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agency to bring this about was the Works Progress Ad-
ministration. Since its Federal personnel consisted
partly of FERA employees, it was the major Federal
agency possessing contacts with and knowledge of the
State and local organizations and administrations di-
rectly concerned with the needy unemployed. In July
1935 the WPA had begun setting up its own projects
sponsored by State and local authorities. Thereafter,
although funds continued to be allotted to the other
Federal agencies,” work relief for the needy employ-
able unemployed was primarily provided by projects
operated by the WPA.

Legally the initiation of the projects lay with the
local sponsors, while the certification of workers on the
basis of need was made the responsibility of the State
or local relief authorities,” But approval and opera-
tion of projects, assignment of workers to them, and the
determination of the conditions of work and wages
were Federal responsibilities.

The change from a Federal-State to a Federal basis
of administration also affected the college student-aid
program and the special measures for the agricultural
population under the FERA. After the functions of
the college student-aid program were taken over in
June 1935 and expanded by the newly created National
Youth Administration, which also operated work proj-
ects for youth, the program was federally admin-
istered.** Although at first the selection of applicants
for the out-of-school work projects was carried out in
the main by the local relief agencies, increasingly after
early 1939 the NYA set up its own intake offices in the
States. Regulations governing employment and the
general nature of the program emanated from Wash-
ington, though considerable latitude was allowed to the
State offices in carrying out the regulations, especially
in the earlier years.

It has been already stated that the functions previ-

T Sections 3 and 11 of the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of
1988 and 1939, respectively, authorized the allocation of WPA funds
to other Federal agencies for the operation of projects similar to those
prosecuted by WPA. Of these transferred funds, a total of $131,865,369
was expended during the 2 fiscal years 1939 and 1940. During the year
ending June 30, 1040, from 2 to 5 percent of all WPA workers were
assigned to projects operated by 28 other Federal agencies, averaging
about 78,000 workers for the year. (Report on Progress of the WPA
Program, June 30, 1940, table 21, p, 54, and pp. 43 and 53.)

™ However, in July 1938, the WPA attempted to influence the stand-
ards for determination of need insofar as WPA applicants were con-
cerned by stipulating that “need shall“be sald to exist when the re-
sources of the family or of the unattached individual are insufficient
to provide a reasonable subsistence compatible with deceney and
health.” (Administrative Order No. 65, Sec, 12,) This regulation was
later implemented by requiring a written agreement from the referral
agency in each Btate that It would determine need in accordance with
see “State Unemployment and Rellef Administration,” Social Service
Review, VII (March 1933), 137-41.

8 Though the student program continued to be operated by the edu-
eational institutions within the States, the funds for the program were
allocated from Washington instead of through the State relief adminis-
trations.
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ously carried out by the Rural Rehabilitation Division
of the FERA, which had involved close cooperation
with State and local emergency relief agencies, were
transferred at the end of June 1935 to the Resettlement
Administration. Thereafter administration was in the
hands of Federal officials,® and remained so when the
Resettlement Administration became the Farm Security
Administration.

In the field of social insurance, the year 1934 marked
the entrance of the Federal Government as direct ad-
ministrator. In that year was passed the first Railroad
Retirement Act, which was subsequently declared un-
constitutional. Later acts of 1935 and 1937 put the
national retirement system for railroad workers on a
permanent basis. Similarly the Social Security Act
established the Federal Government as the direct and
sole administrator of the old-age insurance system for
workers in industry and commerce. Important admin-
istrative, economic, and financial reasons called for a
wholly Federal system of insurance against the long-
term and costly risk of old age, which involved invest-
ment of large reserves and had to take into account
the frequent State-to-State movement of many covered
workers,

The Expanding Role of State
and Local Governments

The great expansion of the functions of the Federal
Government in the realm of security and welfare was
paralleled by an equally important, although perhaps
less spectacular, change in the welfare functions of
State and local authorities. These developments re-
flect not only the influence of the sheer bulk of de-
pendency during the years 1930 to 1940 but also the
newer concepts of the functions of government in rela-
tion to the economically insecure, as exemplified in the
evolution and expansion of specialized types of aid.
Above all, the changes that took place at the State and
local level show the influence of Federal action and
leadership.

As already noted in an earlier part of this chapter,
the increasing need for relief during the early years of
the depression and the depletion of local funds pre-
cipitated reconsideration of the appropriate role of
State governments. During the first 8 months of 1931,
nine States had authorized the expenditure of funds
for emergency relief or had provided revenues for in-

® Under the FERA, Rural Rehabilitation Corporations had been set
up in 45 States, the District of Columblia, Puerto Rico, Alaska, and
Hawail to hold and administer the loan funds. (Maris, Paul V., Origin
and Development of the Farm Security Program, paper before Regional
Staff of the Farm Beecurity Administration, Raleigh, N. C., March 8,
1940, p. 12.) These were liquidated in consequence of a ruling by the
Comptroller General that funds under the Emergency Relief Appro-
priation Act of 1935 must be disbursed from the U. 8. Treasury.
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creased poor-relief expenditures and one State (Okla-
homa) had created a State emergency relief board to
administer a special emergency relief fund.s2

This activity, however, was limited and sporadie, and
it was not until the latter part of 1931 that State legis-
lative action aimed more directly at providing funds
and administrative machinery to meet the growing
unemployment relief problem. During the period Sep-
tember 1931 to May 1932, five States created emer-
gency relief agencies to administer State funds, and
two other States appropriated emergency relief funds
to be administered by existing State departments.®

The passage of the Emergency Relief and Construe-
tion Act of 1932, which enabled the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation to make advances to States for
emergency relief, played an important part in the stim-
ulation of State activity through both legislative and
administrative channels. While a small group of States
had provided financial assistance prior to the enact-
ment of this legislation in July 1982, in most cases cre-
ating agencies for the administration of such funds,
“the majority of the relief administrations and commis-
sions were organized concurrently with the initiation
of Federal assistance.” * The early emergency agen-
cies were in large measure, therefore, concerned with
providing the machinery necessary to handle RFC
funds.® :

Between June 1932 and May 1933, 27 additional

#1In 4 of these States (California, Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
and Oklahoma) provisions were made for the use of State funds; in
Indiana, Minnesota, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia, local funds were
to be used, while in Ohio both loeal and State funds were appropriated.
Maryland appropriated s small sum in April 1931, but the law did not
become effective until January 1932, In addition, California and
Connecticut  authorized expenditures for the creation of State com-
missions to investigate the unemployment situation,

Inasmuch as information relating to appropriations made by State
legislatures is baged upon a digest of such legislation, “it should be
kept in mind (1) that some expenditures were incurred without legis-
lative authorization, (2) that some expenditures authorized were never
invoked, and (3) that some authorizations were only partially utilized,
In some instances the revenue source set aside for emergency relief
proved to be unproductive, and in others the utilization of certain
sources was prevented by judicial interference.” (“Digest of State
Legislation for the Financing of Emergency Relief,” in M onthly Report
of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration, May 1 through May
81, 1935, pp. 40-89.)

% These States, in the order in which their laws became effective,
were New York, New Jersey, Rhode Island, Illinois, Wisconsin, Ohio,
and Pennsylvania, In Wisconsin the administration of State aid was
Placed in the State industrial commission, while in Pennsylvania the
State department of welfare was required to allot the State appro-
priation according to a formula established by law, (Haynes, Rowland,
State Legislation for Unemployment Relief from Januvary 1, 1931, to
May 31, 1932, The President’s Organization on Unemployment Relief,
Washington, 1933, pp. 4-5.)

® Liebman, Henrletta, “Work Relief in Certain States, 1930-1933,"
in Monthly Report of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration,
May 1 through May 31, 1986, Washington, 1936, p. 43. For a list of
State emergency relief administrations in operation as of March 1933,
see “State Unemployment and Relief Administration,” Social Service
Review, VII (March 1933), 137-41,

% During the quarter in which the RFC began operations under pro-
visions of titles I and II of the Emergency Relief and Construction
Act (July 1 to September 30, 1932, inclusive) advances were approved
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States created emergency agencies; in four States ® an
existing or newly created State department was desig-
nated to administer either State funds or the advances
made from the Federal treasury by the RFC; and in
one State (Pennsylvania) an emergency agency was
created to administer funds previously handled by an
existing State department.®”

Consequently by the middle of 1933, 39 States had
established or designated agencies for the administra-
tion of unemployment relief. Of the group of States
which established such agencies du ring the period June
1932 to May 1933, only 12 made State appropriations
for emergency relief which became effective during
this period.s

The change in Federal policy in 1933 further ac-
celerated State and local activity. Many of the State
agencies were reorganized under the supervision of the
FERA, and there was a gradual separation of the
emergency program from direct connection with per-
manent State agencies in those States where the latter
had been originally designated to handle the emergency
relief activities.® The emergency functions of unem-

to 25 States for relief and work relief. (Quarterly Report of Reconstruc
tion Finance Qorporation, Covering the Corporation’s Operations for the
Periods July I to September 30, 1932, Inclusive, and February 2 to Bep-
tember 30, 1932, Inclusive, Washington, 1932, table 4, pp. 8-9.) Forty-
two States received RFC funds for purposes of relief and work relief
under title I of the act during the period from August 1932 to November
1933. No funds were made available to Connecticut, Delaware, Massa-
chusetts, Nebraska, Vermont, and Wyoming, (Watson, op. cit., p. 378.)

¥ Arizona, Minnesota, Nevada, New Mexico. While the State Board
of Control in Minnesota was originally requested by the Governor in
October 1932 to assume responsibility for administering relief funds,
an emergency relief administration was established in June 1934,
(Liebman, op. eit., pp. 44-45.)

“Kach State experimented independently with the new State ae-
tivity, with a resultant wide range in the quality of administration.
State legislation during this period made frequent changes in the ad-
ministrative organization. Additional State appropriations were made,
while governors reorganized administrations and made new appoint-
ments, There was little stability, but much experimentation.”
(Stevenson, op. cit., pp. 25-26.)

5 Alabama, Delaware, Indiana, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Mon-
tana, Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Washington,
There was no legislation for the financing of emergency relief in
Georgia, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Vermont, and
Virginia during the entire period January 1, 1931, through June 1935,
(“Digest of State Legislation for the Financing of Emergency Relief,”
in Monthly Report of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration.
May 1 through May 31, 1985, pp. 39, 40-89.)

8 In September 1934 it was reported that “The State welfare depart-
ment or corresponding agency is used for this purpose in less than 10
States. Elsewhere the ERA is an independent agency organized, as its
title indicates, for an emergency or temporary purpose * * * {he
only States in which the unemployment relief administration is inte-
grated with the major State welfare agency are Arizona, Indiana,
Maryland, Mississippi, Nevada, New Mexico, and West Virginia, Sev-
eral of these welfare agencies, such as those in Mississippl and Nevada,
are new ones established for the purpose of dealing with unemployment
relief. In a few States, of which New JTersey is typical, the executive
of the welfare department is a member of the controlling board of the
State ERA. In several States the State department has had a closer
relationship with emergency relief than it has at present, * *
Because State welfare departments had had so little responsibility along
this line, the depression found them quite unprepared as a rule to as-
sume direction of extensive unemployment relief administration.
Partly for this reason and partly because unemployment relief was
considered to be a temporary emergency function from which the State
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ployment relief overshadowed the slower growth of the
more permanent departments of public welfare, in
which certain changes in organizational structure and
in function were also taking place. At the beginning
of the FERA program in May 1933, the President had
made it clear that the Federal relief grants did not
free State and local agencies from the responsibility of
assuring the necessities of life to their citizens. The
emphasis placed by the FERA on State and local re-
sponsibility for adequate administration and suitable
standards of relief served therefore to stimulate State
legislation, appropriations, and administrative changes.
As a result of this situation every State had a State
emergency relief administration which was in operation
during the period 1933-35.%

Changes in the Federal programs during 1935 played
a very important part in the reorganization of State
agencies. The withdrawal of the Federal Government
from the field of direct relief, its failure to provide
for all needy employable persons, and the liquidation
of the Federal transient program left the States and
localities with pressing and difficult problems. During
1936 some of the States liquidated their emergency
relief administrations, some continued them for the
time being, and others established new departments of
public welfare or reorganized existing agencies with
general relief as one of several functions. The avail-
ability of Federal grants-in-aid for special types of
public assistance under the Social Security Act accel-
erated this movement, and the necessity of complying
with the requirements of the Federal Act relating to
sound administration in order to secure these Federal
grants led to the establishment of new agencies and the
reorganization of older ones. Many States absorbed
the previous emergency relief administrations in new or
reorganized departments of public welfare, to which
was given responsibility for all forms of public
assistance.

The outstanding characteristic of State relief and
public-assistance legislation during this period was its
marked dependence on Federal requirements® Prac-
tically every State legislature showed awareness of
the need for State welfare agencies, with 10 States es-
tablishing new agencies and two reorganizing their

would soon withdraw, a comparatively independent development re-

sulted.” (Stevenson, Marietta, “Public Welfare, State Agencies,” in
Soeial Work Yearbook, 1935, New York, Russell SBage Foundation, 1935,
pp. 403-04.)

® In addition to the 389 States which had organized emergency
agencies before June 1938, the 9 remaining States (Connecticut, Towa,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nebraska, Utah, Vermont, and
Wyoming) had created such agencies by the end of the year. (Liebman,
op. ecit., pp. 44-45.)

" A similar hesitancy and dependence on Federal action character-
{zed the States' adoption of unemployment compensation laws.
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agencies during the first 5 months of 1935.92 There was
a definite recognition that the administration of public
assistance in cooperation with the Federal Govern-
ment must be accepted as a continuing function of
State governments. Most of the new State agencies
integrated the administration of public assistance with
unemployment relief.

During 1935 and 1936 official commissions concerned
primarily with problems of welfare administration
were appointed in a number of the States to conduct
surveys.” Much of the legislation enacted in 1937
was based on reports made by these commissions.

Analysis of the situation in 1937 shows great varia-
tion between States, but the majority of the depart-
ments established in that year provided for a plan of
State and county cooperation in administration, with
actual administration lodged in the local units, and
with supervision and control of standards retained as
the responsibility of the State agency.*

During the year 1939, the interrelationship between
the public-aid programs of the Federal and State gov-
ernments became clearer, with Federal policies and
Federal statutes reflected in State legislation. State
governments made a number of changes in their wel-
fare agencies,”® although consistent and orderly State
planning for general relief was complicated by chang-
ing Federal policies.

In consequence of these developments, by 1940 all
48 States had departments of public welfare, agencies
with State-wide administration or supervision of one
or more categories of special assistance and some type of
child-welfare program in cooperation with the Federal
Government. All these programs involved also some
measure of State financial participation.

The contrast between 1930 and 1940 in regard to
general relief was less sharp but none the less signifi-
cant. Some share of financial responsibility for gen-
eral relief was borne by 36 States in 1940.%° Only in
Pennsylvania did the State assume both financial and
administrative responsibility for the entire program,

® Stevenson, Marletta, “A New Grist of Social Legislation,” The
Survey, LXXI (May 1935), 135-36. For a detailed digest of Btate
legislation during 1935, see Stevenson, Marietta, and Posanski, Susan,
Digest of Social’ Welfare Legislation, 1935, Chicago, American Public
Welfare Association.

® During 1936 several additional States established new agencies.
For the situvation at the end of 19386, see Stevenson, Mariettn, “Public
Welfare, State and Local Agencies,” in Social Work Year Book, 1937,
Russell Sage IFFoundation, New York, 1937, pp. 303-403, and Directory
of State Agencies and Officials Administering Public Welfare Activities.
Chicago, American Public Welfare Association, May 15, 1987.

® American Public Welfare Association, New State and Local De-
partments of Public Welfare, 1987, Outlined Digests of Recent Laws,
Chicago, 1937, and Stevenson, Marletta, “Public Welfare Reorganiza-
tion,” The Social Service Review, X1 (September 1937), 349-59.

® For details, see Stevenson, Marietta, “Recent Trends in Public Wel-
fare Legislation,” The Social Service Review, XIII (September 1939),
440-59.

® For further discussion of financial responsibility, see ch. X.
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while two States®” carried and Rhode Island shared
responsibility for employable persons only. In two
States * practically all administrative control rested
with the State, although the financial responsibility was
shared between the State and the local units. In 28 of
the States which contributed funds for general relief,
administration was divided between State and local au-
thorities, with varying degrees of State supervision and
local administration.”® In six of these States,! financial
aid was accompanied by limited State supervision;
while in three? State financial aid was limited to
nonresident cases and administration was entirely
local.

The unemployment compensation provisions of the
Social Security Act also expanded the public aid func-
tions of the States by stimulating the creation of
permanent State agencies in this field. As indicated
earlier in this chapter, prior to 1935 only one State
had enacted an unemployment compensation law. By
the close of the fiscal year 1937, the remaining 47 States,
the District of Columbia, and the territories of Alaska
and Hawaii passed similar laws.® Thereafter the
States were involved in administering the benefit-pay-
ing and tax-collecting parts of this program.

At the same time their responsibilities in regard to
the employment services were greatly expanded. The
passage of the Wagner-Peyser Act in 1933 had given a
considerable stimulus to the development of employ-
ment services at the State level,* but by June 30, 1935
only 24 State employment services, operating 215 offices,
had affiliated with the United States Employment Serv-
ice. However, in 1934-35, 15 State legislatures opened
the way for affiliation by accepting the provisions of

the Federal Act. The requirement that unemployment

compensation must be paid through employment offices
and the availability of Federal funds from the Social
Security Board for the cost of administering State un-

9 California and Nevada. The State-administered program for em-
ployable persons in Nevada was practically inoperative, only small
amounts of State funds being expended for this purpose, In addition,
in Oklahoma, a State agency provided relief for employable persons
from State funds, while the boards of county commissioners gave relief
to both employable and unemployable persons from loeal funds. In
New Mexico the State financed and administered the bulk of the gen-
eral-relief program, although the boards of county commissioners
administered some local funds.

® Delaware, Missouri. In Missouri small amounts of loeal funds
were administered by county officials.

" TFor a more detailed discussion of State and local units involved in
the administration of general relief, see ch. XIII,

! Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, West Virginia, Wisconsin.

2 Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts.

2Only one State, Wisconsin, was actually paying unemployment
compensation benefits in the fiscal year 1937, (Third Annual Report of
the Social Security Board, Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1938, Washington,
1938, pp. 4 and 175.)

¢ Before the passage of the act, only about 120 cities had State em-
ployment offices, and half of the States had no public employment
offices whatever, (Atkinson, Raymond C., and others, op. cit., pp.
22-924, 29,

v National Resources Planning Board

employment compensation led to a rapid expansion of
employment services throughout the States. By 1939
all States had affiliated with the United States Employ-

" ment Service and by June 30, 1940 there were in

operation some 1,490 full-time offices and 38,115 locali-
ties at which itinerant service was provided.®

The Changing Content
of Public-Aid Measures

From the point of view of the economically insecure
person, the most outstanding feature of the years 1930~
40 was the diversification of public-aid programs. The
great elaboration of work programs after 1933, the
development of special measures for young people after
March 1933 and for the population dependent upon
agriculture after April 1934, and finally, the adoption
of social insurance and the expansion of special public-
assistance measures after 1935 created a differentiated
structure of social provision to compensate, at least in
part, for loss or inadequacy of income. All of these
special programs underwent significant changes of
content. It is the purpose of the following pages to
indicate briefly the nature of these changes.

The structure of public aid developed in the 10 years
did retain one feature of its predecessor. Since all of
the new special measures were available only to defined
groups of applicants, persons who could not meet the
eligibility requirements of these programs in 1940 were
impelled to seek aid from general relief, just as in 1930
persons not eligible for the limited special programs
of that period were forced to rely upon poor relief.
Changes in the content of this residual program will
also be indicated in the following pages.

Work Programs

Of all the special measures developed or expanded
during the years 193040 to meet the problems of loss
of private income, none was more significant than the
provision of work by government. It has already been
indicated that, prior to 1930, emergency work was re-
sorted to in some communities during periods of acute
unemployment and that the work-test for able-bodied
needy persons was not uncommon.® While as a whole
the work programs of 193340 differed significantly
from earlier sporadiclocal programs,important changes
in the later programs indicate that a change in the
concept of work relief took place between 1933 and

. 1940. As a result of these developments of concept and

program, it may be said that, in general, while eligi-
bility for work relief was still limited to needy persons
in 1940, the conditions of work and the remuneration
on these programs were divorced as far as possible

& Fifth Annual Report of the Social Security Board, 1940, p. 69,
® See p. 27, footnote 11.
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from relief and budgetary-deficiency considerations.
Furthermore, there was a tendency to develop more
diversified projects which should offer types of employ-
ment more suitable than unskilled labor to the occupa-
tional background of many of the unemployed.”
Finally, more attention was paid to planning for
and selecting projects, with a view to increasing both
the efficiency of the work performed and the social
usefulness of the undertakings.

Early FERA projects—The work programs operated
by the States under the supervision of the Federal
Emergency Relief Administration prior to the estab-
lishment of the Civil Works Administration were part
of a relief measure which aimed to relieve “the hard-
ship and suffering caused by unemployment.” Relief
status was the main condition for eligibility. The
budgetary deficiency of the family of each applicant
for FERA employment was determined locally.®
Workers were then employed for the number of hours
necessary to earn their budgetary deficiency at the wage
rates set by the Federal agency.® Average monthly
earnings increased, as compared with those paid in the
earlier, purely local work programs® Workmen’s
compensation was not compulsory on FERA projects,
although it was encouraged by Federal officials.
Projects were largely in the field of construction, espe-
cially roads and similar types of manual labor, with
some diversification inaugurated under the “special
programs.” **  Relatively little use of equipment or
supplies was involved.:?

Civil Works program.—The nature of the work pro-
gram changed considerably with the inception of the
Civil Works Administration. To effect industrial

7 The major changes are shown in Appendices 2-5.

8The FERA did not set uniform standards and practices for deter-
mining need and value of resources. This, as well as other factors,
accounts for the fact that the size of the relief allowance or work-
relief wage was not uniform throughout the United States.

® Properly speaking, minimum hourly wage rates and maximum hours
of work were set by the Federal agency.

 Roughly from §$13 per month in May 1933 to $20 in December 1933,
(Burns, Arthur E., “Work Relief Wage Policies, 1930-1936," in
Monthly Report of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration, June
1 through June 80, 1936, table B-1, p. 33.)

M Ald to transients and cooperative and self-help assoclations,
authorized by seetion 4—c of the Federal Emergency Relief Act of
1033, began in July of that year. The emergency education program
began in Aungust, and the women's division was set up in October.
Beginning in February 1934, the college student aid program made
available part-time employment to needy college students, (Carothers,
Doris, Chronology of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration,
Research Monograph VI, Works Progress Administration, Division of
Social Research, Washington, 1937, pp. 10, 15, 22, and 42.) The
women'’s division work included the production of goods for the home,
the sewing and repairing of garments, canning and production of food,
gardenirg, ete. The emergency education program employed teachers
for adult education, vocational training, literacy classes, ete.

12 Wage payments amounted to about 90 percent of total work-relief
expenditures. (Federal Emergency Relief and Civil Works Program,
Hearings Before the Committee on Appropriations, United States
Senate, 73 Cong., 2d sess., Washington, 1934, p. 11, Document subse-
quently referred to by title only.)
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recovery and the speedy circulation of funds, CWA
aimed to “provide regular work on public works at
regular wages to unemployed persons able and willing
to work,”** without requiring previous relief status,
Only about one-half of the employees were taken from
the relief rolls. The remaining half were chosen
through the expanded employment service offices from
persons not previously on relief.

Unemployment and need of a job were the only
requirements for employment.’* Only toward the
close of the program, were need criteria introduced
by the requirement that persons least in need be laid
off first. :

In keeping with the functions of the CWA as a
pump-priming measure, payments to employees were
at no time based on need, as measured by the budgetary-
deficiency method. At the outset, the PWA zone rates
for construction were adopted, and weekly and monthly
hours of work were established. Workmen’s compensa-
tion for project employees was provided by the Fed-
eral Government, and an intensive safety program was
conducted. In January 1934, as funds became ex-
hausted, hours of work were drastically reduced,*® with
consequent reductions in earnings.

The function of the Civil Works program as a mech-
anism for ensuring rapid circulation of funds and as
a supplement to the necessarily more slowly expanding
public works program was also reflected in the condi-
tions governing the nature of the projects. These proj-
ects were to be of a type which could be started quickly
and completed in a short time and were to be prosecuted
by “force account” and not by contract.”” In contrast
to the earlier FERA work projects, those operated
under the CWA involved an increased use of equipment
and supplies.” However, while projects were to be
“socially and economically desirable” and to involve no
duplication of normal governmental functions, they
were required not to be of a type eligible for PWA
loans.® Employment opportunities became more di-

13 Federal Civil Works Administration, Rules and Regulations No, 1,
Washington, November 15, 1933, p. 1.

1 Bince the CWA received its first allocation from funds made avail-
able by PWA, it was required to observe certain PWA conditions, such
as priority for veterans and other preferences. For details, see Ap-
pendices 4 and b,

B Gill, op. cit., p. 424,

¥ Federal Emergency Relief and Civil Works Program, p. 15.

¥ In the main the projects consisted of light construction and repalir
of roads, public buildings, and other public properties, rehabilitation
and construction of school buildings and grounds, as well as the de-
velopment of parks, swimming pools, athletie fields, and other recrea-
tlonal facilities. Nearly 86 percent of the expenditures were for
construetion projects, of which over 83 percent were for work on high-
ways, roads, and streets, and only 14 percent of the expenditures went
for nonconstruction activities. (Brown, Pamela, op. cit., table 14, p.
27.)

18 Nonlabor costs accounted for roughly 20 percent of total expend!-
tures of the CWA. (Gill, op. cit.,, p. 421.)

1 See Appendix 4 for a brief description of these conditions.
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versified ; in particular, under the Civil Works Service
program, operated by the FERA in conjunction with
the CWA program, projects were developed for women
and for white-collar workers.*

Later FERA work relief—On conclusion of the
CWA, the FERA assumed many of its work activities,
through what was known as the “Emergency Work
Relief Program.” Emphasis was again placed on work
as a relief measure, and conditions of work resembled
those on the earlier FERA work projects. Relief status
once more became the main eligibility condition. Earn-
ings were again based on need according to the locally
determined budgetary deficiency of the family, although
minimum hourly rates and maximum and minimum
hours were established by the Federal agency.** A 30-
cent hourly minimum prevailed from April 1 to No-
vember 1934 ; after this date it was replaced by locally
prevailing wage rates. Provision of workmen’s com-
pensation which had been provided under the CWA
program was not required under the Emergency Work
Relief program. Attention was paid to labor relations,
and provision was made for the hearing of complaints.

Types of projects begun under the CWA, such as
work on rural school buildings, farm-to-market roads,
and similar activities, were generally continued by the
new program, but a larger proportion of nonconstruc-
tion activities,”* and a greater diversification of projects
were developed. Increasing emphasis was laid on care-
ful planning.?® Production activities included the pro-
duction of goods for consumption by the relief popula-
tion—the canning and processing of meats and other

* Administrative, professional, and clerical work, as well as special
projects for women, such as sewing, nursing, and home economies, were
also developed under the Civil Works Service program, financed from
FERA funds. Civil Works Service was set up in December 1933 be-
cause of the “construction” limitation of Public Works Administration,
to provide work on projects relating to relief offices of benefit to relief
ecllents, and generally of a nonconstruction nature, (Monthly Report of
the Federal Emergency Relief Administration, December 1 to December
81, 1933, Washington, 1934, p. 17.) It was absorbed into Civil Works
Administration during February 1934. For further details of the types
of work undertaken, see Appendix 5.

% Earnings on the Emergency Work Relief program (April 1934-
December 1935) ranged from an average of $23.82 to $31.35 a month.
(Burns, Arthur L., “Work Relief Wage Policies, 1930-1936." Monthly
Report of the Federal Emergeney Relief Administration, June 1 through
June 30, 1936, table B-4, p. 43.)

# Approximately T6 percent of the total expenditures were for
projects involving the construction and improvement of public prop-
erties : Publie buildings, sewers, and other publie utilities ; recreational
facilities ; conservation and flood control, ete, Over 28 percent of the
construction costs went for streets and highways. The higher pro-
portion of nonconstruction work was accounted for in large part by
the fact that a severe drought oceurred in the summer of 1934, and
Emergency Work Relief developed an extensive production-for-use
program for the processing of surplus produets. (Brown, Pamela,
op. cit., table 15, p. 27.)

3 Monthly Report of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration
AMareh 1 to 31, 193}, Washington, 1934, p. 5. Projects to be “of a
publie character, of economie and social benefit. * * * They should
be earefully planned to be of the greatest efficlency and the greatest
benefit to the community or the State. They should be coordinated
with larger plans for local and State Improvement.’

- National Resources Planning Board

foods, the making of shoes, clothing, etc.—and the de-
velopment of relief gardening and other self-help
activities. Such activities gave employment to many
women, and the number of women workers increased
in a variety of other projects.** Transients were em-
ployed in the maintenance of transient camps and
shelters and in clerical, production, and construction
activities in connection with or near their camps or
shelters. “White-collar work” was an important cate-
gory. In the spring of 1935, nearly 25 percent of all
projects gave employment of this nature?® including
planning, public-health and welfare activities, and edu-
cation, arts, and research. However, it has been esti-
mated that about 60 to 70 percent of the employees were
engaged in common labor.** While the percentage of
expenditures for “materials, supplies, and equipment”
(10.6 percent) was lower than under the CWA (21.1
percent), it was slightly higher than under the earlier
FERA work projects (10 percent).*

. WPA work projects—With the creation of the
Works Progress Administration, marked changes in the
conditions of employment on work projects took place.
These and subsequent modifications reflected the con-
flicts arising from the agency’s dual function of carry-
ing out useful projects and acting as the major
work-relief measure for the unemployed.

Eligibility continued to be limited to needy employ-
able persons.”®* But emphasis on the “work” aspect of
WPA employment was reflected in the abandonment
of the budgetary-deficiency method of wage payment
in favor of a fixed monthly wage, and the consequent
abandonment of the frequent reinvestigations of need.
The “security wage” was determined not by reference
to the budgetary deficiency of each individual but by
the type of work he did and the region in which he was
employed. Yet, the amount of payment in each cate-
gory of employment was designed to be not so large
as to encourage recipients to reject private employ-
ment, a practice which eliminated the possibility of

|

% The peak monthly employment of women (297,800) on the Emer-
gency Work Relief program was reached in March 1935, (Monthly
Report of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration, July 1 through
July $1, 1985, pp. 44—46.) At that time they constituted 12.6 percent
of the total 2,369,605 workers employed on work projects, (Federal
Emergency Relief Administration, Division of Research, Statistics, and
Records, Statistical Summary of Emergency Relief Activities, January
19383 through December 1935, Washington, 1936, table 2, p. 2.)

= For week ending April 18, 1935, (Monthly Report of the Federal
Emergency Relief Adminisiration, December 1 through 31, 1935, Wash-
ington, 1935, p. 64.) For a detalled description of the projects, see
Federal Emergency Relief Administration, The Emergency Work Relief
Program of the FERA, April 1, 193)—July 1, 1935, Washington, 1935.

0 Supplemental Hearings, Emergency Relief Appropriations, Hearings
Before the Committee on Appropriations, U. 8. Senate, T4th Cong., 1st
sess.,, Washington, 1935, p. 7.

= For the period April 1934 to December 1935, inclusive, See Appen-
dix 2.

= [for other limitations on eligibility, see Appendix 3. and ch, IX.
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paying prevailing wages for the full normal working
weel.?

Other changes in the work program under WPA
which reflected the “work” aspects of employment in-
cluded workmen’s compensation, which was again pro-
vided for employees, and the establishment of standard

administrative procedures for handling complaints.
Assurance was given to project employees of their right

to organize and select representatives for collective
bargaining.

The nature of the projects operated under the WPA
program was also different from earlier work projects.
The general trend toward more careful planning and
selection of useful undertakings, consistent with the
emphasis upon “more substantial” types of projects,
was limited by the relief aspects of the program, which
implied a relatively large percentage of direct labor
and the location of projects where they would serve the
greatest unemployment needs. Nevertheless, up to
June 1940, nonlabor costs represented a higher propor-
tion of total expenditures (24.6 percent)®® than under
any of the earlier work-relief programs.

Over three-fourths of the cost of all WPA projects
up to June 1940 was accounted for by construction ac-
tivities.** The other main category of operation was
represented by professional and service projects includ-
ing the arts and research.**

Special types of activities—notably in the field of

® Prevailing rates, as provided for under the Bacon-Davis Act, were
to be paid for construction on permanent Federal bulldings.

A maximum of 8 hours per day and 40 hours per week was estab-
lished by Executive Order No. 7046, May 20, 1935. The WPA established
a range of from 120 to 140 hours per month, with the specific number
to be determined by each State administrator. Abolition of the lower
limit of 120 hours in September 1935 left project employees free to
negotiate with the State administrators to adjust hours per month
downward so that the number of hours worked multiplied by the pre-
valling hourly wage would equal the amount of the monthly “security
wage,” The resulting trend toward payment of prevailing hourly
wages was given legislative sanction in 1036 when this policy was
required by statute. b

In 1939 the prevailing-hourly-wage policy was abandoned by the
statutory requirement that all project employees, rerardless of skill,
should work 130 hours per month in order to earn the amount of the
“security wage. At the same time Congress required that the monthly
earnings should not vary for workers of the same type in different
geographical areas to any greater extent than would be justified by
differences in the cost of living. This involved a redetermination of
the schedule of monthly payments,

For a discusslon of WPA wage policy during 1935-37 see Burns,
Arthur Edward, and EKerr, Peyton, “Survey of Work Relief Wage
Policies” The American Economic Review, XXVII (December 1937),
718-22, Subsequent developments in the wage policy of the agency
were discussed by the same authors in “Recent Changes in Work-
Relief Wage Policy,” The American Economic Review, XXXI (March
1941), 56-66. d

 Report on Progress of the WPA Program, June 30, 1940, table XII,
p. 124,

# About one-half was mew construction and one-half repair work,
Road work constituted 38.9 percent of total expenditures, work on
utilities, parks and recreational facilities, and public buildings about
10 percent each and projects for nonmanual workers about 22 percent,

# Report on Progress of the WPA Program, June 30, 1940, table X,
D. 124.
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adult education, youth programs, and white-collar and
women’s projects—many of which originated under the
earlier work programs, were carried on under the

WPA 38

Special Measures for Youth

From March 1933 to June 1940, the special public-
aid programs for youth (the Civilian Conservation
Corps and the National Youth Administration) showed
important developments in both the content of the pro-
grams and the characteristics of the youth they served.

Changes in the groups eligible—Although from
time to time there were marked changes in other charac-
teristics of the youth served by these programs such as
age,* the most significant development was the increas-
ing proportion of youth on both programs who came
from nonrelief families. Neither the act authorizing
the establishment of the CCC nor subsequent early
legislation required that junior enrollees be selected
from families on public relief rolls,®® but in practice
selections were made largely from this group.** The
continuance of selection from this group was made likely
by the limitation of total enrollments to 300,000 by the
act of June 1937 and the adoption of priorities at that
time.*” Subsequent modifications encouraged the selec-
tion of youth from families above the relief level but
“below a normal living standard,” and successively
larger proportions of all enrollees were drawn from such
families.®® In June 1940 eligibility requirements were

8 Bee also ch, IX.

® The original age range of junior enrollees of the CCC was 18 to
25 years. In 1935 the maximum age was raised to 28, and the mini-
mum age was lowered to 17 a few months later, After June 1937 the
range was from 17 to 23 years, inclusive. Veteran and Indian enrollees,
who were served by separate programs, were, of course, not subject to
these age restrictions. (See Melvin, Bruce L., Rural Youth on Relief,
Research Monograph XI, Works Progress Administration, Division of
Social Research, Washington, 1937, p. 53.) The original age range of
the NYA, 16 to 25, was still in force in 1940 for the student work
program. The out-of-school work program was limited to youth be-
tween 18 and 25, with certain exemptions due to defense activities.
(Bee ch. IX.)

% The purpose of the program was designated as the rellef of unem-
ployment ; no mention of previous relief status was made. However, the
plan of allotting the greater share of the enrollee’s monthly wage to
needy dependents probably influenced the publie-welfare agencies, which
certified CCC applicants, in selecting youth from families on relief rolls,

% Indeed, from May 1935 to June 1986, selection from relief families
was required. In the latter month the requirement was modified to
permit selection from famlilies eligible for relief, as well as those
actually receiving it.

37 Priority was given to (a) applicants whose dependents were actu-
ally receiving or were certified as eligible to receive any type of relief
(including work relief) or other public aid, (b) applicants with de-
pendents not so situated, (¢) applicants without dependents who de-
sired to make voluntary allotments for the support of needy nonde-
pendent relatives. (Civillan Conservation Corps, Standards of
Eligibility and Selection for Junior Enrollecs, Washington, issues after
June 1937.)

33 Bee Quarterly Selection Reports of the Civilian Conservation Corps.
In April 1988 this group made up 24 percent of all the juniors accepted
for enrollment. By April 1940 the percentage had risen to 38 percent,
and by October 1940 it was 45 percent,



46

further modified to bring into the Corps a still larger
group from this stratum of the population.®

A similar trend toward selection of youth from non-
relief families characterized the NYA out-of-school
work program. Through 1937 preference was given to
youth from families on relief or eligible for it.** Cer-
tification was carried out by local relief agencies. Early
in 1938 eligibility was extended to youth from families
certified as eligible for relief, families in need of relief,
and families eligible for any form of public assistance.*:
Relief agencies could thereafter certify youth “for
NYA only.”** In September 1939 the program was
made available to any “youth member of a family
whose income is insufficient to provide the basic needs
of all members of the family, including the youth mem-
ber, regardless of whether the family is receiving any
form of public assistance.” # At the same time NYA
made more extensive arrangements for doing its own
certification, thus avoiding some of the restrictive
policies of the local relief agencies.*

Ckanges in the character of the work.—The general
character of the work of the CCC changed less than the
characteristics of its enrollees. The original purpose of
relieving unemployment, restoring depleted national
resources, and conducting a program of public works
was being implemented in 1940 as in 1933 by the work
of youth living in camps where they were engaging in
reforestation, prevention of forest fires, floods, and soil
erosion, control of plant pests and diseases, and the like.
However, there was a significant change in the content
of the program with the increasing emphasis on educa-
tion in the camps.

The first camps got under way in the spring of 1933
without special provision for education,’® but after
the appointment of the first director of camp education
in December the educational content of the program
was steadily expanded. Effort was made to supply

® Civilian Conservation Corps, Standards of Eligibility and Selection
for Junior Enrollees, Revision Effective June 17, 1940, Washington,
1940, p. 3.

“For a considerable period employment was restricted to youth
from families who were receiving relief or WPA employment, The
regulations stated that 90 percent of those employed had to be certified
as in need of relief. See WPA Administrative Orders Nos, 468, 59, 60.

@ WPA Administrative Order No. 59,

I However, in localities where relief was limited or unavailable,
local relief agencies were reluctant to Investigate and certify as
eligible for relief families to whom they could not possibly give relief
because of lack of funds. This excluded from certification for NYA
youth who were legally eligible.

“ National Youth Administration, Preliminary Manual of Employ-
ment Procedure, revised January 15, 1940, Washington, 1940, ch. I,
pt. I, sec. 2, p. 1. The same statement appears in the NYA Handbagok
of Procedures dated Septembeor 16, 1940, _

“The NYA had begun to do its own certification in a few States
before July 1, 1939, but after that date it became an accepted poliey.
By the end of the fiscal year 1989-40, there were 25 States which on an
average did from 85 to 100 percent of their own certification.

% See Fechner, Robert, “The Educational Contribution of the Civilian
Conservation Corps,” The Phi Delta Kappan, XIX (May 1937), 3035,

National Resources Planning, Board

educational deficiencies of enrollees, with particular
emphasis on the elimination of illiteracy and a ground-
ing in elementary subjects. Very early in the life of
the Corps, the value of training on the job was recog-
nized and officials were appointed at the beginning
of 1936 with special responsibilities for project train-
ing. As a result of this training and the acquisition
of more and better technical equipment, work tech-
niques improved considerably. The training value of
the Corps was recognized in 1937 when the program
was defined by Statute as a means of providing “em-
ployment as well as vocational training.”* In con-
nection with the vocational aspects of camp education,
increased attention was given to counseling and guid-
ance, but there were many obstacles to effective work
in this field.

The nature of the NYA program has undergone
more significant changes than that of the CCC. From
the beginning of the NYA program in June 1935, two
types of projects were conducted—one for students and
one for out-of-school youth—with an increasing use
of available funds for the latter.+”

The student phase of the program had its begin-
ning before the establishment of the NYA. In Feb-
ruary 1934, after an initial experiment at the
University of Minnesota in the fall of 1933, the FERA
inaugurated work projects in a number of colleges to
help needy students continue their education. This
student-aid program was continued by the NYA and
expanded to permit assistance to graduate students in
colleges and to elementary and high-school pupils. A
shift in emphasis from the objective of merely keeping
a student in school to that of training him through work
as well as through formal education was indicated in
the change of the name of the program from Student
Aid to Student Work Program. The quality of the
student work projects showed marked improvement and
there was increasing recognition of the educational
value of the training received from them.

At the beginning of the NYA out-of-school program
emphasis was placed upon four types of activities:
Community development and recreation, rural youth
development, public-service training, and research.s®
Through such activities it was hoped that the NYA
could encourage the extension of educational and
recreational facilities and formulate independent proj-
ects, creating new facilities for young persons in areas

“ Publie, No. 183, 75th Congress, approved June 28, 1937, which pro-
longed the life of the Corps three years and defined its purposes and
program,

i Bee ch. IX.

45 Apprenticeship training was also fostered by the NYA until August
16, 1937, when the Federal Committee on Apprentice Training, which
had been provided with funds by the NYA, was transferred to the Depart-
ment of Labor. * (Publie, No, 308, 75th Cong.)
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where they were needed. In December 1936, the first
resident centers were established for youth in sparsely
populated areas who could share in the benefits of the
program only by living together in a center where they
could be provided with work and instruction on special
projects. Later, the development of workshops and
other production projects received increased emphasis,
to some extent at the expense of the recreational proj-
ects. Clerical projects at all times accounted for a
“significant proportion of the total volume of employ-
ment.*?

Construction projects received more emphasis in the
later years than at the beginning of the program.
Along with the development of the out-of-school
projects, a program to establish and encourage the
establishment of job-training, counseling, and place-
ment services for youth was fostered.™ TUnder the Ap-
propriation Act for 1941 the NYA was prevented from
engaging in placement activities, but it continued to
make industrial and occupational information studies
and to provide consultation services for young people
regarding training and job opportunities. Increasing
cognizance was taken of the interests and aptitudes of
the project workers,

In the course of the development of the out-of-school
work program, considerable change took place in the
wage structure. At first, the wage scale used by the
WPA was applied to youth employment ; young people
worked one-third the time and received one-third the
security wage of WPA workers. This pattern was
simplified by degrees ®* until June 1940 only two wage
rates for youth workers were in use; the Class A wage
for junior foremen and crew leaders, and the Class B
wage (lower than the Class A wage by $6 per month)
for all other youth workers.

Social Insurances

All social-insurance measures developed in 1930-40
differed from other governmental provisions for the
economically insecure population in that persons eligi-
ble to receive benefits could do so without having to
undergo an individual test of need. So long as the

©190.9 percent of the total employment was on clerical projects in
March 1939, 22.3 percent in March 1940, and 19.8 percent in August
1940. (Work Relief and Relief for Fiscal Year 1940, Hearings Before
the Subecommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Repre-
sentatives, T6th Cong., 1st sess., Washington, 1939 (subsequently re-
ferred to as Work Relief and Relief for Fiscal Year 19)0), table A, p.
138; and monthly statistical tables of the Division of Finance and
Statistics, National Youth Administration.)

5 By June 1940, junior placement services promoted by the NYA were
operated In connection with State employment services in 198 cities in
41 States.

% First by reducing the number of urbanization groups in the wage
seale from 5 to 2 (WPA Administrative Order No. 48, August 21, 1938) ;
later by dropping out the occupational categories and paying a Class A
and Class B wage, the former $3 higher than the latter (NYA Admin-
istrative Order, No. 2, July 13, 1939.)
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other conditions of eligibility were fulfilled, the appli-
cant could continue to draw his benefit as a right for
the period of time stated in the law. All of the social-
insurance programs had another common characteristic
in that the amount of benefits provided was related in
some way to the beneficiary’s past earnings. However,
the differences between these programs were such as to
require separate treatment in this section.

Old-age insurance—Under the Social Security Act
of 1935 the amount of benefits provided for eligible
workers in covered employment ®* on reaching the age
of 65 was calculated on the basis of the individual’s
total life earnings in covered employment, with mini-
mum and maximum monthly benefits. Lump-sum
payments were also made to the estates of workers who
died before reaching the qualifying age or to workers
who survived that age for too short a period of time
to draw monthly benefits roughly equal to the wage
taxes they had paid.®® The costs of the program were
to be provided by wage and pay-roll taxes levied on
workers and employers in the covered indusfries.
Annual appropriations were to be made to an old-age
reserve account of an amount sufficient on an actuarial
basis to provide the benefits.**

The 1935 Social Security Act had thus set up an
old-age insurance system whose main characteristics
included many of those found in private insurance
company plans, such as strict actuarial relationship
between contributions and benefits. Radical changes
were made in this program by the amending act of
1939, the groundwork for which was laid by the study
of the Advisory Council on Social Security and the
recommendations of the Social Security Board. The
insurance system resulting from these amendments,
while not abandoning the proportionality principle,
applied the social, as against the private, insurance
method by adjusting benefits in the light of social
adequacy. Relatively greater benefits were provided
for those who had earned low wages or were already
in the higher age classes when the system began
operating.®® Allowances for aged wives and young
dependent children of beneficiaries were provided.
Furthermore, the risk against which protection was

52 For a list of the excluded employments, see column b6 of Appendix 7.

5 See ibid. column 6, for the precise amount and conditions of these
payments.

& Although not specifically stated in the act, it was intended that the
reserve should be built up to a capital sum the interest on which, to-
gether with the yield of the taxes at the full rate, would suffice to meet
the annual benefit costs once the scheme had been in operation for a full
generation. It was hoped in this way to avoid the necessity of a
subsidy from general taxes.

% This was made possible by modifying the benefit formula. Benefits
were computed on the basis of average monthly wages from covered em-
ployment instead of total earnings, thus favoring workers with even short
periods of coverage if their employment had been more or less continuous.
See column 6 and footnote 9 of Appendix 7 for details of the benefit
formula,
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offered was widened by the provision of monthly bene-
fits to survivors.®® Thus the former system of com-
pulsory individual savings was converted into a
social-insurance system which emphasized the protec-
tion of the family as against the individual.

Benefit eligibility conditions underwent important
modifications, in part to make possible advancing the
date of first monthly benefit payments from January
1942 to January 1940. The amending act also made
certain changes in the coverage of the program tend-
ing to bring more workers within the scope, but
these involved no fundamental change in principle.”
Finally, the amending act involved changes in the
method of financing which may have far-reaching con-
sequences, This act indicated that a much more
modest reserve was contemplated *® and made no direct

provision against the time when the current yield from.

wage and pay-roll taxes at their maximum level should
fall short of the annual sum needed for the payment of
benefits.

In contrast to the drastic revision of the Social
Security Act, railroad retirement legislation under-
went less fundamental changes during the years 1935-
40. The railroad retirement legislation of 1935 pro-
vided not only old-age annuities but also disability
annuities and a measure of survivors’ protection by
permitting a retiring worker to choose a reduced
annuity during his own life in order to provide a life
annuity for his widow. In 1937 the amending act
added a new class of beneficiaries by providing monthly
payments to former pensioners of railroads; it also sub-
stituted lump-sum death payments for the death-benefit
annuities payable for a period of 12 months to sur-
vivors of railroad workers. The benefit formula of the
railroad retirement legislation resulted in old-age
annuities considerably higher on the average than those
available under the Social Security Act.* An im-
portant change occurred, however, in the method of
financing railroad retirement benefits. While under
the 1935 legislation the necessary funds were appropri-
ated by Congress regardless of the revenues from the
Carriers Taxing Act of that year,* the Railroad Retire-
ment Act of 1937 established a special Railroad Retire-
ment Account in the Treasury, and Congressional
appropriations to the account were intended to cor-

% In the 1935 act this risk had been provided against only through
lump-sum payments which, especially in the early years during which
the act operated, were obviously inadcguate.

& For the differences in coverage of the two acts see column 5 of
Appendix 8.

& See ch, IV.

® For details of the benefit formula, see c¢h., IV and Appendix 8;
average benefits and distribution of benefit payments by $10 intervals
are shown in table 34, ¢h. VIL

® In June 1936, the United States District Court for the District of
Columbia enjoined the Commissioner of Internal Revenue from collect-
ing the taxcs imposed by thig act; ef. Appendix 8 and ch. XIIL

National Resources Planning Board

respond roughly to the taxes collected under the
Carriers Taxing Act of 1937.* = Like old-age insurance
under the Social Security Act of 1935, the railroad
retirement system of 1937 was set up on a reserve basis,
i. e, annual appropriations were to cover benefit
payments and investments in a reserve fund.

Unemployment compensation.—~The development of
unemployment compensation after the passage of the
Wisconsin unemployment insurance law in 1932 was
characterized by considerable disagreement regarding
its major purpose.®® Unemployment insurance plans
abroad, which antedate action in this country, were
designed for the payment of benefits for short-term
unemployment of workers who were normally active
members of the labor market. Under the Wisconsin
plan, stabilization of employment was made a major
purpose of unemployment compensation through the
use of incentive taxation. Largely because this first
State plan did so, most of the State laws in the United
States provided both for the payment of benefits and
the regularization of employment. The latter objec-
tive was implemented by varying the employer’s pay-
roll tax in accordance with his experience in stabilizing
employment, hence the term “experience rating,” earlier
known also as “merit rating.” Although there was a
slight trend away from experience rating in the legisla-
tive year of 1941, the majority of amendments affecting
the tax provisions of State unemployment compensa-
tion laws were concerned with the type and admin-
istration of plans for variable contributions.

Because the dual-purpose systems of unemployment
compensation related the worker’s eligibility and the
amount and duration of his benefits to his previous
earnings and also related the employer’s taxes to his
previous pay-roll experience, they required.elaborate
record-keeping and complex administrative operations.
A considerable effort was made to simplify record-
keeping and administration.

Between 1937 and 1941, all of the State unemploy-
ment compensation laws were amended, some of them
several times. The amendments, however, did not pro-
duce significant changes either in the extent of cover-
age, the method of financing, or the amount of benefits
payable. The basic features of the original laws
characterized the later laws: exclusion of certain occu-
pational groups, such as agricultural labor and domestic
service; direct relation between a worker’s benefit rights
and his previous earnings or length of employment
(thus incorporating the actuarial concepts of private,
as opposed to social, insurance) ; and general reliance

o Subch. B, ch. 9 of the Internal Revenue Code. For more details of
railroad retirement financing under the 1937 legislation, see ch, IV.

® Por a detailed treatment and analysis of the origins and development
of unemployment insurance in the United States, see Malisoff, op. cit.
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upon payroll taxes as the method of financing. Very
frequently amendments to State laws were guided by
the administrative considerations indicated above, and
it was thus impossible to distinguish clearly between
the administrative implications of a given amendment
and its effects on benefit liberality.®

There were several important developments in the
modification of the benefit formula during the years
1935-40. Changes in the eligibility requirements
showed a trend away from a minimum number of
weeks of work and toward a minimum amount of
earnings in some specified period. The determination
of the benefit amount came to be less directly related
to previous full-time weekly earnings and increasingly
determined as a fraction of total wages earned in some
specified calendar quarter. To an increasing degree
minimum benefit amounts were written into the laws.
Whereas the original laws related the duration of
benefits to the individual’s previous employment or
earnings record, in later years there was a tendency
to provide a flat duration for all eligible workers.
These changes did not substantially alter the original
intention of the benefit formulas—the provision of
weekly benefits equivalent to about one-half of normal
weekly full-time earnings.

The character of unemployment insurance for rail-
road workers provided by the Railroad Unemployment
Insurance Act of 1938 differed from the State systems
of unemployment compensation in that it paid benefits
on the basis of days rather than weeks of unemploy-
ment, computed benefit amounts by annual earnings
categories, and provided for a flat duration of benefit.
This system did not change significantly after the
passage of the act of 1938, for the amending act of
October 1940 liberalized benefits but made no change in
the principles of computing them.

Special Public Assistance

The period 193040 witnessed great expansion of the
special types of aid known variously as pensions or
public-assistance measures. The programs outlined
under titles I, IV, and X of the Social Security Act
differed from the State and local services which pre-
ceded them in both the eligibility requirements for as-
sistance and the conditions under which assistance was
given.™

o See Soclal Security Board, Simplification of the Benefit Formulae in
State Unemployment Compensation Laws, Washington, 1939, passim,

8 According to the first annual report of the Social Security Board,
“the public-assistance program outlined by the act represents * * *
more than a mere extension of existing State services. It is based on a
more definite recognition of the claims of the needy individual to assist-
ance from his Government than that in which the older poor-relief
programs were grounded. It implies a new conception of the value to
the community, as well as to the individual, of a broadly conceived
public-welfare program, national in scope but varying from State to State

49

Federal standards relating to eligibility for special
assistance encouraged the States toward greater liber-
ality in regard to age requirements. Most of the States
lowered the minimum age for old-age assistance, raised
the maximum age for aid to dependent children, and
liberalized the age requirements with respect to aid to
the blind.®®

The Social Security Act also stimulated liberality
with respect to residence and citizenship. In the pro-
grams of old-age assistance and aid to the blind, there
was a tendency to reduce the required number of years
of residence prior to application for aid.*® The same
tendency occurred in programs of aid to dependent
children.®” Furthermore, State plans increased the
number of relatives of second- or third-degree rela-
tionship with whom dependent children might live and

according to local needs and desires.”” (First Annual Report of the
Bocial Security Board, Fiscal Year Ended June 80, 1936, Washington, 1937,
pp. 25-26.)

% Almost half of the old-age assistance laws in effect prior to 1935 set
70 years as the minimum age., By 1940 all States had reduced this
minimum to 65. (The Social Security Act stipulated that, after January
1, 1940, the Soclal Security Board should not approve any old-age
assistance plan which imposed as a condition of eligibility an age require-
ment of more than 65 years.)

In 1934 over one-fourth of the States with mothers' pension laws
granted aid to children under 14 or 15 years. By 1940, of the 42 States
with approved aid-to-dependent-children plans, 21 States had an age
limit of 16, 1 State had an age limit of 17 years, while 16 States set 18
years if the child was regularly attending school. Three additional
States and Hawali granted aid to children up to 18 but did not stipulate
that the child must be regularly attending school.

In 1934 the majority of the blind laws in operation established a
minimum age which was commonly 18 or 21 (2 States had a 40-year
minimum and a 60-year minimum, respectively). In 1940, of the 43
States with plans approved by the Soclal Security Board, almost one-
third had no age requirements; of the remainder none stipulated a
minimum age of more than 21 years.

o Prior to the enactment of the Social SBecurity Act, over two-thirds
of the States having old-age assistance laws on their statute books im-
posed a State residence requirement of 15 years or more. The Bocial
Becurity Act stipulated that the Board should not approve any plan for
assistance to the aged or the blind which imposed as a condition of
eligibility a residence requirement which excluded any resident of the
State who had resided therein 5 years during the 9 immediately preced-
Ing application for assistance and had resided therein continuously for
1 year immediately preceding application. By 1940, six States required
as a condition of eligibility only 1 year's residence immediately preced-
ing application for old-age assistance and one State required but 6
months.

In 1934, over two-thirds of the blind statutes provided for a State
resid requir t of 5 or 10 years. In 1940, nine States had resi-
dence requirements more liberal than those of the Federal Act which are
the same as the Federal requirements in regard to old-age assistance
described in the preceding paragraph. Some States had liberalized their
residence requirements by accepting as an alternative to a certain num-
ber of years of residence the loss of eyesight while a resident of the
State.

® The Social Security Act provided that the Social Security Board
should not approve any plan “which imposes as a condition of eligibility
for aid to dependent children, a residence requirement which denies ald
with respect to any child residing in the State (1) who has reslded in the

" State for 1 year immediately preceding the application for such aid,

or (2) who was born within the State within 1 year immediately
preceding the application, if its mother has resided in the State for one
year immediately preceding the birth"” (title IV, sec. 402 (b)). In
1934 approximately three-fifths of the States with mothers’ pension
laws required from 1 to 5 years' State residence. By 1940, 40 States
with approved ald-to-dependent-children plans had accepted substan-
tially the Federal definition of residence, while 2 had no residence
requirements at all.
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still qualify for aid. In the administration of all three
assistances there was a tendency to liberalize citizenship
requirements,

Less liberality with regard to the resources which an
applicant might possess and still qualify for a grant
marked the administration of the special assistances
during the latter half of the decade. A gradual in-
crease was discernible in the number of State plans
which had some limitation on real and personal prop-
erty owned by applicants. The most common limita-
tion—that applicants might not have disposed of
property or income in order to qualify for assistance—
became a part of many State plans, particularly those
for aid to the aged and the blind. A similar tightening
of restrictions was clear in regard to relatives’ responsi-
bility for needy persons. Following the passage of the
Social Security Act, there was a general relaxation in
provisions for such responsibility which had appeared
in former State laws, but in later years stricter pro-
visions were made in many State plans.

On the other hand, character requirements for special
assistance were made by fewer States after the passage
of the Social Security Act. Such requirements ap-
peared less frequently in State plans for aid to de-
pendent children than in the mothers’ aid laws enacted
prior to 1935, and there was some liberalization of char-
acter provisions in the old-age assistance laws.®* But
there was a tendency in State plans for aid to the
blind to deny aid to blind applicants who solicited
alms,

It may be generally said that the conditions under
which special assistance was given after the passage of
the Social Security Act showed marked improvement.
A very important stipulation of the act was that pro-
grams must “be in effect in all political subdivisions of
the State, and, if administered by them, be mandatory
upon them.” ® Hence, while in 1934 approximately half
of the State public-assistance laws simply permitted
the counties, with or without financial help from the
State, to give aid if they so desired, by 1940 all States
with plans approved by the Social Security Board had
State-wide operation of programs.

Provisions for keeping assistance records confidential
were lacking in most State legislation prior to 1930,

% For character disqualifications in 1940, see ch. 1V.

@ Title I, sec. 2-a (1), title IV, sec. 402-a (1), and title X, sec.
1002-a (1).

" In some States the basic statutes made specific provisions for access
to public-assistance records. In Nevada the record of the blind appli-
cant's claim for aid was open to public inspection. (Nevada Compiled
Laws of 1929, sec. 2816.) Likewlse in New Hampshire the list of claims
for blind assistance was filed in the order of their reception in a book
kept for that purpose and open to public examination. (Public Laws,
1926, ch. 115, sec. 11.)

The mothers’ aid statute in California stated that the county “books”
of information on clients must be open to the State Board of Control or
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but the Social Security Board emphasized the confi-
dential nature of records, and encouraged States to
keep records confidential. This administrative action
was made law by the 1939 amendments to the act
effective July 1, 1941, which stipulated that State
agencies must provide safeguards to restrict the use
or disclosure of information concerning recipients and
applicants to purposes directly connected with the
administration of assistance.

Few of the special assistance laws operating in
1930 made provision against arbitrary administrative
action. Hearings conducted by administrative agen-
cies were infrequent ; the only opportunity for remedy-
ing real or imaginary discrimination (and this was not
possible in all States) was through appeals to the
courts.™ The Social Security Act provided that, as a
condition of approval of any State plan, the State

to any person appointed by them to examine the same or to any com-
mittee of the legislature, or to any clerk or officer thereof duly authorized
to make an examination.

The New Hampshire old-age assistance law of 1931 provided that “all
records, papers, and other documents pertaining in any way to such
assistance shall be maintained in a suitable and proper manner by said
commissioners who shall retain the same in their custody, and which may
be opened to inspection by any person interested at any time.” (New
Hampshire Acts of 1931, ch. 165.) According to the West Virginia law
of 1931 all records, accounts, and order books pertaining to old-age
assistance were kept by the clerk of the county court and were open to
inspection during office hours by any citizen or taxpayer of the county.
(West Virginia Acts of 1931, ch, 32, sec. 9.)

" Wisconsin’s blind assistance law provided that appeal from denial
of assistance could be taken to the county court, while in California an
appeal could be made to the State Board of Control for a hearing.
(Laws of Wisconsin, ch, 47, sec. 47.09, and General Laws of California,
1931, act 775, ch. 882, gec. 5.)

Bix of the old-age assistance statutes in effect in 1931 made some
attempt to protect the citizen from arbitrary action on the part of local
or State relief agencies. In Californie appeal was to the State Depart-
ment of Social Welfare and in Ideho an applicant could request a hear-
ing before the local county attorney and county commissioners. (Cali-
fornia Acts of 1929, ch. 530, sec. 14, and Idaho Acts of 1931, ch. 16,
sec. 8.) The Nevade statute included provision for an appeal to the
district court and in New Jersey an aggrieved person could appeal to the
State old-age relief division. (Nevada Aets of 1925, ch, 121, sec. 22, and
New Jersey Acts of 1931, ch, 219, sec. 17.) Appeal to the New York
State Department was permitted, and in West Virginia the aged appli-
cant or recipient could appeal from the decision of the county commis-
sioners to the circuit court of the county. (New York Consolidated
Laws 1930, ch. 4914, sec. 124-h, and West Virginia Acts of 1931, ch. 32,
seec. 6.)

The mothers' pension statutes of six States made some provision for
appeals from determination of administrative agencies, and two speciti-
cally denled any appeal to the courts, Nevada’s law permitted an ap-
peal to the district court if an allowance was denied or modified, (Laws
of Nevada, 1921, ch. 107, sec. 5). In California the appeal was directly
to the State Board of Control, and in Maine if no action was taken on
an application within 10 days the State Board would, upon request,
make an investigation and determination on the application. (Politieal
Code of California, 1931, vol. 1, sec. 2283, and Laws of Maine, 1917, ch.
222, sec. 8.) The North Dakota law permitted an interested persomn to
appeal to the district court in behalf of an applicant, while in both
Minnesote and Montana, applicants whose claim for aid was questioned
by a taxpayer, could appeal from any decision rendered on the basis
of the taxpayer's petition that the applicant’s need for aid did not
exist. (Laws of North Dakota, 1923, ch. 156, see, 6 ; Laws of Minnesota,
1917, ch. 223, sec. 7; Laws of Montana, 1921, 17th Session, ch, 257,
sec. 1 (11).) The Teras and Virginia statutes specifically prohibited
appeals. (General Laws of Texas, 1917, ch. 120, sec. 7, and Virginia
Acts of Assembly, 1918, ch. 80, sec. 4.)
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agency must provide an opportunity for a fair hearing
pefore a State agency for individuals whose claims
have been denied.

Possibly the most significant change in the conditions
under which special assistance was given after 1935—
at least from the recipient’s point of view—was that
all payments were made in cash. Prior to that time,
provisions for cash payments were more common in
assistances than in general relief, but some States per-
mitted assistance payment in cash or its equivalent.™
However, the Social Security Act made cash payments
mandatory upon all States receiving grants in aid, and
consequently the advantages of such payments™ were
made possible for recipients.

Special Programs for the Agricultural Population

Special measures for needy rural families were
undertaken by the Federal Emergency Relief Admin-
istration in April 1934 through two programs—one
for rural rehabilitation and the other for the resettle-

ment of needy families. These programs were carried -

on by the Resettlement Administration after July 1,
1935, and by the Farm Security Administration after
September 1, 1987, although no new resettlement
projects were begun after the latter date.

The resettlement program involved the purchase of
land and other measures for resettling persons living
on submarginal land or in stranded communities.
Largely experimental in character and primarily a
service program, it is not included in this study.™

12 The Colorado mothers’ aid law specified that the applicant should
be paid “the amount so specified, or when so ordered by the court, its
equivalent in supplies, nursing, medical, or other assistance. * * *"
(Session Laws of Colorado, 1923, ch. 77, sec. 7-a.) In Connecticut the
mothers’ aid statute provided that *“the manner and time of extending
such aid whether the same ghall be in cash or by furnishing necessary
merchandise as may be of advantage in any ense, shall be determined by
said agent, * * *' (Public Acts, Connecticut, 1919, ch. 223, sec. 3.)
In Delaware the Mothers’ Pension Commission could, at its discretion,
“vary the terms of such payments by directing the furnishing of food,
clothing or supplies, instead of the payment of money. * * *" (Laws
of Delaware, 1921, ch. 183, 3701 A, sec. 11-A.) Likewise in Kansas and
Maine the loeal authority could order the mothers’ aid to be given in
supplies instead of money. (Laws of Kansas, 1921, ch. 153, sec. 1, and
Laws of Maine, 1917, ch. 222, sec. 3.)

The New Jersey old-age assistance law indicated that thé amount and
nature of the payment and the manmner of providing it was to be deter-
mined by -the county welfare board in accordance with the rules and
regulations of the division of old-age assistance (New Jersey Acts of 1981,
ch, 219, see. 6.) Similarly in New York, the type of old-age assistance
granted was determined by the public-welfare official. “Whenever prac-
ticable, relief may be granted in the form of cash or a check.” (New
York Consolidated Laws, 1930, ch. 4914, sec. 124,) In West Virginia the
amount and nature of the relief grant and the manner of providing it
were to be determined by the county court with due regard to the con-
ditions existing in each case. (West Virginia Acts of 1981, ch. 32,
sec. 6.}

" See ch. VIIL

% Had all of the 193 plans for rural resettlement approved for study
been earried into effect, they would bave provided homes for 24,000
families, and incurred expenditures amounting to $95,000,000. (First
Annual Report, Resettlement Administration, Washington, 1936, p. 85.)
In addition, four major suburban resettlement projects were contem-
plated to provide 3,000 to 5,000 families with low-rental homes at a
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The rural-rehabilitation program of the FERA was
begun with loans to enable needy farm families to
purchase farm equipment, seed, and livestock. Orig-
inally an outgrowth of, and even an alternative to,
direct relief or work relief for the needy agricultural
population, these loans (known as “standard loans”
after February 15, 1937) became only one of several
types of loans for needy farm families. In April 1936
emergency loans were made available to farm families
in the drought areas to purchase food and feed and to
finance farm operations.” These emergency loans were
restricted to persons previously obtaining a major por-
tion of their livelihood from farming who had applica-
tions pending for standard loans or who were or had
been receiving subsistence grants, to be described
shortly. Supplemental loans were developed in 1938
for both standard and emergency loan clients whose
needs exceeded the original loans and whose farm and
home management plans showed sufficient income to
repay increased indebtedness.™™ In addition to these
standard, emergency, and supplementary loans to
families, loans for community and cooperative services
were developed in 1936 for groups of low-income
farmers and persons who were already rural-rehabilita-
tion clients.”” The loan program in general was
characterized in 1935-40 by an increasingly rigorous
selection of clients who were judged good risks.

About a year and a half after the rural-rehabilitation
program had been set up on a loan basis (November
1935), a system of direct grants was introduced. These
grants were intended originally to provide emergency
assistance to needy farm families who were judged by
local advisory committees to be potential rehabilitation
cases but, for one reason or other, were unable to secure
assistance from any other source. Subsequently the
limitation of these grants to potential rehabilitation
cases was relaxed, and grants became available to “fam-
ilies who needed assistance for only a short time because
of some catastrophe and who were soon able once more
to go their independent way, and to families who never
could be considered rehabilitation clients because of
their economic or health situation but who, because they
gained the greater portion of their livelihood from
agriculture, were the responsibility of the Resettlement
Administration and who would have been the objects

cost of around $35,000,000. (Ibid., pp. 43—48.) In 1939, about 14,000
families were residing on rural-resettlement projects, while three subur-
ban projects provided homes for 2,129 families. (Report of the Admin-
istrator of the Farm Security Administration, 1939, Washington, pp. 18,
22.)

% These emergency loans are to be distinguished fromr the special feed
and seed loans made by the Farm Credit Administration.

" Farm Security Administration, Standard Rural Rehabilitation
Loans, Oriteria and County Office Routine, FSA Instruction 731.1, Octo-
ber 25, 1938, Washington, 1938, sheet T.

7 First Annual Report, Resettlement Administration, pp. 14-15.
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of much suffering without some public aid.” *® A fter
October 1938, however, grants could be made only in
open rural areas where the administrator declared an
emergency to exist. This program differed in no essen-
tial from general relief except that it was directly ad-
ministered and financed by the Federal Government
and that, according to the Emergency Relief Appro-
priation Act of 1939, employable recipients of grants
might be required to perform work on useful public
projects, Federal and non-Federal.

Various special services were developed in addition
to the loan and grant programs per se. None was
more significant than the farm-and-home-management
plans which were carefully worked out by the indi-
vidual farm family in consultation with the county
supervisor and the home-management specialist.

The farm debt adjustment service made it possible
for local committees to bring together distressed farm
debtors and their creditors to work out solutions to pre-
vent foreclosure, bankruptcy, and destitution by scaling
down debts or revising terms and interest rates, or
both.” This program was purely on a service basis.
It attempted to help individuals work out their finan-
cial problems through mutual consent, not by providing
grants or loans. Instituted by the Farm Credit Ad-
ministration in October 1983, it was taken over by the
Resettlement Administration on September 1, 1935, and
was carried on by the Farm Security Administration.

Since families in good health are better credit risks'

than those with serious health problems, a medical-care
program for rehabilitation-loan families was under-
taken in January 1936 by the Resettlement Ad-
ministration and carried on by the Farm Security
Administration. In some States dental care was also
made available under these locally developed plans.
The year 1939 gave increasing evidence of the concern
of the Farm Security Administration with the health
of loan clients. Surveys of health conditions were un-
dertaken, and in the latter half of the year a program
of environmental sanitation was inaugurated for
selected rehabilitation families.

Special provision for the needs of the increasingly
numerous migrant agricultural population was made
by the institution of migrant camps. These camps
made available shelter and subsequently, in certain
areas, medical care.®* In addition, the Farm Security
Administration provided limited cash and commodity
grants to migrants in acute need.s!

™ Ibid., p, 11,

" Ibid., pp, 12-14.

¥ See ch. IV.

8 Work Relief and Relief for Fiscal Year 1941, Hearings before the
Sub-Committee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Repre-
sentatlves, 76th Cong., 8d Sess., Washington, 1940, p. 1686.
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‘General Relief

The programs which have been discussed in the pre-
ceding sections show the extent of diversification which
took place after 1933. As each of these programs de-
veloped its services to a special group, there was a
corresponding change in the character and volume of
the residual group of persons in need, and in the con-
tent of State and local general-relief programs which
were the only source of aid for this group.

While the discussion which follows assumes the ex-
istence of a general-relief program during the entire
decade, it should be pointed out that the concept of a
residual general-relief program such as existed in 1940
was developed after 1935. Prior to that time, public
relief was in the main provided on an undifferentiated
basis. During the period 1930-33, prior to the creation
of the FERA, public relief was provided mainly
through local poor-relief systems, and, after late 1931,
through programs of unemployment relief inaugurated
by the States. During the FERA period (May 1933-

- December 1935) both direct and work relief were pro-

vided by the State and Federal Governments. Conse-
quently on the FERA rolls there appeared not only the
large group of unemployed persons who were in need
of unemployment relief but also many unemployable
persons who had previously received poor relief. With
the liguidation of the FERA and the inauguration of
special assistance for specified unemployable groups, as
well as the development of a Federal work program for
the employable unemployed, large groups of persons
who had previously been on the FERA rolls were trans-
ferred to the special assistances or work programs.,
The remaining persons, who could not establish eligi-
bility for special assistances or work programs, there-
fore constituted the core of the group which were to
become the responsibility of States and localities
through their general-relief systems.

Thus, by 1940 general relief was the one form of
public aid, other than surplus commodities, available
to the great numbers of people who could not obtain
benefits under any of the specialized programs. Essen-
tially a local and State program, it operated under the
laws of 48 States, with variations in practice among
States and among localities within States in respect
to methods of administration, standards of aid and of
personnel, and eligibility requirements. These differ-
ences were especially pronounced from 1930-83. The
32 months of the Federal Emergency Relief Admin-
istration, from May 1933 to December 1935, were
characterized by some approach to uniformity, both
among and within States, but the subsequent years
saw a return to State and local responsibility resulting
In variations in legislation and practice which were
almost as marked as those of the early period.



Security, Work, and Relief Policies

While there was no clearly marked trend for the
entire decade, in general it may be said that until 1933,
when the Federal Government entered the relief pic-
ture, the position of the relief recipient deteriorated;
petween 1933 and 1935 it greatly improved; and after
1935, while the higher standards were retained in some
States, in many others there was a marked reversal
from the trends manifested in the years 1933-35. Fur-
thermore, only a part of the “residual” load was at any
one time actually in receipt of general relief. There
was always an undetermined number whose needs
were not met because of lack of funds or legal or
administrative restrictions.

1930-33—The extreme local variations of this period
were not greatly influenced by the assumption of re-
sponsibility for unemployment relief by a number of
State governments nor by Federal loans made by the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation. Although no
Nation-wide statistics or other relief data were gathered
during these years® there is no doubt that local
prejudice and policies of racial, political, and even
religious discrimination seriously affected methods and
standards of relief in many places. Nevertheless, there
was no exclusion of whole categories or groups, such as
single persons, unemployables, or employables. The
provisions of the State settlement laws continued to
operate, but otherwise eligibility was based on need.
The definition of need ranged from stark destitution
to a relatively liberal amount of income and resources,
depending upon the locality.

The rapidly increasing demands upon relief agencies
due to the volume of unemployment forced standards
to low levels even in the more highly developed
agencies.®* Inadequate funds were spread thin over
huge case loads. This forced private agencies reluc-
tantly to replace cash payments with payments in kind,
which were usual in most of the public agencies. Local
work-relief programs were set up in some form in at
least 200 municipalities by 1931.%¢

Despite a great increase in transiency, there was no

relaxation of the settlement requirements. Yet, under
the pressures of the unemployment emergency, certain
poor-relief practices were gradually given up in most

2 Tixcept for the activities described in footnote 39, p. 82.

¥ Sea Unemployment Relief, Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the
Committee on Manufactures, United States Senate, 72d Cong., 1st sess,
Washington, 1932 ; and Federal Aid for Unemployment Relief, Hearings
Before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Manufactures, United
States Senate 72d Cong., 2d sess,, Washington, 1933.

# A study of 26 of these programs in 1931 showed that wages were
usually paid in cash and that hours worked and amounts paid were
not closely related to the relief grants, but appeared to depend upon
the concept of what work relief was supposed to accomplish and upon
differences in available resources. By 1932 payment for work in food
orders became more usual, and the term “work for relief” came to be
applied to this type of aid. See Colcord, Joanna C., Emergency Work
Relief, New York, Russell Sage Foundation, 1932,

414488—42——5
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localities. There was no time to look into the financial
responsibility of relatives. The “pauper’s oath” was
replaced by the signed or notarized application for
relief.

1933-356.—~The Federal loans administered by the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation in 1932-33 affected
the content of general-relief provisions but slightly.
However, the Federal Emergency Relief Administra-
tion, through its policies governing the expenditure of
Federal funds in all States and localities, profoundly
influenced local relief practices. This influence tended
to decrease the extent of variations between States and
localities; but wide differences continued to exist, for
State governments retained their essential autonomy
throughout the program.

Since the FERA stressed the responsibility of all
levels of government for the welfare of individuals and
endeavored to combat the view that acceptance of pub-
lic aid was synonymous with loss of self-respect and
incapacity or moral weakness, it is not surprising that
during the years 1933-35 there was a marked improve-
ment in the content of general relief from the recip-
ient’s point of view. The aspects of general relief
most affected by the newer policies were those relating
to standards of administration, to eligibility, and to the
amount and nature of the assistance to be provided.
It should be noted again that, although FERA poli-
cies limited Federal aid to the needy unemployed or the
inadequately employed, unemployable persons received
relief under the FERA program and benefited from
the improved standards of administration that charac-
terized the period. The extent of this practice varied
from time to time and from place to place.

FERA rules and regulations based eligibility for re-
lief upon need, which was defined as the inadequacy
of “available resources * * * to provide the neces-
sities of life * * *78 The test of need was con-
siderably relaxed in favor of white-collar and pro-
fessional workers, particularly teachers, and it was
never applied to students employed on the college
student-aid program. As already mentioned, the rules
and regulations stipulated that there be no discrimina-
tion on grounds of race, religion, color, noncitizenship,
political affiliation, or membership in any special or
selected group. Furthermore, lack of residence or legal
settlement was no bar to relief during this period.

Standards of eligibility varied greatly throughout
the country. They were influenced by available funds,
the numbers of people on relief, administrative poli-
cies, local tradition and practice, standards of living,
and prevailing rates of wages.

Relief was administered in two forms: Direct (home)

# FERA Rule and Regulation No. 3, July 11, 1933.
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relief, for which no return was required ; and work re-
lief on projects set up for the purpose. Work relief
and special programs for the rural population under
the FERA have been discussed earlier in this chapter,
and what follows, therefore, relates to the nature of
aid available during this period to those not assisted
through these special measures.

Direct relief was given in the form of food, shelter,
clothing, light, fuel, necessary household supplies,
medical supplies, and medical attendance, or the cash
equivalent of any of these. Work-relief payments were
also made either in cash or kind through March 1934,
but after this time payments in cash or by check were
required.

In large measure owing to the influence of the
FERA, there was a marked trend toward the use of
cash in direct relief during 1935. In the last half of
1934 more than half the States (28) either made no
direct-relief grants in cash or gave less than 5 percent
of all aid in that form.®* By the period July-Decem-
ber 1985, the number of States in which cash payments
accounted for less than 5 percent of the total amount
given to individuals for direct-relief grants had de-
creased to 16, while 19 States granted more than 50
percent of all such aid in cash. Equally significant is
the fact that most of the 8 States which accounted for
the largest proportions of relief expenditures had sub-
stantially increased the proportion of payments made
in cash.®

The distribution of surplus commodities was grad-
ually geared into the administration of direct relief
after the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation was set
up in October 1933.28 Families on work relief also
received surplus commodities. Strict instructions were
issued by the FERA that these commodities were to be
used to supplement grants. They were not to be sub-
stituted for any part of the usual grant because such

8 Only 2 of the 8 midwestern States, 1 of the 4 far western States,
and 4 of the 11 southeastern States paid more than 5 percent of their
direct relief in cash, while there were only 5 States in the entire coun-
try which granted more than 50 percent of cash aid. (Data supplied by
the Division of Statistics, Work Projects Administration.) In
December 1934 about 23 percent of the total payments for relief were
made in cash, ag compared with 10 percent in May 1934, (Monthly
Report of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration, January 1,
through January 81, 1935, Washington, 1935, p. 18.)

® Thus, between July-December 1934 and July—December 1935, the
proportion of cash payments increased as follows: New York, 43.5 to
60.3 percent; Pennsylvania, 9.0 to 46.3 percent; Ohio, 4.8 to 53.2 per-
cent ; California, 29.8 to 94.4 percent; Michigan, 16.9 to 37.5 percent;
New Jersey, 88.3 to 50.4 percent. Only Massachusetts (where the per-
centage of cash payments declined from 57.6 to 53.9 percent) and Illi-
noia (where the percentage of cash payments increased only from 5.3 to
8.0 percent) were exceptions to this general trend. (Data supplied by
the Division of Statistics, Work Projects Administration.)

® Another temporary but important part of the program of the Fed-
eral Surplus Commodities Corporation was the purchase and processing
of cattle, calves, sheep, and goats in drought areas in 1934 and 1935 In
cooperation with the State relief administrations.
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substitution would be equivalent to putting the commod-
ities back on the competitive retail market, where they
would tend to depress prices. As a matter of fact, the
commodities were substituted for part of the usual
relief grant in numerous localities in spite of the Fed-
eral orders to the contrary, even though these orders
were reiterated by the State relief administrations.
This was due in part to the inadequacy of relief funds,
for the use of surplus commodities made it possible to
spread the funds to meet the needs of a greater number
of persons as well as to increase the amount of the
individual grant. As a result, part of the direct Fed-
eral relief during this period was given in kind, even
though the FERA was encouraging localities to give
direct relief in cash and, in the spring of 1934, insisting
that all work-relief wages be paid in cash.

The FERA exerted considerable pressure upon the
States to raise the standards of relief. As a result, the
average monthly relief grant per family was practically
doubled between May 1933 and May 1935, having in-
creased from $15.15 to $29.33.5¢

Medical relief was recognized as a necessity and was
accepted as a part of the responsibility of the Federal
Government as well as that of States and localities.
The provision of medical attendance and medical sup-
plies for recipients of unemployment relief was first
authorized by the FERA in June 1933 In accord-
ance with the usual Federal policy, these rules were
drawn in general terms, leaving the States to formulate
specific policies appropriate to local conditions. The
result was a wide variation in the scope of care con-
sidered permissible and possible within State and local
budget limitations, ranging from the general medical
attention provided in a few States to emergency care
only, in the States which interpreted the rules more
strictly.®

The FERA period witnessed the single Nation-wide
attempt during the decade to provide Federal funds for

® Brown, Josephine C., “Social Service Division,” in Monthly Report of
the Federal Emergency Relief Administration, March 1 through March
81, 1936, Washington, 1986, table A-1, p. T.

® See FERA Rule and Regulation No. 1, issued June 23, 1933, im-
plemented by FERA Rule and Regulation No. 7, issued September 10,
1933.

ot State and local relief administrations entered into working agree-
ments with medical societies and individual physicians for the purpose of
obtaining medical care for persons on relief. There was close coopera-
tion with public-health agencies. Advisory services of State and local
professional organizations were used. Accredited lists of physicians
and dentists were limited to practitioners licensed or registered to prac-
tice in the State. Physicians and dentists were paid on a reduced-fee
basis but were expected to give to rellef patients the same type of
service as they gave to their private patients. The Federal ruleg pro-
vided that at all times the traditional physician-patient relationship
be safeguarded. Nurses were expected to maintain standards set DY
accredited local nursing organizations. However, because of widespread
unemployment among nurses, much of the nursing service was provided
through nursing work-relief projects rather than under the medical-care
progranr,
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the relief of nonresidents.”” Local emergency relief
units required State residence of one continuous year
or longer. Applicants who had been in the State for
a shorter period were cared for by the transient
bureaus, financed entirely from Federal earmarked
funds granted to the State emergency relief admin-
istrations.” By the end of 1933 there were 261 tran-
sient relief centers and 63 transient camps in 40 States
and the District of Columbia; within the next few
months every State except Vermont had a transient
program in operation.* It is estimated that the maxi-
mum size of the transient relief population was 200,000
unattached persons and 50,000 family groups. Because
of the constantly changing membership of this group,
it seems probable that at some time the number of
individuals and family groups was two or three times
these estimates.”™

1936-40.—When the FERA was liquidated in Decem-
ber 1935 and general relief made a State and local
responsibility, methods and standards established un-
der the FERA were retained in many States and in
others abandoned entirely. In approximately one-
third of the States general relief reverted to the stand-
ards of the old poor laws. The increasing burden
thrown upon the State and local relief systems of the
country because of the failure of the Federal Govern-
ment fully to implement its undertaking to provide for
all the employable unemployed was reflected in an in-

creasing tendency on the part of many local relief

agencies to impose more stringent eligibility require-
ments, to abandon some of the higher standards of
administration that were developed during the years
1933-35, and to revert to some of the less desirable
practices that characterized the period prior to 1933.%

© The Federal Emergency Relief Act of 1933 was the only Federal
legislation passed during the decade which specifically authorized relief
for such persons. It provided “that the Administrator may certify out
of the funds made available by this subsection additional grants to
States applying therefor to aid needy persons who have no legal settle-
ment in any one State or community * * *' (Publie, No. 15, 73d
Cong,, sec. 4 (c).) For discussion of the Farm Security Administra-
tion migrant camps, which were operated only in certain States, see
the preceeding section.

9 or the purposes of this program, the FERA defined two types of
transients—interstate and intrastate, and distinguished both from local
homeless persons. Intrastate transients (those who had been in the
State more than 12 months but had no State settlement) and loecal
homeless persons were cared for by the emergency relief administrations
from thelr regular funds as contrasted with the earmarked funds pro-
vided for interstate transients.

% Brown Josephine C., Public Relief 1929-1939, p. 260.

% Webb, John N., The Transient Unemployed, Research Monograph
No. ITI, Works Progress Administration, Division of Social Research,
Washington, 1935, p. 1.

% With the return of responsibility for unemployables to the States
and localities after the liquidation of the FERA, it was no longer possible
to maintain a Nation-wide reportlng system to collect information about
general relief comparable to information on other public-aid programs
which was being collected by Federal agencies, The collection of infor-
mation about general-relief recipients and the organization and admin-
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In certain areas provision for general relief became
increasingly uncertain and intermittent if not non-
existent.”” Increasingly, also, there was a tendency to
impose restrictions upon the types of persons eligible
for general relief. This trend toward more stringent
eligibility requirements affected such persons as aliens,
employable persons, farmers, unattached individuals,
and persons without legal settlement.

The care of persons without legal settlement became
a very real problem for the States when the FERA
transient program was discontinued. While in some
States attempts were made to continue the care
formerly provided with Federal aid,’® the majority re-
verted to the earlier practice of denying aid to this
group, and many State settlement laws were revised
and administrative procedures were established with
this practice in view.” In general, settlement restric-
tions were tightened,® but there was no uniformity of
practice, for some State requirements militated against
interstate migrants and others against persons who had
State residence but no local settlement (intrastate mi-
grants).? Legal changes are described in table 2, and

istration of general-relief programs was left to the Initiative of State
and local agencies, Cc tly there was a great lack of uniformity
in data which were assembled and, in many instances, a complete
abgence of information on general-relief programs after 1935. Therefore
many of the developments in these programs which culminated in the
situation in 1940 eannot be described step by step. This is especially
true of States where general relief was purely a local responsihility
or where there was a minimum of State supervision.

o For the situation in 1940, see ch. VI.

8 For a discussion of facilities provided through State and local
programs in selected areas, during 1936, see Migration of Workers, Pre-
liminary Report of the Secretary of Labor Pursuant to 8. Res. 298 (7jth
Congress), U. 8. Department of Labor, Washington, 1088, vol. 1, pp.
174-98,

® The available data do not permit a comparison between the years
1985 and 1940, The following information therefore relates to change
effected during the period January 1, 1933, and January 1, 1941, In
this period 26 States changed thelr residence requirements for legal
gettlement, some of them more than once. (See table 2.) In three
instances this change meant the establishment of residence provisions
in States (Arizona, Idaho, New Mexico) that previously did not have
such requirements.

It should be remembered that in some Btates there were various
qualifying factors concerning the length of time during which a person
may establish residence and/or legal settlement for general-rellef pur-
poses. The generalizations which are made in this discussion are,
therefore, subject to the kinds of qualifications which are indicated in
the footnotes to table 2.

10n January 1, 1933, only 4 States required more than 1 year of
residence, but by January 1, 1941, their number had risen to 13. The
range of requirements for State residence in 1941 was from 1 to 5
years, as against 1 to 3 years in 1933. Local residence requirements
in 1041 ranged from 90 days to § years in 1041, as compared with
30 days to 10 years in 1933. !

21n five States (Colorado, Indiana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma)
the barrier against the interstate migrant was increased, while resi-
dence requirements relative to persons moving about within the State
remained the same. In addition, State residence requirements for
unemployment relief in California were Increased, although require-
ments for unemployable persons remained the same. In 9 States
(Arizona, Delaware, Idaho, Kansas, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska,
Oregon, Wyoming) legislative changes represented a tightening of re-
strictions for both the interstate and intrastate groups. Of the remain-
ing 11 States which made legislative changes during the perfod, 2
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TaBLE 2.—Length of time required by State laws to acquire legal
settlement or residence or both for purposes of qualifying for
general relief, 1933, 1938, and 1941, by States

Law in force as of January 1—

State 1633 1938 10411

Alabama. .. ... |..
Arizona_...
ANnsas

Louisiana. -

Michigan._....
Minnesota._...._._ ..
Mississippi-
Missouri..
Montana._
Nebraska.
Nevada.__
New Hampshire__.
New Jersey_.__.._...
New Mexico Exs s
New York.. .......
North Carolina.....
North Dakota. ...
Ohio

Sources: Laws in force Jan. 1, 1933: Heisterman, Carl A., “Statutory Provisions
Relating to Legal Settlement for Purposes of Poor-Relief,”” The Social Service Review,
VII (March 1033), 95-106. Laws in [orce Jan. 1, 1038: U. 8. Department of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Statistics, and Children's Bureau, Migration of Workers: Preliminary
Report of the Secretary of Labor Pursuant to S. Res. 298 j?‘g‘{la Jongress), A Resolution
to Rlake Certain Investigations Concerning the Social an momic Needs of Laborers
Migrating Across State Lines, vol. II, Washington, 1938, appendix B, pp. 214-21.
Laws in force Jan. 1, 1041: Apé)endix 18. .

1In 2 Btates, settlement andfor residence provisions are included for 1aws which
have become effective since Jan.'1, 1041 (TIowa, July 4, 1941; Montana, Mar, 11, 1941).

2 If applicant for indigent relief does not have 1 year's residence in a county, that
county shall be responsible for his support wherein he was nt for the longest
time during the 3-year period. While there is no legal provision for local residence
t[o}' lglneénploymeut relief, the requirements as set up for indigent relief are usually
ollowed,

1 For unemployment relief, the 3-year period must begin on or before June 1, 1940;
otherwise applicant must have lived in the State 5 years.

i 1 year if sell-supporting or member of self-supporting family; this requirement does
not apply to persons who have been *‘bona fide' residents of the State for 3 years,

# If from another State (a) in 1933, 1 year and vote of inhabitants; (b) in 1038 and 1941,
1 year if owning real estate worth §600

81 year if applicant has held public office, resided on frechold property, or rented
premises for such period. Paying taxes for 2 years also qualifies for settlement,

(Virginin and Vermont) made changes within the period but reverted
to earlier provisions in 1941; of 6 States with local requirements only,
3 (New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Washington) made changes more
favorable to intrastate movement. (While the 6-months requirement
for local residence was repealed in Washington, the State public-welfare
agency established a State residence period for general relief under its
rule-making authority.) Two States (Illinois and Towa) increased local
residence requirements. Changes in 2 States (New Jersey and Pennsyl-
vania) resulted in a more favorable situation for Intrastate migrants
but less favorable for interstate migrants. In West Virginia the change
was favorable to both groups, while in North Dakota State require-
ments remained the same and loeal requirements were inereased.

National Resources Planning Board

details of administrative interpretations are given
appendix 18.

While most of the changes relative to legal settle-
ment occurred in those States having State residence
requirements, it should be noted that within the group
of States having only local requirements were some such
as the New England States, which traditionally had
longer settlement requirements than was characteristic
of the States as a whole. This may account in some
measure for fewer statutory changes increasing local
settlement requirements, inasmuch as these communi-
ties already had erected a higher barrier against both
interstate and intrastate migrants.?

With the inception of the Federal Works Program in
1935, the State and local governments, with only a few
exceptions, confined their relief activities to direct
relief. By 1938, however, there was a marked increase
of interest in local work relief, and in 1939 approxi-
mately a dozen States enacted or reenacted provisions
relating to the subject. During the winter and spring
of 1939-1940 such work programs were in operation in
certain areas of at least 24 States and may have em-
ployed as many as 180,000 workers. Some of these pro-
grams developed from the State work-relief programs
begun under the FERA, but most of them were origi-
nated by local officials, such as county commissioners,
town and city councils, or township supervisors, and
were subject to little or no State supervision.

The low wages on these programs were paid on the
old budgetary-deficiency basis. There was no test of
“employability” and little attempt to fit the skill o
experience of the worker to the demands of the job.
The system took on many characteristics of the old
poor-relief work test by which the needy person was

7 A residence of 2 years in the State and 1 year in the county is necessary to entitle
needy persons to aid in certain counties of 9,700-10,500 population,

& There is no statutory Erovision regarding settlement, but the State public-welfare
aﬁncy, under its rule-making authority, has established a State residence requirement
of 1 year.

¥ In Minnesota, county or town of longest residence; in North Dakota, county of
longest residence.

10 A person who has resided 2 years continuously in the State, but not in any one
county: (a) Shall have settlement in the county in which he has longest resided
within such 2 years, if it has the county system; (b) shall have settlement in the town,
clu;.e or village in which he has longest resided within such 2 years, if it has the town
system,

11 A person who has resided 1 year continuously within the State but not in any one
eou?g shalll have legal settlement in the county in which he has resided 6 months
continuously.

12 State residence may be acquired by 1 year's residence without interruption im-
mediately prior to May 4, 1936. A person who has State residence but has not been 8
resident of any municipality for 1 year without interruption shall have legal residence
in thsti municipality wherein he has resided for the longer period of time within the

ng year,

11 3-year requirement does not apply if, at the time of migration into the State, the
person was able to maintain himself.

" County of longest residence.

151 year in county; 3 months in township or muniecipality.

18 An earlier statute, stipulating 6 months’ residence in county, has not been
repealed.
17 1 year required to obtain legal settlement; 2 years required to obtain residence for
general-reliel purﬂoses. i "

18 3 years if applicant has a certain income; § years if applicant pays taxes.

19 Applicants for indliant relief must have 5 years' local residence, but no state
residence is req 4 pg;lcant for State unemployment relief must have 1 year's
State residence and 6 months’ local residence.

0 1 year county residence is required for indoor relief,

M Must “actually reside’ in county.

# For further discussion of this point, see ch, VI.
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required to prove his “worthiness” to receive relief.
It will be seen that this type of work-for-relief was a
return to the low-standard State and local programs *
of 1932 and the early months of 1933 before the
initiation of the CWA.,

The years 1936-40 witnessed a reversion in some
States to the payment of direct relief in kind, although
there appeared to be a tendency, as reflected in reports
of 81 States, to increase the proportion of cash pay-
ments (in amounts expended) in a sizeable group of
States.® By the first half of the year 1940, 7 of
the 31 reporting States made no cash payments for
general relief; all but 1 of these (New Mexico) were
States which had made some payments in cash in the
last half of 1935.° 1In 5 other States the proportion of
cash payments showed a marked decline as compared
with the end of 19357 The remaining 19 of the report-
ing States showed an increased use of cash. For the
country as a whole, it would appear, the proportion of
cash payments increased by the end of June 1940 as
compared to the period ending with December 1935.%
A larger proportion of the general-relief case load in
June 1940 was located in States granting more than 50
percent of payments in cash than in the States granting
more than 50 percent in cash during the last half
of 1985.° '

The States in the Northeast, Middle, and Northwest
regions varied in the ratio of cash payments in the

# See Gill, Corrington, “Local Non-WI'A Work Relief,”” American Fed-
#fationist (April 1940), 386-88, and “Local Work for Rellef,” Burvey
Midmonthly, LXXVI (May 1940), 157-59, See also ch. I1X.

®The following analysis is based upon data furnished by the Division
of Statistics, Work Projects Administration, and Division of Publie
Assistance Research, Bureau of Research and Statistics, Social Security
Board., Relief in kind is usually designated to include such items as
grocery orders, clothing, fuel, and the direct payments of rent, utilities,
and medical care.

® At the end of 1935 the percentage of cash payments in these States
was as follows: New Hampshire, 5.6; Vermont, 7.0; Indiana, 0.5
Minnesota, 0.1 ; South Dakota, 80.9 ; Mississippi, 57.8.

* The percentage of cash payments declined in these States as follows :
New Jersey, 50.4 to 2.5; West Virginia, 99.4 to 78.8; Missouri, 25.1 to
0.7 ; Colorado, 90.0 to 64.2 ; Nebraska, 87.1 to 16.4.

* While in the last half of 1935 only 19 of the 49 Jjurisdictions made
more than 50 percent of payments in ecash, by the first half of 1940, 16
of the 81 reporting States paid more than 50 percent in cash and 4 of the
nonreporting States are known to have been paying eash predominantly
either as recently as the last half of 1939 (Rhode Island and Ca lifornia)
or by January 1940 (Idaho and New York). (Information for Idaho
and New York taken from an administrative study of general relief as
of January 1940, made by the Division of Public Assistance Resenrch,
Burean of Research and Statistics, Social Security Board.

?The 19 States in the latter group would have accounted for 48.6
Dercent of the general-relief case load as of June 1940, while the 20
States granting more than 50 percent in cash during the first half of 1940
accounted for 60.7 percent of the case load during this period.

The States included in each of the six socio-economic regions used
In this study are:

Northeast Northeast—Continued
Connecticut. Massachusetts.
District of Columbia. New Hampshire,
Delaware. New Jersey.
Maine, New York.
Maryland. Pennsylvania,

a7

first half of 1940 to those made in the last half of 1935,
However, the proportion of cash payments made in the
southern and far western States appeared to increase
over this period.*

While it is not possible to distinguish factors which
might have influenced reversion to payments in kind
in certain States, it is significant to note that 6 of the

.12 States which showed a decline over the period had

reverted to local administration and financing of gen-
eral relief by 19402 That financial stringency at the
State level might also have played a part in this decline
may be indicated by the decrease in cash payments in
a State such as Missouri, where there were difficulties
in financing the State’s share of the general-relief pro-
gram The assumption, which is often made, that
payments in kind involve less cost per case, might sug-
gest that such States and localities decreased cash pay-
ments as the difficulty of financing the program
increased. Then, too, the matter of local attitudes

Northeast—Continued Southeast
Rhode Island, Alabama,
Vermont. Arkansas.
West Virginia. Florida.
Middle States Georgta.
Tlinofs. L Leky-
Indiana. Loulsiana.
Tovs. Mississippi.
Michigan. North Carolina,
Minnésoin; ':Séouth Carolina.
Missouri. Vf:_’;fgice'
Ohio, * ’
Wisconsin. Bouthwest
Northwest Arizona,
Colorado. New Mexico.
Idaho, Oklahoma.
Kansas. Texas.
Montana.
Nebraska. Far West
North Dakota, California.
South Dakota, Nevada,
Utah. Oregon.
Wyoming, Washington.

The six regions used in this report are those elaborated in Odum,
Howard W. and Moore, Harry E., American Regionalism, Henry Holt
and Company, New York, 1938; see especially pp, 435-61. The same
regions were used in report of the Committee on Population Problems
to the National Resources Committee, The Problems of a Changing
Population, Washington, 1938, For detailed treatment of types of
regional analysis, see National Resources Committee, Regional Factors
in National Planning and Development, Washington, 1985. Unless
specifically stated to the contrary, these socio-economic regions are used
throughout this report whenever regional classifications or differences
are discussed.

1 0Of 7 veporting States in the Northeast region, 8 increased the pro-
portion of cash payments and 4 showed a decrease, Of ¢ States in the
Middle region, 3 increased cash payments, 2 remained approximately the
same, and T showed a decreaze, Of 7 States in the Northwest region 4
showed an increase and 3 reported a decrease. Data available for 6
of the 11 Boutheastern States indicated a trend toward an increased
proportion of cash payments, with 5 of these States showing an increase,
In the SBouthwest, of the 2 reporting States, 1 increased eash payments
and 1 showed no change. In the far West, all 3 States reporting to

2 Indiana, Mississippl, Nebraska, New Hampshire, South Dakota, Ver-
mdnt. In addition, in Minnesota, the administration of general relief in

13 Bee, for example, Missouri Association for Social Welfare, Stoncs for
Bread: A Description of Relief Needs in Missouri, 8t. Louis, 1940,
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undoubtedly influenced the situation in some areas,
where local officials felt that it was not desirable to
provide cash payments to recipients of general relief.

The distribution of surplus commodities increased
each year between 1935 and 1940, Carload lots of com-
modities were shipped by the Federal Surplus Relief
Corporation to State departments of welfare and dis-
tributed under their sponsorship by projects financed
by the WPA.* Food commodities were distributed
through warehouses and commissaries and also through
special depots or “drop-offs,” retail stores, door-to-
door delivery by trucks, and even by parcel post. Sur-
plus cotton was made into clothing in WPA sewing
rooms and distributed from warehouses or relief offices
by the relief agencies. In 1939, a new method called
the Stamp Plan was initiated experimentally in a few
cities and gradually extended to approximately 500
counties in the fall of 19402

The use of surplus commodities became particularly
important after the FERA was liquidated at the end
of 1935. Since Federal funds were no longer granted
to the States for relief and no State or local funds
were provided to assist great numbers of cases formerly
aided under the FERA program, surplus commodities
became the only aid available to thousands of families.
Nor was this a temporary hardship. Throughout the
4 years there continued to be great numbers of families
who received surplus commodities only, because they
were unable to secure any other type of benefit.®

In terms of average grants per case, general relief
improved in the years 1936-40. After the middle of
1936 there was a general upward trend in national
average general-relief payments, but there were great
variations among States.”” In general, the States with

W 1In the fiseal year 1939, the Corporation spent approximately $6614
million for nearly 2 billion pounds of surplus farm commodities. “Pur-
chases were made of nearly 40 different gsurplus agricultural commodities
including dairy and poultry products, fruits, and vegetables, and flour
and cereals. Some 3 million families, nearly 11 million people a month
in all States, the District of Columbla, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands
received these commodities.”” Report of Federal Surplus Commodities
Corporation for the Fiscal Year 1939, Washington, 1939, p. 2.

15 For a description of this plan in operation in 1940, see ch. IV.

1 See ch. VI.

1" The following tabulation shows national average monthly rellef
grants per case for selected months :

June 1936 o o e A $21. 34
DB TR T i o 22.10
June 1938__ o 238. 20
June 1939 I 23.91
June 1940 23. 90

Compiled from Baird, Enid, and Brinton, Hugh P., Average General
Relief Benefits, 1933—1938, Works Progress Administration, Division of
Research and Statistics, Washington, 1940, table 3, p. 12; and issues
of the Social Security Bulletin, tables entitled “General Relief in the
Continental United States, by States.”

It should be borne in mind that national average payments do not
show State variations (indicated below) and do not reveal the large
number of States in which the average payment is far below the national
average, On the other hand, the national average is somewhat lowered

National Resaﬁrces Planning Board

the higher per capita incomes and the larger relief
loads in proportion to total population provided the
higher average grants.

Medical care for general-relief recipients had no
Federal support after the liquidation of the FERA
and the cessation of the few State medical-relief pro-
grams which continued to be financed in 1936 from
final FERA grants. Yet, although public provisions
for medical care under general relief after 1935 became
very similar to those existing at the beginning of the
depression, there were evidences that the FERA
medical-care program had stimulated concern for
health needs and enlarged “a previously more limited
public responsibility for the medical care of persons
without incomes.”*®* Studies made by the American
Public Welfare Association show that there was “some
extension of local systems of home medical care, as
compared with the pre-depression period; new legisla-
tion in several States placing upon public-welfare
departments responsibility for the medical care of their
beneficiaries; and a greatly increased consciousness,
among social workers and welfare administrators, of
the importance and complexity of this problem.”

The Service Aspects of Public-Aid Programs

In the development of public-aid programs during
the past decade, there was a growing recognition that
a large proportion of the recipients are dependent on
socially provided income because of the operation of
economic forces beyond their individual control. The
object of public aid was increasingly to maintain, if
not the standard of living which had been achieved
by families and individuals before disaster struck at
the foundations of their security, at least a standard
which would conserve health and make it possible for
an individual to continue normal family and com-
munity relationships. This concept is far in advance
of the attitudes which, with rare exceptions (notably
in mothers’ aid programs), dominated the administra-
tion of public aid in all but a few communities prior to
1933. TUnder these older concepts public relief was
designed to be sufficient only to keep body and soul
together and its recipients, whose own incapacity or
lack of foresight was believed to be responsible for
their destitution, were not regarded as fully qualified
to exercise the responsibilities of citizenship.

by the faet that the total amount of general-relief grants Includes grants
made to persons who also benefit from the specialized programs. These
supplementary grants are, of course, smaller in amount than grants made
to persons entirely dependent on general relief; hence their inclusion
raises the number of cases out of proportion to the increase in the total
amounts granted, and lowers the national average accordingly,

18 Davis, Michael, M., and Hirsh, Joseph, “Medical Care,” in Social
Work Year Book, 1939, New York, Russell Sage Foundation, 1939, p. 244.

» Ibid.
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Even prior to 1930 the privately administered pro-
grams were for the most part based on a different
philosophy, which ascribed destitution to personal
maladjustment or individual misfortune. Therefore,
the administration of relief was combined with an
attempt to rehabilitate individuals and families through
the process known as “social case work.” The transi-
tion of family case work from the authoritative “ad-
justment of environment” approach to the cooperative
psychiatric approach has been described elsewhere.*
With both approaches, relief was regarded merely as
a tool, one that had to be used with caution lest its
effects should be destructive of the larger aim of
restoration of the family to independence and self
support.®

The mothers’ persion or mothers’ aid movement, de-
veloped out of experiments under private auspices, was
the first widespread public-aid program to recognize
the provision of income continuing during the period
of need as a legitimate social end, not merely as a part
of a more comprehensive case-work process. It grew
out of the concept of the State as the-ultimate parent
of the children within its borders, earlier expressed in
juvenile-court legislation. For the family deprived of
the support of the normal breadwinner, especially the
families of “worthy and deserving” widows, the State
assumed coresponsibility with the mother for the sup-
port of the children during the period of dependence—
it also assumed some responsibility for assuring the
children adequate care. Thus, in well-administered
mothers’ aid programs (and many were not entrusted
to qualified personnel), the social worker, representing
the court or the welfare agency responsible for ad-
ministration, was concerned not only with determina-
tion of eligibility, family budgets, and amounts of aid,
but also with the kind of housing available to the fam-
ily, the nutrition of the children, their clothing, medical
care, education, and recreation.?> Some mothers’ aid
administrations developed special educational and other
group activities for mothers in the families receiving
assistance, and many of the mothers developed a sense
of pride in their partnership with an agency of gov-
ernment with which they shared responsibility for the
rearing of healthy and useful citizens. To some extent
a similar philosophy was carried over into the pro-
grams of aid to the aged and the blind which developed

% Cf, Brown, Josephine C., Public Relief, 1929-1939, ch. 10, especially
p. 226,

7 Spe Marcus, Grace F., Some Aspects of Relief in Family Casework,
New York, Charity Organization Society of New York, 1929, pp. 60-63.

2 See Bogue, Mary F., Administration of Mothers’ Aid in Ten Localities,
With Special Reference to Health, Housing, Education, and Recreation,
U. 8. Department of Labor, Children’'s Bureau, Publication No. 184,
Washington, 1928, especially p. 4.

29

prior to the entrance of the Federal Government into
the field of public aid.

Recognition of the service aspects of the public-aid
programs was given very early in the development of
the Federal Emergency Relief Administration. Rule
and Regulation No. 8 issued July 11, 1933, included a
section on “Investigation and Service,” requiring each
local relief administration to have at least 1 trained
and experienced investigator on its staff. In the larger
public-welfare districts, at least 1 supervisor, trained
and experienced in the essential elements of family
case work and administration, was required to supervise
the work of not more than 20 investigating staff work-
ers. The duties of this staff were described by directors
of the Social Service Division of the FERA as includ-
ing “not only the receiving of applications and the
establishment of eligibility but the determination of the
amount of relief to be given to a family or individual,
the actual administration of that relief, and the regular
visiting of the recipients to see that their needs were
being met or that relief was discontinued if they were
no longer eligible.” #

In the special-assistance programs made possible by
the Social Security Act it was also recognized that the
administration of special assistance is a function of so-
cial work and requires the insight and skills developed
in professional preparation and in-service training.
Increasingly, attention was paid to the organization of
measures for social-work education and in-service train-
ing, consultant service, and field supervision, developed
in Federal, State, and local agencies to make these prin-
ciples effective. The much smaller child-welfare serv-
ice programs administered by the Children’s Bureau in
cooperation with the State welfare agencies, which
gave emphasis to specialized workers and small case
loads, were used as supplementary resources by many
agencies responsible for the administration of aid to
dependent children.

The possibility of developing within local welfare
departments, employment services, or other agencies
special services available to any family or persens re-
questing such service, whether or not in receipt of some
form of public aid, was demonstrated through the
child-welfare-service program and the beginning of
guidance services in employment offices.

# Brown, Josephine C., Public Relief, 1920—1939, p. 218, The same
writer has deseribed the function of the soclal worker in the WPA as
“one of interpretation, liaison, and adjustment, all of which are effective
in three directions, with the workers on projects, with the other divi-
sions of the WPA, and with the community, including other agencies,
private and public, Federal, State, and local.” It is stated, further,
that the “Employment Division, and social work as a part of that divi-
sion, is primarily concerned with what is happening to people and with
the safeguarding of human values in a program which deals go largely
in engineering problems and the materials used in construction.” (Ibid.
p. 897.)



60

Health and Welfare Services

The development of services to families and individ-
uals receiving public aid under the programs previously
discussed was closely related to the fact that standards
of living are dependent not only upon individual in-
come but also upon the availability of community serv-
ices which supplement individual income. Public
housing which adjusts rent to the needs of low-income
families, free public education, public-health service
and medical care, free library service, public recreation
programs, all make important contributions to the
standards of living which can be maintained at given
levels of individual income. Such services first came
to be regarded as essential either for children in all
income groups, as in the case of education and recrea-
tion, or for children in all families—whether dependent
on public aid or self-supporting—whose income will
not cover the full cost of these services. The concept
of the necessity of providing such services for adults
in some of these groups was an extension of the origi-
nal principle of services for children. The years
1930-40 witnessed the growth of a wide variety of
these services.

Under the impetus of the Social Security Act certain

“services involving Federal-State cooperation were de-
veloped and others expanded. Parts 1 and 2 of Title
V of this act, administered by the Children’s Bureau,
provided for grants to State agencies to assist their
programs of maternal-and-child-health services and
services for crippled children.

Grants to the States for maternal-and-child-health
services were designed to enable “each State to extend
and improve, as far as practicable under the conditions
in such State, services for promoting the health of
mothers and children, especially in rural areas
and in areas suffering from severe economic dis-
tress * * *»2 The States were quick to take ad-
vantage of Federal monies; by November 1936 all the
48 States, the District of Columbia, Alaska, and
Hawaii were receiving grants for maternal-and-child-
health services. The 1939 amendments to the Social
Security Act included Puerto Rico, and by February
1940 this Territory was also receiving Federal monies
for maternal-and-child-health services.

Prior to the enactment of the Social Security Act,
31 States had had a child-hygiene division or a
division of maternal and child health in the State
health department, but in only 22 States was there a
physician as full-time director. By July 1, 1937,

# Bocial Security Act, see. 501. The Sheppard-Towner Act of 1021
had provided for Federal grants to States for the promotion of the
welfare and hygiene of maternity and infaney. This act had lapsed in
1929, but it established a basis for future Federal-State relations in this
field.
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almost all States had such bureaus or divisions under
full-time medical direction. In some instances such
bureaus administered the crippled children’s program
as well.?s

Under the maternal-and-child-health program pre-
natal clinics, home-nursing in childbirth, child-
health conferences, dental programs, public-health
nursing service, postgraduate education of physicians
and other health workers, and other activities were
developed or established by State and local health
departments.®® Between January 1, 1936, and J anuary
1, 1939, the number of prenatal clinics throughout the
country increased 69 percent, and for the same period
the number of child-health conference centers increased
61 percent.*” Moreover, there was a steady increase
in the number of State programs which strengthened
their nutrition aspects either by employing one or more
nutritionists (26 States) or by cooperating with other
State agencies offering nutrition services (almost all
the remaining States) by 1940.28

Prior to the passage of the Social Security Act, 35
States had provided funds for the care of crippled
children, but in several of these States the appropria-
tions were so meager that only a small proportion of
the children in need of such care could be served.
Moreover, it was possible only in a few States to con-
duct a State-wide program providing diagnosis, medi-
cal and surgical care, hospitalization, and aftercare
services.” When Federal funds authorized by the
Social Security Act became available to the States for
services for crippled children, State plans for these
services were rapidly developed. By 1940 all of the
States, the District of Columbia, Alaska, and Hawaii
had established services for crippled children under
the provisions of the act. In that year services were
established in Puerto Rico which had been made
possible by the 1939 amendments to the act. These
State programs provided medical, surgical, and after-
care for crippled children. *

In recognition of the need for expansion of the

‘ general public-health program, title VI of the Social

Security Act authorized the appropriation of Federal
funds to the States for health purposes, to be admin-
istered by the United States Public Health Service.
Actually it was the passage of this legislation that
marked the beginning of active cooperation by the

* Lenroot, Katharine F., “Health Security for Mothers and Children,”
The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Recience,
CCIT (March 1939), 108,

* For discussion of the program in 1940, see ch. 1V.

% Bierman, Jessie M., “Maternal and Child Health,” in Social Work
Year Book, 1941, New York, Russell Sage Foundation, 1941, p. 324.

# Ibid., p. 323.

#U. 8. Department of Labor, Children’s Bureau, Facts About Crippled
Children, Washington, 1940, p. 4.

%0 For details of the program in 1940, see ch. IV,
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Federal Government with the States m the field of
public health, since its provisions definitely recognized
that the health of the people is a matter of national
concern.®* The expansion of health services under
the stimulus of Federal monies is evident from the fact
that, by the end of 1936, public-health services with
Federal participation were in operation in all juris-
dictions of the United States.** Moreover, by 1939,
the number of counties served by health departments
under the full-time direction of health officers was
more than twice the number of counties so served
before Federal funds became available under the
Social Security Act.® _

Title V of the Social Security Act contained (in
part 3) provision for Federal aid to another type of
service conducted by States—child-welfare services—
through annual appropriations “for the purpose of
enabling the United States through the Children’s
Bureau, to cooperate with State public-welfare agencies
in establishing, extending, and strengthening, especially
in predominantly rural areas, public-welfare serv-
ices * * * for the protection and care of homeless,
dependent, and neglected children, and children in
danger of becoming delinquent * * *” When the
act was being discussed in Congress, only 26 States
and the District of Columbia had divisions within their
State welfare departments administering or supervising
child-welfare services on a State-wide basis. By 1940,
52 jurisdictions were receiving Federal grants-in-aid
for child-welfare services. However, with funds avail-
able by that year, the Federal-State program for these

services had been extended to only about one-sixth of

the counties of the United States.®*

Each State developed a State staff to assist local
communities in the organization of community child-
welfare activities and to consult with local workers on
child-welfare problems. State workers also gave spe-
cialized types of services relating to the development
of adequate care and protection of children. Among

-

3 The first Federal health service was the direct provision of medical
care to sick and disabled seamen through the Marine Hospital Service.
This was followed by quarantine research and cooperative assistance to
State health departments. During the early years of tlie century there
were isolated instances of Federal interest in specific health problems—
¢. g., the Chamberlain-Kahn Act of 1918 for the control of venereal di-
sease, and the Sheppard-Towner Act of 1921 for the promotion of the
hygiene of maternity and infancy—but the Social Security Act was the
first general provision for services to the whole population.
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the results apparent from this service were: (1) The
development in some States of a better quality of State
supervision of institutional or agency care of children;
(2) a change in other States in methods of institutional
care for dependent and delinquent children; (8) a reor-
ganization in still other States of programs for direct
care of children, with greater emphasis upon local
responsibility; and (4) an increased consciousness in
some States of the needs of Negro children.**

By 1920, 12 States had enacted legislation providing
for the rehabilitation of physically handicapped per-
sons. The Federal act passed in that year for the pro-
motion of vocational rehabilitation of persons disabled
in industry or otherwise was the first step in the estab-
lishment of a national program of rehabilitation of the
handicapped. Under Title V, part 4 of the Social
Security Act, the act of 1920 was extended and made
permanent. The 1939 amendments to the Social Secur-
ity Act further extended the program of vocational
rehabilitation ; under a legal interpretation of the pur-
poses of this amendment, the Office of Education was
made responsible for initiating in 1940 an experimental
research project for the purpose of rehabilitating the
“homebound,” persons with severe physical handicaps.
By June 1940, all the States, the District of Columbia,
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico had programs of vocational
rehabilitation.

During the last decade (particularly during the last
5 years), cogniza ice was taken by Federal, State, and
local governments of the housing needs of low-income
and relief groups."® and for the first time housing be-
came a public cor ern for the whole Nation. The Re-
construction Finance Corporation was empowered in
1932 to issue self-liquidating building loans for limited-
dividend projects subject to State or municipal con-
trol, but the demand for loans did not materialize,
and no loan was made until 1933 when, under the New
York State Housing Board, Knickerbocker Village was
built in New York City. Another publicly subsidized
low-rent housing program was initiated in 1933 under
title IT of the National Industrial Recovery Act which
provided for the construction, reconstruction, altera-
tion, or repair, under public regulation or control, of
low-cost housing and slum-clearance projects. A spe-

2 8aeial Security Board, Social Security Year Book for the Calendar
Year 1939, Washington, 1940, p. 6.

1 Porrott, George St. J., and Holland, Dorothy F., “Health as an Ele-
ment in Social Security,” The Annals of the American Academy of Polit-
ical and Social Beience, CCII (March 1939) 133; and Proceedings of the
National Conference of Social Work, 1940, New York, Columbia University
Press, 1940 p. 215. For discussion of public-health services in 1940 see
ch, IV.

377, 8. Department of Labor, Children's Bureau, Summary of Develop-
ments in Child Welfare Services Under the Social Security Act, Washing-
ton, pp. 1-5.
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% Ibid., pp. 13-14.

@ Pederal agencies concerned with housing between 193040 were:
Federal Housing Administration, Farm Credit Association, ITome Own-
ers’ Loan Corporation, Federal Home Loan Bank Board, United States
Housing Authority, Farm Security Administration, Federal Emergency
Relief Administration, Public Works Administration, and Work FProjects
Administration. The first four will be eliminated in the following dis-
cussion because they were concerned with mortgage loans rather than
the provision of housing for low-income groups.
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cial division was created in the Public Works Admin-
istration to carry out the provisions of this title.’”

In 1937 the United States Housing Authority was
created as a low-rent housing and slum-clearance
agency, which set up a decentralized program operated
through local housing authorities which were created
in accordance with State enabling legislation. The 49
projects built under the Public Works Administration
were transferred to the United States Housing Author-
ity.** However, the Authority was required to sell or
lease these projects and by January 1940, 82 projects
had been leased to local public-housing agencies, two
had been transferred to the Puerto Rico Reconstruction
Administration, and the remaining 17 were being tem-
porarily operated by the United States Housing
Authority.®®

The history of the USHA shows the development of
public recognition that continuing governmental sub-
sidies are probably necessary if low-rent housing is to
meet the needs of low-income groups over a period
of years.*

Under the PWA, rentals were set at rates that would
enable the Federal Government, over a period of 60
years, to receive 55 percent of the project cost plus
interest. The first consideration of the USHA was to
establish rentals consistent with the low-rent character
of the projects, as authorized by law. The USHA was

37 Schoenfeld, Margaret H., “Progress of Public Housing in the United
States,” Monthly Labor Review, LI (August 1940), 269-70.

#U. 8. Housing Authority, Housing and Welfare, Report of Survey,
Washington, 1940, p. 7.

# Schoenfeld, op. eit., p. 273.

“ For analysis of the inability of unsubsidized housing projects to
meet the needs of the worst-housed groups, see Graves, L, M., and
Fletcher, Alfred, “BEnforcement and Subsidy in the Control of Slums,”
Housing and Health, American Public Health Asgsociation, Committee
on the Hygiene of Housing, Lancaster, Pa., 1941, pp. 18-36.
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not designed to buy land, construct projects, or assist
private builders. Rather it was authorized to make
repayable loans to public-housing agencies up to 90
percent of the total development cost of the project and
in addition to provide annual subsidies to help bring
the rents on projects low enough for families of low
incomes.

In the field of rural housing a Federal program of
subsistence homesteads was undertaken by the Sub-
sistence Homesteads Division of the Department of the
Interior and by the Federal Emergency Relief Ad-
ministration. In 1935 the Resettlement Administra-
tion undertook three types of projects for rural
workers: groups of farms, suburban communities
known as “greenbelt towns,” and subsistence home-
steads. The objectives of the Resettlement Admin-
istration went beyond furnishing low-cost housing, for
the task was one of resettlement and rehabilitation of
farm families. The chief task of the Farm Security
Administration, which succeeded the Resettlement Ad-
ministration, was the continuation of the rural-
rehabilitation program, but it likewise administered the
rural and suburban resettlement projects started by the
Department of the Interior, the Federal Emergency
Relief Administration, and the Resettlement Admin-
istration. Some farm houses were constructed by the
Farm Security Administration. By the beginning of
1940, 164 rural projects consisting of some 20,000 dwell-
ing units had been provided under the rural program.*:

4 Schoenfeld, op. cit., p, 273.

 I'vid, pp. 276-T7. “This total includes the three greenbelt towns and
three projects transferred to the Farm Security Administration, which
were developed by the Federal Emergency Rellef Administration and had
previously been administered by corporations under the general guidance
of the Works Progress Administration.” (Ibid.) 3





