases studied was selected. 

Explanation of Plan for Presenting Data Classification of Cases.-A three-fold classif ication has been followed in most tables ; village families, farm owners, farm tenants. This classi­fication involves some inconsistencies but nevertheless seems to be more significant for the interpretation of the data than any other. These in­consistencies can be ruled out in pai·t, or at least explained, by def inition. A village family was def ined as one not operating land. Under South Dak­ota· conditions this means almost universally that the individual resides in a village. He may, however, own land as many village resident do. A farm owner was defined as one who both owns and operates land.1 Part of the land operated may be rented. A farm tenant was def ined as one who oper­ates land, but who does not own land. For the sake of brevity "owner" is used for "farm owner" and "tenant" for "farm tenant" in presenting tabu­lar material. A village was defined, for purposes of this study, as any population aggregate large enough to be considered a village by people in the com­munity. It needed not to be incorporated and might range in size up to 2500 population. Summary of Number of Cases Studied.-The number of cases are syn­onymous throughout most of the tables, so frequencies are listed in Table 
1. The Division of Research and Statistics of the Federal Emergency Relief Administra­

tion classified all -cases into iwo groups : th(•se operating three or more acres of land, and 
those operating less than thr.ee acres of land. Those operating less than three acres of land 
are synonymous with village residents as defined above, while the owner-tenant classifica­
tion makes up the group operatiEg more than three acr,2s. The vil lage-owner-tenant classi­
fication is much more significant in South Dakota where all farm land holdings are larger­
than three acres. 
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TABLE 15.-A Summary of the Samples Studied Grouped According to the Standard 
Classification Used 

Miner Co. 
Frequency 

Relief Cases ----------------- 1 14 '� 
Village ------------------ 7 4 
Open Country ------------ ,1r. 
Owner ------------------- 3 
Tenant _______ ------------ 37 

Non-Relief Cases ------------- 1'.)2 
Village ------------------ 134  
Open Country ------------ 58 
Owner ------------------- !i2 
Tenant ------------------- 6 

Net Total Cases ---------- 306 

Spink Co. 
Frequency 

99t 
23 
76 
14 
62 

200 
45  

155  
1 15  

40  

299 

Three Counties 
Walworth Co. Combined 

Frequency Frequency 

1 10 323 
79 176 
31 147 

9 26 
22 121 

208 600 
129 308 
79 292 
51 218 
28 74 

318 923 

* A total of 116 cases were on October Relief rolls, but of these two were unavailable, 
reducing the total to 1 14. 

t A total of 100 cases were selected for study but one was unavailable, reducing the total 
to 99. 

15 to avoid needless repetition and to conserve space in subsquent tables. 
Where the number of cases differs from the figures listed frequency col­
umns appear in the respective tables. 

Use of County Data in Tables.-Village-owner-tenant tabulations for 
each county were made but the printed tables which follow present only 
a summary of total relief and non-relief cases for individual counties, with 
the village-owner-tenant classification appearing only for the three coun­
ties combined. While the sub-classifications for the individual counties 
are interesting, the cases are too few to make comparisons significant. 
Where variations occur in the individual counties that seem large enough 
to influence strongly the total for the three counties combined, the reader 
is appraised of this fact in the text comment accompanying tables. 

The gross figures for each county are presented for those who may be 
interested in the local situation. Because the total relief and non-relief 
sample for each county is of necessity small ,  and because general condi­
tions, size of land holdings, types of farming, etc., create situations that 
are not always comparable, few comparisons between counties are made 
except as they may be essential to explaining the data appearing in the 
summary for the three counties. 

Caution Necessary in Interpreting Results.-Caution is necessary in 
interpreting the data presented. A minute analysis and cross analysis 
taking into account all factors that cause a family to need relief was not 
possible, for numbers are too few to lead to trustworthy results when 
smaller group divisions are made. For this reason there are undoubtedly 
places where the most valid interpretation of the results obtained may not 
have been discovered. 

It should also be stated that comparatively few of the cases studied 
are chronic relief cases, as these have been charges of the board of county 
commissioners and probably in most instances were not taken over by the 
Federal Emergency Relief Administration.1 Cases for study were taken 
from the October lists of the county relief administration (federal ) ;  con-

1. Indigent poor were not eligible for federal relief in October although the tendency­
of county authorities was to shift as many eases as po;;;sible to the Relief Administration. 
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sequently chronic cases were for the most part omitted. Had the entire list of the county commissioners been included in the study, some char­acteristics of relief families might have been different. However, the re­sults would have been less typical of the normal family which is compelled to accept public aid during the depression had the "county poor" lists made up a greater proportion of the cases studied. Order of Presentation.-Topics are presented in the order in which they appear in the schedules used in collecting field data. Characteristics of relief families are compared throughout with those of the non-relief control group. 

Characteristics of Rural Relief Families I. Composition of Households Age.-Heads of relief families are approximately four years younger than the heads of non-relief families, while their wives are almost five years younger than those of the non-relief families. (See Table No. 16. ) This is explained to a considerable degree by the situation which exists in the small agricultural villages in South Dakota. Retired farmers in 
TABLE 16.-Average Age of Heads of Relief and Non-Relief Households* 

Male Head or Husband Wife or Female Head 

Frequency 

Relief ---------- 1 1 4  
Non-relief ------- 173 
Total ----------- 287 

Relief ----- ----- 96 
Non-relief ------ 185 
Total ----------- 281 

Relief ---------- 9 8  
Non-relief ------ 197 
Total ----------- �95 

Relief ---------- 305 
Village ------- 1 6 1  
Owners 24 
Tenants _______ 1 20 

Non-relief ------ 555 
Village ------- 270 
Owners ------- 214  
Ten:,nts -·----- 71 

Total ----------- 860 

Av. Age 
(years) 

46 .09 
50.03 
48.43 

-14.40 
49.94 
46.63 

,15 .89 
47.60 
46.96 

Frequency 

Miner County 
100 
153 
253 

Spink County 
90 

173 
263 

Walworth County 
93 

183 
276 

Three Counties Combined 
45 .65 283 
47.07 143 
53.32 25 
1 1 .40 1 1 5  
49.22 5 1 1  
-18.04 272 
52.67 185 
42 .23 54 
47.94 794 

Av. Age 
(years) 

40.28 
44.48 
42.81 

39.30 
46.28 
43.88 

38.67 
42.14 
40.96 

39.43 
39.77 
47 .15  
37.33 
44.24 
41 .20  
48 .17  
38.87 
42.40 

'1 Computation of the significance :if the differences between the total relief and total 
:non-relief groups in terms of the probable error give the following results : 

Male Female 
To�al ----------------------------------- 4.51 7 .1  

Village ------------------------------- .37 3 . 15  
Owners ------------------------------- .78 .74 
Tenants ------------------------------ . 70 1 .25 

An index of three is  considered statistically significant. 
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villages constitute a larger proportion of the non-relief group and there­
fore raise its age level. Also contributing to this is the fact that a greater 
number of non-relief families are owners. Owners throughout the state 
are older than tenants.1 

Education.-Non-relief heads and their wives have completed from a 
fraction of a year to two years more school grades than have relief heads 
and their wives. (Table 17. ) The slightest difference appears between the 
relief and non-relief farm owners of Walworth county. ( Indicated in tabu­
lations not shown in table. ) This is probably explained by the fact that in 
certain sections of Walworth county German-Russian families settled a 
generation ago and bought farms at the expense of their children's school 
opportunities. Many of them on arriving here were obliged to work to pay 
their ship passage, and consequently their children worked instead of at­
tending school. Thus they acquired farms at the expense of educational 
training. 

TABLE No. 17.-Average Years of School Work Completed by Heads of Relief and 

Non-Relief Families* 

Male Head or Husband Wife or Female Head 

Average Years Average Years 
Frequency of Education Frequency of Education 

Miner County 
Relief ----------- 114 7.87 100 8.50 
Non-relief ------ 173 9.4:l 153 10.30 
Total ------ -----

Relief --------- -
Non-relief ------
Total -----------

Relief ----------
Non-relief ------
Total -----------

Relief ----------
Village -------
Owners -------
Tenants -------

Non-relief -------
Village -------
Owners -------
Tenants -------

Total -----------

287 

96 
185 
281 

98 
1 87 
285 

;�05 
1 61 
24 

120 
555 
270 
2 1 4 

71 
860 

8.80 253 9.58 

Spink County 
7.44 90 8.94 
8.44 173 9.09 
8.09 263 9.04 

·w alworth County 
G .27 93 6.64 
8 .05 183 8.13 
7.32 276 7.63 

Three Counties Combined 
7.22 283 8.07 
7.21 143 7.80 
6.66 25 7.44 
7.32 115 8.41 
8.60 511 9.10 
9.28 272 9.70 
7.88 185 8.28 
8.25 54 8.72 
8.10 794 8.71 

* Computation of the significance of the difference between the total relief and total 
non-relief groups in terms of the probable error give the following results : 

Male Fem ab 
Total ---------- ---------··--------------- 3.27 7 .23 

Village ----- --------------------··----- 9.66 8 .85 
Owners ------------------------------- 6.94 2.2 
Tenants ------------------------------ 4 .31 0.81 

An index of three is considered statistically significant. 

1. Kumlien, W. F., What Farmers Think of Farming, S. D. Agr. Exp. Stat. Bui. 223, 
p. 9. 
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It is an interesting observation that wives of relief and non-relief fam­

ilies average more years of school work completed than do their husbands. 
A comparison of the educational advancement of children of relief 

households who have already completed their school work with that of 
children of non-relief households indicates that children of relief house­
holds average .67 of a year less school grades completed while the child­
ren of relief families who are still in school lag .84 of a year behind the 
children of non-relief families. The one exception to the general state-. 
ment is that the children of tenant relief families have a slightly better 
educational showing than tenant non-relief families. 

These differences may be due to the greater mobility of relief families 
( Table 18 ) which would take them from one school to another, to inade-

TABLE 18.-Average School Grades Completed by Children of Relief and Non-Relief 
Families Who Have Completed Their Schooling, and of Those Over 

14 Years of Age Who Are Still in School.* 
( ) Equals Frequency. 

Average Grades Completed 
By Those Whose Schooling 

Is Completed 

Average Grades Completed 
By Those Over 14 Years Old 

Who Are Still in School 

Relief -------------------
Non-relief ----------------
Total ---------·-----------

Relief 
Non-relief ---------------- -
Total --------------------

Relief ------------------­
Non-relief ---------------­
Total --------------------

Relief - --------- --------­
Village ---------------­
Owners -------·---------
Tenants ------- _______ _ 

Non-relief --------------­
Village ----------------
Owners ----------- ____ _ 
Tenants ----------·-----

Total --------------------

(65) 
( 72 )  

( 137)  

(55) 
( 131 )  
(186 ) 

(35 ) 
( 105)  
( 140 )  

( 155) 
(77 ) 
(21) 
( 54 )  

( 308) 
( 100) 
( 173) 
(35) 

( 463) 

Miner County 
9.70 (37) 

11.15 (37) 
1 0.54 (70) 

Spink County 
9.61 (27 )  

10.46 (53) 
10.32 ( 80) 

Walworth County 
9 .60 (28) 
9.84 (42) 
9.35 (70) 

Three 
9.65 
9.88 
8.75 
9.72 

10.32 
11.25 
10.43 

9.20 
10.19 

Counties Combined 
( 90) 
(50) 
(16)  
( 24 )  

( 128) 
(59) 
(56 )  
(13)  

( 218) 

9.62 
10.36 

9.83 

9.33 
10.67 
10.08 

8.92 
9.74 
9 .41 

9.30 
9.84 
9.18 
9.23 

1 0.14 
10.64 

9.67 
9.92 
9.79 

* Computation of the significancE: of the di fferences between the total relief and total 
relief groups in terms of the probable e.uor give the following results : 

Those Whose School- Those Over 14 Who 
ing is Complete Are Still in School 

Total --------------------------- 5.68 6.10 
Village ----------------------- 5.23 4 .40 
Owners ------------------------ 5.19 3 .92 
Tenants ---------------------- 1.56 1.54 

An index of three is considered statistically significant. 

quate income for education, or to a lack of ambition. Differences between 
the relief and non-relief series are consistently high only for the village 
group. 

No consistent difference appears when village, owners, and tenants 
within their respective relief and non-relief groups are compared. 
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Due q ual ifi cation must be given throughout to the small size of the 
sample studied. 

Siz e of H ouseh old s.-The average relief household in the three 
counties combined is composed of one more member than the average non­
relief household as i s  indi cate d by Tabl e 1 9. This is true for each of the 
counties tak en separately. Comparing village relief households with vil­
lage non-relief households it is apparent that relief households average 
one and a half more member s per families than do non-relief households 
( 5. 0 6  and 3.4 0 respectively) . Owners diff ered in the same manner by 
slightly o ver one member per household. The one exception to the general 
rule is that appearing when relief tenants and non- relief tenants are com­
pared. The two groups have about the same number of members in th eir 
households, although, those of the non-relief group are slightly larger. 

N um ber of D epend ent s.*-One out standing ch aracteristic which diff er­
entiat es rel ief and non-reli ef families is the number of dependents in the 
household as indicated by column one, Table 1 9. I n  Miner county relief 
families average more t han twice as many dependents as non-re lief fami­
lies, in Spink county almost twice as many and in Walworth county ap­
proximately a fourth more. Tak ing the three count ies together non-relief 
fami lies average 1 . 29 dependents and relief families 2. 27 dependents, ap­
proximately one more dependent per family for relief cases. This diff er­
ence is consistent among the subclasses-village, owners, and tenants. 
Tenant families have more dependent s in both relief and non- relief groups 
but tenant relief families are especially high with an average of more 
than three dependents p er household. 

A dependent has been defi ned here as a child under school age or still 
in school. Account is not tak en of sick, disabled or aged members of house­
holds. The latter g roup pr obably constitute a ver y  sma ll proportion of the 
members of househol ds, as the indigent poor provided for by county funds 
were not included in the sampl e stu died. 

Column three shows the percentage of households having dependents. 
Here again relief families are in the maj ority. I n  Miner county a third 
more of the relief families have dependents, in Spink county ov er a fourth 
more, while in Walworth county the diff erence is not so mark ed. These 
diff erences are also consistent among village, ow ners, and tenant groups. 

Column four is a coral lary to the former and indicates that a much 
greater percentage of non-relief families have no dependents. For the 
three counties combined only 26 per cent of the relief cases are without 
dependents while approximately 43 per cent of the non-relief cases have 
no dependents. A much larger percentage of non-relief households consist 
of an adult couple only, in fact, about twice as many. Village families 
constitute a much larger proportion of the adult couple class in both re­
lief and non-relief groups. Village, owner and tenant non-relief families 
in the adult couple class constitute approximately twice as many house­
holds as in the corresponding classes of relief families. 

The column showing percentage of households consisting of one mem­
ber only shows inconsistencies when the three counties are compared. I n  
Miner county there was almost twice as great a proportion of one-mem­
ber families in the relief group as in the non- relief group, in Spink County 
the groups were approximately eq ual and in Walworth county there was 

* Doubled-up families are eliminated from calculations in this section. 



TABLE 19.-A Comparison of Relief  and Non-Relief Families With Regard �o Size of Households, Number of Dependents Per 
Household and PHcentage of Households With and ,vithout Dep endents. '•' 

Average Number  Per  Cent Per Cent Per Cen t Per Cent 
Average of Dependents-j' Households Households Households Households 
Members Per Household With W ith  No Adult  Couple One Member 

Per Household:!: For Total Sample Dependents Dependents Only Only 

Miner County 
Relief 4.94 2.48 75 . 2'1  24.76 9.52 8 . 57 
Non-relief 3.30 2 . 4 8  40.72 50.28 21.46 15.25 
Total 3.91 1.56 59.22 40.78  17  .02 12.77 

Spink County 
Relief 4.74 2 ,28  80.4,t 1 9.56 6.52 6.52 
Non-relief 3 .81  1 .3  57.96 40.04 1 4 .77 6 .25  
Total 4. 1 1  1 .65 65.67 34.33 1 1 .94 6.34 

Walworth County 
Relief 4 . 15  2.02 66.67 33.33 9 . 52 1 4 .29 
Non-relief 3 . 88 1 . 52 63.69 36. :- n  16.32 5.78 
Total 3.97 1 .69 64.75 35.25 13.90 8.81 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief 4.61 2 . 27 73. 84  26.16 8.61 9.93 

Village 5.06 1 .8 65.88 34 .12 10.00 1 5.3 
Owners 5 . 08 1 .43 80.00 20.00 5.71 2 . 86 
Tenants 3.84 3 . 13 86.67 13.33 6.67 2 .86 

Non-relief 3.67 1 . 29 57.27 4 2.73 17.5 9 . 02 
Village 3 . 4 0  1.17 53.82 I 46.18 2 1 .45 1 2.00 
Owners 3.94 l.24 57.79 42.21 1 4.07 !i.52 
Tenants 4.00 1.74 69.86 30.14 11 .59 7.25 

Total 4.00 1.64 63.20 36.80 14.32 9.35 

* Doubled-up families are excluded. 
:j: The median 5ize of fami lies are : Miner county, relief 4.6, non-relief 2 .9 ; Spink county, relief 4 .5 ,  non- i·elief 3.7 ; Walworth 

county relief 3 .7 ,  non-relief 3.4. See Table 15 for base figures. 
t A dependent is defined as any chi l d  under school age or still in school. 
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more than twice as great a proportion in the relief classification. For the 
three counties combined the proportion of single-member families is 
about equal in the relief and non-relief samples. The larger percentage of 
the one-member households in both classifications resides in villages. The 
one member-family is undoubtedly constituted of old people who have 
been unable to acquire savings, who have lost their savings, or whose pre­
sent source of income is curtailed. Among the latter are no doubt some re­
tired farmers whose land has not produced an income in recent years. 

TABLE 20.-Relative Number of Foreign Born Population in the Relief Sample as 
Compared to the Total Popultion 

Per Cent 
Foreign Born* 

Miner County 
Relief Families ____ -------------------- 12 .93  
All  Families in County --·--------------- 8 .62  

Spink County 
Relief Families ----- ------------------- 9.(JO 
All Families in County -------- -------·-- 7 .19 

Walworth County 
Relief Families ------------------- ---- 25 .45 
All  Families in  County ----------------- 17  . 20 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief Families ------------------------ 1 5.95 
Al l Families in  C unties --------------- 1 1.95 
Village Relief Fami lies ---------------- 21 . 1 1  
Al l  Vil lage Families in CounLies _______ 1 1 .04 
Open Country Relief Families ---------- 9.59 
All Open Country Families in Counties __ 9.05 

* Based on United States Cens:is of 1930. 

Difference 

4.31 

1.81 

8.25 

4.00 

10.07 

.44 

Nativity.-In Table 20 a comparison is made with the relative num­
ber of foreign born in the relief sample as compared to that of the total 
population of the respective �ounties. In each county as well as the sum 
of the three counties the :relief sample is composed of an excess of foreign 
born population. 'fhis is especially true of village families which constitute 
a much greater number than would be expected according to their 
11ormal ratio in the total population. This, of course, has its corallary in 
that native born villagers had 10 per cent below expectancy .on the relief 
rolls. The ratio of foreign born in the open country relief sample is ap­
proximately the same as in the total population. Since the relief sample 
in two of the counties is composed of the total number on relief rolls in 
October, and since in the other random sampling was used, it seems safe 
to conclude that foreign born village families have been recipients of re­
lief in a much greater proportion of cases. The major difference comes in 
Walworth county which was the most recently settled. 

Sixteen per cent of the relief families studied were foreign born� The 
highest proportion of foreign born was found in Walworth County (25.5 
per cent) . Thirteen per cent of Miner county and nine per cent of Spink 
county relief cases were foreign born. 

Even though there have been some population changes since 1930, 
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t he re is no re ason t o  assu me t hat t he re has bee n  any import ant change 
in t he rat ios of nat ive and fore ign born du ring t he pe riod. 

It is probable t hat fore ign born famil ie s having come t o  t he se ct ion 
more re ce ntl y, have fare d poorly as compare d t o  nat ive Ame rican familie s. 
On t he ot he r h and ce rt ain immigrant grou ps may have sou ght re lie f more 
aggre ssive ly. This is pro babl y t he situ at ion in Wal wort h  cou nt y  whe re ce r­
t ain of t hose of t he Ger man- Ru ssian grou ps who are commu nist icall y in­
cl ine d have de mande d re lie f. 

Dou bled-up H ou seh olds* .-The num be r of dou ble d-u p  familie s cons­
t itute approximate ly fi ve pe r ce nt of t he t ot al sample. No import ant diffe r­
e nce s appe ar in t his re spe ct in comparing rel ie f  and non-re lie f familie s. 
Typical reasons give n for dou bling u p  we re e conomic, which was t he most 
ofte n me nt ione d, sick ne ss, old age and u ne mpl oyme nt. 

II. Occupatio na l  Hi st or y, Fa rm T enur e and 
Mob ilit y of H ead of Household 

W ork Re cord.-Table 21 shows t hat he ads of re lie f hou se holds have on 
t he ave rage worke d 23 . 5  ye ars si nce t he y  obt ai ne d t he i:r fi rst job for pay, 
whi le t hose of non-rel ie f  hou se holds have a work rec ord of 26.4 ye ars. The 
diffe re nce is l arge ly due t o  t he gre ate r predo minance of t he owne r grou p 
am ong the non-re lie f familie s, thi s grou p  be ing approxim atel y 10 ye ar s 
ol de r t han t he te nant grou p, whic h is probably an out growt h of t he fact 
t hat a man u su all y farms as a te nant a nu mbe r of ye ars be fore be ing able 
t o  acqu ire a farm.1 The village non-re lie f grou p has an ave rage em pl oy­
me nt re cord about t wo ye ars gre ate r  t han t he vill age re lie f grou p. No 
marke d diffe re nce s appe ar whe n farm-te nant re lie f and non-rel ie f  fami­
lie s are compare d. 

More t han half ( 53 .6 pe r ce nt ) of t he re lief he ads have bee n  u ne m­
ploye d at some t ime du ring t he ir e mpl oyme nt hist ory. The major bu rde n 
of t his u ne mployme nt has re ste d wit h t he village grou p. Only 20 pe r ce nt 
of non- rel ie f  he ads have -e xpe rie nce d u ne mployme nt. Among. non-rel ie f  
he ads, also, t he village grou p  has e xpe rie nce d u ne mployme nt in a mu ch 
gre ate r proport ion of case s t han have t he owne rs and te nant s. 

Diffe re nce s are not e xt re me whe n re lie f  and non-re lie f familie s are 
compare d wit h re fe re nce t o  ave rage nu mbe r of pe riods of u ne mployme nt , 
t hat of t he re lie f  famil y he ads be ing 1 . 59 ye ars as compare d t o  1 . 41 ye ars 
f or non-re lie f family he ads ( diffe re nce 1 2. 8  pe r ce nt ) . The gre ate r nu mbe r 
of vi llage re lie f familie s wit h an u ne mpl oyme nt pe riod in t he ir work his­
t or y, no dou bt ,  accou nt s for t his diffe re nce. Su ch a comparison has litt le 
signifi cance for farm familie s since t he y  are u su ally conside re d em ploye d 
e ve n  t hou gh t he ir farming ope rat ions are not profit able . 

The ave rage ye ars spe nt as u ne mploye d by t hose who have ex pe rie nce d  
u ne mplo yme nt is equ al fo r bot h  re lie f and non-rel ie f  famil ie s, be ing 3. 8 
ye ars in bot h case s. The vill age re lie f familie s, su rprisingly, ave rage 4. 2 
ye ars while t he village non-re lie f familie s ave rage only 2.6 ye ars. This is 
probably due t o  t he fact t hat in t he whe at farming and graz ing cou nt ie s  
t he re are ret ire d  farme rs, who are conside re d u ne mploye d and whose 
l ong u ne mployme nt hist ory raise s t he grou p ave rage . 

* Household constit'1ting persons other than head of household, his wife and his children. 
1. Kumlien, W.  F. , What Farmers Think of Farming, S. D. Agr. Exp. Sta. Bui. 223, 

p .  9 .  



TABLE 2 1 .-Summary of Work Record of Heads of Households From Acceptance of First Job . 

Relief 
Non-relief 
Total 

Relief 
Non-relief 
Total 

Relief 
Non-relief 
Total 

Relief 
Village 
Owners 
Tenants 

Non-relief 
Village 
O wners 
Tenants 

Total 

Average Total Years 
Work Record for all 

Heads of Households* 

23.23 
27.72 
26.04 

23.02 
27 .22 
25 .81  

2 1 .30 
24..13 
23.40 

23.49 
22.41 
3 1 . 2 3  
Z0.86 
26 .41  
24 .36  
31 .01  
21 .23 
25.3\} 

'' .�ee Table 15 for frequenc}es, 

Number and Per Cent 
of Heads Who Have 

Been Unemployed 

Number Per Cent 

75 65.7  
40 20.94 

1 1 5  34.53 

31 31 .31  
26  1 3.26 
57 19 .32 

64 58 .71  
G4 25.96 

1 1 8  37.82 

1 7 0  5 3.62 
145 8 5.29 

5 19 .23 
20 1 6 .52 

120 20.20 
96 3 1 .78 
20 9 . 13  

4 5 .47  
290  31 .83 

Average Periods 
Unemployment Per 
Head With Unem­
ployment History 

Miner County 
1 .5 
1 .45 
1 . 63 

Spink County 
1.96 
1 .31  
1 . 66 

Wl\lworth County 
1 .32 
1 .42 
1 .45 

Three Counties Combined 
1 . 59 
1 . 59 
1 .40 
1 .60 
1 . 4 1  
1 .41  
1 .20 
2 .25 
1 .5 1  

Average Years 
Heads With Unem­

ployment History 
Have Spent as 

Unemployed 

4 . 1 3  
3.82 
4 .51  

2 .38 
6 .6  
4.45 

4 . 00 
5.90 
4 .89 

3 .81  
2 .68 
1.28 

. 63  
3 .83  
4 .27 
2 . 1 3 
1 .77 
2 .95 

Per Cent of 
Total Work Record 

of Those With 
Unemployment History 

Spent as 
Unempll'yed 

1 8.74 
1 4 .34 
1 7 .42 

12 .67 
26 . 13  
19 . 52  

19 .25 
22 .55 
20 .95 

1 7 .88 
20.08 

4 .97  
5 .55 

20.57 
23.02 

9 .43 
1 8.60 
19 . 13  
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Changes in Occupation and in Residential Location.-A greater per­centage of relief families than of non-relief families have changed resi­dence by a move from one township to another. (Table 22. ) The evidence is consistently in this direction except for village families where the two groups are about equal in proportion changing residence. 

TABLE 22.-Percentage of Relief and Non-Relief Heads oi Households Who Have Changed 
Residential Location and Occupations 

Residential Changes Occupational Changes 

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 

Miner County 
Relief 90 78.95 102 89.47 
Non-relief 143 74.41: 191 99.48 
Total 233 76.14 293 95.75 

Spink County 
Relief 74 74.75 99 100.00 
Non-relief 118  59.00 196 98.00 
Total 192 64.21 295 98.66 

Walworth County 
Relief 80 72.73 107 97.27 
Non-relief 114 69.�3 207 99.52 
Total 224 70.44 314 98.74 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief 244 75.54 308 95.36 

Village 132 75.00 167 94.89 
Owners 21 80.77 23 88.46 
Tenants 91 75.21 1 1 8  97.52 

Non-relief 405 67.50 594 99.00 
Village 227 73.70 302 98.05 
Owners 134 6 1 .47 218 100.00 
Tenants 44 59.46 74 100.00 

Total 649 70.31 902 97.72 

Almost the entire sample of both relief and non-relief heads have changed occupations at some time during their lifetime, so only minor differences exist between them. The total for the combined counties shows that a slightly less percentage of relief families have changed occupations than have non-relief families. A comparison of the number of occupational changes for relief and non-relief families is shown in table 23. There is only a slight difference in the average number of occupational changes for the relief and non-re­lief groups, although the relief group is slightly greater. The two columns at the right differentiate those with an unemployment record from those without an unemployment record. Relief families with an unemployment record have made fewer occupational changes than those of the non-relief families with an unemployment record. The same relationship holds true for those without an unemployment record. Both relief and non-relief groups with an unemployment record have averaged more occupational changes than those without an occupational record. A comparison of the number of major changes in the residential loca­tion1 of relief and non-relief families is given in Table 24. The average 
1. Changes in residence taking household from one township to another. 
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TABLE 23.-A Comparison of the Number of Occupational Changes of Relief and Non­
Relief Families Differentiating Those With an Unemployment 

Record From Those Without It.* 

Average Number for Average Number for Average Number for 
All Those Who Have Those With an Those Without an 
Changed Occupations Unemployment Record Unemployment Record 

Miner County 
Relief (102) 2.72 (71) 2.97 (31) 2.22 
Non-relief ( 191) 2.89 ( 40) 3.45 ( 151) 2.73 
Total (283) 2.83 ( 111) 3.13 ( 182) 2.65 

Spink County 
Relief (99) 2.62 ( 31) 3 .25 ( 68) 2.33 
Non-relief (196) 2.54 (26)  3.S4 ( 170) 2.42 
Total (295) 2.57 (57) 3.30 (238) 2.40 

Walworth County 
Relief (107 ) 3.16 ( 60) 3.32 . (47)  2.95 
Non-relief (207 ) 2.85 (54 ) 3.22 (53) 2.72 
Total ( 314) 2.96 ( 114) 3.27 ( 100) 2.78 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief ( 308) 2.85 (162) 3.15 ( 146) 2.51 

Village ( 167) 3.14 ( 136)  3.12 (31) 3.19 
Owners (23) S.00 (6 )  3.50 (17) 2.82 
Tenants (118) 2.41 ( 20) 3.25 (98) 2.23 

Non-relief (594) 2.76 (120) 3.32 (474) 2.62 
Village ( 302) 3.25 ( 95) 3.16 ( 207) 3.28 
Owners (218) 2.26 (20) 3.60 ( 198) 2.12 
Tenants (74)  2.27 ( 5) 5.00 (69) 2.07 

Total (902) 2.79 ( 282) 3.22 ( 620) 2.59 

* Unemployment does not constitute an occ·xpational shift. 

number of major changes in location for relief families who have moved 
is 3.52 and for non-relief families 3.2. The table also differentiates fami­
lies with an unemployment record from those without an unemployment 
record. Relief families with an unemployment record have also changed 
their residences more than the non-relief families with an unemployment 
record. The same is true for those without an unemployment record. 

People with an unemployment record are more mobile as measured by 
major changes in residential location than are people who have no unem­
ployment record. The evidence is consistent throughout the entire distribu­
tion, except for Walworth county relief families. 

Last Occupation in Which Engaged.-The majority of relief cases 
have been farm tenants according to the last occupation listed in their oc­
cupational histories as is shown in Table 25. The greatest number of non­
relief cases were farm owners, and constitute 36.33 per cent of the non­
relief cases. Next in rank is business with an average of 27 per cent of the 
total non-relief cases in the three counties combined. However, in this res­
pect there is a variation from county to county. In Miner and Walworth 
counties business people constitute a slightly larger percentage of the 
non-relief sample than do farm owners, while Spink county farm owners 
constitute almost five times as great a percentage of the sample studied 
as do business men. 

Walworth county has a larger proportion of railroad employees on its 
relief list than do the other counties, while Miner county has a larger 
proportion of professional persons and public officials in both the relief 
and non-relief samples. 
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TABLE 24.-A Comparison of the �umber of Major Changes in Residential Location 

Relief and Non-Relief Families Differentiating Those With an Unemployment 
Record From Those W ithout It. 

) Equals Frequency 

Average Number Average Number Average for 
For All Families For Those With For Those Without 
Who Have Moved Unemployment Record Unemployment Record 

Miner County 
Relief (90)  3.79 ( 63 )  3.79 (27)  3.78 
Non-relief ( 14 3 )  3.59 ( 33)  3 . 9 1  ( 1 10)  3 .49  
Total (233)  3 .67  ( 96)  3.83 ( 137 ) 3.55 

Spink County 
Relief ( 74 )  3.38 (23)  3.83 ( 5 1 )  3 . 18  
Non-relief ( 1 1 8 ) 2.97 ( 23)  3 .04 (95)  2.96 
Total ( 192)  3 . 13  (46 )  3 .43  ( 146)  3.03 

Wal worth County 
Relief ( 80)  3 .36 (41)  3 .59 (39)  3 .13  
Non-relief ( 14. 4 )  2.99 ( 38 )  3.45 ( 106)  2.82 
Total ( 22 4 )  3 . 12  ( 7 9 )  3.52 ( 145)  2 .90 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief (244)  3.52 ( 127) 3.73 ( 1 1 7 )  3.30 

Village ( 132)  3 .58 ( 107 )  3 .70 ( 25 )  3.04 
O�ners ( 2 1 )  3 .71  (5 )  5.60 ( 1 6 )  3 .13  
Tenants ( 9 1 )  3 .41  ( 15 )  3 .33 ( 7 6 )  3.42 

Non-relief ( 405) 3.20 (94 )  3 .51 ( 3 1 1 )  3 . 1 0  
Village (227) 3 . 4 1  ( 74 )  3 . 4 1  ( 153) 3 .41  
Owners ( 1 34) 2 .90 ( 1 7 )  3 .71  ( 1 1 7 )  2.79 
Tenants ( -14 )  2 .98 ( 3 )  5.00 ( 4 1 )  2 .83 

Total ( 6,19 )  3.32 ( 2 2 1 )  3.64 (428)  3 .08 

of 

* Data covers only such changes in residence as appear in the occupational history of 
the head of the family, which shows only those moves involving a shift in residence from 
one township to another. 

Outcome of Last Farming Enterprise.-A comparison of the outcome of the last farming enterprise for relief and non-relief families appears in Table 26. Almost all rdief families suffered loss in their last farming enterprise, whereas about 38 per cent of non-relief families in Miner county, 58 per cent in Spink county and 63 per cent in Walworth county suffered loss. On the other hand, no relief families in Miner and Walworth counties, and only three in Spink county found their last farming enter­prise prof itable. Approximately 53 per cent of non-relief families in Miner county, about 32 per cent in Spink county and 19 per cent in Walworth county found their last farming enterprises profitable. The combined averages for the three counties show that among relief families a much greater precentage of owners broke even and a smaller percentage suffered loss than did tenants. The reverse is true between owners and tenants in the non-relief group ; i. e. owners broke even in fewer cases and suffered loss in more cases. More owners, however, con­ducted their last farming enterprise on a profitable basis. In interpreting these results it must be born in mind that the cate­gories "profitable," "broke even" and "suffered loss" are very general, and that the classif ication is based entirely upon the farmer's own classif ication of himself. III. Employment Status of Members of Household Other than Head Relief families have had fewer persons per household employed during their occupational history than have non-relief families. (Table 27). Com-
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TABLE 25.-Per Cent of Relief and Non-Relief Cases Employed in V arious Industries as Indicated by Last Occupation in Which Engaged.* 

Three Counties 
Industry in Miner Spink Walworth Combined 

Which Employed Relief Non-relief Relief Non-relief Rel id Non-relii!f Relief Non-relief 

Agriculture 60.53 32.29 S7.88 78.00 53.64 37.98 66.b6 49.50 
Owner 7.02 26.56 15. 15  58.00 10.00 24.52  10.53 36.33 
Tenant 41 .22 4 . 17  63.64 20.00 29.09 1 3.46 43.96 12.67 
Laborer 1 2.29 1 .56 9.09 --·-- li.55 -- ·-- 12.07 .50 

Business 1 9 .29 38.54 9.09 1 2.00 1 4.54 30.76 1 4.55 27.00 

Railroad 3.50 1.56 2.02 2.00 9.09 2.40 4 .95 2.00 

Domest.ic 2.63 1 .0 4  --·-- 1 .50 8. 1 8  2.89 3.71 1.83 

Professional 6.1 4 9 .37 --·-- 2.50 -- ·-- 3.36 2. 1 6  5.00 

Public Official 2.63 1 2.50 --·-- 1 .50 .9 1 2.4 0  1 .23 5.33 

Retired --·- - 3.64 1.01 1.50 --·-- 8. 1 7  . 3 1  4.50 

Never Worked --·-·- -- ·-- --·-- 1.00 1 .81 --·-- 62 .33 

All Others 5.26 1.04 --·-- --·-- 1 1.8 1 12.02 5.88 4.50 

,:, See Tabte 15 for l;ase figures. 
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TABLE 26.-A Comparison of the Outcome of the Last Farming Enterprise of Relief and 

Non-Relief Cases Engaged in Farmin�* 

Total Profitable Broke Even Suffered Loss 
Frequency Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 

Miner County 
Relief 40 1 2.50 39 97.60 
Non-relief 58 3 1  53.44 5 8.62 22 37.93 
Total 98 31  31.63 6 6.12 61 62.24 

Spink County 
Relief 76 3 3.94 3 3.94 70 92.10 
Non-relief 155 49 31.61 16 10.32 90 58.06 
Total 231 52 22.51 19 8.22 160 69.26 

Walworth County 
Relief :n 4 12.90 27 87.09 
Non-relief 79 15 18.99 14 17.72 50 63.29 
Total 110 15  13.63 1 8  16.37 77 70.00 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief 147 3 2.04 8 5.44 136 92.51 

Owners 39 3 7.69 6 1 5.38 30 76.92 
Tenants 108 2 1 .86 106 98.14 

Non-relief 292 95 32.53 35 1 1 .98 162 55.47 
Owners 219 84 38.35 23 10.50 112 61 .14 
Tenants 73 11  15.06 12 16.43 60 68.49 

Total 439 98 22.32 43 99.79 298 67.88 

* Only those who were engaged in farming when the schedules were taken are included. 

bining the three counties, the non-relief families have had almost twice as many with four or more members employed and a considerably greater proportion with two or more members employed, whereas the relief fami­lies have had a greater proportion with only one person employed. The relationship is even more extreme wheri one considers the number of mem­bers employed in October 1933. Non-relief families far exceed in propor­tion the number of persons employed in October. The greatest contrast appears in the column showing no one employed. Approximately a third of the relief families had no members employed in October 1933, whereas non-relief families show only 7.67 per cent with no members employed. These figures are even more striking when one eliminates the open coun­try population, which group is seldom considered unemployed even though the farming enterprise may be operating on an unprofitable basis. Ap­proximately 61 per cent of village relief families had no members employ­ed in October 1933, whereas only 13.64 per cent of non-relief cases had no members employed. The above relationships are fairly constant for the three counties, although there are some variations. Due to the preponder­ance of village families making up the sample in Miner county there was a greater proportion of families with no members employed in October 1933. IV. Economic Status of Household Land and Livestock As of January 1, 1934.-Households on relief rolls operate less land than do those who are not on relief as is indicated by table 28. This is true for both owners and tenants. It will be noted that re­lief families predominate in small land classif ication groups while non-re­lief families predominate in larger land classif ication groups. These data 



TABLE 27.-A Comparison of the Percentage of Relief and Non- Relief Households Having One to Five or More Members Previ­
ously Employed* and of Those Having None to Four or More Members Employed in October 1933.i" 

Per Cent of Families Having Per Cent of Families Having 
Members Previously Employed Members Employed in October 1933 

Number of 
Members Employed 1 2 3 4 5 or more 0 1 2 3 4 or more 

Miner County 
Relief 42. ] 1 45.61 9.65 1 .75 .88 48.25 46.49 2.63 2.63 
Non-relief 45.83 41.67 7.81 2.60 2.08 8.33 72.40 14.58 3.13 1.56 
Total 44.44 43 .14  8 .50 2.29 1.63 23.20 62.75 10. 1 3  2.94 .98 

Spink County 
Relief 48.48 35.35 1 2.12 2.02 2.02 17 . 17  74.75 5.05 3.03 
Non-relief 39.00 39.50 1 5.00 4.00 2.50 3.50 69.50 19.50 5.00 2.50 
Total 42.14 38. 12  14 .04 3.34 2.34 8 .03 71.23 14.72 4.35 1.67 

Walworth County 
Relief 69.09 27.27 2.73 .91 31.8 1 64.54 3.64 
Non-relief 42.78 47. 1 1  7.21 1.92 .96 1 1.06 70. 1 9  14.42 3.85 .48 
Total 51.88 40.25 5.66 1 .57 .63 1 8.23 68.23 10.69 2.52 .31 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief 53.25 36.22 8.05 1 .55  .93 33. 12  6 1 .30 3.72 1.86 -·--

Village 63.64 29.51 4.55 1.70 .57 60.79 36.36 2.27 .57 -·--
Open Country 40.82 44.21 12.24 1 .36 1.36 --·-- 91 . 15  5 .44 3.40 -·--

Non-relief 42.59 42.83 10.00 2.83 1 .83 7.67 70.67 16 . 16  4.00 1.50 
Village 45.45 44.80 7.79 1.30 .65 1 3.6-! 71 . 10  12.33 2.92 
Open Country 39.38 40.75 12.32 4.45 3.08 1 .37 70.20 20.21 5.14 3.08 

Total 46.26 40.52 9.32 2.38 1 .52 16.57 67.38 11 .80 3.25 .98 

,; Previously employed is interpreted as one having drawn reguiar wages at any time during his life. 
t The head of the household is included. See Table 15 for base f.gures. 
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TABLE 28.-A Comparison of Amounts of Land Operated by Relief and Non-Relief Farm 

Owners and By Relief and Non-Relief Farm Tenants in Miner, 
Spink, and Walworth Counties, January 1, 1934. 

OWNERS TENANTS 
Relief Non-relief Relief Non-relief 

Acres No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. 
Under 100 3 1 1 .5 8 3.7 6 5.0 4 5 .4  
1 00-259 4 15.4 33 1 5. 1  50  4 1 . 3  7 9 .5  
260-499 1 1  42.3 89 40.S 5!) 48.8 31 4 1 . 9  
500-999 7 26.!l 6!) 3 1 .  7 6 5 .0  24 32.4 
Over 1 000 1 3.8 1!) 8.7 8 1 0.8 

Total 16 1 00.0 218 1 00.0 1 21 1 00 .0  74 100 .0  

indicate that there is a correlation between size of farming enterprises and need for relief1
• One of the most striking differences appearing in the entire study be­comes evident in comparing relief and non-relief families · with regard to the number of livestock owned. (Table 29), Throughout the entire sample, county by county, and for each type of livestock ranging from horses to chickens, the non-relief families average a greater number of head. The owner-tenant differences explain this in part. Owners of land in most cases have more livestock according to the sample studied, and owners make up a larger proportion of the non-relief sample than of the relief sample. However, comparing relief owners with non-relief owners and re­lief tenants with non-relief tenants we f ind the same consistent differences favoring the non-relief groups. Another factor is the larger acreages op-

TABLE 29.-Average Number of Livestock Per Relief and Non-Relief Farm Households* 

Number of Horses 
Farm and Milk Other 

Households Mules Cows Cattle Hogs Sheep Poultry 

Miner County 
Relief 40 5 .0  6.0 7.7 3.7 6.6 57.6 
Non-relief 58 6.3 7.4 25 .3 12.0  12.2 133.7 
Total 98 5.82 6.8 18.0 8.6 9.9 102.69 

Spink County 
Relief 76 5.9 5.8 9.5 4 .0  7.5 68.1 
Non-relief 155 8.4 7.4 17 .8 9.9 22.2 1 07.7 
Total 231 7.6 6.9 1 5.0 8.0 1 8.4 94.7 

Walworth County 
Relief 31 3.5 4.1 6.6 3.0 .71 50.0 
Non-relief 79 5.2 8.4 31 . 1  4 .6 8.9 53.8 
Total 1 10 4.7 7.2 24.2 4 . 1  6.6 42.8 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief 147 5.1 5 .5 8.4 3.7 5.8 61.46 

Owner 26 6 .8 6.fi 1 1 . 1  5.6 12. 1  78.92 
Tenant 121 4.8 5.3 7.8 3.3 4.4 57.71 

Non-relief 292 7.2 7.7 15 .3  8.9 16 .6  98.36 
Owner 218 7.4 7.9 25.1 1 0.2 15 .4  1 06.44 
Tenant 74 6.5 7. 1 16.2 5.0 20.1 74.55 

Total 439 6.5 6.9 13.0 7.2 13.0 86.0 1  

* Based on  total farm households rather than number actually reporting ownership. 

1. See also C. M. Hampson, Paul Christophersen, Estimated Returns from Farms of 
Large, Medium, and Small Size of Business in the Spring Wheat Area of South Dakota 
Circular 20, S. D. Ag. Exp. Sta. May, 1934 .  
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erated by non-relief families which may explain to some extent the dif­ference in number of livestock, but would have no necessary connection with number of milk cows, hogs, sheep and poultry owned. It might have a def inite bearing upon the number of horses and mules and the number of cattle-other than milk cows owned. The f ield workers frequently commented that the farmer who had div­ersif ied by milking cows, raising hogs, poultry and skeep, in addition to crop raising was the one who had come through the depression the bet­ter. The evidence presented in this table verifies the accuracy of their ob­servation. Apparently livestock raising has been an important differential factor in setting apart relief and non-relief families.1 A factor which may enter to qualify the above generalizations to some extent is that families with greater numbers of livestock were not on re­lief because they had greater possibilities of borrowing money through mortgages on livestock. Another factor which may enter into the explanation of this situation is that relief families have, no doubt, in many more cases sold their live­stock to meet obligations and living expenses, or to avoid feed shortage. The study provides no data dealing with these· points so this statement must be taken only as a possible explanation. It is true that a greater proportion of relief families have lost livestock and losses per family have been heavier than for non-relief families according to evidence pre­sented in Table 35. 
TABLE 30.-Average Decrease in Indebtedness Per Relief and Non-RclLf Family During 

The Period January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1 934 and Average Outstanding 
Indebtednes:;, Per Relief and Non-Relief Family as of January 1, 193'l.•r-

Average Decrease in 
Indebtedness January 

Average Outstanding 
Indebtedness as of 

January 1, 1934 1 ,  1930 to January 1,  1934 

Relief ----------··-----------­
Non-reiief ------ ------------­
Total ------------------------

Relief ________ ____ __________ _ 
Non-relief -------------------
Total -------------------------

Relief ----------------- -----­
Non-relief -------------------­
Total __ ·----------------------

Relief ----------------------­
Village --------------------
Owner ----------------------
Tenant ------------ _______ _ 

Non-relief ------------------­
Village -------------------­
Owners - ------------------­
Tenant --------------------

Total ------------------------

* See Table 15  for base figures. 

$263.32 
463.75 
389.07 

320.32 
888.67 
700.49 

• 2!)3.25 
483.56 
417.n 

Miner County 

Spink County 

Walworth County 

$ 788.37 
1 556.34 
1 270.24 

1592.28 
2818 .61  
2412 .56 

703.38 
1796.40 
1418.31 

Three Counties Combined 
290.98 1 005.82 
1 64.80 402.73 
1 39 .57 3698.50 
507 .04 1304.46 
612 .26 
488.24 
729.54 
733.37 
499.83 

2060.32 
1 077.76 

297.97 
3438.95 
1691 . 30  

1 .  These observations agree with findings of Hampson and Christopherson presented 
in Estimated Returns from Operating 800 Acres in the Spring Wheat Area Under Four 
Different Plans. S. D. Exp. Sta. Circular 21 ,  May 1934. 
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Table 30, which shows the average decrease in indebtedness for relief and non-relief families during the four-year depression period, indicates that relief families in the three counties combined have decreased their indebtedness by $270.98 per family while non-relief families have de­creased their indebtdeness by $612.26 per family. The major part of this decrease in indebtedness among the relief families has come in the tenant group, whereas that in the non-relief families comes among both owners and tenants. A probable explanation of the larger decrease in indebtedness in the tenant groups, especially in the relief ranks, may be found in the fact that a number of these tenants were mortgaged owners, who were forced to give up their land and become tenants thereby decreasing their indebtedness by the amount of the mortgage on the land. There are wide variations between the three counties studied. Spink county non-relief cases have decreased their indebtedness by twice the amount of those in Miner county. However, inter-county differences between relief cases are small. Column two deals with the average outstanding indebtedness as of January 1, 1934, and shows that outstanding indebtedness among non-re­lief families is twice as great as that among relief families. Relief owners have a large outstanding indebtedness, equaling $3698.50, whereas the non-relief tenant load of indebtedness is much greater than the relief tenant load equaling $3438.95. The average indebtedness for all the fami­lies studied is $1691.30. The outstanding indebtedness is much greater for both relief and non-relief groups in Spink county than for the other coun­ties. This is probably explained by the greater land holdings in Spink county which makes a heavier tax burden. 

TABLE 31.-A Comparison of the Proportion of Relief and Non-Relief Cases Incurring 
Economic Liabilities During the Period January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1934.* 

Per Cent of 
Cases Increasing 

Indebtedness 

Relief ---------------­
Non-relief -----------­
Total ----------------

Relief ---------------­
Non-relief -----------­
Total ---------------

Relief ---------------­
Non-relief -----------­
Total -----------------

90.35 
7-1.86 
80.31 

95.95 
67.00 
76.58 

87.27 
87.98  
87.73 

Relief ---------------- 91.02 
Village ------------- 85.22 
Owners ------------ 100.00 
Tenants ------------ 97 .52 

Non-relief ------------ 76.66 
Village ------------- 73.05 
Owners ------------ 78.89 
Tenants ------------ 85.13 

Total --------- _______ Sl .69 
• See Table 15 for base figures. 

Per Cent of Cases 
Decreasing Reserves 

Miner County 
53.50 
64.92 
60.45 

Spink County 
66.66 
78.50 
74.58 

w·alworth County 
41 .81 
65.38 
57.23 

'\'hree Counties Combined 
53.56 
44.88 
57.69 
65.28 
69.50 
59.09 
79.36 
83.78 
63.92 , 

Per Cent of Cases 
Having Losses or 

Extraordinary 
Ei::penditures 

86.84 
83.76 
84.64 

98.98 
95.50 
96.66 

82.72 
95.67 
91 .19 

89.16 
81.25 

100.00 
98.34 
91.67 
84.41 
99.54 
98.i5 
90.79 
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Liabilities Incurred During Four-Year Drouth-Depression Period.­The accompanying table (31) indicates that over 90 per cent of the relief cases have increased their indebtedness during the four depression years; while approximately 77 per cent of the non-relief cases have increased their indebtedness. Farm owners in the relief group have all increased their indebtedness, and nearly all farm tenants in the relief group have done so. Of the entire sample studied approximately 82 per cent have in­creased their indebtedness. Approximately 54 per cent of relief cases have decreased their reserve in comparison- to 69.5 per cent of non-relief cases. Village owner, tenant groups have each decreased their reserves more than their corresponding groups among the relief cases. The various classes do not di-ff er greatly in the proportion having had losses or extraordinary expenditures, since nearly all families have had them. Relief families have increased their indebtedness less than have the non-relief families through mortgages, unpaid taxes, and other debts. (Table 32). This is true for most sub-classes also, which is to be expected since families were eligible for relief only after having exhausted their possibilities for credit. Increase in mortgage indebtedness is greater in Spink than in Miner county, and greatest in Walworth. The same is true of increase in tax in­debtedness. Total debts are greatest in Spink county and least in Miner county. The average mortgage indebtedness for the 275 farm families having mortgage indebtedness in the three counties was $1595.59, that for relief families was $808.21 and that for non-relief families $2135.62. The farm 
TABLE 32.-Average Increase in Indebtedness Per Household for Those Increasing 

Indebtedness During the Period January 1,  1930 to .January 1 ,  1934. 
( ) Equals Per Cent of Total Sample 

In Mortgaged Indebtedness In Unpaid Taxes In Other Debts 

Miner County 
Relief ( 27 . 2 )  591 .00 ( 71 . 1 )  96.06 ( 74 .6)  3 1 1 .88 
Non-relief ( 1 5 .2 ) 1 382.75 (26.7)  227.23 ( 6 1 .3 )  417 . 17  
Total ( 19 .7 )  973.68 (43 .6)  147 .34 ( 65 .9 )  372 .64 

Spink County 
Relief ( 52 .5 )  862.53 (69.7)  1 2 1 .68 (83 .8)  479.49 
Non-relief ( 35.0)  2 1 56.  70  ( 37 .0 )  207. 1 8  ( 44 . 5 )  786.60 
Total (40.8)  1 605.09 ( 47.8 ) 1 65.93 ( 57 .5 ) 638.14 

Walworth County 
Relief (26 .4)  943.00 ( 49 . 1 )  1 1 1 . 50 ( 78 .2 )  281 .01  
Non-relief ( 30 .8)  2456.25 ( 31 .6)  268.59 (78 .8)  519 .12  
Total (29.2)  1984.37 ( 39 . 6 )  201 .20 ( 78 . 6 )  437 . 2 1  

Three Counties Combined 
Relief (34 .7)  808.21  ( 63.2 ) 1 08 .81  ( 78 . 6 )  356 . 19  

Village ( 1 1 .4 )  523.75 ( 54 .0)  72 .42 ( 72 .2 )  231 .86 
Owners (84 .6)  i251 .90 ( 88 .5 )  408.95 (96 .2 )  573 .16  
Tenants ( 58 .7 )  757. 1 1  ( 7 i . 1 )  68.74 (84 .3)  457.82 

Non-relief (27 .2)  2 1 36.62 ( 33 .0)  234.79 ( 6 1 . 5 )  551 .46 
Village ( 13 .6)  242:! .61  (27 .9)  1 8 1 .97  ( 62 .3 )  410 . 11  
Owners ( 38.5)  2602.57 (37 .6 )  338.74 ( 37 .7 ) 8 17 .68 
Tenants ( 50.0)  754.13 ( 40.5 ) 102.00 (77 .0 )  467 . 12  

Total ( 29 .8 )  1 595.59 (43 .6 )  1 70.85 ( 67 .5 )  471 .85 



TABLE 33.-Average Dccrea&e in Reserves Per Household from January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1934 for Those Who Have Decreased Reserves. 
( ) Equals Per Cent of Total Sample 

In Forfeited 
In Land and Installment By Borrowing on 

In Savings In Chattels Buildings Payments In Life Insurance Life Insurance Other 

Miner County 
Relief ( 1 0 .5 )  $1 698.33 ( 14 .0 )  $325.93 ( 4 .4)  $5265.00 ( 5 .3)  $ 519 .66 ( 30 .7)  $2937. 1 4  ( 9 .7 ) $334.54  ( .9)  $ 400.00 
Non-relief (33.3)  1928.26 ( 15 .6 )  -175.90 ( 3 . 1 )  6500.00 ( 1 .0 )  125 .50  ( 22 .9)  26•10.00 ( 16 . 1 )  859.54 ( 3 .1 ) 3927.83 
Total (24 .8)  1 878 .80 ( 15 .0)  423.73 ( 3.6)  5938.63 ( 2 . 6 )  321 . 1 2  ( 25 .8)  3119 .18  ( 13 .7 )  722.04 ( 2 .3)  3423.85 

Spink County 
Relief ( 9 . 1 )  482 .77 ( 23 .2)  280.47 ( 5 . 1 )  8190.00 ( 3.0) 226.66 ( 39 .4)  2525 .64  ( 18 .2)  661 .55 ( 2 .0)  304.00 
Non-relief ( 38 .5 )  1783.80 (47 .5 ) 651 .35 ( 5 .0 )  7065.50 ( .5) 2500.00 ( 21 .0 )  3 1 1 4 .28  ( 22 .5 )  597.04 ( 2.5) 2802.00 
Total (28 .8)  1647.65 ( 39 .5 )  579.06 ( 5.0 )  7440.33 ( 1 .3 )  795.00 (27 . 1 )  2830.86 ( 2 1 . 1 )  6 1 5.47 ( 2 .3 )  2088.28 

Walworth County 
Relief ( 9 . 1 )  365.90 ( 8 .2 )  377.22 (6 .4 )  2 124.28 (2 .7 )  177.33 ( 23.6)  2()88.46 ( 7.3)  2 17.75 ( .9 )  200.00 
Non-relief ( 1 5 .4)  1626.08 ( 9 . 6 )  446.35 ( 2 .9) 5 1 66.66 ( .5)  1 10.00 \ 24.0)  3316 .06 ( 18 .8 )  470.76 ( 28.8)  248.81 
Total ( 13 .2)  1 207.35 ( 9 . 1 )  424.86 ( 4. 1 )  5020.76 ( 1 .3)  1 60.50 ( 33 .9)  3073.72 ( 14 .8)  427.70 ( 19 .2 )  248.01 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief ( 9 .6 )  925.2!) ( 14 .9)  313.75 (5 .3)  5973.23 (3 .7)  360.83 (31 .0 )  2691.00 ( 1 1 .5 )  468.37 ( 1 .2)  302.00 

Village ( 1 0 .8)  11 39 .68 ( 6 .3 )  240.72 ( 3 .4)  262.83 (3 .4)  532 .34  ( 26 . 1 )  2 806.52 ( 6.8) 654.16 ( .6)  200.00 
Owners ( 3.8)  2000.00 ( 1 5 .4 ) 357 .50 ( 3 .8)  6000.00 ( ---)  ( 34 .6 )  4555.55 (:C.6.9) 579.57 ( 3.8) 5 00.00 
Tenants ( 9 . 1 )  4 57 .27 (27 .3)  332 .  78 (8 .3 )  7977 . 50  (5 .0 )  152 .50 ( 37 .2)  2200.00 ( 14.9)  301.27 ( 1 . 7 )  254.00 

Non-relief (28 .8)  1771 .74 ( 24 .2 )  586.77 ( 3 .7)  6393.40 ( .7) 71 5.25 (22 .7)  3236.90 ( 19 .2 )  624.98 ( 11 . 8 )  739.52 
Village (26 .0)  1 812 .07 ( 4 .9 )  560 .26 ( 2.9)  5666.66 ( .7) 125 .50 ( 22 .4)  2797.37 ( 17 .5 )  609.68 ( 11 .0 )  927.29 
Owners 02.6)  1896.87 (46 .8 )  651 . 19  (3 .7 )  6631 .87 ( .9) 1305.0C ( 19 .7 )  3937.20 ( 18.4)  700.20 ( 10.6)  806.39 
Tenants ( 20 .7)  1221 .27 (37.8) 366.32 ( 6. 8 )  7320.00 ( _ ,_ )  ----·-- ( 32.4 ) 3245.83 ( 28 .4)  521 .04 ( 18 .9)  173.6-' 

Total (22. 1 )  1643 . 1 1  (20 .9)  518 .87 (4 .2)  6210.25 ( 1 . 7 )  449.43 ( 25 . 6 )  3005.58 ( 16 .5)  586.86 ( 8 .1 )  7 1 6.18 
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owners in both groups lead in the amount of mortgage indebtedness al­though the mortgage indebtedness of the village non-relief group runs al­most as high. The same relationship holds throughout for unpaid taxes, as well as for other debts, as one compares the groups mentioned. These results throughout conform with what one would expect to find. The farm owner had more property to mortgage and more property on which to accumulate taxes than had the farm tenant. He acquired obliga­tions against his holding during the period covered because his opportuni­ties for making money have been as limited, in most cases, as have those of the tenant. Village relief families are probably those who owned little property against which to acquire obligations, whereas the non-relief fam­ilies have been people with property. Because of the agricultural situation many of the most thrifty have obligated themselves heavily during the last four years to keep from the relief rolls. Decrease in reserves (Table 33) through the loss of land and buildings constitutes the largest item for all families, both relief and non-relief, and village, owners and tenants, except village relief families. The greatest loss of this group was in life insurance. The chattels and land and building item did not, however, apply to many families. The second greatest loss per family was through cancelled life insurance, this item involving a large proportion of the families studied. The average decrease has exceed­ed $3000 per family ; for relief families the amount cancelled averages $2691, and for non-relief families $3236.90. Losses in savings rank third in amount per family and second in number of families involved. De­creases in reserves by borrowing on life insurance equal $586.86 per fam­ily while those in chattels average $518.87. 
TABLE 34.-Average Amount of Extraordinary Expenditures for Relief and Non-Relief 

Households Through the Specified Channels From January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1934.* 
( ) Equals Per Cent of Total Sample 

In Medical In Personal 
Care In Funerals Injuries Other Lonea 

Miner County 
Relief (66.7) $144.31 ( ____ ) $---·-- ( 5.3) $ 36.66 ( _,_ ) $---- ·--
Non-relief ( 54.2) 333.68 (67.7 )  317.69 (3.1 ) 102.83 ( 1 .6 ) 1006.00 
Total ( 58.8) 253.72 ( 4 .2)  317 .69 (3.9) 79.75 ( 1.0) 1008.00 

Spink County 
Relief ( 76 .0)  161.78 ( 3.0) 233.33 ( 8.0)  102.87 ( 2.0) 400.00 
Non-relief (63.5) 318.4 3 ( 1 1 .0) 457.54 ( 1.5) 58.33 ( 4.5) 1056.00 
Total (67.9} 263.77 ( 8.4 )  430.64 (3.7)  90.72 (3.7 ) 936.72 

Walworth County 
Relief ( 68.2) 162.4 1 ( 1 0.9) 72.00 (4 .5) 1 50.00 ( .9) 2000.00 
Non-relief (68.3) 212.59 ( 7 . 7 )  177 .06 (6 .7)  131 .50 ( 1 .4)  525.00 
Total (68.2) 195.71 ( 8.8) 135 .60 (6 .0)  136.36 ( 1 .2)  893.75 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief ( 70.3) 160.11 ( 4 .6) 140.93 ( 5.9 ) 103.68 ( .9) 933.33 

Village (62.5) 135 .89 ( 5.7 ) 97.20 ( 4.0) 182.14 ( .6 ) 2000.00 
Owners ( 93. 1 )  137 .31 ( 1 1.5) 290.00 (3.8) 180.00 <- ·-> 
Tenants ( 81.0) 191.7 1 ( 1 . 7 )  1 43.00 (9 . 1 )  73.57 ( 1.7) 400.00 

Non-relief (62.2)  282.66 ( 8.5) 335.86 (3.8) 1 17.08 ( 2.5 )  939.80 
Village (61.7) 251 .99 ( 9 .1 ) 286.64 (3.2) 81.80 ( 2.0) 1 18.21 
Owners ( 59.6) 341 .23 ( 6 .4)  463.57 ( 5.5) 1 53. 75 (3.7 ) 869.25 
Tenants ( 7 1 .6 ) 248.94 ( 12.Z )  290.33 ( 1 .4 )  30.00 ( 1 .4 )  50.00 

Total ( 65.0 )  2S6 .14 ( 7 .2 )  283.22 ( 4.6 ) 108.23 ( 2.0) 938.72 

• See Table 15 for base figures. 



TABLE 35.-Average Amount of Losses Per Household for all Relief and Non-relief Cases Through the Specified Channels from 
J anual'y 1 ,  1930 to January 1 ,  1934.t 

( ) Equals Per Cent of Total Sample 

In Bank In Stocks In Cooperative In Losses of 
Failures and Bonds In Bad Debts Failures Livestock In Crop Failures 

Miner County 
Relief ( 8 .8)  $ 234.80 ( .9)  $ 87.00 (33.3) $ 239.52 ( 3.5)  $ 75 .00 ( 36 .0)  $276.82 ( 38 .6 )  $4926.21 
Non-relief ( 1 1 .5 )  1 10 1 .63 ( 4.7 )  2743.44 ( 35.9 ) 1245.92 (4 . 2 )  322. 75  ( 1 7  .7 ) 257 .64 ( 34 .4)  3571.28 
Total ( 10 .5)  830 .75  ( 3. 3 )  2477.80 (35 .0)  888.23 (3 .9)  240. 1 6  ( 24 .5 )  265.26 ( 35 .9)  3949.86 

Spink County 
Relief ( 9 .0)  248.1 1 ( 3.0)  350.00 ( 1 6 .0)  428.06 (6 .0)  192.80 ( 66.0)  347.95 ( 75 .0 )  4314.60 
Non-relief ( 27 .0)  2525.75 ( 7 .0)  2573.21 ( 30.0)  1554.38 ( 6.5 ) 360.38 ( 4 6.9 ) 310 .  70 ( 74 .5 )  5106.08 
Total ( 2 1 . 1 )  2200.38 (5 .7 )  2180.88 ( 25 .4)  1 31 7 .26 ( 6. 7 )  301.75 ( 52.8)  325 . 1 5  (74 .9)  4841.07 

Walworth County 
Relief ( 1 0.9) 2801 .00 ( _._) ( 14 .5 )  250.62 <---) ( 25 .5 )  1 84.41 (36.4)  2406.60 
Non-relief ( 39 .4)  1498.82 ( 3 .4)  8 1 2 .85 ( 35 . 1 )  2060.00 ( .5) 35.00 ( 26 .9)  179 .80 (36 .4)  3725.21 
Total ( 29 .6)  1348.60 (2 .2 )  812 .85 ( 28.0) 1 7 33.98 (3 .6 )  35.00 (26. 1 )  225 .27 (49 .4)  3331 .93 .... 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief ( 9 .6 )  385.25 ( 1 .2 )  284.25 \ 2 1 .7 )  285. 1 5  ( 3 .4 )  150.00 (41 .5 )  291 .67 ( 49 .2 )  3890.81 

Village ( 9 . 1 ) 293
°

.93 ( . 6 )  87.00 (25 . 6 )  299. 73 ( .6) 50.00 ( 9 . 1 )  105.62* ( 14 .8)  1327.46* 
Owners ( 19 .2 )  74.80 (3 .8 )  200.00 ( 26 .9)  322.57 ( 7 . 7 )  200.00 ( 80.8)  443.47 (92 .3)  6845.83 
Tenants ( 8.3)  286.60 ( 1 . 7 )  425.00 ( 14.9 ) 234. 1 6  ( 6 .6 )  150.00 ( 80.2 ) 289.50 (90 .8)  3851 .60 

Non-relief ( 26.3)  1797.68 (5 .0)  2213.53 (33 .7)  1 631 .27  ( 3. 7 )  331 .90 (30.3)  280.56 (55 .3)  4287.23 
Village ( 24.0) 1344.31 ( 5.5 ) 1 9 1 0.64 ( 35 . 1 )  2036.96 ( .6)  146 .50 ( 1 .6)  366 .00* (20.1 ) 2445 .16* 
Owners ( 31 .2 )  2557 .30  (5 .5 )  2825.00 ( 34 .9 )  1427  . 25  (7 .3 )  412 .43 ( 60 .6)  297.33 ( 92 .7 ) 4766.76 
Tenants ( 2 1 . 6 )  666.12 ( 1 .4)  25 .00 ( 24 .3)  963 .88 (5 .4)  1 02 .50 ( 60.8) 221.88 (91 .9)  4545.23 

Total (20 .5)  1 544.85 (3 . 7 )  1986.55 ( 29.5) 1284.84 ( 3.7)  271 .27  (34.2)  284.70 ( 53 .2)  4 158.85 

t See Table 1 5  for base figures. 
* These individuals own farm land but are not farm operators. 
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A number of interesting observations can be made regarding Tables 34 and 35 which summarize losses and extraordinary expenditures during a four-year period. The non-relief families have been the heaviest losers, except in livestock, for all types of losses listed. Relief families have lost more through the death of livestock. .Losses in bank failures during the four-year period have been less per family than that in stocks and bonds, but losses in bank failures were much more universal among the samples studied. The greatest amount of loss among families was in crops, which loss also involved the greatest percentage, both of relief and non-relief families. Livestock losses were quite numerous both among relief and non-relief families. Among the relief families the loss in bank failures, stocks and bonds, bad debts and in medical care was greater for farm tenants than that for farm owners, while that for owners was greater in failures of farm co­operatives, in livestock, in crops, in funerals and in personal injuries. The difference in value of livestock and crop losses of owners is doubtless due to their greater number of livestock and acreages per farm. Among non­relief families the situation is reversed in many cases, the farm owners having had heavier losses in every item listed. Losses of village relief fam­ilies have been less for almost all of the items listed than for village non­relief families. The percentage of relief families experiencing lo.sses in bank failures was only a little more than one third as great as that of the non-relief families, slightly more than one-fifth as great for bad debts and about half as great for funerals. For the items, failures in cooperatives, crop failures and medical care the differences is not great. A much greater per­centage of relief families than non-relief families have lost through death of stock, and through personal injuries. The percentage of owners suffering loss is greater than that of tenants for most of the items listed. All of the data in Part IV doubtless contains a high percentage of error. Most farmers keep no account books so have to depend upon me­mory. In this case figures given represent estimates in most cases. In all cases losses in livestock and through crop failure must be estimated on a very general basis. At best the data presented represents a rough approxi­mation. V. Types and Sources of Relief and Other Extraordinary Forms of Aid Most of the relief given in October, 1933 was work relief, (Table 36) although there was some direct relief in each county. Village families 

TABLE 36.-Types of Relief Received in October 1933 

DIRECT WORK FEED OTHER 
Number Nu,nber Per Number Per Number Per 
of Cases Per Cent of Cases Cent of Cases Cent of Cases Cent 

Miner Co. 30 26 .31  106 92.98 3 .50 
Spink Co. 10 9 .09 99 100.00 4 5 Wal worth Co. 19  17 . 27  93  84.54 3.63 4.54 
Three Counties 

Combined 59 18 .26 298 92.26 4 1 .23 9 2 .78 
Village 38 21 .f;9 156 88.63 3 1 .70 2 .84 
Owners 1 3.84 25 96 .15  i 4 Tenants 20 1 6.52 1 17 96.69 .82 3.31 
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were given direct relief in a slightly larger proportion of cases than were 
farm families, which is probably due to a greater number of old people 
residing in villages. Owners and tenants were given work relief almost 
entirely. However, a greater percentage of tenants received direct relief 
than did owners. 

An attempt was made in the interviews to determine whether or not 
the households were known to a relief agency before January 1, 1930. The 
following results were obtained : 2.58 per cent of Miner county relief cases: 
2 per cent of Spink county cases and 5.45 per cent of Walworth county 
cases stated that they were known to a relief agency previous to January 
1 ,  1930. The absence of relief agencies in the counties previous to the es­
tablishment of the County Emergency Relief Administration offices made 
it unlikely that cases would have been on relief previous to January 1, 1934 
unless they were indigent poor who are cared for by the board of county 
commissioners. These cases were supposed to have been cared for by the 
county commissioners even after the establishment of the County Emer­
gency Relief Administration, so should not have appeared on the relief 
rolls, but there is little doubt that part of them are on the relief rolls. 
There is another reason why these data are probably unreliable-families 
who have been on relief previous to January 1. 1930 would no doubt have 

TABLE 37.-Number and Per Cent of Relief Families Who Have Received Relief One, Two, 
Three, or All Four Years for the Period January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1934.* 

One Year Only Two Years Three Years All Four Yean 
Num- Per Num- p� Num- Per Num- Per 
ber Cent her Cent ber Cent ber Cent 

Miner County 49 42.24 43 37.07 22 18.96 2 1.72 
Spink Coum;y 66 66.00 8� 32.00 1 1.00 1 1.00 
Walworth County 61 55.45 34 30.91 9 8.18 6 5.45  
Total 176 53.99 109 23.44 32 9.82 9 2.76 

* See Table 15 for base figures. 

tried to conceal this fact from the investigators since many of them felt 
that the information obtained in the investigation would have a bearing 
upon their relief status. 

It is evident from Table 37 that Spink county families succumbed to 
relief later than either Miner or Walworth county families, for Spink 
county has the largest percentage of cases who have received relief for 
only one year and the smallest percentage of those having received relief 
all four years. Walworth county shows the greatest percentage of fami­
lies who have been on relief for all four years, but this undoubtedly is 
due to the fact that more chronic relief cases were studied in that county 
as is suggested by the figures presented in the above paragraph. In all 
counties the number having had relief more than two years is small. 

Non-relief Forms of Assistance.-Table 38 shows the non-relief forms 
of assistance received by relief and non-relief families during the year 
1933. The benefits received through the Civil Works Administration were 
received by the largest proportion of cases. The second item of importance 
was the aid through the Farm Credit Administration. The latter, of 
course, applies largely to farm families or to village residents who own 
land. A much greater proportion of relief families than of non-relief fam­
ilies were given aid through the Civil Works Administration. Open-country 



TABLE 38.-Per Cent of Relief and Non-Relief Famihe1, Receiving Non-Relief Forms of Assistance in 1933.• 

Commodity Agricultural Civilian 
Farm Credit Credit Adjustment Conservation Civil Works 

Administration Corporation Administration Corp1 Administration Other 

Miner County 
Relief 9.65 2.63 4.39 -·-- 84.21 7 .89 
Non-relief 2.08 - ·-- 3.65 -·-- 2.60 4.17 
Total 4.90 .98 3.92 - ·-- 33.00 5.55 

Spink County 
Relief 7.07 - ·-- 16.16 - ·-- 96.97 3.03 
Non-relief 1.00 - ·-- 9.50 -·-- 9.00 2.50 
Total 3.01 -·-- 11.71 -·-- 38.13 2.68 

Walworth County 
Relief .91 -·-- 3.64 2.73 70.91 10.00 
Non-relief 2.88 - ·-- 7.89 -·-- 10.57 1.44 
Total 2.20 -·-- 6.29 .94 31.45 4.40 

Three Countie1 Combined 
Relief 5.88 .93 7.74 83.59 7.12 

Village .57 .57 1.70 - ·-- 78.97 10.23 
Country 12.24 1.36 14.97 -·-- 89.12 3.40 

Non-relief 2.00 - ·- - 7.00 .50 7.50 2.67 
Village .65 -·-- 1.62 .97 3.90 2.27 
Country 3.42 - ·-- 12.67 ·-- 11.30 3.08 

Total 3.36 .33 7 .26 .33 34.13 4.23 

• See Table 15 for ba1e fillllre1. 
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families benefited in a greater proportion of cases than did the village 
families through the Civil Works Administration. The benefits through 
the various agricultural acts do not present the actual situation. Many 
families benefited to a considerable degree through the prospective ad­
vances of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration. One mail order 
house accompanied its special fall catalog with a circular which stated that 
it would grant credit to families expecting checks for the reduction of 
wheat acreages. Most of the checks for wheat reduction, as well as those 
received on the corn-hog program, came after 1934 and so are not shown 
in these tabulations. There is no doubt that considerable purchasing was 
done in anticipation of the checks. 

VI. Changes in Living as Indicated by Decreases 
in Use of Communication Devices 

Table 39 contrasts relief and non-relief families with regard to use of 
automobiles, radios and telephones, contrasting January 1, 1930 with Jan­
uary 1, 1934. Taking the three counties together there has been a decrease 
of 17.8 per cent in the use of automobiles by relief families and a decrease 
of 8.0 per cent by non-relief families, a decrease more than twice as great 
for the relief families. The decrease in the use of radios is relatively more 
extreme for the relief families than for non-relief families. The proportion 
of relief families dispensing with the telephone is almost twice as great 
as that of the non-relief families. Comparing the decrease in the use of 
these three items we find that automobiles have been dropped in the least 
proportion of cases for both classes, telephones rank second, whereas ra­
dios have been taken out of use in the largest proportion of cases. 

Comparing village and open-country families with regard to decrease 
in automobiles, we find that village relief families have dispensed with 
their automobiles in approximately four times as great a proportion as 
have open country families. The decrease among the non-relief village 
families is almost twice as great as that among the non-relief open coun­
try families. The situation is reversed with regard to the radio. Approxi­
mately four times as many country families have done away with the ra­
dio as have village families, which is undoubtedly due to the greater ex­
pense of operating a radio in rural districts where battery sets must be 
used. The differences between village and open-country are not so ex­
treme with regard to the telephone, although village relief families. have 
dispensed with the telephone more than the open country relief families. 
Village non-relief families have dispensed with the telephone in a smaller 
number of cases than open country non-relief families. The only item in­
creased in the entire distribution is the radio among non-relief families 
in Walworth county and the increase here· was only slight, namely, 3.5 per 
cent. Taking the entire distribution into account, 26.45 per cent of the 
people dispensed with the radio, 25 per cent with the telephone, and 9.4 
per cent with the automobile. 

Table 40 shows similar data for new.spapers and magazines. The differ­
ences here are more extreme than those in the former table. Approxi­
mately 11 per cent of relief families decreased daily newspapers, whereas 
less than one per cent of non-relief have canceled daily newspaper subs­
criptions. For other newspapers the difference is 10.65 per cent and 3.34 



TABLE 39.-Decrcase in Use of Automobile, Radio and Telephone by Relief and Non-Relief Families During the Period January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1934.* 
( + Equals Increase) 

AUTOMOBILE RADIO TELEPHONE 

Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent 
Cases Using Cases Using Decrease Cases Using Cases Using Decrease Cases Using Cases Using Decrease 
Jan. 1, 1930 Jan. 1, 1934 In Use Jan. 1, 1930 Jan. 1, i934 In Use Jan. 1, 1930 Jan. 1, 1934 In Use 

Miner County 
Relief 66.66 61.40 7.89 37.71 20.17 46.51 45.61 30.70 32.69 
Non-relief 64.92 58.63 9.68 55.49 :n.9s 42 .45 46.59 34.55 25.84 
Total 65.57 59.67 9.00 48.85 27.54 ·13.62 4 6.22 33.11  28.36 

Spink County 
Relief 7 6 .00 65.00 14 .47 48.00 17 .00 64.58 51 .00 30.00 41 .17  
Non-relief 74.00 70.50 4 .73 56.00 44.00 21.42 68.00 54.50 19.86 
Total 74.66 68.66 8.03 53.33 35.00 34.37 62.33 46.33 25.66 

Walworth County 
Relief 35.45 29.09 17.94 20.90 19 .09 8.69 7.27 3.63 75.00 
Non-relief 84.13 75.96 9 .71  54.80 56 .73 + 3.50 2 8.84 25.48 1 1 .66 
Total 67.29 59.74 1 1 .21 43.08 43.71 + 1 .46 21 .38 17.92 19.11 

Three Counties Combined 
Relief 58.95 51 .54 17 .80 35.18 18.82 46.49 34.25 2 1 .29 37.83 

Village 42.55 31.91 25.00 2 1 .27  17.73 1 6.66 14 .89 6.38 57 .14 
Open Country 71.58 66.66 6 .87 45.90 19.67 57.14 49.18 32.78 33.33 

Non-relief 74.62 68.61 8.05 55.42 44 .57 19 .57 4 7.57 38.06 20.00 
Village 72.96 65.47 10.26 60.58 56.02 7 .5� 44.29 37 .13 16 .17  
Open Country 76.36 7 1.91  5.83 50.00 32.5:i ,�4.93 51 .02 39.04 23.48 

Total 69.12 62.62 9.40 48.32 35.55 26.45 42.90 32.17 25.00 

* See Table 15 for base figures. 



TABLE 40.-Decrease in Use of Newspapers and Magazines by Relief and Non-Relief Families During the Period January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1934* 
( + K1uals Increase) 

DAILY NEWSPAPERS OTHER NEW SP APE RS . MAGAZINES 

Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent 
Cases Using Cases Using Decrease Cases Using Cases Using Decrease Cases Using Cases Using Decrease 
Jan. 1, 1930 Jan. 1, 1934 In Use Jan. 1, 1930 Jan. 1,  1934 In Use Jan. 1 ,  1930 Jan. 1, 1934 In Use 

Miner County 
Relief 67 .54 63. 1 5  6.49 70 . 17  64 .91  7 .50 55.26 49.12 1 1 . 1 1  
Non-relief l'4.92 66.49 + 2.42 62.30 60.20 3.36 62 .30 61 .78 . 84 
Total 65.90 65.24 9.95 65.24 61 . 96  5.02 59 .67 57.04 4.39 

Spink County 
Relief 61 .00 56.00 8 . 1 0  43.00 40.00 6.98 55.00 53.00 3 .64 
Non-relief 71 .00 68.50 3.52 65.50 64 .50 1 .5�  70.00 71 .50 + 2.14 
Total 67.66 64.33 3 . 33 58 . 1 0  55 .33 2 . 87 65.00 65.33 + . 5 1  

W alwo1·th County 
Relief 48 .18  41 .81  35 .00 41 .8 1  33.63 19.56 34.54 37.27 + 7 .89 
Non-relief 58.17 57 .69 .83 66.82 63 .46 5.03 70 .67 7 1 . 15 .68 
Total 44.34 4 1 .82 5 .67 58 .17  53. 1 4  8 .64 58 .17  59.43 + 2 . 16  

Three Counties Combined 
Relief 48.76 43 .51  1 0 .78 52. 1 6  46.60 1 0 .65 48.76 46.29 3.85 

Village 34.75 29.07 1 6.32 4 1 .84 33.30 20.33 34.75 32.62 1 1 .53 
Open Country 59.56 54.64 8.26 60 . 10  56.83 5 .45 59.56 56.83 --·--

Non-relief 64 .60 64. 1 0  .77 64.94 62.77 3 .31 67.77 S8.28 + .74 
Village 70.03 70.03 71 .66  67.42 5 .9 1  72 .96 72 .63 .46 
Open Country 58.90 57.87 1 .74 57.87 57.87 -·-- 58.90 63.69 + 2.20 

Total 59.04 56 .87 3 .67 60.45 57.09 5 .51  60 .88  60 .56  . 53  

* See Table 1 5  for base figures. 
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per cent respectively, whereas for magazines i t  is a 3. 8 5  per cent de crease 
and a . 7 4  per cent increase respectively. These diff erences are constant 
throughout each of the counties. Tak ing the entire sample 5. 51 per cent 
have cancelled other newspapers, 3. 6 7  per cent daily newspapers, 0 . 53 per 
cent magazines. It is interest ing to note that Walworth county relief cases 
have increased in considerable proportion the use of magazines. Tak ing in­
to account the preceding table this may be in part a compensation for the 
extreme decrease in automobiles, radios, and telephones among this group. 

The counties vary at the two intervals, (January 1, 1930 and January 
1, 1934 ) in the proportion of relief and non-relief families having automo­
biles, radios and telephones. The proportion of relief and non-relief fami­
lies in Miner and Spink counties having automobiles, radios and telephones 
both in 1930 and 1934 about eq ualed each other, whereas in Walworth 
county mark ed diff erences appear between the two groups. In fact only 
about a third as many relief families possessed these devices as did non­
relief families. The explanation may be that since the relief situation has 
been much less stringent in Walworth county fewer of the once prosperous 
families have been compelled to go on the relie f rolls than have done so 
in Miner and Spink counties. 

VII. Reasons for Closing and for Opening and 

Reopening Relief Cases 

The results of certain phases of a survey made by the Federal E mer­
gency Relief Administration* in K ingsbury county are briefly summarized 
in the following order: First, reasons for discontinuing relief to rural 
families who were dropped from the relief rolls; second, reasons for open­
ing or reopening cases. 

Reasons for Discontinuing Relief To Rural Families 

Table 41 indicates that 8 16 or 7 6. 5  per cent of all cases dropped fr om 
relief rolls were dropped because they were employed by the Civil Work s 
Administr� tion, while 30 or 2. 8 per cent were dropped because they re­
ceived private employment and 20. 7 per cent for all other reasons listed. 

It i s  i nte res ti ng to note th at duri ng the early peri od of the Civil 
Work s Administration employment no cases were dropped because of hav­
ing received private employment, while in March after the Civil Work s 
Administration was discontinued, 20 per cent were dropped because of 
having received private employment. It is also interesting to note that 
even while the Civil Work s Administration was in operation the re was a 
monthly increase from 1. 2 per cent in January to four per cent in Febru­
ary of cases dropped from the relief rolls because of being employed by 
private industry. 

Data for reopened cases is available, showing why they had previously 
been dropped from relief rolls. A summary of these data in K ingsbury 

,:, Schedules used ir.. field work ·were : F.E.R.A. Form DRS-12A, "Survey of Closed Rural 
Relief Cases,"  and F.E.R.A. Form DRS-14A, "Survey of Opened and Reopened Rural Relief 
Cases."  The study was under the direct supervis10n of Charles Rudd of Miller, South Dakota. 
Hand county was included in the study but part of the tabulations were forwarded to Wash­
ington before summaries were obtained for this publication. 
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county from December 1933 to April 1934 shows that 922 had been drop-ped because of Civil Works Administration employment, while only 74  were dropped for other reasons. The category of other reasons covers all the other points listed in Table 41 and the accompanying footnote. 

TABLE 41.-Reasons for Discontinuing Relief to Families in Kingsbury County, 
November 1933 to March 1934. 

Because of Private 
Transfer to C.W.A. Employment Other Reasons (*)  

Per Per Per 
Total Cases Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent 

November 

Total 500 4 87 97.4 13 2.6 
Village 169 163 96.5 6 3.o 
Open Country 331 324 97.9 7 2.1 

December 
Total 17 17 100.00 

Village 4 100.00 
Open Country 13 13 100.00 

January 
Total 300 269 89.7 4 1.2 27 9.0 

Village 8:� 63 76.8 4 4.9 15 18.3 
Open Country 218 206 94.5 12 5.5 

February 
Total 15() 42 28.0 4.0 102 68.0 

Village 46 10 21.7 4 8.7 32 69.6 
Open Country 104 32 30.8 2 1.9 70 67.3 

March 
Total 100 1.0 20 20.0 79 79.0 

Village 52 1.0 14 26.9 38 73.l 
Open Country 48 2.1 6 12.5 41 85.4 

Grand Total 1067 816 76 .5 30 2.8 221 20.7 

* Among those listed were : Civilian Conservation Corps ; Employed on Public Works 
Administration project ; Other Federal, State, or local Government ; More hours per day or 
more days per week ; increased rate of pay ; Crop and livestock loans ( Farm Credit Admin­
istration) ; Advances on commodities (Commodity Credit Corporation) ;  Payments for crop 
reduction (Agricultural Adjustment Administration) ; Crop marketed ; increased prices ; 
sale of farm or chattels ; reopening of banks ; other frozen assets made available ; client 
failed to report or unable to locate client. 

Reasons for Opening and Reopening Rural Relief Cases 

It is interesting to note the number of relief cases appearing on relief rolls each month. They are shown in Table 42. In December 443 new cases appeared on the relief rolls, in January 467, in February 94, in March 138, and in April 52. Reopened cases were more numerous in March when the Civil Works Administration program was terminated, totaling at that time 512. They were also heavy for April, totaling 248 cases. 
The reasons for opening and reopening cases in Kingsbury county for the period of December 1933 to April 1934 are summarized as follows: Loss of job on Civil Works Administration project, 1337 cases ; crop fail-
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ure 531 cases ; loss of job in private industry, 127 cases. All other possible 
reasons are given by a very small proportion of the cases.* 

TABLE 42.-Numbers of New and Reopened Relief Cases in Kingsbury County for Each 
Month, December, 1933 to April, . 1930. 

Opened (New) 

December 
Village -----,------------ 17 4 
Open Country -------- --- 269 
Total ------------------- 443 

January 
Village ----------------- 149 
Open Country ----------- 318 
Total ------------------- 467 

February 
Village ----------------- 27 
Open Country ----------- 67 
Total ------------------- 94 

March 
Village ----------------- 50 
Open Country ----------- 88 
Total ------------------- 138 

April 
Village -----------------
Open Country -- --------- 51 
Total ------------------- 52 

TOTAL ------------------- 1194 

Summary and Conclusions 

Reopened 

23 
34 
57 

62 
121 
183 

165 
347 
512 

16 
232 
248 

1006 

The relief situation in South Dakota, which has led to the expenditure 
of several millions of federal funds and to the depletion of local relief 
funds, in many counties, must be attributed for the most part to factors 
which have been beyond human control. The chief among these is drouth, 
which has persisted for several years and with progressively disasterous 
effects. 

This study was primarily concerned with determining the characteris­
tics of those families who have been recipients of public relief during the 
current period. The results of the findings of the field survey may be sum­
marized briefly as follows : 

Composition of Households.-Heads of relief families and their wives 
are younger than those of non-relief families, probably due to the fact that 
tenants constitute a larger proportion of the relief group, and retired in­
dividuals a larger part of the non-relief group. 

Relief heads, their wives and their children have completed fewer 
school grades than have the non-relief heads, their wives and their 
children. 

* A total of 205 cases list some one of the following reasons : left Civilian Conserva­
tion Corps ; loss of job on Public Works Administration project ; loss of other Federal, State, 
or local government employment ; fewer hours of work per day or fewer days per week ; 
decreased rate of pay ; bank failures ; losses of livestock ; low crop prices ; loss due to fire, 
storm, flood, "acts of God." ; failure of client's business ; transferred from other agency. 
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Th e evidence is conclusive to th e eff ect th at relief families h ave de­
pendents in a larger proportion of cases and th e average number of de­
pendents are greater per h ouseh old, clearly indicating th at relief families 
h ave more economic responsibilities. Th e non-relief group sh ows a much 
larger percentage of families consisting of only an adult couple th an does 
th e relief group. 

Foreign born village residents h ave h ad relatively large representation 
on relief rolls, wh ile foreign born farm families h ave no larger represen­
tation th an do th e native born. 

Doubled-up families constitute approximately fi ve per cent of both th e 
relief and non-relief h ou seh olds. 

Relief h eads h ave made more occupational ch anges per h ead th an h avE 
non-relief h eads. Heads of families with an unemploy ment record h ave 
made more ch anges in occupation th an h ave th ose with out an unemploy­
ment record. 

Relief families average a sligh tly greater number of residential sh ifts 
per h ouseh old th an do non-relief families and among both relief and non­
relief groups th ose with an unemploy ment h istory are most mobile. 

Farm tenants made up th e greatest proportion of relief families stud­
ied, and farm owners th e greater proportion of non-relief families. Bus­
iness men made up th e second largest group of non-relief cases. 

Th e outcome of th e last farming enterprise was unprofi table for nearly 
all relief families and a smaller number of th em " brok e even" or profi ted 
by th eir last farming enterprise th an did non-relief families. 

Occupati ona l  H ist ory , Fa rm T enu re an d M obi lit y of H ea d  of Re li ef 
H ou seh old.-Heads of relief h ouseh olds h ave a work record th ree y ears 
sh orter th an th ose of non-relief h ouseh olds, wh ich is probably explained 
by th e fact th at h eads of non-relief families are older. 

A greater proportion of relief th an of non-relief families h ave been 
unem ploy ed at some time during th eir work h istory . Th e length of time 
spent as unemploy ed is practically eq ual for th e relief and non-relief 
groups th at h ave experienced unemploy ment. 

Village h eads of h ouseh olds naturally account for a greater percentage 
of th e unemploy ment since open -country people are seldom unemploy ed 
in th e usual sense of th e term. 

A greater percentage of relief th an of non-relief h eads h ave moved 
from one townsh ip to anoth er, but a h igh er proportion of non-relief h eads 
h ave ch anged occupations. 

Empl oym ent Statu s of M emb ers of Reli ef H ou seh old Oth er Tha n H ea d. 
-Relief families h ave h ad fewer persons employ ed in th eir h ouseh old dur­
ing th e entire occupational h istory of th e members, and h ad fewer mem­
bers employe d in Octob. er 1 933. Th is is despite th e fact th at relief h ouse­
h olds h ave more members on th e average th an do non-relief h ouseh olds. 
Th e explanation lie s partly in th e fact th at relief h ouseh olds h ave more de­
pendents wh o h ave not reach ed an employ able age. 

Ec on omic Statu s of Reli ef H ou seh old.-Relief families farm on a 
smaller scale th an do non- relief families, viewed both from th e standpoint 
of number of acres of land operated and th e number of livestock raised. 
Large scale farming and diversifi cation in livestock raising seems to h ave 
been a factor in mak ing for success, ' n  a greater number of cases, during 
th e period covered by th is study . Th e evidence suggests th at livestock 



RELIEF IN SOUTH DAKOTA 55 

ra1smg and larger land holdings are a safeguard in drouth-depression 
periods. 

Relief families have decreased their indebtedness by much smaller 
amounts than have non-relief families. Most of the decrease came among 
those who were tenant farmers in 1934, which undoubtedly suggests that 
a large part of the decrease in indebtedness may have been due to for­
feited land holdings, machinery bought on time contracts and chattels. It 
probably cannot, in most cases, be due to the debts having been paid. 

A larger proportion of relief than of non-relief families have decreased . 
their indebtedness during the last four years, but the average decrease 
per relief family has been less than for non-relief families. Non-relief 
families have, in a greater proportion of cases, decreased their reserves, 
and those decreasing reserves have decreased them by a larger amount 
than have the relief families. Most all families, both relief and non-relief 
have had extraordinary expenditures, and so do not differ greatly in pro­
portion on this point. 

On January 1, 1934, non-relief families had greater amounts of out­
standing indebtedness, having suffered much greater losses and extraor­
dinary expenditures than have relief families, indicating clearly that the 
relief family head had less reserves at the outset of the drouth-depression 
period than had his non-relief neighbor. He succumbed to the pressure of 
circumstances and had to have outside assistance, while his neighbors' 
reserves were not yet depleted. However, non-relief famiUes have kPnt off 
relief rolls at the cost of acquiring large amounts of indebtedness during 
the last four years. A greater proportion of relief than of non-relief fami­
lies have ·lost livestock and the loss per family has been slightly greater, 
despite the fact that they own less livestock per household.1 

Types and Sources of Relief and Other Extraordinary Forms of Aid.­
The practice of all the counties studied was to give work relief rather than 
direct relief, and there were few exceptions to this policy in October 1933. 

Comparatively few of the cases studied were on relief previous to 1930 
and most cases received relief in only two years out of the four years stud­
ied, if one accepts statements of subjects interviewed at their face value. 
It is likely that the facts were understated in .some cases, since families 
frequently thought that their answers to questions in the schedule would 
have something to do with the relief they would receive in the future. 

The Civil Works Administration helped the greatest number, although 
checks to be received through the Agricultural Adjustment Administra­
tion, which had not been received by many families up to January 1, 1934, 
will help a large proportion of the families. 

Changes in Living of Relief Households as Indicated by the Decrease 
in the Use of Communication Devices.-Relief families have reduced their 
standard of living by dispensing with the use of automobiles, radios, tele­
phones, newspapers and magazines in a much greater proportion of cases 
than have non-relief families. The three groups differed in the number 
possessing these devices in 1930, the non-relief households having had 
them in a larger proportion of cases, especially in Walworth county. Vil­
lage families have dispensed with the automobile in a much greater pro-

1. They owned less livestock per household January l, 1934. It is probable that they 
did throughout the four-year period. 

• 
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portion of cases than have open-country families, while the latter have 
dispensed with the radio in a much greater proportion of cases. 

Reasons for Closing, Opening and Reopening of Relief Cases.-Drouth 
was the initial factor in causing most rural relief cases to be opened. The 
coming of the Civil Works Administration program was the important 
factor in closing relief cases, and the doing away with this program was 
the principal factor in the reopening of cases. The situation would doubt­
less have been much different had not the drouth persisted into the spring 
months, discouraging farmers in employing help. 



Appendix 

Schedules Used for Field Survey 
F.E.R.A. Form D.R.S.-SC 

SURVEY OF RURAL FAMILIES RECEIVING 

RELIEF IN OCTOBER 1933* 

I. IDENTIFICATION AND COMPOSITION OF HOUSEHOLD 

1 .  Schedule No. ______ Dat e of in tervi ew _________ Fi eld agent ________ _ 

2. Full n am e  o f  he ad of household - --- --- --- -- ---- ------------- - ---- --

3 .  Re sidence: ( a) State-- --:--- ( b) County ______ ( c) Vill age ________ _ 

( d) I f  this fam ily do es n ot live in any vill age, check ( V ) here ( ____ ) . 

4. Color ( or race) of head of household ( check ( V ) on e of the f ollowing : 

( a) White ( ___ ) ( c) Mexican ( ___ ) 

( b) Negro_ ( ___ ) ( d) Chin ese ( ___ ) 
( g) A:n eri can I ndia n ( ___ ) 

( e) Japan e se ( __  ) 

( f) Fi li pin o  ( __ ...: ) 

( h) Ot her _____ _ 
( Specify) 

5. M em be rs of hous eho ld during O ctobn 1933. 
Numb2r Years Was 

If Completed Member 
Native Fr reign Was in 

Q Relationship Age at or Born, Mf'mhcr House-
z to Head of Sex J ,a-t Foreign Years Still in hold 
Q) Household M or F Birth- Born Lived in School ? January 

Day <N. or l �nited r.rade High (Yes or l,  1930 ? 
J F.B.) S�ates School School College No) ( Y 's ,,r 

No) 

(b) (c) (d) (e) ( f) (g) (h) (i) (j )  (k) 

I I I I I I I I I I I I  11 H ead ____ ,-- --- , ----- l -- ---- l ------ l  l ----- ' ----- ,-- ---
1

--- --- 1 1 ------21------- --- ---- ----- 1--- ---1- ---- - 1 1 -- --- ---- --- · -- ------ I l ------3 1 --- --- --- 1 --- -- 1- ---- l--- -- - l-- --- - l  l ---- - 1 ----- I- ---- ------ :  l ---- --4 1 ----- ---- 1--- - - 1-- --- l- ----- l -- --- - 1  /- --- - I ----- I- ---- I ------ I I--- ---5 1-- -- ----- 1--- -- , --- --1 ------ l --- -- - l l---- - l ----- l ----- l ------ l / --- ---6 / -- --- --- - ,-- --- --- -- 1 ------ 1 ----- - 1 1 ----- I ----- I ----- I ------ I  --- ---1 1 ---- -- ----- --- ---- -
1
------ , ------ 1 1 ---- - 1 ----- l --- -- l ------ , ,_

----- -8 / ------ --- I ----- --- -- ------ ------ 1 1 ----- 1 ----- 1- ---- 1 ------ l ------9 / -------- 1 ----- ----- --- --- 1 ------ 1 1 ----- 1 ----- , ----- , ------ l  l ------lO I ---- ----- ------ ---- , --- --- 1 ----- - 1 1 -- --- 1 ----- ----- ------ 1 1 ------11/ -- -- ----- ----- -------- -- - l ----- - l  l --- -- l ----- l ----- l ------ l l ------121 ---- ----- I ------ ---- l--- -- - l ----- - l  l -- --- l ----- l ----- l ------ l l ------131 ---- ---- - 1- -- -- 1- ---- I--- -- - I ---- -- I  I -- -- - I ----- I ----- I ------ I  I ------14 / ------- -- l --- -- l- ---- l--- -- - l ----- - l  l -- --- l ----- l ----- l ------ 1 1 ------15 1 ------- -- I- -- -- I- ---- I -- --- - I ----- - I  I-- -- - I ----- I ----- I ------ I I ----- -
* The non-relief schedule was identical except for "'omission of starred ( * )  questions, and 

was Form DRS-16. 
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6. tlf household was formed after January 1, 1930, give date of its forma-tion-------- ------------ - ---------
7. ( a) Did October household include a combined or "doubled-up" family ? Yes ( ___ ) No ( ___ ) 

( b) If October household included a combined or "doubled-up" family, answer the following : (1)  Did this combination take place after January 1, 1930 ? Yes ( ___ ) No ( ___ ) ( 2) If so, give line numbers of persons shown in question 5 who joined the family of head after January 1, 1930 ______________ _ ( 3) Reasons for combination - --- - ------ ------- --- --- -- --- ----- ­
( c) *If any members of October household did not receive relief in Oc-tober 1933, give line numbers shown in question 5 ___________ _ 

II. OCCUPATIONAL HISTORY, FARM TENURE, AND MOBILITY OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 
8. Occupational history of head of household ( include periods of unem­ployment) . Begin with first job for pay. If working at home for wages, write "home" under column ( i) .  

Dura- Residence 
tion of 

Month Job or Usual 
and Period Occupation Industry Monthly 

Year of Un- Earn- Town- Miles 
Be�an employ- ings State County ship To Job 

ment 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) ( i) 

I I I I I I  i I ------ ------ 1 -------- -------- ------ -------- 1 -------- ------ ------

====== ====== ! ======== ======== ====== ======== ======== ====== ====== ------ ------ 1 -------- -------- ------ -------- -------- ------ ------------ ------ 1 -------- -------- ------ -------- -------- ------ ------
1 

-------- - - - - ---- ------ - - - - - -

====== ===== I ======== ======== ====== ======== ======== ====== ====== 
t Not taken into account for tabulations in this bulletin as cases were too few. 
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9. Tenure history of head of household (cropper, tenant, mortgaged own­er, owner, manager, or partner). If part-time farming, enter infor­mation below, and record other occupation under question 8 above. Characterize result of operation of each farm as "profitable," "broke even," or "suffered loss." 
Full or Location 

Number Part-time Number 
Month of Years Tenure Farming Acres Result 

and Year Oper- Status (Full, Oper- of Oper-
Began ated Part) ated State County Township ation 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) 

III. EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF MEMBERS OF HOUSEHOLD OTHER THAN HEAD 10. Employment status in October 1933. For each member of household, other than head, who was 16 years of age or over in October 1933, supply the following information. If answer to column (b) is "no", enter a dash (-) in each of columns (c), (d), (e), (f), (g), and (h). 

Line 
Number 
Shown 

in 5 

(a) 

Has 
Person 

Pre­
viously 
Been 
Em­

ployed 
Regu­
larly? 

(Yes or 
No) 

(b) 

If Answer to (b) is "Yes," Give the Following Data for 
Last Job at Usual Occupation 

If 
Previous 
Regular 

Was Ernploy­
Previous rnent 
Regular Was on 
Employ- Horne 
rnent on Farm 
Horne or in 
Farm Family 
or in Business, 

Family Did Per-
Busi- son 
ness Receive 

(Yes or Wages ? 
No) (Yes or 

No) 

(c) (d) 

Occupation Industry 

(e)  (f)  

Month 
and Year 

Usual Last Job 
Monthly at Usual 

Earnings Occu­
pation 
Ended 

( g )  (h) 

======
I

= ===== I====== I====== I============= I============= I====== ====== = 
------ ------ 1 ------ ------ ------------- ------------- ------ -------
====== ======! ====== ====== ============= ============= ===== · =====-------- ------ 1 ------ ------ ------------- ------------- ------ -------
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10. Continued. If answer to (i) is "no", enter a dash (-). in each of columns (j), (k ) ,  and (1). If answer to column (m) is "yes", enter a dash (-) in each of columns (n) and (o). 

\Yas 
Person 

Line Em-
Number ployed in 
Shown October 

in 5 1933 ? 
(Yes or 

No) 

If Employed in October 1933 

Occupation 

Usual 
Monthly 

Industry Earn-
ings 

If 
Unem­
ployed 

in 
October 

1933 
was 

Person 
Seeking 
Work? 
(Yes or 

No) 

If not Employed and 
not Seeking Work in 
October 1933 Check 
and Give Reason for 

not Seeking Work 

Check 
( \I ) Re ason 

(a)  ( i) ( j )  ( k )  ( I )  (m)  ( n )  ' O) 

. I I II I ! -- -- -- 1-- ---- 1 -- ---- --- -- 1------ -- --- I- --- -- I  I ------ I- ----- I ------ ---------- ------ 1 ----------- l ----------- 1 ------- 1 1 ------ 1 ------ 1· -------- --
====== ====== =========== =========== ====== \ ====== ====== =======� == 

====== == ===i =========== =========== ====J====== ====== ======= == 
------ \ ------ 1 ----------- ----------- --- --- 1 1 ------ ---- - - ------ ----

I I I I  I 

IV. ECONOMIC STATUS OF HOUSEHOLD 11. Land and livestock, January 1, 1934. 
(a) (b) (c) (d) 

Item Number 

!�;:: ;:::1 ____ J ________ j Horses and mules -- 1 --------- I Milk cows --- ------ . ------ --- / / 

Item Number 

( e) Other cattle _______ ________ _ (f) Hogs ______________ ________ _. (g) Sheep _____________ ________ _ (h) Poultry ___________ ________ _ 
12. Total outstanding indebtedness of head of household January 1, 1934 
13. Increase in indebtedness from January 1, 1930 (or from formation of household, if after January 1, 1930) , to January 1, 1934. 

Item Total 

I I 
Comment 

(a) Increase in mortgage indebtedness =-- 1 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ------(1) Farm land and buildings ----- 1 --------- _________________ _ (2) Chattel indebtedness _________ _________ __ .:_ ______________ _ (3) House and lot in village ______ _________ _________________ _ (4) Business in village __________ _________ _____________ _ ___ _ (b ) Taxes unpaid ______________________ _________ __________________ _ (c) Other debts (specify) ______________ _________ _________________ _ 
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14. Decreases in reserves from January 1, 1930 (or from formation of household, if after January 1, 1930), to January 1, 1934. 

Item Total 

I I 
Comment 

(a) Drawn on savings ---------------- - 1- -- ---- -- 1---- - �- ------- ----(b) Decrease in chattels ----------- ----- 1-- ------- 1-- ------ --------- ­( c) Decrease in land and buildings ------ 1--- ------ 1-- ------------ --- ­( d) Forfeited installment payments -- --- 1-- -- ----- 1--- -- ------------ ­(e) Decreases in life insurance ---- ---- - 1---- ----- 1--------- ------- -­(f) Borrowed on life insurance -- --- ----- 1------ --- 1--- --- ------------( g) Other (specify) ------ ------------- 1--------- 1---- ------- -- -_:_ __ _ 
-------------------------------------- 1 --------- I ------------------ . 

15. Losses or extraordinary expenses. Include all losses from January 1, 1930 (or from formation of household, if after January 1, 1930), to January 1, 1934. 
Item Total I I Comment 

(a) Bank failures --- -------------- ---- 1------ - -- 1-------------- -- --(b) Losses in stocks and bonds ------- --- 1--------- 1------------ --- -- ­( c) Bad debts ------- -- ---- ------ ------ 1--- ------ 1 ------- ---------- ­(d) Failure of cooperatives or other farm- 1--------- 1 -------- ----------ers' organizations - --- - ------- --- 1--------- 1 --- ------ --- --- --­( e) Losses of livestock ----------------- 1------ --- 1---------- ------- ­(f) Crop failures -------- ------------- - 1--------- 1------------- -----(g) Medical care : I I ( 1) Doctor bills ---- --- ------ --- - 1- -------- 1--------------- �- ­( 2) Hospital bills -- --- -- ------- - 1---- --- -- 1------------ --- - -­( 3) Childbirths ----------- �- --- - 1------- -- 1--- -- - -------- ----(h) Funerals -------------------------- 1 --------- 1 -- -- --- ------ ---- ­(i) Personal injuries ------------------- 1--------- 1------------- -- · -­(j) Other losses (specify) --- ----- ------ l- -------- 1------------- ----------- ---- -- ---- ------- � - ------------ 1------ --- 1 -----------------
16. Decrease in indebtedness from January 1, 1930 (or froin formation of household if after January 1, 1930), to January 1, 1934. 

Source of Funds Used to 
Decrease Indebtedness 

I 
Total Comment 

-------------------------------------- l --------- l ------------------
-------------------------------------- 1 --------- I ------------------
-------------------------------------- l --------- 1 -------------------------------------------------------- I --------- I ------------------
-------------------------------------- 1 --------- i ------------------
-------------------------------------- l --------- l ------------------------ -- ------ ------------------ --- --- 1--------- l---------- - � ------
-------------------------------------- I --------- I ------------------
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V. TYPES AND SOURCES OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE RELIEF 
AND OTHER EXTRAORDINARY FORMS OF AID 17. *Indicate types and sources of relief received by this household during October 1933. 
Type 

(a) 

Relief Agency Form of 
Relief 

(Cash or 
Public or Private Name of Agency Kind) 

(b) (c) (d)  

Value 

(e) 
I I I I ( a) Direct relief ---- l ----------- 1--------------- 1 -------- 1 $----- ---(b) Work relief ----- 1 ----------- 1 --------------- 1 -------- I---------� ( c) Feed for livestock 1 ----------- 1 --------------- 1 -------- I ---------­( d) Other ( specify)_  ----------- l --------------- l -------- l ----------

--------------------1-----------I---------------I--------I----------

18. * (a) Was household known to any type of relief agency before Jan-uary 1, 1930 ? Yes ( ___ ) No ( ___ ) Not ascertainable ( ___ ) (b)  Number of months for which household received any relief dur-ing : 1930 ______ 193L_____ 1932 ______ 1933 _____ _ 19. Other forms of assistance received from January 1, 1933, to January 1, 1934. 
Type 

( a) Crop and livestock loans (Farm Credit 
Month When 

Received Amount 

Administration - --- --- -- ------- --- -- ____________ $-- -- - -----(b) Advances on commodities ( Commodity Credit Corporation )  ________________ ____________ ___________ _ (c) Payments for crop reduction (Agricul-tural Administration ) : I 
�� � �::! ------------------------ 1 ------------ ------------( 3) Tobacco ------ -- -- --------- --- - ____________ ----- --- ----( 4) Corn ---------- -- ---- -- - -- ----- ____________ --------- ---( 5) Hogs---------- ---------------- ------------ ----- --- --- -(6 )  Other ( specify) ------- -------- - ____________ ----------- -( d) Civilian Conservation Corps ___________ ____________ --------- -- -( e )  Civil works employment ______________ ____________ --- ---------(f)  Veterans' compensation and pensions ___ ____________ - -----------(g)  Loans on adjusted compensation certificates ----- - -------------- ----- ____________ - ------- --- -( h) Old-age relief ------- -------------- -- - ____________ - -------- ----( i) Mothers' relief or pension ----------- --- ____________ ------ ------( j )  Other (specify) -- -- ---- -------------- - -------- ---- ---- --------
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F. E. R. A. Farm DRS-SC ( Supplementary) 

Only Question 23 was used for this bulletin. It was as follows : 23. Facilities for communi­
cation used by household. Check ( V ) appropriate items. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 
e. 
f. 

g. 

Item 

(a) 

In Use as of In Use January If not in Use January 
January 1, 1930 1, 1934 1, 1934, Give Reason 

(b) (c) (d) 

iz;;
hone -======== II ============ ============ ================== 

g;7, ::::!:!:: --- 1--�--------- ------------ ------------------
Magazines --------- 1------------ ____________ -------------- ·---
Other items ( specify) ____________ ____________ ------------------
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