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Family Welfare

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES FOR RELIEF

Throush the cooperation of communitv chests and councils ancl
family-felfare ageicies, reports covering activities in the field of
familv welfare diiring the 6alenda. .year1930 were received by the
Childien's Bureau fro."m sg metropoHdan areas, representing 19 States
and the District of Columbia.

The collection of these data was begun by the bureau July 1,
1930. when it assumed the work of th"e Joint Committee for'the
Registration of Social Statistics.l Reporting to the bureau was thus
corimenced in a year of unprecedente^d demand upon the stafrs and
resources of organizations reiponsible for the care oi families in need.
lJnder the circimstances, reqriests for continued and improved report-
ing met with exceptionally fine respt.,nse from the agencies engaged
in-relief work. Of tne 345 agencies requested to submit monthl.y
reports, with the objective of obtaining cbmplete statistics for each
of the'38 participafing cities, 3I9 QZ per^cent) furnished either
monthlv or annual reports.

Thes6 reports have-been classified according to the three types of
serviee in 

^the 
familv-welfare field-generai family welfaie and

relief ; mothers' aid fiom public funds,"usually given to support the
children of widows; and aid to veterans and their families, exclusive
of all Federal provision.

An analysis bf the statistics for each service is presented in sepa-
rate sections of the report. but the data on relief expenditures are
conrbined to show foi tSiO the extent anrl sources-of relief {or
the entire family-welfare field.

A general  summar) 'of  rel ief  reports given in Table I  (p.47)
also ihows the status'of reportine jn thf38 cities which foim the
leEistration area. Onlv thrie citiei failed to report the maior volttntc
of'general familv relief ;reports on mothers'aid are lacking for onlv
tu'o" citiesl and"frorn eve{y city relief rvas reported by agenciei
servins the ex-soldier.

Thiapportionment of the 1930 relief funds to the three tvpes of
service ii'shown in Table 1 for the 33 cities submittins satisTactorv
reports in all sections of the family-welfare field.

1 Represent ing
coopera t ing  $ i1h

local comDrunity reserlch committee of the University ol Chicogo,
\ l r t ionr l  Assoc ia t ion  o f  Communi ty  Che-c ts  and Coune l ls .

1

t b e
t l re
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2 socrAr, sTATrsrrcs, 19 3 o

Tesl,u l.-Ar?tount anil per cerrt d,istri.Aufi,on of eapenili,ture tor each, t,ype
rel,ief in the fdm/il,A-welfare fieli|, in 33 metro\tolito,n areas iluring 1950

--
i Expenaituro tor retiet

Type of relief
P d r  ^ 6 h t

^mount otitiir,tiiii,n

Total-33 areas--------- ---- -- i $26, 573, 684

General  fami ly rc l ief  l - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -  N,566,?65 77.4
Mo the rs ' a i d - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - l  t , 99 l , l 61  18 .8
Ve te rans ' r e l i e f - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  1 , 015 ,?58  3 .8

t Including aid for the b'lind.

' Ihe reported expenditure for all tvpes of seryiec in 33 cities s'as
6i26,57:1,684. Incoriiplete returns f rbin the 5 additionat partici-
pating cities bring this total to $27,566,341. This sum stijl falls
ihortlf the actua"l cost of family reDef in the registration area,
owing to the omission of disbursements bv 26 ageniies that failed
to refort. It may be estimated, horvever, ihat th"e entire relief bill
for the area in 1930 was about'$28.000.000. 'Ihis renresents relief
expenditures i-n the family-welfare field'for an urban population of
1,5.994.308 in the 38 districts.'Ihe relative impoltance of each tvpe of service in the family-
welfare fiell as indicated bv the table"on aggregate expenditures f6r
1930 holds true, city by C!ty, with few variitions. 

-In 
each city

general familv relief absorbed the bulli of the funds. In all bul
three cities disbnrsements bv mothers' aid departments were second
in amount. New Orlean*, "l,oweu.r', gaue ,.rn public supDort to
children througli mothers' aid legislation, and Birffalo and Sprine-
field (Mass.) lurnished more fulnds for veter.ans' relief than fdr
mothers'aid.

Relief in the three services is Eiven on quite different plans. The
largest proportion of general famitv relief ig ternporaly and of an
emergency characier, although relief to families on regulirr allowance
may extend over a considelable length of time. AirI for the blind,
also classed with general familv relief, is in tlre for.m of continuinE
grants. Mothers' aid, provided bv special leeislation. is usuallv rd-
lief which continucs over long periodi. RelieT to veterans and lheir
families, as reported under theiegistration, includes both temporary
relief to meet emergencies and 

-pensions 'or 
allorvances of iong"""

duration.
PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES FOB RELIEF

llhe pe_r capita cost of all forms of material relief in the family-
rvelfare field 

^durine 
1930 has been calculated for each of 81 com-

munities and is shown in Table 2. The figures for population and
expenditures cover what is termdd the "mdtropolitari a^rea,, of each
city.. This represents the field of operationd of the majority of
social agencies, usually more extensivl than that bounded by-city
l imits.

The selection of the area has presented problems in those cities
rshere difrerent agencies have var.ying ranges of activitv. such as
the county for mothers' aid departmenis, and"a much more"iestricted
district for leading private ielief agencies. Local supgrvisors of

of
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SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES FOR REI,IEF

registration have considered the fields of all community social serv-
ice in detelmining the proper aleas for reporling and have instructed
those family agencies rvlricir give 20 per cent or more of their selv-
ice outside the defined metropolitan areas to report only such activi-
ties as come within the prescribed limits.

It 'will be seen that service boundaries may be difficult to outline
with precision, yet the validity of intercity comparisons of per cap-
ita costs and other rates based on population depends on the exacti-
tude with rvlrich the areds of service and the areas of population
coincide. I{, in any community, relief activities have extended. be-
yond the area for which population is shorvn, per capita cost will be
overstated. Conversely, there would be an understatement of per
capita cost if the meiiopolitan area chosen extended bevond 

'the

limits of representative relief operations.
Thus. aithoush metropolitan areas have been determined rvith

every effort to rdlate serli^ce and population properly, it is recognized
that'a uniform reporting unit ivou^ld be des-ira61e to irr..,"e cdtnpar-
able statistics. Ilowever. as social work. with the exception of that
done by public agencies, is not usually encompassed'by uniform
politicai b^oundarie's, metropolitan areas 6an not bie set up "arbitrarily

for all communities on either the citv or the countv basis.
Cincinnati, Columbus, Denver, Indianapolis, St. Louis, and St.

Paul reported statistics of counties. The city only was the area of
reportine for Chicaso. Des ]Ioines. DuIuth. Kansai Citv. Louisville.
Ndwark,"New Hav-en, Omaha, Sioux Ciiy, Springfieid (Ohio),
IMashington (D. C.), and Wichita. The metropbtitai area of each
of the remaining cities embraced the city and environs, as specified
in the clescriptio"n of metropolitan areas in Appendix A'(p. aE).

An inspection of per capita costs, when ranked bv amount, as in
Table 2, ihows Detrbit wiih the laigest outlay of relief per capita.
$5.9?. This merely adds to an accufrulation oi evidence'indicating
extensive relief operations in Detroit during 1930 because oT
unemployment.

T.tw,n 2.-Per capi,ta eapeniliture for all tqpes of rel,ief in the familgt-rcelfare
fielil, in 31 specilieil, rnetropolitan areas du,ring 7930

$1.  13
1 , 1 1
1. 08
1. 08
1. 07
1. 06
1. 02
. 9 2
. l o

. 5 4
, { 6

" Expenditure not reported by 1 agency. u Expenditure not reported by 2 agencies,
2Urremployment in the United States. 1930 and 1931. Monthll Labor Review (U. S.

Deprrrtment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics), April, 1931, pp.3Hl.

Per capita
expendi-

ture

$5. 97
3.25
2. 83
2.33
1. 93
1 . 8 4
1. 82
t , 7 2
1. 58
1 . 5 4
1. 54
1. 54
1. 50
t . 2 5
1. 19
l .  15

Metropolitan area 
I

i

expenol-
ture
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4 socrAr, sTATrsrrcs, 19Bo

Compalatilely large expenditures for veterans, relief account in
part.{olthe relatively high per capita costs of Springfield (Mass.)
and Buffalo.

New Orleans, at the bottom of the list, reports its relief costs at
only-l8-cents pe-r'_capita.3. It was the only citJrin the registration area
in which the public provided no relief whateier in the f-amily-welfare
field.
__The next lowest per capita cost is shown for Harrisburg. Sirrce
Harrisburg reported for an area o{ trvo ehtire counties and part of
a- third, it is possible that the low cost reported there .rvas d^ue to a
thin spread of relief over the tricounty area rather than to less need
for relief than that experienced by olher cities. complete returns
from canton. columbu!,-New liaven, springfield (Mass.), and.'Wichita, 

in e'ach of whi6h one usen"v dih no-t ."rroiC. un.i'iro-
Springfield (Ill.), in which two agEncies did not tepbrt. irould have
increased slightly the per capita eosts for these citi 'es but worrld not
ha_ve changed their relative positions annreciably.

While tiiese rates per capiia are of vilru trt comoanns communitv
cxperiences., they.sho-uld n"ot !g interpreted as repreientii'g per capit'a
costs in full for the three family-rvellare services-, because'thie exp6ncl-
itures used in calculating. the"ra.tes were for material relief given
in -19^30, exclusive of administrative costs and wages paid in li"eu of
lelief.

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE RELIDF

rnterest in the extent and need of public suppo.t for t-leoenclents
was-focused gharply on the familv-welfare fieid during l9$0, when
conditions called for greatly increased expenditures to 

-alreviate 
suf-

rerlng. lne rncreases rn both pubhc and private relief as shorvn bv
the,"registration. arre.discussed later in the-section on generar familv
welfare and relief, since agencies serving that field boie the brunt oi
the emersencv-relief burdin.

While 
*mot6ers' 

aid was nof nnnrpeinhlw nffpcfpd hrr tha onnnnmin

fering. . The.increases in both public and^private relief as shorvn
the,registration. ane.discussed l^ater in thelection on gl"".;i1u*i

aid.was-not appreciably afiected bv the economic
situation, it is a public obligatisituation, it is a public obligation' of importance and'has been con-
sideled here with general familv r.elief 

^and 
veteranst nid to shnws- lde.ed here wi th general  fami lv 'e l ie f  and veterans 'a id to show

the sourees of frrnds supplied foi relief in the entire family welfare
lv relief and veterans' aid to show
rr relief in the entire familv welfare

field.
rt was found that about three-fourths of the rerief funds siven for

the three types of service came from the public treasury. t' iri. firrd-
1.ng -tip^t$s true fo. the t_wo previous veari of registratibn as well as
Jg-r.Jsao, although calculations for 19b0 were for"an expanding regis-
tratron area. r'he percentage for 1980 was based on-aggreg-ate-ex-
pendrtures for 31 cities,,in eaeh of- rvhic_h the methods of'meel;ing thc
relief biil varied, as is shown by the following table:

-^3A report  of  thc rer ic f  g iven by o_ne.rarge-cbu'cb organizaf lo l  in New or leans durrng1c30 sas received too late for tdbulation..- tnctuiion o? inG"ie-riei *iuro"irtie"'""sortooin. a ca.lculation of per capita expenditures for xew orieairs-jri-gliei:tiiai^Ina"iilown uutst i l l  below that  of  brher.  b i t les.  
'
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3l areas,

D e t r o i t -  , -  -  - , - - - - l
Berke ley  t ,  - ,  , - -
Bu lTa lo -  - - - - - - -
(irand Rapids---
Columbus- - -
Springfield, \Iass---
Spr ing f ie l ( I ,  I l l  - - - - -  ,  - -
Wichita- - -
Indianapolis
Bridgeport
St. Paul -
Denver -  - - - - -
Siou\ City
Xlinneapolis.- -- -
l la r t fo r r l - . - - - - - -  -  - - -  i

i 6 .2

9?. I
9 4 . 4
87.4
s 7 . 3
8 6 . 9
8 5 . 4
8 2 . 6
7 i . 6
7 7 . 0

6 9 . 2
68. 1

67. 6

By private
agencies

Metropolitan area

Akron

Kansas C i ty ,  I Io - , - - - -
S t .  L o u i s - - - -
Lancas le r - -  - - -  -  - - - -  - -  -
R ichmond- - , - -  -  - -  -  -  - -
D a y t o n - - - - - - -
New Orleans- - -

Per cent of expenditure
for relief-

44.0
36. 8
1 1 .  I
8. I

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES FOR BELIEF

T-s,eru 3.-Pereentage of eopenilitu,re for all tupes of rel'ief in tlue fami'lg-welfare
fr.eld bu pwblic inil, bg pritate agencies in 31 speoifieil, metropolitan Qreas
d.uring 1930

I Per cent of exponditure
for relief-

Metropoliten aroa
j ny public

agenclss
By public I gy private
agencles agencles

66.  7  33 .3
65.0  35 .0
63.8  I  36 .2
62.2  i  37 .8
59.9  |  40 .  I
5 4 . 5  i  4 5 . 5
5 3 . 9  i  4 6 . 1
42.8  1  5 i .2
39.5  I  60 .5
3 6 . 4  6 3 . 6
3 5 . 6  6 4 . 4
35.2  |  64 .8
31_ 1  I  68 .9
27.8  I  72 .2
27. r I i-2.9

I  100.0
I
I

2 . t

12. 6
72. t-
13. 1
14.6
17.4
22.4
2 3 . 0
2 3 . 6
21. 3
30. 8
3 1 . 9
32.4 j
32.4

t ln Bcrkeley all public funds for relief were erpended by a private agency.

Disbursements in Detroit, accounting for more than one-half of
all public expenditures in the 31 cities,6ent the share of public relief
for' ' tlre area (?6 per cent) above that shown {ol the ulaiority^ of
cities. However, in the majority of cities the public ugencies fur-
nished 67 per cent or nrore of all relief, and in 22 oL the 31- cil"ies nrore
lel ief  rvas-siven throush publ ic than through pr ivate organizat ions.

Privaie ielief includ"ed expenditures t'or ipecialized seiviees, sueh
as those given by societies foi the blind and age-ncies aiding the aged
in their own ho-mes, but the bulk 'rvas provided to rnaintain impov-
erished families.'Ihe purposes for which public moneys for relief wer-e spent in 31
cities aie iho*n in Table ?. Althoush the data are for a limited
area, they afrord an interesting indef of the distribution of public
disbirrseffents. Onlv expenditlres for the support of indivlduals
and families outside institutions are included.

TrF,nn 4.-Amouht and per cent distr ibution of publ ic erpen.dit t tre f  or each, type
of relief in th,e fantily.u:elfare field itt. 31. nrctrttpolitan areas anil ilr tILe same
d'red,s eoalusi"-e of Detroit during 1930

Tl'pe of reliel

Erpenditure for relief by public agencies

31 metropolitan areas 30 metropolitan Breas
(e\clusi\'€ ol I)etroit)

$9, 788, 374 100.0

Per cent
distribu-

trlon

Tota l

GeDera l  fami lS ' re l ie f  I  -

Aid ior the blind - . -
M o t h e r s ' a i d -  - - -

Vetorans' relief-

4, 305, 515
3, 603, 083
l,089, 648

790, 128

I Excluding aid for the blind

81192_-32_2
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6 socrAr, srArrsrrcs, 19go

-In^spite of- ir:rcreasing legislation for public pensions to the aged,
relief ihrough this medium-was reported for 19g0 from only one iity
o{ the arealBerkeley), and becaise the amount expended was lesi
than 1 per cent of allpublic relief it wgs not classifi-ed separately in
the foregoing table. Five other cities (Denver, Louisville^, Minueap-
olis, St. Paul, and Duluth) were in States, n'hich prior to 1930, h;d

DtsrRtBUTtoN oF puBLtc EXPENDtTURE FoR EAcH TypE oF RELTEF tN
THE FAMILY-WELFARE FIELD DURING I93O

VcteraR3l
rel ief
Aid for
the  b l ind

MoUter€'
a. t ( l

6eneral
family
relief

Veteranst
re l ie f

Aidfon
the bl ind

M.+her5'

General
fami!y
relief

3l metro-
poli tan
areas

Sar4eareas
exclusive of

Detroib
enactecl legislation to assist the aged; but in Colorado and Minne-
sota no pensions were paid in 1980, and in Kentucky the pension
system had not become-effective in Louisville. Reporiine oir relief
ttnder old-age pensions will be expanded in 1931 owinE"to further
$_tate__leg-islation afrecting cities in the area, includin[ an act irr
New Yoik under n-hich o-id-age pensions are mandator;*

_ a-Operation of Public Old Age Pension SJ-stems in the Uniteal States,1930. Monthly
Labor Revlew. June, 1931, pp. 1-14.
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SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES FOR R,ELIEF 7

'Ihe distribution of public relief funds in the farnilv-rvelfare
field during 1930 has been shown in the accompanying chart for 31
cities inclu"ding Detroit, and also for 30 cities witli Detroit ornitted.
With Detroitin the pi6ture (bar 1), general family relief, not in-
ciuding aid for the blind, absorbecl 66 per cent of the public funds,
and mothers' aid accounted for 24 per cent.

The average experience of 30 cities, exclusive of Detroit, as shown
in bar p, giieg a'difrere_nt picture. For.these cities gen_eral fanilyin bar 2. sives a-difrerent picture. tr'or these cities general fanil
relief dioirped^ beiow the i_mount .pro_vided _by the lubHc_ for. a.

lenerar ranrry
nublic for all

other formi of aid but still r,emained the laigest_ ifem of p.ubllc
expense-44 per cent, compared with 3? per cent for rnothers' aid,
L1 per cent for the blind, and 8 per cent for veterans'relief.11 per cent for the blind, and 8 per cent for veterans'relief.

Among the cities included in the composite picture of the appor-
tionment of nublic relief. Canton. Cle'r'eland.5 Kansas Citv (Mo.).tionment of public relief, Canton, Clevelandrs Kansas Ci
Lancaster, and New Orleans had no public departments g.
tionment of public rllief, Canton, Cle'r'eland,5 Kansas City (Mo.),

rYrng gen-
nd. Neweral family relief other than that provided for the biind. New

Orleans was the onlv citv without provision for mothers' aid. Public
aicl fol the blind *as n6t reported as effective in 11 of the 31 cities,
and in 18 cities veterans weri not receiving relief from public funds,
other than tr'ederal. Thus, in respect to the application of public
benefits as well as to the public share in relief programs, procedures
of cities to meet relief rrroblems varied widelv. Such conclusions
as have been reached regarding aggregate relief expenditures for
the area must not be judged as typical of practice in a single com-
munity. Ifowever, by combining figures for a nurnber of cities on
financial assistance fbr {amily ielfare cluring 1-930, the following
conclusions are reached with iegard to actual Expenditures of abouT
$26,000,000:

1. The maiol portion (77 per cent) rvas given for general
familv relief, iniluding ieli6f for the blind.

2. Nearly 20 per cent provided mothers' aid.
3. A small share (4 per cent) was for yeterans' relief,

supplemental to Federal aid.
4. Per capita expenditures for lelief amounted to l--'etween

one and trvo dollals iri the maioritv of cities.
5. Public taxes provided ?6 irer cent of the money, ancl 24

per cent came from plivate contribution.
_q. -Ot all public relief, 66 per cent was for general family

relief (exclirsive of aid foi the blind), 2dper cent for
mothers' aid, 6 per celt for aid for the blind, and 4 per
cent for veterans' relief.

5 In Cleveland publie funds for relief, allotted to a private agencl b€rcome ayailable
Ju ly  1 ,  1931.
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GENERAL FAMILY WELFARE AND RELIEF

- Under the registration of social -qtatistics the field of family 'vr-el-
fare includes three classes of service. as outlinecl in the foregoing
sumrnarv of expenditures for relief. 

''Ihe 
analysis presented in thi;

sectiorr relates only to the service given by private case-rvorking
agencies and publ ic departrnents of outdoor rel ief ,  designated as
""general fami[y welfare*arrd relief." Motherst aid and veterans' aicl.
alio classerl as-familv-welfare rneasures, will be cliscussed in srtbst'-
quent sections of the"rerlolt.- 

Irr all, 245 agencies iri the 38 r'egistration cities were lequested to
report their activities cluring 1930 in the field of general familv rvel-
faie and relief. The Child"ren's Bureau received" and tabulatlecl re-
ports from 218 of these agencies in 35 cities-all the cities in the
registration area except Duluth, Sharon, and Springfield (Ohio).

Not all agencies could supply everv jtem of information requested
urrder the registration plan. These deficiencies in reporting prevent
a clear-cut tabulation on all subiects for a uniforrn nurnber of cities
and account for the variation in the number of cities iricluded in
tabulations of diffelent subiect matters.

For family societies and welfare departments, 1930 rras a 1'ear of
outstandinE efiort. FunctioninE to care for those families in mis-
fortune that must seek service or relief in normal times. their pro-
grams rvere all but buriecl in 1930 under adrled anrl urgent dema^nds
[o provide the necessities of life for the jobless and their families.

Information on relief assernbled through the registration service in
1929 presaged the increased responsibility family-r,r'clfare organiza-
t ions u'ere to nreet i r r  the fol lowing year ' .  The annunl report  f<lr
1929 states:

Relief expenditures during the suurmer of 1929 did not ftrll t.o tire level that
might har-e been exllected. They wel'e the forerunner of mounting expenditures
during the fall and rvinter of 1929 that not only denote a period of need of
major proportiolrs but itl-so refler.t tlre struggle r_rf the agen<:ies to rise to meet
the neerl. * * * I)nough dzita have been received to sho*' clearly that the
upward swt,ep registererl in l)er:ernbcr, 1929, continued on.'

TREND OF RELIEF

'Io illustrate the continuous trend of expenditures rluring the
months of 1929 and 1930, statistics are available for 32 cities in the
registrat ion area. In addit ion, i t  js po.sible to eornpare the r ise jn
rel-ief in this group of registration cifies with lhe riie in a group of
crtres outslde lhe reElstrat lon area.

This comparison i"s afiorded by a compilation of relief statistics
made by the Children's Bureau at the request of the President's
Emergeircy Committee for Emplovment. For this summary. relief

1Gr i f f i th ,  A .  R. ,  Hc len  R.  Je ter ,  and A.  W.  I Ic t r I iUen:
fo r  the  Ycar  1919:  a  In lanosranhed l  rcDor l  submi l led
Assoc ia t ion  o f  ( 'ommuni r -v  ( 'hFs t i  and Co i rne i l s  an . l  the
mittee of the University of Chicago, Oct. 1, 1930, p. 12,

,l

Registration of Social Statistics
to the joint committee of the
local community research com-
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GENERAI] FAMILY \\TELFARE AND RELIEF 9

reports frorn cities tvithin the r.egistration area rvere supplemented
bri returns fronr cit ies of i0.000 ,ir -ore population throughout the
e6untrV. securetl throrrgh the courtesy of 

-the 
Russell Sage Forrntlrr-

t ion.  communi ty  t ,hests lunr l  le l ie f  : rgerrc ies.  An arra lys is  6f  the coi t
of familv relief in 100 cities for 192fand 1930, based ou these leports
an<l publishetl in the nlotrthlY Llbor Review of April. 1931, is
lepr inted in  Apl rcrr , l ix  C (p.  53) .^The 

reports^so consolidated have now treen regrouped in order
that  a eompar. isorr  rnay be mar le between the t |ends o- f  experrc l i tures
in the res is t r ' : r t ior r  r rea lnd in  other  c i t ies. .  S int 'e  a l l  but  4 of  the 32
rnetropolftan clistricts in the registration area reporting the trend
of exienditures rvere of more fhall 100,0{)0 poprrlation. the grgull
orr ts id-e t l te  regis t rat ion area selected 1 'ot '  conrpul ' ison is  comlrosed ot
34 cit ies of thC 100,000 population class'

'fhe course of i'elief e^xpenditures for both groups is traced in
the accompanying chart. 

- 
An additional curve has been etrtererl

on the chait to sh6w tfie tlerrd of relief in the registratiol alea n'hetr
Detroit is eliminated from the calculations.

'Ihe figttres on lvhich the i l lustration is based, as given in Table ff l.
(p.49),.do not include the entire t 'olume of relief experttl i tures, as
r6ports coultl be usecl only {rom t}rose agencies able to give an accottnt
of'disbursements hv tttu.t"tt t for the bieinial periocl. Sur!s_expenclecl
by agencies which'did not exist in 1929, but were createrl in 1930 to
clispinse emergencv relief, have been includetl. Public aid for the
blind, which #as ilncluded ri'ith family-relief expenditures in regis-
t rat ion stat is t ics {or  1929,  I ras net .essar . i ly  beerr  so inc l r r , led in  193t)
to make cornparisons valicl. For the- purpose of rrppraising relief
in relation td economic conditions, the eiirnination of aid for the
blincl would be prefe:rable; but since, as has been Pre-r'iously shown.
publ ic  re l ie f  for ihe b l ind is  onl .1 'about  6 per  cent  of  a l l  publ ic  re l ie f .
its inclusiou does not materially afrect the trend.

When the curve in this chtrt which represents the registration
cities including I)etroit is cornpared .with the curve for nonregis-
tration cities, i, gerreral siniilafit.v of coutour is observed for the
first nine -orittrs of 1929, with expenditures in the registration cities
at a lower level than expenditures-for the other group. Earlv in the
fall of 1929, relief in the registration cities began to_mount more
rapidlv than in the nonregistiation cities, passing the disbursements
of^the"latter bY Decembei-and rising sharplv abo,r'e them to reach a
peak in March, tOaO. After the ensuing ieisonal ret'ession. tne rrp-
turn of relief in the registration cities to meet the winter needs of
1930 was again ttrore marketl for registration than for nouregistrrr-
tron crtles,

The effect of the extended scale of relief operations in Detroit i--
seen rvhen the curve for all registration cit ies is collrpate,l rvith t|e
curye representinE registration cities exclusive of Detroit. The rtlr-
turn of relief in tiie later months of 1930 is much less pronottnc'ed for
the legistlation group'lvhen l)etroit is omitterl. ' lhe relief cttrve for
the lalter group 6f cities also ascends less sharplv to rea.ch the perrk of
December. lg3a). than the curve for nonlegistratiorr r: it ies. -\ l l  t lr, ' t.e
cr l rves.  howeyer ' ,  g ive st r i l< ing ev idenee of  the i r rcreasing f inaneia l
bul r len borne bV large Amer iean c i t ies in  t |e i  r  e f for ts  to l t t re  f6r
the needv dur in l  tggo.
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GENERAL FAMILY WELFARE AND RELIEF 1I

A number of these cities. in addition to providing direct relief,
have createcl work for the unernploved. Thouqh of aAifierent ehar-
acter from straight relief, *age. puid for " niade work " and given
in lieu of relief are an important factor in the relief situation. X'or'
the most part made-n'ork or '' wage-relief " programs were not in-
ausuratedpriol to October. 19ts0. and they are not represented in
the" figures- given in this report. Among the registration cities,
Berkel"Iev. BridEeport. ChicaE6. Cincinnati.tlevelanil. Davton. Hart-
ford, L6uisvilt6, ^\ew Havei, Nerv Orleans, St. Louis, ahd Spring-
field (IIl.) supplemented relief measures with made-work programs
durins the winter of 1-930-31.

WhJle the trends show the upward swins of relief for urbatr areas
as a whole. the advance has 6een much irole pronounced in some
cities than in others. The percentage of change in 1930 expenditures,
as compared with those of 1929, is shown for each of 32 cities in
the registration area in Table L.'

TABLE 1.-P€rcentage of i.ncrease or il,ecreose im ecpenilitnre for general famtily
retrief in32 specified metropoli,tan area.st (luring 1930 as cantpdt'e(I, with 1929

Per cent of
increase (+)
or decrease

penditure
for relief

fletropolitan area

Per cent of
ncrease (+)
or decreass
(-) in ex-
penditure
for relief

L o u i s v i l l e - - - - - - - - - - - - - , -  - - , - - - - -  
- - - -  - - l

Des  Nfo ines- - - - - - -  - - -  - - -  - -  - - - - - - -
S t .  Pau l - - -  - - -
Kansas  C i tv .  \1o  -  - - - ,  - - - - - -

+39. 1
+35.4
+33.8

+28.3
+25.3
+20.0
+14.6
+13.8
+13.6
+72.7
+10.5
+10.2
+0.4-6. 6
-9. 5

3

;
3
7
6
2
8
I
5

i
2
5

+376.
+16i.
+r50.
+144.
+1  .
+119.
+104.
+9s.
+94.
+80.
+80.
+73.
+64.
+58.
+54.
+10

1 All agencies reporting comparable figures for the 2 years,

In all but two cities the relief bill for 1930 was in excess of that
for 1929. Fifteen cities increased relief by more than 50 per cent,
the advances ranging from 54 per cent in Chicago to 3?6 per cent
in Detroit. In 15 other cities the adyance in relief was less than
50 per cent.

COST OF }IATERIAL RELIEF PER CAPITA

The per capita expenditures for family relief during 1930 in 33
cities are arrayed by amount in Table 2. The figures relate to
material relief exclusive of atlministrative expenses incured.
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T^B,LE 2..-Total

socrAr, STA?ISTTCS, l-930

anil per cdpita ecpeniliture for general, lamilg relief in 33
speoified, motropol,itart areas ihring 7930

D\penditure for
relief

Expenditure for
reliel

$88,249 | $0. 79
2,480,644 .73

t-------
Totat 

i ."tn",i"

sc 24q | $n 70

lletropolitan area

Per
capita

Det ro i t - - - - - - - - - -
Springtreld, Nlass.,- - - - ---- --
I la r t fo rd- - - - - , - -
Buf fa lo - - - - -  - - ,  - -
Bridgeport- - -, -
Indianapolis
Deyton- - - - - - - - - -
C a n t o n  1 - - - - - - . . -
Newark- - - - -
Berke ley- - - - -
T h e  O r a n g e s  r , - - - - - - -  - - - - - -
C leve laDd- - - - - - -
Springfield, I l l .r-- - ---
A k r o n - - - - - - - - -
New llaven
DesNlo ines- - - -
S t .  P a u l - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - , -  l

I

$5.26

2 . 0 1
1 . 9 2
1 . 5 0
r. 50
1 . 4 7
1. 43

1.  l7
l. I0
l. 05
. 9 9
. 9 4
. 9 4
. 9 2
, 9 2

$6,929, r94
466, 350
461,291

1,433,296
274,079
635, 435
353, E63
162,743
561, 259
106, 241
179,302

1,220,6M
8r,347

265,552

130,720
263, 968

2t0.4r4 .7&
405,905 I .69
302,232 r .65
223,2N .62
238,831 .60
45,556 I  .58

1 1 6 , 2 1 7  L  . 5 6
1,65,529 .54
32,65t' I .50

119,250 | .50
521,289 i .50
8 4 , 1 3 6  . 3 9
53,143 I  .2$
58,865 I  . r2

I
I Expenditure not reported by 1 agency. 2 Erpenditure nol reported by 2 agencies.

In 21 areas the relief given to distressed families represented an
expenditure of less than $1 per inhabitant; in 9 areas the- amount per
capita ranged frorn $1 to $2; and the amount \yas in excess of $2
for only 3 cities-Detroit, Springfielcl (Mass.), and Hartford. Per
capita expenditllres for nraterial relief are slightly understated for
Sliringfieid (llass.). Canton, the Oranges, Sp*ringfield (ll l.), Iierv
Haven, and \ \- ic l r i ta () \r ing' to the orrrTssion-of Iome.ipoi t i ,  but
expenclitures by all irnportant agencies in these cities are included
in Table 2.

RELIEF EXPENDITURES BY PUBLIC AND PRIVATE AGENCIES

Iluch interest has been manifested in the share of responsibilitv
for family care assulned by public clepartments-State, county. anh
t'ity. It ha.s been shown in the sumrnarv of expenditnres for general
family relief , rnothers' aid. and service to veterans and their
fanr i l ies, that 76 pel ' ( 'ent of  the frrnds disl- 'ursed in 1930 jrr  31 regis-
tration cities came from the public treasury. \\'hen general fam'ily
relief alone is consiclered. bv the omission of aid for the blind as
'rvell as mothers' aid and vet6rans' relief, data available for 34 cities
shoq that 6-8 per cent of the financial aid given in 1930 was pro-
vided by public agencies. The situation in each city with r.egar-d to
tlre proportion of public rrnd private expenditures for gener.al family
lelief. &cludine aid for the 6lind. is sfiown in Table 5.

To 
'ascertain 

Ihe distribution of 
'the 

burden of public and private
relief in each city the amounts expended bv pubtic agencie-s were
compared with the amounts expendecl bv private agencies. How-
ever, since some public funds we^re given [o 

^private 
a[encies for dis-

bursement, adjuslment of the figurls was rirade for"cities where a
considerable proportion of the relief funds of private agencies came

\Ietropolitan area
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GENERAL FAMII,Y WELFARE AND B IJIEF 13

{rorir tl ie public treasurv. In Berh.eley practically alI financial aid
for tlre po'or, although d'isbursed by a frivate agen;y, was from pub-
Iic funcis, t6e amoriirt thus contribute^d in fOaI miirg classed ivith
expenditures by public departments. In Columbus, where there was
a 

^joint 
relationship betrveen a public departmend and one of the

impoltant private igencies, the jbint e"peiditores \\'ere classified by
the amounts received from taxes and from private subscription and
were credited accordingly as expenditures o{ public and private
agencies. In Akron a silnilar situ^ation existed, aid the same inethod
of classification was applied. Public subsidies for relief reported
bv rrrilate acencjes in some other cities were usuallv of minor im-
pbrirnce and"were not segregated. However, in Cincinnati the share
bf public relief would hiveleen 17 per cent instead. of 12 per cent,
and^ in Louisville 26 per cent instead of 13 per cent if public expendi-
tures by private agencies had been classed with the expenditures of
the public departments.

Tenrn 3.-Percentage of erpenili,ture for general f o,ntily rel,ief ' bg pu,blic anil,
by ytriuate agencies in 34 spectfi,ed, m,etropolitan ered.sl d,uring 1930

Per cent of expenditure
for relisf-

Per rent of expendituro
for r€lief-

l letropolitan area Motropolitan area
By public
agencres

By privato
agencles

By public
agencres

By private
ag€ncles

34 ar€as--- -- -, -- -- -- -- _-- 3 1 . 8

4 . 6
15. 0
17.6
l E . 6
18. I
23.0

. 2
23.3
30.7
3 r . 0

40. 4
49. 8
5 r . 3
53. I

44.9
40.1

34.7

3r .  I

59 .9

65. 3
67. 3
68. I
?7. 8
78.4
87. 0
88. 2
97.9
98. 7

100. 0
100. 0
100. 0
100. 0
100. 0
100.0

9i.
95.
dD.

82.
81 .
8 1 .
i i .
76 .
76.
69.
69.
62.

50.
48.
46.

i i

ii
0 i
zi
nl

I Excluding aid for the blind. I All public funds for r€lief were erpended by a private agency.

It is interesting to note that in 6 of the 34 cities-Canton, Cleve-
land, Kansas City, Lancaster, New Orleans, and Washington-there
r\ere no public ilepartments'ploviding gerreral family"relief. Inrvere no .public\\ 'ere rro -puolrc-oeparf,menrs proyrorng generar ramrly rell
the._remai-ning citiei public anh privatd agencies shared the
sibility of carTng for the po
shouldered the'maior sha

f,ne remalnrng crtres puDrrc anct prtvate agenctes shared the respon-
sibility ofcar-ing for the poor. tn ZO of rh; 34 cities private agencies
shouldered the major shale of the relief exuense. Nevertheless.

ror [ne poor. rn zu oI tne d+ cttres pnvate agencres
Tajol share of the relief expense. Nevertheless,

l ' ]ren an accountirg is made of the aggregate amount of expendi-
tures for all the citils_comb_ined, it is foir:nd'that public agencies pro-combined, it is found that public agenciei pro-.

s and private agencies aboiut one-t'iiird of'ttrevided about two-thirds and^private .agq+cies about one-tiiird of-ttre
money given in 1930 to aid families in distress.

In tt-re _aggregate^, public departments of the registration area in-
creased their relief grants to a sum 176 per cenf, larger than that

81192_32_8
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T4 socrAl, sTATrsTrcs, 1930

Expenditure for relief-

By public agencies By prirate agencies

i ^
I rer cent
olincreass

given in the preceding year. (Table 4.) Private agencies raised
and distributed 51 per cent more money in 1930 than in 1929. The
increase in public expenditures is shalply reduced n hen Detroit is
omitted from the calculations. Horverer', with Detroit elirninated
from the group, it is still found that the increase in relief in 1930
flom public sources (61 per cent) rras gleater tlran the incrcase in
pr ivate rel ief  (50 per cent).

The evidence in Table 4 is based on reports of those public and
private agencies in 32 cities rvhich could gi'r'e infolmation on relief
grants for both 1929 and 1930.

T.*sro 4.-Amount eapended, (Lnil, percentage of iucrease itr, e.rpend,itures for
general,  famil l l  rel ief I  by ptLbl ic and by pt ' . i t :ate ngettcies in,32 ntctropol i tun
areasn and. in the same aretts ercl,usi,"-e ol Detroit dw"ing 1930 as cotttlture(l,
wi,tlt 1929

Metropolitan areas

51. .t
19. I

t Including aid for the blind. 2 All agencies reporting comparable flgures for the 2 years.

In cities r.r'hich relied upon private philanthrophy to suppiy the
rnajor amount needecl for the poor, the changes in expenditures of
private agencies irr 1930 compared rvith 1929 r'aried from a decrease
in Sioux-City to an incrense- of 262 per cent in Canton, Oirio. In
cities where family care is a responsibility assumed largely by the
public, increases in public expenditures were in some places moder-
ate and in other places marked. An advance in public reiief of 327
per cerrt  reportcd bv Hart ford was greater than for anl  ot l rel  legis-
iration citj' except Detroit. In Bnffalo, Wichita, aiid St. Piul,
n'here public exceeded private relief, the expenditures of public de-
partments increased respectively 70) 3+, anrl 26 per cent.- 

The foregoing data on family-relief expenditures assenrbled
through the registrat ion service show that s i t rnt ions in Ameriean
citiesln 1930 varied greatly in regard to the extent and source of
relief.

When the figures for all cities are fused, the composite picture
sholi's a sharp upward swing of relief in 1930, a public contribution
which provided about two-thirds of aII general family relief. and
increas6s in 1930 expenditures rvhich were more pronounced for
pubiic than for private agencies. Group findings for the registra-
tion area in 1930 rvere greatly influenced by the extended scale of
public-relief operations in Detroit.

FAMTLIDS AIDED

In reports on familv welfare for L930 received by the Children's
Ruleaui information on expenditure for relief wad more complete

re2e I rsao
l

,;;"_...-.. _ l; * ;i*,,r*,,;
31 areas (exclusive of Detroit)-----,, 3,322,617 

| 
5,312,967
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than information as to the lurnber of families aidecl and to the

;;;--,*.". 
'|rti.r 

t"" *hi.rr iu-iiy data are shown in tho following

#i.;. th;;.i";u,-ut. representecl bv tloqe agencies able to report

;t,;^;dili#l;j";;;ti;;. 
- 

ir tr'* i,r'ailable Etatistics for anv titv
,r,*. nii^l"i.r;^;;i,;;;;;t"tive of the community as a whole, the city
was omitted."' 

Tiii;-p"tur.-s confronted in_the attempt to.obtain cornparable

,tutirti.* i" tfr.^lr;iit-;.tf"re fielcl, ngne^has been more 
-difficult

;1*;t5;t;f Jc;ritrg"u uniform clalsification and count of cases'
iffiirg;h. fit;i Go !.urc of the registration service, 1928, ancl L929,

u*4er the auspi;;, di tL ioint co"mmittee_ for_ the registration of

:ocial statistics,-;; *ur"a.n"ecl as " a,famity :l i^lllt^idual for
rvhom the agencv attempt. u t.."ice and keeps a separate record'"
Cases were J;;.;;;A 

'r;d.. 
two broad ciassifications, " tnajor

riases,, and ,, *i"L*"ur...li--under. the definitions then us€q a major
;;;"."; f o"J-in ifri.n tftt agutt.y ailer investigatiqr ry1les a so-

"ioi 
aiugnosis and institutes a plan of treatment," anct a mlnor case

was ,,one in *r,i.n ln. ug.nrf 
-ao"r 

not accept comPlf-TtpoTi-
rriJiiu ioo 

"o.iuf 
ai;d;;ir?"aireatment." Afler two years' experi-

;;;'n ."ri.lii"s .T;;-.trtirli*,under these ttefiniti.ons, the com-

il;;;deria.a ir'E dltr6';;iutio" called for was qo-t'being lnade with

sufficient uniformity d giu" vuiid oli comp,arable statistics.
"'T;;;;"f#; bdil'f,i"g S-itt' 1030, -although^ the definition' : ofi a case

* u-^.'o"rrr;;d.a;"t#^.r ""rqifi 
;1i"" dt m a j o rl9 are c ases' and mino r - c are

;;;;'-;;; d?;.;"ti;";d [t th. joint committee. Asencies were in=

structed irrt.uf io';i;Jilr;t;riT 
-G.J 

uy those " uider cars " and

;;;;; ;;..irrittg " incidentdl service'" 'r

Il-ncler this plan,-"U" ;a.qf!ed Uy tft. Familv Welfare Association

of Ameri.u urrd*iil.-RGai's";"h.*aatign. a (! case,under care t'

ii ,iliil;J;;.i#1ry ; ildi"ia"ur ror which the organizatioh r as=
srmes 1..roonrrdiffitCi-: iii.tit"ti"g- t*te studv and tieatment, 'and

#?i#Aa;;i:#o1;"il;;^"ap"L"s;t'-;fam"itvor.individualf or
#i,i"rr 

^tji[:;t 
;;il"Cio" .ttrS*pi51o."e incitluntai or indirect service

but assu*", oo:iril;;;ibility' io" instituting studv' and treatment'
To assist the agen^cies irr-dut.itii;G *hiE"t""t"thould be elassed

as,.incidentat ;?;;i.;j' ift.- *a"lfttfreports in 1930' called''for' a

count of such .*m"r,1bit;id.d Uy "tttu following-::,T:":.Advice

or referral only, reports oq 
"f"sda. 

.urut, invest'igatiols made for

o't-of-town 
"gtir.i.5;" 

oit-ol-to*tt inquiries forw:arded, inr-estiga-

tions m ade f t i;;i;L";l'; ; t4 j to""d t uses' speci al se as on al=ser'vi'9e

ca,ses, and other incidental servrce' ::

The purpose of se_para.ting o"t"t 
'of such incid'ental significance

frorn all cases re6orde.d. fy to.iui,"g.,'"i.t.-was to' have iir 'il cases

trncler cafe " 
'a countloT th-e t;;b.;?f 

-families 
in- eachrcomrnunity

for whicf, agencies were assuming some responsibility; I" 
iqltr:i

the clarification- 
"i 

i.iititio"" to"tecure this -result, the perplexing

i,iluii,* ii. ili;fitil;E th" count remained' when asencv rbports
were .o*orr"do i;;";ity l"t"ir. 

-Tn..r-aup[cations 
ale cause-cl.by

transfer of cases between ug.o.i.* u"a hV tn" pra-ctice-of .having
rnore rhan or" l"!"i; d; ;?ih ih; tu*. fi,milv' 

- 
Thus the families

rnav be counted more than o"." l";rfy totals" secured' through the

corisolidation of asency reports'
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16 socrAr, srATrsrrcs, 19 B o

Combinations of ail cases reported as under care and as incidental
have not been made as a rule owinE to the element of duplicatior,,.
l\foreoverr since the purpose in the frain has been to eflect 

^a 
separa-

tion of cases under care from those receiving incidental serrice. the
addition of the two groups is not essentiafexcept to indieate the
numerical importance of irrcidental-service cases in lelation t(r case
loads.

Selected agencies in 23 cities reported an ayerage rnonthh' count
for 1930 of 92,335 active cases (under care and incidentai), ot' rrhicb
22 per- cent received incidental service. Thus attention to the latter
group. constitutes a considerable volume of the rvork performect bJ'
agencres.-From 

the nature of incidental-service cases heretofore descliberl.
it is evident that service rathor than relief was the pretlominant
factor of aid in these cases. Of relief expenditures by r6pre.errt:ttir-r:
agencies in 32 cities, amounting to $20,118,028 in 1930, onh' I l icr
cent was for incidental-service eases.

About four-fifths of all families supervised in the under-care grolrp
were given relief. This finding is 6ased upon the average nJlmber
of active cases under care per month reported by selected agencies
in 24 cities. On this basis. 59.tt09 families. or 79 per cent of the 75.343
families served, received reiief. Public depa'rtments. caring 

'for

4\40L of those families, gave relief to 92 per cent of those fol rvhom
they assumed responsitiiTity, and in 12 6f the 24 cities the publir:
departments reported that 100 per cent of their active cases under
car€ were relief cases. Private agencies serving 30,9+2 of tire fami"
lies provided relief and service to 61- per cent, and service onlr'. to
39 per cent.

Owing to the change in ciassification of cases, statistics for 1-929
and 1930'can not be coimpared to show whether a larger proportion o{
active cases under cane receiyed. relief in 1930 than in the pre-
ceding year. Findings in respect to " major-care cases " in 1929 ind
" undEr"-care cases " i;1930 bdth indicate dhat public departrnents de-
voted most of their efiorts to aidins families in finaicial distress.
The private agencies. in addition to f,heir relief service, assumed the
chief-responsibility iir assisting families whose neecls were other than
economic.

It has been noted that statistics regarding cases are not com-
parable for 1929 ancl 1930. However, the tggO*statistics showing the
6pen-case load on the first dav of the year as carried or-er Trom
December 3L, LgZg, may be cbmpared. io the open-case ioad on
December 31.'1930. 

' 
Only cases unter care are redresented. and thu

data in Table 5 are limit"ed to reports of those agincies in bach city
which could give counts of these^cases for the fir-st and the last day
of the vear.
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GENXBAI, FAMILY WEI,FARE AND B'EI,IEI' T7

TABLE 5.-Cont'7tort'son ol ryyb:f of casep under care^ *f 
*rraia us etf ar e oia r eit'"f nn 24 - sp eci'fr'eil' - m'etr o poldt an

iiiii"ui il, figg, und,'December 37, 7930'

of agenci,es for general
areas, carrt'ed, f orward

I Cases uniler care carried forwerd

fncrease (*) or tle'
crease (-)Metropolitan area

Kansas CitY' Mo-:-

Dec:31'
1929

Dec.31 '
1930

Number Per cent

50,379

i Nt+t.i not riPorted bY I ageocYt

+1r4 8

+251.0
+233.9
+16e 4
+10& 2
+r07.2
+L027
+93.9
+92I
+90.5
+80.4
+75.4
+76 3
+66,4
*62 5
+44"4. +43.8
+43.2

. +42.6
+3S.,5,+20.8
.+19j 2
+11.2
* a a-17.3

46,476
\r07
2,ilg
5,697
1,378

896
9,807
7,634

701
1,833
47r7
2973
2,662

616
1,447
1,57.6
1,415
I 764
\2t6

867
1,701
1,751
4''747

679

L3,210
631
957

2,736
665
442

5,057
3.958

368
1,016
2,690
1,696
1,600

379
1,002
1,096

988
1,237
1.589' 7 1 8

1,452
1,574
4;467

821

i All aeencies reporting flgul€li lor botb dates'
I Nurtr-ber not reported by Z 8g€ucres:'

tr amily-welfare ageneies io- lll cities .c^ombined Tgre ,gspins for

b?.860 more .rJ; ;i"ffi]"t 6;;i-iggblho"-o".tt'e last dIv of
i;?;;." iti, ffi ot irr per qeq;Ti' ta1-"uq9.c9'nt relates to both 're-
lief and service ""r.r, 

ilrfilqir]li;*ta *i!n ilre rise of reliSj shown
in the chart 

"" ;;;"i0.-"il;;d il.l!"q;;rtg,6"d' we.r.g ieported at,the
end of 1930 tr,u.Jiith; ";a;r 

iilzE-uv'"ii go*-unfties 
-except 

sioux
6ily,;5}-" tn""" *u"-a decrea-s;;;;d St. Louis, where the increase
waa but 6 per cent. 

.
DEPENDENCY RATES :

one of the most desilable an4 m.ost ctifrcult fi1{ingt, to obtain

from the reports of famlty.agilcies is a meato"L of thidependenc5r

element io ,r"uiri-p;,p"1;liffis..;hioft it cared' for by' comm-unity
I - l - :

Lily depel{enfx i+*i:1,r1.-1-u"4 to- 
T'; show the extent of fam

esrablish r_ates n-g;;;;'i1"d,n cbmparable for d'ifiereat areas' it is

essential that alt agencres t" Iiirf a]ttti.t 
-report 

the number of

In*ifi.- dr;fl *iff"ri*g uniform methods ii making th* counL
-5;;h ̂ ;p";ji;s' 

;;{"th?r;i;;", be -more. complete 'than that re-
quirect to sno# ;il;;.J;-;;;;et ;f-family dipendenc{ or ltll:l
+tii.f ;";-L; based- on statistics of certain im9o1ftu1t ^1e:l"t:1
,;p;.;tdg ditr ;ent communities. X'urthermore' the count or

+93,236
+1,476
+1,592
+2,961

+713
+4#

+4,750
+3,676

+333
+817

+?027
+r.277
+r, ooz

+n7
+445
+480
+44' +5n

. *627,,
+149'
+279
+r77
+280-142:
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18 socrAr, srATrsrrcs, 1930

families in each city shoulcl be free frorn iluplication in or.cler t,:;
gir-e reliable rates of dependency.

I r r  the f i rs t  t rvo vears of  t l re  leg is t rat ion :o lv ice at tempt:  u. , , r t
nrade to present  th i i  usefu l  in{ormr i ion { r .onr  tLe r .eDorts  of  {arr r i l r - -
welfale agencies. It .was disclosed that the rates baiecl on the nur?r-
ber of ciil{erent families cared for durins the entire vear 1g29 rvere
deficient because major and minor cases c"ouicl not be 

"cornbinecl 
n ith

accllracri. and because duplication of cases ryas much mole prv,,-
nouncecl in the annual {g3res than in the arerage monthly figrires,

\lrichita, 'with 111 di-fferent families cared 
"for per 

-1.0d0 
of

i ts  populat ion,  accord- ing to thr  repor t  for  192g.  hai  rhe i r ig l rest
rate. for  an; '  c i t ; '  in  the area.  This rate apl )eare( l  to  l re  c-rccssivp.
and in a subsequent study of statistics for Wii:hita natle l-,r-the corn-
munity chest it was found that duplication in the count of farnities
was one of the factors tenclins to clistort the statistics for that citv.
In lieu of an annual count, the average number of dependent famiiie;
deal t  rv i t l r  nronth ly  may be determ- ined on ser-era l^  d i f ferent  l ; r .o i .
A l l  crses under caie,  act ive cases urr r ler  care,  re l ie{  c&SpS ur l r ler . r . , ; r r .e ,
and inc identa l -serv ice cases are the subiects of  the sever . r r l  count j
receircd. in_ molthly reports f.om family-welfare agencies ancl are
summarized in Table IV (p. b0).
. From the standpoint of ielia6il i ty it is believed that rates based orr

the ave'age number of  fam_i l ies receiv i 'g  re l ie f  month l l '  dr r r i r rg 1gB0
offer the best measur_e of family dependency for intertit.y cofrpari-
son. rt is true that financial dependency al"one is represehtecl-onr.v
a. p?lt of the tot-?l load .which- family"agencies ar6 carrying-but
statistics on families receiving lelief riray be given with confrdencc
that the efiect of duplications in the couni is minimized, even though
relief cases under care and incidentai-service cases &re combined.
This.is i l lu.strated by the practice in-Detroit in 1980, where the prirr-
cipal public agency provlded relief and other agencies sometimes
gave case-work service to the same families. sllth families rvere
counted as relief cases under care in the repolts of the public agencv.
and in the reports of the other agencies these familiejwere counti. l
as incidental eases receiving service onlv.

rn this instance, when agency reports were combined f<.rr a (rorl-
munity total, there was no driplication in relief cases since these
lppear as such in the report of the public agency onlv. Iforvev.er.
in  l  cot rnt  of  a l l  case,s.  l rb th under c i 'e  and Tncidenta i ,  secrr rer l  for l
the.  c i t l - ,by a consol idat ion of  ngency repor ts ,  these fami l ies r rorr . l
be i r rc luded twice.  rn other  instancei  tbere may be st i l l  sorne r l r rp i i -
_crr l i , 'n  in  c i ty  counts of  re l ie f  cases,  but  at  pr"esent  no rnethor l  i rn .
becl !  gel re-ra l ly  establ ished rvhereby cornrnuni t .y  corrnts crr r i re l r - { r .cr :
f  r ' , , r r r  t l r r p l i ca t i on  ean  be  see r r red .

- \ r r  in terest ing study made bv the communi ty  chest  arr r l  . , r r . i ; r l
l i " r l , l !_*  - in  St .  Paul  in  1930 and issued by the fami ly  d iv is i , , r i .  St .
Pa.l lYelfnre Council, describes a method irsed to n".ri" a. unchrnli-
catecl census of dependent families, as follows:

Ilonthly all :rgencies submitted lists of their active relief cases. ir ;i: *
These nanres rvere ther carrled and filed in the chest office antl clearecl agalrrsr.
each other. AII ncr.v names rvere sent to the central registratioD buieau for
clealanee, after rvhich relief expenditures rvere listed on the master file. oDr;;
after this performance had been lepeated 12 times coulcl tabulations be ma4c.

All of this work rvas done by all agencies as a function over and above
regular duties for the purpose of showing the basic value in a cerrtral rellef
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GEN.!]RAL FAMILY WELFARE AND RDLIET' 19

index antl statistical serrice for all agencies in the city. So clear has it become
that soun{ procedure i1 handling depenclelcy rest-s upon accurate knorvleilge
as to its scope, cost, and causcs, that for the year 1931 a much more extended
effort is beiirg providetl jointly by the boartl of public welfare and the chest.'

All families receivins relief. whether under cal'e or receiving
incidental seryice. are irilclutletl in tlie calculations for 26 areas given
in Table 6.
'I 'AILE 6.-l-fimber of general' fatttily uelfare aixd, relief agenaies frrtm uh,iLh

reports were requested', nttntber from whick reports were receiueil, a'nd tablt'
lated. auer(rge n'ttnlber per montlb of fam.il'ies receiui/ttgl relief, anil rwte pe'r

10,0A0 populatiot'L in 26 specified, metropolitan areas durinE 79J0

Average number per
month of families re-
ceiving reliel

Number of agencies
from which-

N.fetropolitan area
Rate per

0,000 popu-
lation

58.8Total-26 areas

! Clerenger, Louise : On Uneasy Street in the Year 1930. St. PauI 
'Welfare 

Council.

- - l

_ _ l

_.

- -
- -

I

. .

6
10
6

! i
; l

;l
il
i l
,3 i
: i

t24.L
85. 0
78.6
72.3
84. 5
63.9
63.4
63.0
62.3
61.8
60. 6
& . 4
53. 8
46. 6
45,7
43.7
41.  6
40. 6
40.2
38. 7
38.4
JJ .  O
a a o

?4. 3
8 . 5

2 t ,v t9
3, 759
1,893
1, 03r
1,849

710
1, 085

718
4, 051
1,419
1, 704
I ,  OOO

302
362
360
891
661

1, 605
35r
918
740

3,947
1, 986
2,559

4 1 8

10
6
6
0
7
2
5
4
6
6

2
4

6
I
8
5

The number of familv aEencies in each citv ancl tire tiuurirer \yhose
reports were included in tTle tabulation harre been given for use in
interpreting the figures. The figures for Detroit, Wichita, Spring-
field^(Massl), CanTon, Sioux CiTy, Springfield (Ilt.), the Oranges,
Cincinnati, St. Louis, and New Orleans are understated, but the
omissions except for New Orleans are slight, as returns from all
important agericies in other cities were secuied.

in an urbln population of about 10,000.000 covering )netropolitan
areas of 26 cities, an average of about 59,000 families were given ma-
teriai relief mondhly durin[ 1930, or 59 fdmilies per 10,000 pbpulation.

Detroit and Nervark aided the most families and St. Louis and
New Orleans the fewest in proportion to their populations. In Des
Moines, where a relatively large number of families were aided
(72 per 10,000 population). relief per case wa.s low (Table 7). In
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20 socrAr, sTATrsrrcs. 19 B o

comparing Cincinnati and Cleveland, both rvith an average number
o.f 31- families _per 10.000 poprrlation receiving relief m"ontlily. it
sirould be noted that reports ivere not received"from one agenrlr- in
the former city.._.If repo-rts from-Cincilnati had been compiete, the
number of farnilies would have been slightly higirer for ihat'city
than for Cleveland.

AMOUNT OF MONTHLY RELIEF PER CASD

To shorv relief per case it was considerecl advisable to excr.de
public aid for the blind and the beneficiaries thereuncler frorn the
c'alculations. Table ? then relates chiefly to general home relief and.
gives f_or 30 cities the average amount of filonthry relief Der case
for both the under-care and ihe incidental-service group.

tr{etropolitan area

for relief' per case for cases wnd,er
seruice.bg agencies lor generat fami,tg

n oreas iluring 1930

Average monthly er-
lnndituro for relief

i per case

Metropolitan area
Cases ro-

ceiving in-
cidental
service

Cases under
care

$23.83 $4,47

4,25
9 . 1 9
1. 0l
9 . 3 0
2.78
4.97
. 9 2

3 . i l
3 .78

5. 04
r . 9 2
1. 09
5 . 8 2

37.94
36. 70
28.17

27.21

23. 88
21. 57
19, 68
18. 48
16. 94
16.39
t6 .  15
1 5 . 0 7

$6. 10
8.42
5. 04
2 . 6 1

2.60

2 . 6 0
1 . 8 2
5 . 2 5
4. 08
2 . R 4

2. 83
. 8 1

t Excluding aid for tho blind. I Inclucling all agencies fron which basic data were complete,

Families under care received an average of more than $20 per
montlr i" qlf 8 cities; in.lScities the averige amount paid montiily
was from,gt0 to 920; and in Sioux City, Lincaster, C6lumbus. anfl
Umaha relref on the average uas less tha_n $10 per month per familv.
Relief in incidental cases ie'er averaged more'than $10 ir"" *o"th,
and in most cities was less than $b a month. For ail 

"iti"l "o-bitrudthe,average.payment per month lvas $28.88 to cases under care and
Tt+.+J to lncrdcntal-servrce cases.

A comparison of monthly public and private expenditures per
relief case under care is sliorr:n fot 2Z r.ii ies in Ta'ble g. Akion,
Berkeley, and columbus are omitted from this table because in these
cities prblic a_ld^ private relief funds are amalgamated. Of the g
crtres where-relief per. ease is shown for privale aglneies onlv, Canton,
Cleveland,.  Kansas,City (Mo.),  Lancasier,  Nev'Orlear, ,s.  and Waslt j
rngton lrad no publ ic departments in 1gB0 pror iding general  {amilv
rel ief  exclusivc of ai t l  ro t l ie bl ind;and prrbl ic depar ' inrents in Loui i -
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GENI]RAL FAI\TILY WELFARE AND NEI,IEF 2I

rille. Richrnond, and St. Louis did not give relief to cases undel c&r'e
although they firrnished such incidental relief as fuel or clothing'

T-qnr,n 8.-,42-erage moll'tlLla enpenditure lor rel'ief per case under ca-re^'..g.irett
bU ttublib antt 6y ltriaute agenci,es for general familg welfat'e anttr relief in 2i
,*pesifietl metropolitan ao"eas durittg 7930

l
l

\IetroDolitan area I

I
l
I

: - l
: /  a re is___ -_  

i
Spr ing f l r l , t ,  f l r ss - , - - - - - - - l
D e t r o i l - ,  - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - l
H i l f t l o l i l - - - - - - , - , - - - - - - - l
i J u f i a l O _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ , - - , - - - l
C i n c i n D s t i  -  - - - - - - - , - - - , 1
' f  hc  Oranges- -__-__- ,_ - - -  I
) {e l 'a rk . . - - , - - - - -  -  - -  - -  I
Grand Rap ids- - -
D - e s . f l o i n e s . - - - -  I\ l l c t r i 1 3  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , ,
Spr ing l le ld ,  I l l . - - - - - - - - - - -
Denrer-,- -- -- -- - - -- -- --- - I
s t .  Pau l - - . . - - - - - ,  

I

Average monthly er- l
penditffe lcr relief
per case under care-

Average monthly ax-
penditure for relief
per case under care-

I Ercluding aid for the blind. ? Including all agencies from which basic dato were complete.

In the aggregate, relief per case under cal'e paid by public depart-
nrents *as""hig"her'than that given b.y privaie agehCies, $26.f7 as
comDared wit[ $20.24. Ifowev:er. witli Detroii cliininated from the
calcilations the reverse is true. 

'Aggregate 
figures for other cities

show private expenditures as $20.071ei fami-i;' and public g{ants
as $f?]41 per fadily when the a't'eragdamount of monthly relief per
case under care is computed.

There was no outstanding evidence from communitv statistics that
money as a general rule was more liberally expended by either the
pubD; or the" private agencies. In 18 cities wfiere reliei from both
sources rvas given, the-average monthly grant of private agencies
exeeeded theiubl ib crant in 8 ci t ies. and ln 10 ci t ies the reverse was
true.

An interesting parallel may be drawn betu'een Bufialo, where
public relief pi6dbminated, and Cleveland, where all relief rvas^from 

private'sources. It so happened that the public agencies
in Bufralo save relief to about the same average number of families
under care ironthly during 1930 as did the private agencies in Cleve-
land, 3,368 familie's in the-former city as coinparecl ivith 3,52rt in the
lattei. 

' 
The calculation o{ the avefage amo^unt of monthly relief

given per f amily rvas $28.58 for Buffalo and $27.2L for Cleveland.- 
Two cities in which much less relief per case was provided ofrer

another comparison of public and private expenditures. In Nern'ark,
relief being chleflv frofr public soirrces, an average of 2,400 families
under cari'lvere "each giien an avera€fe of $15.6-5 per inonth from
public funds, and in St. Louis, where all relief to cases uncler care
6xcept to the blind was given by private agencies, an average of
1,803 families received an ayerage grant of $16.39 per family each
month.

81792--82--4
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22 socrArr sTATISTrcs, 1930

other comparisons could be made showing wide variations in reliefper case as paid by public and private ageficies, but iho.e si ,n,, or."or value as demonstratmg th,rt the average grants of botrr p"ubric and
lTlltg lg"ncies were founcl in some ifr.til... t"^b"-ii;ii; simirarwhen rntercity comparisons were made.

. REFUNDS AND REPAYMENTS

nelej pe. case was calculated upon ageney disbursements witho'tregard to rer unds and repaynrents which a re iometimes made by thoseassisted- The re.gistratlon repo'ts shorv the orrrorrrt- of 
^refun,rs

recelved rrom elrents,by,each agency monthly.  Obviously therefunds can not be subtricte,t froni tirJ 
""p"rraiii "".; 

iir; monthas they may be returns for disbursements 
^of 

pr...a;nE mJntls oryears. un the whole these returns are negrigibie, asis slo*n by thefact that refunds in 1980 were less than r-pe?c"iitlf 
".ii"i'expenai_tures in 25 cities. Richmond and Wichiti, .u.-ti-*p;ilil";efunds

as 6 per cent of disbursements in 1980, naa ine iargdii,;;f";tionate
returns.

INACTIYE CASES

.rn24 cities a-representative number of agencies were able to dividetheir cases under^ care monthly bv those",, wort<ed- on i' u.ri ,, ,-rotworked on." These.returns sufpli6d ngrl* upo'noti.t, tocompute,on the averaEe monthry basis, tih^e p"op&tior, ;i ililii;^"ol"i."urr.o'g
those under"care.

^,Jl_":"]::i!t :f the public departments in these cities reportedeltner no rnactrve cases or ver.y je-w. Rgllef cases formed the pre_ponde.rent load of cases carried by pubrit d;p;;t-;nirl 
'i,ri"otu

agencies,^striving to maintain ca..-#ori. pri""ipi*. il; 'v.t to turr.-tion swiftly andefficiently to meet the .t'res= oT ibsn,iJ;d"a tnutone-fourth"of their au"-.a"g" 
"u,on." 

;i ;;.;; ;;d* a;;"iii'r'or.tr,
were inactive within the-month. This means .ith.. ih'ri nrivatengencies could not kee-p abreast of their *o.i. -i"Tt iv 

""" 
ir[. trrui

their inactive cases inciuded a consideratl; 
";*l;;^;;"uit]r* i.,rtrr".developments or other cases which should-have t;;; ';b;;i: 

'

ln l)ayton, I)etroit, Newark, Sioux City, 2n4 Washington nrivateagencles leported from 36 to 46 per cenf of their avera-ee mionthlvnumber ot under-carc cases as inactive. rn the remainde"r of the 24
:l!^t:: jl"^f :p,olli% of inactive cases for. tr,9 ale.age .r,J,rt[^"u,rg.a
trom E per cent in Chicago to Bb per cent in St. paui

CASE LOADS

. obviouslv, monthlv attention to all cases uncler care can 'ot be
flll:l jl^lf:1._t::. u,rl regutarly undersrafred or rvhen emer.gency
loacrs must lle earrred py statts normally adequaie.

-To show the ratio of iases to professiirtrat *io"k".. in 1980. statistics
:f_::^lj:: 

us:":y in.each of s's cities. rather iila" .i"ti.iitr'tt .ity
fgencres rn combination. are presented in Table g. This selection
has been made because the size'of staf i  rvas rrsrral lv not reporied tor
ljf:g::.T:: Ijlhi' a citv, the public ug*""i".=iilqu."irf o-tt,ing
rntormatlon about personnel.
- The staff connt uiecl to give the calcurations in Table 9 rvas that ofdl paid professional work6rs, including supervisors. irr" 

"n ".o.,rrt,
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GENERAI,  FAMILY \ l -ELF.{RE AND RELIEF 23

used x-ere those of actiye cases under care and incidental-service
cases. Tfith these counts cases per professional worker have been
c<.,mputed on the average monthlv base.

The American Associ"ation of Sbciai Workers finds that ('estimates

by executives and supervisors on the case load that an experienced
visitor can carry adequately varied from 30 to 40 active major-care
cases a month," 3

It is interesting to compare the statistics in column 2, Table g, with
this standard, although its specifications relate to major-care cases
and visitors, while the registration statistics relate to cases under
care antl case workers including supervisors.
'|.*atn 9.-Montlul,A aoerages of rutmbor of professionol, unrkers, of actioe cases

u,nil,er oat'e per professtonal, work@\ aniX of ca,ses reaedaing dnci,il,ental seruifre
per professionol,,twrkor in a, reqesentatdtso agmoy for genaal, fam,i,ly welfare
anil, relief 1 in 35 specifi,eil, metropolitan oreas il.wing 7950

\Ietropolitan ar€a Type of agency

AYerage
number
of pro-

fessional
workers

per
month

AVerage
number
of actiYo

cses
under care
monthly
per pro-
fessiona.l
worker

AVerage
number
of cases

receiving
incidental

service
monthly
p€r pro-
fessional
worker

tvc
t28
108
r05
88
b /

65
65
63
58

54
D 1

40
4?
46
42
39

36

32
32
3r
30
28
27
26
2tt

105
6

26
7
5

18
5

13
20
8

10
22
I
7
7

29
2

13

42

120

1 4

l 8
7
5

, 1

5
1 1  i
38
26
80

r/r)

60
I
o
6
o

i 9
10

14
4
I

44

8
2l
6

12
l l

8
10
2l
10
14
I

19

1( 'asrs . ' f  a id  fo r  the  b l ina l  inc lud€t l  on ly  in  Berke ley  and Denver .  ,Not  repor ted .

Fifteerr private agencies representirrg the following cities had an
itv.rllge nrirnber of 

'ar'tivc 
ca{es un(ler care monthlr' 'per rvorker of

less than 40: St. Louis, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Louiiville, Omaha,
Richmond. IVilkes-Barre, Bridgeport, St. Paul, Springfield (Ill.),

3 Odencrartz, Loulse C,: Tbe Social Worker, p. 38. New York, 1929,
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Kansas City (l\fo.), Nervark, Chicago, and }Iinue-

Acti'e case loads per professional worker of 40 to 60 montlilr- rver.e
ffported ly t]r".repiesentative agencies in Des l{oines, the Orlang,rs.
Ila.ri-sbn.g, rnrlianapolis, siouf city, Ne'v rra'en, rrartforcl. i*,r
WashinEton.

Agencies in 12 cities had active case loads in excess of 60 ner
worker- Jh: : p^ublic_ agencies representing Detroit, springfiili
(Mass.), Bnffalo, Grand Rapids, and-Denver c"ame lr,ithin tiis grc,up.
rncluderl alsr-r *ere. the private agency in Berkeler-. rvhich cxp-enciel,i
funtls chiefl1' public, and agenciEs in Akron and Colu-bus,'which
are classed as public-private, owing to cooperative activitics.

Diflerences ln the character oT work^that public rnd p'ivar,,
agerrcies ale reqrrired to perform account in sorde instances ior the
hrglrer ' .  case loads_ carr ied by publ ic departments. Rel ief  fol  rh"
bl ind is {requent ly admirr is"ter 'ed withoir t  t l re air l  of  profes.sior iai
uolkcls or u ' i lh so l i t t le that caleulat ions of cases per professinnrr l
worker are far from the norm.

rn Table 9 public relief for the blind was included in the caic*l,i-
tions fol onlv Berl<elev and Denver. If this relief is elimirrate,l
and it is assumed that the attention of the professional staff rr-a-
devoted entirely to other cases, the average -onthlv load of gg active
cases under care for the Berkeley agency is reduded to g2 and that
for the Denver department becomes ES iristead of ?6.
, Although the.il.ata-for public departments are not so comprc-
heusive as could be desired, availablle evidence indicates that'tlrc
professional-stafr _membership of the public department was smaller
than that required to maintain standard case-fork principlcs. Thi,
ln$ing is tru_e for the public departments representing cities iri'r 'able 9, ancl also for some other public departmehts for wlich infor-
mation for 1930 was secured. in chicaio the averaEe nnmber of
active cases under care monthly per wol"ker for a lEading p"utit
agency ras 266, a case load in- excess of that shorvn eren-f6r thc
I)etrort l)epartment of Public'Welfare.

Another method of computing under-care cases per worker is br.
counting all cases, both active an-d inactive. on this'basis all but four
of the _agencies whose active case loads appear in Table 9 recordecl
more than {0 cases, active and inactive, pii professional worker {ol
the a'erage month of 1930, and for 18 ag-enciis there wcre more tiran
60 cases per professional worker. The addition of inactive cases. how-
ever'. gives-ratlrer ineonclusive results upon which to make intercitr.
conrparisof is for the fol lorvirrg reasons. 

^rn 
sorne organizat ions inai-

tive cases are held open as needing future attentioi which in other
organizat ions rvould,be speedi ly l losed. _A_prompt clear,ance uf
closed cases is rnade by some ag-encies, and others cbntinue in their
monthly counts cases held_ forllosing. Therefore, the number .f
cases-per rvorker computed on the tot"al count does not reflect rrni-
formlv the volume of work of each aEencv.
, Tlru a-\'erag'e number of incidental-iervice cases carried. per pr'-
fessional worker monthly is shown in column B. rn this catculatior,
the total number of inciilental-service cases of all tvpes was eounted
for each agency and related to the professionai cis'e-worki's staff.
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GENERAL FAMILY WEL 'AB'E AND B'ELIEF ',' 25

fr is possible that not all of the work required in connection with

l;.iaJ";;i r.""i* ls putfotr"ed by case wo^rkers. . Tttu. reports from

in- p*itit-dtpa"t*e^ttt - "eptesenting 
Grand T"pil1 :,1"-:T1.'hat a

"rorrit 
tv a,rerige of aborit 180 afplicants .to.r employmen!- were

"ir.*^-in"rilf?;u*ittulions 
during^roao. This -typa of incid'ental

;;;;i;-';d;;;tr i;; tte relatively "r'igr' case loacl 
-shown. 

If these

cases were not-included, the aYetugi monthly .191d o-f. i.ncidental-

**ri'i.* cases p." p*tesJional cuse ?otker wduld be 34 instead of
riO for th.e Grand Rapids agencY.'"f;*"i""* 

to"ior. may u..ormd for the difrerences disclosed in the

*or. i-*a* rfro*tr lor a'f orgnnizations. The results Juy, u foundation

i;;;l"dy u. to lhe .inifo.{ity of case counts and whether case loads

irulv ,.u6.*ruot ,lifiute".u. b.[*.en agencies-. On the face of lFg fig:

,,*;1 ii"u*" 
-*vident 

that a numbe"r of the oyganizations did not
il;;J th.-;.q"i.i1. JtuA equipment to cope with the excessive demands
of 1930.
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MOTHERS'AID

Mothers' aid, also called widowst pensions. was classified as a
familv-welfare 

-measure 
and included^ in the' familv-weifare field

uldeithe plan developed by the joint committee for the resistration
of social statistics. The annual report of the committee-for 7g28
states: "The question that arises in relation to their worli (rnothers'
aid departments) is whether the,y are primarily famih)-welfarc
agencies or whether they wouid moie properlv be cltassified as child-
welfare departnrents."' The committeels decision was to include
mothers'aid in the general field of family welfare in reports for lg2u
ar1{ 1p2p, and it i-s so -includ"_d Fy the Children,s Bur^eau for 19J0,
with full recognition that both familv welfare and mothers' aid are
child-welfare measures of irrrportancel

Relief in the form of-mothtrs'1id, as provided by speciai legisla-
tive. enactmelt, is-usua-lly given for'long periods [o [,eep chfrd.ren
at home and under the mother's care-in families irnioverished
through the death or disabilitv of the father. The niincinle of
motherst airi legislation and its-provisions and extent are cleslcribed
in a Children's Bur^eau publicalion, Public Aid to Mothers with
Dependent Children.2
^,T,tt: following analysis is based o3. rgports for 1980 receirecl by the
uhrrctren's ljureau from mothers'-aid departments in Bb metropolitan
areas' A few areas were served by morb than 1 department. io that
in all there were 42 departments id the registration 

^area. 
of 

"-iri"tt 
ss

reported. Financial data were reported irore cottrlrleteiritran other
data requested, with the result thit, althoueh the igg0 6xoerrclitures
for mothers' aid can be shown for Bb citieS, _mor_e- detaile?l findings
reljte to smaller groups, as is indicated in each table.
_ 

'r'he su-mmary of expenditures on familv-welfare rerief has shown
that mothers'aid is an important qart of public provision fol neces-
:{9y..{3-ilies, althouS\ 1"ts c.ost-in_.1980_was fecondar.r- io puUiic
g1p:l-9rtYl!s. fg" general famity relief. The amounr ljaid ciuring
1930 in grants bv mothers' aid d"epartrnents-in 85 rnetrtp'Jii.r, u*uu.
was-9b,T20,848." The disbursement in 

""cn--a".;' i l^;t;i l 
in the

t?9qt3" *sumn-rary of expenditures in the familv-welfare field.
('l 'able r, p- 47.) A-comparison of the 1980 grants with those for
1929 is sliown in the follofring table for zs 

"itiEr 
*ni.rr'"*pl't"a ilr"

information for both vears.

s-n*$et'aqrg+;;i*;ir,ruft *t'x*t**lt-:::"*tr
26
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Lousiviue----- i 
",* 

l. '*; i ar*
S'ilkes-Barre----- 48,160 65.890 +36.8
Omaha- - - - - - - - - - -  56 ,662 I  73 ,977 +30.6
canton_____-__- -  37 .485 i  44 .400 )  +18.4
Kansas City, llo- 201,624 | 24,t24 

't 
+1i.0

Crand nap jds . .  -  82 , ;42  96 ,  Cr  I  L  +1C.8
D e l r o i t  _ _ .  . _ _ l  1 , 0 6 2 , 9 7 1  1 , 2 0 3 , 0 ; 3 ,  + 1 3 . 2
Springfield, I l l___ 18,620 20i,924 +r2.4
Bridseport------_ 42,359 I 46,298 +9.8
Pnn?r_o-.--------_ 2qq,19! I 32.9,9!! +7.2

' l lotal-25 areas-ig 1,2g5,484 i$t,;;; ++ Z

B;n';id-:-:------ zs8liei I eili,:.oll +i.t
Des \ Io ines___- - -  b6 ,835 i  60 ,8$  I  +7 .1
Cleyelend-------- 46'j,725 i 497,662 i +6.6

t i

Expenditure for reliel

Amount for Bridgeport roYised.

MOTHERS, AID

T,Anr.n 7.-Ecpenditnre fu' relief bg motkers' aid
metropol,i.ton areos during 7929'

Eapenditure for relief

27

departments in 25 specifi.ed
anil, 7930

l letropoliten
afea

Per cent
of in-

crease (+)
or de-

, crease (-)

l{etropolitan
alea

1929 I 1930

I Registration of Social Statistics for the Year 1929, Table ia-29, p. 3. Amount for Bridgeport royised.

The amounts spent for aicl annually, as here shown, lvere obtained.
bv the addition of monthly pa5'ments'to mothers as reported under
the registration plan ancl do nni .epre.ent annual approipriations.

In 15 of the 25 metropolitan at'eis. srants for 19.J0 e.xceeded those
for 1929. (Table 1.) 

^Decreased 
eifienditures were reported for

10 cit ies. but in 5 of these-CincinnatiiXlinneapolis, Denv6r, Sharon,
and Sioux City-1he clecreases were so siightihat'expenditures for:
both years may be consiclered as having Seen upon practically the
same scale.

The decrease in St. Louis of 39 per cent was due to an uneven
distribution of allowance funds avaflable for the fiscal vear ended
March 31, 1930. Liberal pa.\ 'ments from April to December, Lg2g-
the earlier part of the fiscai vear-had so ibsorbecl the funds that
gxpelditurei neces,sarily l-er6 curtailed during that part of the
f iscal  vear  comi l lg  in  1930.

In ( 'h ieago a pre l i rn i r rar \ -  cut  in  appropr iat ions {or  the f iscal
t 'ear  cr r , led Nor-embcr '  30,  19i0,  af fectcd e ipon, l i tures c lur ing the f i rs t
seven nronths of  19:)0,  and 1 'or . t i ra t  pei iod i t  rvus repo' r [e( l  t l ra t' (  enrp l ras is  rvas p laced orr  t l re  reducing und stny ins of  

^uensions 
to

br ing thc pa.y ro l l  ur rc ler  thc a1,pro1i l ju t ions.""  Al thou*-h the cut
'rvas offsct b;- an acidit ion_al approprialion in July, 1980,;hich per-
rnitted increased expenditulei-dulins the last fbirr mdnths of'the
fiscal year. disbursements combined ibr ail months of the calendar
rear 1930 fell somewhat belorv the annual allowance to mothers
paid in 1929.^ 

Of the increases in grants to nothers for 1930 the most markeil
'was in Louisville, n'her:e mothels' aid rvas not established until 1928.
In 1929 progrcss was made in invest igat ing appl icat ions and srarr t ing
pensiorrs ,  but  t l re  ent i le  arnount  avai lable- fbr  a i r l  rvh ich"aci rueJ
under. the le'i'y for 1929 .w{rs not_ €xpended tliat year. lhe rapid
grol'th of the serrice in 1930 is indicated by the facl t l iat Ib per,cent
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28 socrAl sTATrsrrcs, 1930

nlore rnonO.y rvas spent  in  t l ra t  vear  than i r r  the D|eccdinc one t 'oL
malr r t r in ing dependent  chi ldren in  thei r  homes.

W'fS" the gr9$g are combirrecl for the 25 metropolitan ar.eas, ex-
penchtures for 1930 are shox.n to be 5 per cent aboi-e those for iglg.
while ,either.e5penditures or cases mi.v be risecl to trace the trend
of motbers'aid. statistics for a series oT years are essentiai to shorv
the gron'th ancl development of the rnbrerient. rrluctuations in
monthlt' expenditures arb not significant. 'l'he 

same mav be saicl of
case loads, ag. is noted flom tjie foilorvins statcrireirt irr tlie 192g
report (p. 112) on the Regi-strnlien of Socia-l Statistics:

l'he fluctuations iri case loads of mothers' pension departments are not ma.kerl
and can not be attributed to seasonal needs. The number of crrses ihese de-partments can accept is definitely limited by the funcls appropriatecl.

rn certain cities there may ha\re been changes clurins the r.ear
such as those in chicago, i l lustrated abor.e. wirere a peFio.l of ,u-
trenchment rvas follo'rved by one of expansion; b,t 6n the whole
rnothers' aid expenditures take an e'e' cou... ?o. tbe year or. the
brennium of appropriation.

PEE CAPITA EXPENDITURE FOR RELIEF

Bv  re la t i ng  t he  expend i t u l cs  f o r  n ro the rs '  a i J  t o  poDu la t i cn .  i r
l ) reasrr re is  prov ided b1 '  r r l r ic l r  comnmni t .y  e. rpel ienccs 'mav be com-
pared, but the per capita costs shorvn in Tabl^e 2 sho'lcl not 6L used
l : 1 { iS .  

o f  t he  ac tua l  co rnn r r rn i t y  c l r a .ge  ne r  pe rso ' f o r  t l r i s  r r - | e
nr  ard oecal rse admrnrst rat l \ .e  expenses are not  consider , ,d.

T,+Br,r 2.-Per capita ecpenil,iture for relief by noth,ers' aid def)artnxc]Lts ilt Ss
specifi.eil, tttetropolifon arcas rlurina 1g;Jt)

-
I per crp,itr ] I per capira

\{etronoli irn rrpq I expetrdi- ] l . '^--^ c{nen(ii-f le t ropo l i t r t r  r rea  I  exPeno l
tu re  fo r

I 
relief

- \ Ie t rono l i tan  arer  exPeo, l i -
fure for
relief

Pu]utl' -- - $0. p9 Davton__
^uemr l . - - - - . - - - - -  . ___ -_  _ ._1  . 71  l t  SDr l nc f i e l t .

B'"'J'ffi"'a__._._.-_____-_____ .____._i :i3ljiHiX1._ _... __... .___.._______._
A1i""T*ppl ' r_  _.___________ _______l  . l r  I  sp, : i i , r l i i i , r ,  n ias ls  -___ :____ ____.__

166ii-. ..-..: . 1 ,lsI {ilifi::iu. .. .. ..
fi:'f,i"lti..:. .._...... . ... .,....:1 :lijjp***",*il. " . .,:.._, ...1
$f;n::*---. .:,,,.. ,.,:...,.,,.j 'ff llf*'lrutil " . ..' ..... '.....-

rnformation on the extent of need for mothersr aid in each urban
area is not available. The amount each,,pays to,keep dependent
chi ldren in  thei r  homes depends largel5 'on rne Drrre leglsrat ron unt ler ,
whieh ir operates, rhc apf,iropriatiSn hvailabte, ;; i i i ; ;diitni.tru-
trve polrcres_pursued. Thus multiple factors determi.e the rate of
crtv costs. rn a general rvay, so're interesting cleductions ma' be
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MOTEERS' AID 29

9luy3 Tlu" pgl capita costs are related to the amount of aid per case
J.f anj1a,), and to the number of families aided per 10,000 popula-
tron (r'able 4). By comparing Des Moines with'Minneapolis,'both
lpojlg u,pjr capita expenditure of {B cents, an illustration is'given
or wrde drllerence in procedure unrler the sarne rate of expenditure.
rn Des Moines the av^erage a-mount of rerief p"."u=u *uslelativelv
low and. the number of families aicled rerati"i,ty higtr i" ,u"li""-ii
other cities; in ll inneapt-'l is relief pcr (,asc *u. hr.l hieher than in
ues lltornes, lrut less than one-half the nrrrrrber of famili6s per 10,000
population received aid.
, rs^would be expected when the grarrLs:rrrd the nurnbcr of families
Denented were both relatively large, as.in r)etroit, the per capita
cost of the aid was correspbndirigly ftgtr. Cfri"igo, 

-*'iin 
u p",

:l:-'11j.-p:"{llg:. just aboie the"iiedian, h;J ;%iriii..iy r.,igLstandard ot ard but eared for fewer famili6s per 10,000 popi latiEnthan the m;r,Jo1ity. of other cities for *ti;[ ih; ili;;ri#on \rasrepor[ed. st' Louis, spending onry 4 cents per capita. nraintained.a fair standard of aid but exiendeil it to i"oie" f"Siii;.'il" ro,ootipopulation than any other city for which 
";l."r"ti;" 

idiu *ua".
AYERAGE MONTHLY PAYMENT PER FAMILY

To show the aver,age monthly.grait to each family the li:portsfrom mothers' aid dJparrmentJ f8r oece"rl;it igtd-*;;; usecl inTable 3' calcuiations- for this p""p*u co,ld ha.r.e been macle forany. mon-th or for an average m6nfli, but Decemb"; ;;;;;i;;tecl as
{'lfg l*:::t:li.l.b l"piqsentaiidn-}o,. rsio o'[ ,uii.f'pl. 

"o.".. 's ras 'een mentroned. legrslative provisions are importanl frctorsaffecting the amount of m6thers. ui^a giu." to eacli familv. I.here-fore. as*a suide to interpretatiorr. the-age; ;i 'f l;; '"hi'r^#dn erigibreand'the liditatior r of gra':rts- as ;t ;.ifi"d it I ; * 
-ir'; 

;^#;'.h,,ro' i,,Table 3 for the stateJin which the B0 metropolita" o""u. discusseaare located.
rt wili be noted that the rimitation of grant.s as given appries to themaximum amounl a family with threo-r:hrtclreu nray receive. Thenumber of childicn rcccivirig ricl rnd th" ,u""og" 

"""1nu" ir."-i-;ilycan not be shown in relatioi to i'eiief p", .ur*-i, D;;;d; for ilre
111io-us citiss, as the information vaf .ot reported il i9b0. Thechildrents Bureau has arrr.encrec trre .epo't carcrs for 1g31 to showthis interesting and varuabre informati#., 'ri,.iuior", io"."-0,.;,r""irrgTable.3, it should be rernember".tJtrol in. or"*n"-b-;;;,]ril'ment in'each a"ea doelnot necelsariry 

"[iir'i""ii ;;;#'f,,f.iil;with three children- The monthty payrireni p.r i"*iiv ;; ;h;iby the December 
":::"$.:_llliy, l. :;iis.lli" "t91,i#" iil"'"uu""ugumonthly allowance plf ^1'amiiy-because ;[ ]"-il i"r".;;nJr nuuube-en-upon the pay roll for tht ;rd.;";""fl..-'rii""irr.'t1i.iori'in tt 

"calculalions of 
^ 

Eiants _terminau"g- o"-"o,'--"rrcirrg ;t' ;idmonth,for instance, woild reduce tt 
"-ui€"ug. ;*.,Hil;?yfrL,iii'"''

81192-32--5
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30 socrar, srarrsrrcs, 1930

T,,\.sr,n 3.-A?,.erage grant per familA fM nxoilLers, aid for December, 1g50, i,n g0
specifi,ed, metropol,itan areas in 16 States, anal, age anil, allautance gtroaisiorts
of tlle moth,ers' aid laws of these L\to"tes

Pro.;isions of Stato laws for mothers' aid as to-

State and metropolitan area

Average
grant per
family for

December,
1930

Ages under
which cbil.
dren were

eligiblo

Nfaximum allowanco per month for 3
children

Cal i fo rn ia - - - - - - -

cotoia-oi- - i --- -- ---:- - - - -:---- - - -:- : --
Denver -  -_ - - -__-_

I6

18

16

10

t6

Cotr necl icut - - -- -
I {a r t fo rd- - - -  - - - - -

I l l i no is - - - - - - - - - -

- Springfield--
l o w a _ _ - _ _ _ - - - - - -

Des  Moines_- - -_
*  S iour  C i ty - - - - - - - -_ -_-_
K a n s l s _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _

W i c h i r a - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _
Kentucky- - - - - - -
_ -  Lou isv i l le___
lvr assacnusetts-_ -
, . .  Snr ingne ld- -
rv r lco lgan________

Det ro i t - - - - - - - - - -
-  - .  Or rnd  Rap ids- - - -  -___-__
ry r lnnesotL_-____

Minneapolis- ----
S t .  P a u l - - - - - - - - -

Missouri
Kansas  C i ty - - - - -

-  S t .  Lou is - - - -

$56 to  $61 r - - - - - -

1 4 : :.
r 1 4  

.
. 1 4  

:
:

l0

. - . . . - . --- . - ;
IO

14
16

16

? 1 6

Qolumbus- - - - - -_
u a y r o n - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - : : - : : : - :

- Springflold--
r€nnsytvanla___ _

E[arrisburg------
Lanmsier - - - -  - - - -

Wilkes-Barro_ __ _
Virginia- --------

Richmond------- 33.24

i
Su i t ed  t o  neod - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -  - - - l' . - l

t Dopends on ages of childron.
2 Spocial provisions_in T]lin_ois apply.to cguntios of moro than A00,000 poputation.
r lqay be continued to 16 if child ls in school with satisfactory record.- 

-
. tr{ay be continuod to 16 ifchild is required by law to aiien,i scnoot.

^_l S_tato.qrovisions aro Dot given for Missouri dscause Kanlas Citv snC St. Louis operate und.er special
ordlnances-

! May !e inoeased wlth consent of comptrolter.
t May be continued to t8 lI child is not auglblo for an onplo5,ment certificete.
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MOTEERS' AID 31

Af ,..fo*r] by tlre. December figures, Springfield (Mass.). made thernostrrberar pro_vrsron for care per case. rrolr.ever','aid wai extendeclro.only 4'( famrtres_rn 1980. (Table 4.) Springfield operates under.ir law wnrch.provrdes that aid adequate to-fulfil l the ieeds of each
IlTtlI may be€rven. Jlth.er .cities operaring under a similar lesal
l)rovrsr on rvere Denver, .T1o ui svill e,,ancl Richm-ond. Li ke sp rin gfi elci,the first two of these"cities made'higher av€rage monthly'payrnents
than the majorit;- of other ciries, but in Ri;h;il-;ird 5l.u*u."plyment per .fam.ily_ (933) fcli below the median ($S?). The sizeor. payments " surted to need '' .u-ill necessarilv r-ari. in accordance
with the cost of living in each communitv, sia"datrr. ;i ;;i*f,;;;
resources of the familv.

rnteresting variatioirs are noted for cities in ohio coverecl bv thesame, Si*^te.legislation. - lfhe ayerage December grant ranged ?ro;a',oour Dzz rn sprrngfie_td _t-o_about $b0 in cleveland. rn-trIissouri
there was a considerable difierence in the average amount of reliefgi-venin December by st. Louis (g42) and bv k"".""-diti rsz+t.This.dispa-rity may be partially ai,"ouhted toi nv i.si.r"ii""" ir*n-i^.'r,
pfiTT^rf: i,li"g.g-"-3]towance for St. Louis than foi Ka=nsas City. fnllhno.is also, there is _a difference in the amount of the allo*urrcupermitted by law.for chicago and for springfield. The Kansas andlowa crrres g.ave less relret per case than was provided elsewhere intne regrstratlon area.

In Denver children may recejv_e support until thev are 1g years of
1.8e, il the Michigan citiei until they'aie 1?, in most"ottrer cities untit
they lecome- 16. 

- 
rn st. Louis and wichit'a o"ty-.t iia."n 

-unaer 
r+are eligible for artl.

NUMBNR OF FAMILIES RECEIVING CURRENT GRANTS

- A summarv of the mothers' aid cases accepted and .nder care
during 1930 in 29 metropolitan clistricts is eivei; ir t"uru V?n. 51).f n al l-t here were 1 0,6 1 8' u * u",ls u fi e ;4i"" I 

"- 
ih;^ u..ut, X""* r:t#ti,'d

by^these-dist1lcts. of these, 2,662 famili"r *."L i;6'";,il; care in
1930, and 7,956 were families continued on the rorls fr;m ihe pruuioo.
year. A! the close of 1980 there were g3b more families on 

'the 
roils

than at the close of IgZ9.
As has been shown in the report on genera-l family rerief. ratioson various bases may be calculited to. sEow in p""po'1ti"" t-J popu-

lation the number of dependents receiving .u". i.r'uri fiuia oi"..roi...
tr'o-r mothers' aid two fbrms of ratios hi"e ueen ;;i;.i;d t" eio. u'index of the extent of care to families, and appea* i"-inu-Liro*i"g
table.
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32 socrAIJ STAfiSTICS, 1930

Tt,nw-4.-Auerage number 
"per._monilt, 

of famili,es reeeioing n,ilrcrs, oicr, antrtotat. number of differcn! famiries rriri,iriii'iitn"r:r;.o,ii i,ii.inZ,iiiibrLr, uitnrates per 10,000 population., in Bt speiiieir,,'iiroporrron areas iluri.ng 1950

f{etropolitan area I 
- -' 

I 
the vear

iiti 3:i i ?31

* l  1 . !  e 3 '  4 . 6
,?9 I  l . !  ,  106 4.6'Yl q. r il8 I 3.8
lY I  ?.? t  47 2.764 ! .  r  9 i  2.s
? r )  r . o l  , 6  L zo r 1  . 9  1 5 3  I . E

I
A'verage number Der I Total numtler of diffel

monih of fami.l ies-re- | ent.Iamilies receivin
ceivins motheii;aid 

] ffi3,rgi' 
aid durin

- - t -
xu,u.. I ToSdd' j ,o,u, *i;,.odo.'

I 
popuratlon popujarion

?33 I i8:i I ?i3 3*"
?79 I 19.4 I t6i ,i:.i

. ii8 I i3:8 I f;3 i8:i''5i I Y:l I ,,?lZ ii:B
iii i 3:3 | 3i1' jl:i
ogl  I  q. l  I  506 10.8

dil l:! I ,36, !:!
i i i l [:3r ',133] g:t
ly l  6. i  237 6.2

The average numh^er of families receiving mothers, aid. nermonth is used in the fi-rst form-f t'""ti". 
--rnir"irliiqh;iu 

,fifi.ff;from the average number 
"f 

rr-'*.;rd* ;;; p;"-';d"ti, sincesome courts or dena^rtments caruy or,. tirui, rn""if.,ir: -iir..iurl,ih".which receive ..ru'i." but clo not-receive grants within the month.lVhen relief cases lor^whaC ;;y #l;;med an ,.averaEe month,,are calculated per 10,000^popul"di"li i i"is found that thet-spread ofmorhers' aid sdrvice in-tsbo^wai ;ft..r'r.^ n--rrrrrr, jii.iiii dty, u'a
&E li";m: sil$ p;5 t',U;;g i: s i : ;;;i ;, Rfi;t;,i; il" xi i".' ci ;;

The total iumb"er 
"t |1*iili. uncrer the eare of mothers, aid de-partments in 1980 

X1-10:0p0 popuiJi"" gives the seconcl for.m of.atio. This ann'ar'figure gives'a'higher c-ount of famiiies than thatshown for an uvu.uge"morrih t";";;E-;rt i"-lii"" .."r.Ja"ri"g trr"year are included. i'eg?rdress oi-trr" i*eth of time under car€ ornronthly pay statui. 
.iirf;;;r),_fr"'".ffint duplieation if anv fami-

lr.::-*:Jg d"."pped.and subsequently 
".i".t?t"a within the year.. Ifow_ever' rhrs coLrnt Eives_1 ctgsi,appio.xi?ati;" tiiii" i,"rint"ti aig."-ent famiiies in elch area on the i.oils during fOaO. When the numberper 10,000 population iscarcurated ;;;d;-b*qrrr"irtii ,t"o*. trrutthe rank oi cities bv extent or ..r"i."'p*r population is not eppre-ciably different troin tirai-"tiu;;;,1";y"'ULn* rhe averase numberof retief cases Der mon!.! il illilu;: Til....ifi..-rfr,.bilu,J city,and Des }roine-s are still ;t i*'t6-"t fl* uJ,-"iirro,igt'boroth
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MOTITERS, AID 33

ancl Des }loines exchanse places. Likervise it is sholvn by the sec-
oncl as well as the first*meihod of calcrtlation, that Richmond, St.
Louis, Kansas City (Mo.), ancl Springfield (Mass.), aiclcd the
fewest families per population.

Ornaha has a 
-muc^h 

ligher ranii rvhen the annual cotint of cases
uncler care is consiclered, rather than the coutrt of cases receiving
relief during an average' rnonth. An irspection of the- Omaha re-
poi'ts cliscloJes that thc-court calries a considerable number of cases
?rs open current grants each mouth, whicli nelertheless are not cases
cias&d as receir'lng pavrnent within the month. Thus the excltrsion
of these cates urtciei i? avelage number peu mcinth of families
receiv ins mot l ters:  n id "  ret lucel  the rate <, f  ierv ice to popt t la l ion.

The f i r regoing d iscr tss ion of  re l ie f  per  fami ly  a i r t i -  o f  fumi i ies
aided in reiit ioi '  to population mal<es i lear some significant difrer'-
ences in  the ac}n in is f j 'a i ion of  re l ie f  fo l  c lependent  chi l , l ren in  t fuei r
homes. In some areas a thin spreacl of relief reachcd a relativeiy
Larse number of famiiies. ancl in other areas a higher standarcl of
re l i e f  was  g i l en  t o  re la t i ve l l ' f e r v  f an r i l i es .  O t l r e r : r ' a r i ed  p rac t i c t s
ntevailed in the effort to make both encls meet.- 

It should be clear that the extent of mothers' aicl in proportion
to the poprr la t ion of  encl r  area cotered r loes not  inr - l icate the requi re-
nrent  for ' -a i , l  o f  th is  tvpe but  merely  s l ton 's  t l ie  anrount  of  ca le i t l
each area that was sii- in in 1930 Lrnder the legal l irnitations and
rv i t h  t  l r c  f  r r n , l s  p rov i , l ed .

APPLICATIONS FOR MOTIIERS' AID

Some eviclence that requirements were not fulfillecl is furnished
bv data on applications. 

'In 
28 cities 'which reported such informa-

tibn the nurrrbur of applications handled during the year vras 7,931.
About one-fourth of t-Iese (2,035) hacl not been acted on by the close
of  1930.  (Table VI ,  p .  52.)  Al thorrgh completed invest igat ions
of these apfl ications iv,juld rtisnlt in the rejection of somg-by-reason
of ineligibil i ty, it mny be estimated that 

"more 
than half bf these

applican'ts rerriesenteci eligible families in need of aid who were
k^erit waiting.^ Combinerl ffgures for those cities which reported the
diiposition 

"of 
their applicitions in 1930 showed that 44 per cent

of all applications n'ere reiecterl.
A taik of unifonnity in interpreting the term " application "

rvas disclosed by the tabulation of the 1930 reports. It was
found that some departments kept an account of all mothers who
sought assistance, and, although some of these women mav have
beefr referred to other'aEencies- or found inelisible without investi-
gation, they were include"d in the total count of-applications. Other
denartments follon'ed a practice. which should be standardized. of
noi inclucling applicationi of rromen who rvere found at the prelim-
inary intervi"erv-t^o be ineligible as recipients of aid.

Tivo cities shon'ed an entire clearat'ce of applications at the close
of the vear 1929 and asain in December. 1930. This absence of the
normal" carrv-oyer of cises leads to the inference that where funds
were alreadv fully obligated, nen' applications may not have beerr
accepted.
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SUPERYISION

. continued oversight in order that the rvelfare of the children mav
be prote_cted and the aid atl justed to rneet clranging conclit ions is
regarded as necessary in the- administration of riotiiers' aid. The
amount  of  overs ight  necessary to meet  each fami ly  s i tuat ion rar ies,
and rts evaluation by statistical method is not salisfactorv because
the count of cases seivecl throl-s lo iight on the character 6r quaiitv
of the service. rlnder the registrati,on plan the instructioirs for
mothers' aid departments call' for a count each month of (( those
cases that, in a.ddition t9 the monthlv payrnent, receive also some
s-Lrpervrsron or rnvestrga_tron from the court or clepartment.,, Thus
the count is 'ot limit6d to those farnilies rvhich ivere visitecl. As
there is ahvavs room for. difielence in interpreting what should be
countecl as families " r'eceiving .u.u .-rti";;l;*;"fip;"i1"".^"o" 

"otbe mad.e.
Of the 29 cities which wele able to supply information on ,quper_

r-ision, the, folloiving. 8 reported tl iat evbiy familv t.."iuine ,dtiu+
$unng^qac{r month.also received supervision : Bufrirlo. cant<iir, c'hi-
cago.  L ' lncrnnatr .  ( 'o lumbus.__Har, r isburg.  I l i r rneapor is ,  and'Rich-
mond' rn sio'i city ,and wlgtlitr-;"'case roorli wai attempted,
+tl_ gthll,cit ics reporrcd a monthly se^'ice ot- rup""ui.i""l 

"itr., ' . irgr.,l t  was not  extensrr -e errorrgh to prov i , lc  month lv-at tent ion to er .er t
famill ' .

CASE LOADS

rrrespect i 'e  of  i l re  f i 'eqrrency of  contac ' t ,  the number of  farr r i l ics
on a l lowance nronth l ; ' ind icates the load of  these cases to be servecl
!{^p^ig^f::.r_9ral rvorkers. ,In acldition, the task of i"u""iiguiirrg up_
plrcatrons m-on_thly nrust be nreasured in the case loads darriet 6v
rnothers' ard depai'tments. ' lherefore, 

for the purpose of calcu"-
Iatrng th.e casc loari lrer u'orl ier. average rnonthll: counts were used
ot ta,mrlres on allorrance and of families whose appljcations were
worked on. The iatter count rvas usecl in prui"r""'.JT; t-h;; of arl
open .applications. since ,lepartments ,lo n.,t follow ; ;; i f";;
practrce rn the treatnrent of apprications. rn sorre offices applica-tions may,be closed promptry,'uit in oth"rs ihev-"ru niua uii n"ra
gpen for long pe.iotls *'ith"oirt attention becau,.e of 

-ii-itJio" 
ot

funds.

^-A'erage monthlr'figures have been .secr in Table b to show forzt metropoltan areas the size of stafi in ea_err,_incruding both paid
case wolke.rs arrd su.perr.isors. anrl the 

"u.u 
to"a-"""ri"a'rrJi 

"-ort.,n-nen ramlrres recor\-r-ns aid anti families being investigated areconsicle'ed. Tliis table also sho'r,s the averffi -o"it*ii*""-nu"
of all,;'vance families receiving 

"u.u 
.u"oi";-d^;;;li'-..' rho,compa'isons mal -be made betrr:reen the average number oi a[ow-ance, cases carried per professional worker fcolumn 2) and thenl l lnDer glven attentron lrer prol 'essional worker (cotum'n +).
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MOTITERS ' AID 35

TantE 5.-MontILl'A ouerages of nwmber ctf Ttrofessional' uot'kers, of cfts(: loqtl,
anit of number of f amilies receiuing gran'ts an iI case serDicc ltcr prof cs'
sional worker in mothers' aiit, departments in 25 sltecifrcil, mctropolitttt,
areas tlurirtg 7930

Metropolitan arca

Averiige
numbcr of

profes-
sional

workers
per month

1
2
1
2
2

20
5
]J
I
1
2

27
3
7

77
2

I
2

13
3
1
I
4
2

51
82

l i6  1
q D

OJ

3u

59
36
4 5
40
46
43

34
37
23
19

16

33

i
19
r q  I

,Bi
6 l

'?l
' i i
10 I' l l
6
, ,
5

t
5
4 l

l

rrted.

I

1

(?)
I

I

t l
I -

I

l p r

I

I

L
2 Not ropol

198
r38
116
90
88

68
67
64
63
59
59
56
50

4l

28
26

25

( r )

(? )

I Case service giyen b]- 2 agcncies, 1 of which did not report.

Intercity cornparisons show so wicle a variance in the average
number of ailowirrce casos given attention monthly pcr sta{ mem-
bcr that d.ifierences in the"intensity of case woik ale indicated.
Ileavv loads. such as tre shown for- Canton and Des Moines, must
sisnifv a restricted setYice to at least some of the families served.
Iftreo"ver, a diffelent constl'uction may be placed on tJre meanin-g
of (( case work t' wfierebV soute departments omit arld othel's inclrrde
in their count sirnila. dases. Pr6fessional rvorkers in mothers' aid
clenaltments freqttentiv hare various responsibilitjes otlrer thatr tho.e
in'connection wiih farrii ly supervision. -it is often difficult to allot'ate
tiie- amount of time eilren to case-work servicel in some cities thc
i*uti 

"u*t 
er of cases served per professional worke' may reslllt

flom an overestimate of the tinie devoted to this service'
It is hoped that one of the results of registration will !9 qieltel

""iior-iiy 
in interpretation of terms innocial work. Statistical

i""uru"",o"""ts of su'ch complex units as tt case services " are im-
Derfec[. but theV can be mad-e more accurate with genelal acceptance
bf 

"a""ful 
definitions. fn the meantime, comparisons such as the

i;";;;i;s aie valuable if only to disclode difre'enees in proeedtrre
arrdlhe need for uniform reporting.

I
Case load I

I Avcragc
- - t nonti] ly

-{verase I .{teraee 1Y6-bg1.f

;"; ihTt I ",o"tt iv l, '"1T111"'
numteibt i numhor of r ^tee.lvrIs"r'i"iriLt' -int'tlc'-" gran-ls- n'l
r"coiving iions "'1""'"::j ' '
di l i l ; in  woi l rcr t '^1 ' " i : ' .1

profei.- o'l lll plj" !i""ir;Tsional fessional :'^"-il:
worker i workcr I
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. .  \ re terans '^ l id , ,as repor ted under the regis t rat ion of  socia l  s tat is-
trcs, covers famil;' relief anrl -"en'ice, exchisive of institutionirl cnle..
gtven by pr i r -nte agencics and prrb l ic  e leprr tments of  Statc rnd locrr l
governments to sold iers. .  sa i lors.  rva l  r -e le larrs ,  l r r r l  the i r  f r r r r i l ie- .
,  The serv ice 'epor tec l  is  apar t  f 'om. a.d nre 'e ly  suppler .err ta l  to .

the vast  and var ied pror ' is ions mar le for  the r -eteran b i  t l re  urr i ter i
states Governrnent. 

- 
The net disburse'rents of the i"it..i states

\-eteranstBurearr alone for the fiscal vear enc.red June 30. 1g80. l-er.e
$454750,622.. Nrout g0 per cent was expendecl for clirectier.r-ic'e to
the veteran in the way of hospitalization. crmpensation, insurauce.
and other  purposes.r

- supqlement-a-l service fo. veterans rvas reported to the chit-
5lren'q Bureru by 71 agencies in tlLe 88 t, it ies *hi.r 't formed the 'ec'-
is t rat ion arerr .  - { rnon!  the t " l  I r , ivr ie  rgencies r . " r r . * i "g.  i i , ; ; . ,  ; ; i ,
34 chapters of  . the Amnr i , .nrr  Re, l  cross ' .  r r -Amei icrn fegiorr  Po.r . .
i l9  ?,  

othcr  P. ivnte o.garr iz . r io 's .se.v ing thc-solc l io .  TTre pr : ivr tc
ag€ncres gale fam_ily-rvelfare service to lioth the soldier and ?he ex-
so ld re r  r r rd  i r r  add i t i o r r  r . spe r . i r l i zed  se l r i ce  bv  rneans  o f  r v l r i , , l r  r l r e
veteran rvas assisted i" t lrq P.epa.ation and prosecutio' of cltrir 's
for Federal ait l. rn 14 cit iei of t ire arer theri *""" ul.o i i  p.blic
depaltnrents rvhich repo.ted their aciir-it ies riuring rs:3ii i , i  behnlf
of the veteran.

T ] r e .  t o t i r l  c x p e r r , l i { u r e  f o r  l e l i c f  s i v e r r  b y  L o t I  p r . i r . r r t . , r r r r , l  I r r r i r i i cagencres, lYa.  S1.036.272 for  the 1.e l r .2  [n- t l tc  rnajor . i l . l -  o f  t l re 'c i t i t ,s
l l._I,i l f: , le'c 

srrpplied by priv:rte agencies. ,\ 'cuertt,"les.. .,,r i,.,g
to re lat rvelS '  lurge publ ic  expendi tureJ in a ferv c i t ies.  ?7 r re '  t . t , * t
o t . tne. tot&l  _srrPplernorr tary re l  ie f  repor ted came f  ronr  taxes. '

. l n  t he  f o l l owrng  24  co rnn r r rn i t i es  a l l  so ld i c r s r  r . e l i e f  r epo l t e r l  r . i r s
gtven bv private agencies: Berkeley, Blidgeport, Denve^r,. Detloit*
Dulut h.  Gi 'a nd- Rapids, Ha.r ' isb,rg, rnd i r  nipor is,  Kans's C; n .  1, , ,  i i -e.aster. Loursvllle. 1\linrreapoJ is. Newark. {en H.31-en, Ne*, 0r,le,rrrs,the Oranses. Richmond, Sh,rrb!, Springfield fnt.i, 'St. I,oi i.. St.Paul, Vaih i ngt on, Wich ita. ;;, i Wilfl..-iir.,.u.'Ho{u'.r=il, i;"R; il;_
port, New- Haven, and omaha the Arne'ican Legion aciminisiertci
State funds

4li -expenditures for veterans in Sioux Citv and nearly all o{ thent
in Buflalo came from public frncls. 

- 
i" 

"*,u1"i;i;;h;;t 
rr"in o;;rrii;

l:ry:!,l l* and private agencies were ser.vjng in" 
"-i..Ju.'i,,,Uticexpendrtures overslradowetl those of pri vate agencies. TIris rvrrs thecase in A_!ron, _canton, chicago, ciircinnati, 

-ciev"i""a, ^ 
c"i rr'bus.Dayton, Des Moines, ifrrtfofrl, ' Omaha, Si,Gn.ia'lnf"ris), an.tSpiingfield (Ohio).

TREND OF RELIE!'

_"3l.r:r":l.orJll*.,:1 veterans, service has been sufficientlv completetnrough^out-the three-years of registration to give in Table i ihetrend of relief expenditures by mdnths during ?gza, igzgl-",ia rg,ro

- ^ r A n n u a l  R e p o r . t  u f  l h p  D i r c c t o r .  U D i t p d  S t a t e s
193Q.  np .  3 f ,  33 .  W&s l r tng ton ,  tSSO.-  

- - . .  - ' * " "
:  Sne Tab les  I  unr l  i l ,  p \ .  +1 ,  49 , - ' t , , r  de ta i led

36

Yeterans' Bureau, year ended .Iune iio,

expenditures by cit ies.

.-=--t
!
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VDTERANS' AID 37

for' 19 cities. I'his trend resetnbles the ctirre o{ gcneritl ftunily relief
for  1929 and 1930,  depictcc l  in  the c l r r r t  on pagie 10.

Ti re fa l l  and r r i r r tcr  o{  1929 rv i {nessed a i r  r r l , rupt  t rprvrrd turn of
expenrlitures for veterans' r'elief as well as :for relief in the general
fairih' r-elfare field. In l-930 the figures in both fields show surnmer
relie{' at higher levels than in 192f and fall and car'ly winter clis-
bursernents-reaching recold pealis. Expenditures for t-eterans were
55 per eent gt'eater'-in 1930 fhan in 1929.

TAer-s 1.-,4lonthly enpenditure for rellet bA agencies for uctct'ans'aidt in 19

__ ____"?:!:::_'lly:L!? lj !!:']!!_--
Expenditure for relief

1928 1929 1930

$41, %6 $55,984
41,981 54, 699
41,735 5t-'462
39,885 46,987
39,6r'4 44,051
31,821 44,029
30,746 47,743
33. 1 51,974
33,792 56,251
34,0n 66,312
40,149 83 ,019
53,108 I 108,343

I

$44, 53e
45,6t'0
4 7 , l M
37,626
33, 157
30, 450
28,120
8,302
28, 39i
30,714
33,088
42,548

I .\ l l  hgenties roporting comparahle figtrres for l l lc 3 ]-ears.
I Surf,.to, Chicigo, rttcvct' ind. l)afion, Denrer, i)el.roit. Crand Bapids. II3tl j lbqtS'. I ldianapolis'

Lancas tc r ,  r t inno , rpo ' i i s ,  NoN or leans '  R ichrnond.  S l ra ron ,  S io r tx  C i ty ,  Sp i ing f ic ld ,  I l l . ,  Spr ing f ie ld .  Oh io ,
St. Louis, \-ichita.

EXPENDITURE PER CAPITA

As the major responsibil i t l- for the care of ex-selvice men and
their families"is assuined br tlie United States, the amonnts expendecl
per capita fol relief-by veierans'organizations reported by 36 cit ies
\ rere I )ot  la l 'ge.  In  2: j  cot l t t r t l ln l t les \ \ ' l re l 'c  prrvate agencles only were
doing this tlpe of relief rvot' l<, t lte per caiita e_xpenditure-fof relief
t 'as i rot  ote i^ t  cont  i r l  11 t ' i t ics.  and i l r  no^ci tv  d id i t  exceed l0 cents.
In Br,rffalo, Oarrton. Clevelnrid. Omaha, Sioux Cit5', Springfield
(l[ass.). antl Des Moines'the arronnt expended per cipita esc6eded
10 cents. r 'anging from 11 cents in Canton and Clcveland to 48 cents
in Bufialo. Ttre disbursements of public clepartmcnts in these cities
accounted in large measule for the higher rates of expenditure. In
computing the frnount pel capita expended irr each area,. material
lelief is i iciuded but not expeirses incurred in its distl ibution. The
rates. therefole, do not shori' the errt,ilc r:rist of sel'vice, bui they
ineliclrte, on the whole. rnorlerate per caltita expenditules.

The granting of relief played a stcondary palt in the activit ies
of r-eteiuns' oris'anizationsl 0t ttro avcrage irrimber of cases active
rnonthly, both under cale ancl incit lental, in 28 cit ies only 32 per
cerrl rrer:e leiief cases. nltl'eorer', in the veteratlst ficltl there \Yas a
lalgel ploportion of inciciental-servicc cascs than in the general
far i r ih ' -n 'e l iare f ie ld.  This  is  accoutr ted 1 'or  in  par t  by the serv ice
classed as incidental which is siven to assist the veteian with his
claims. In these 28 cit ies, 63 pel cent of the cases selved by ryt-
elans' olganizations during an avcl'age month of 1930 \Yere under
care. an*37 per cent were g'iven incidental service. 'Ihe proportion
in each city is shown in the follorving table:
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T.qgt'r2.-Pet'r:enta,ge of the a,aeragte number of actiue cuses dealt Laith illo.nthlll
1t:lLiclt 1re1'c tlnder c:are, and, ytercentage u.:hieh were giuen incidental sen)iae
by u,11mcies fot'teterans' ai,tr in pB specified. ntetropoiitan, areas duritjo r:r:r0

Per cent of acti\'€
cases-"

N{etrolr0litan area

23 areas______- 62.5

46.7
8 6 . 5
6?.  I
8 3 . 7
79.2
90. {t
72 .3
54. r
36. 7
6 6 . 3
77. 8
19. I
85. 4

5 3 . 3
r 3 . 5
32.1

I le rke ley- -_ - - - ,_
Br idgepor t - - - - - -
l luffalo-, -- -- -_
Ch icago-  - ,  - - , ,  -
C leve land- - - -
Dayton----  , i
U e D V e I  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ - _ _ l
Du lu th - - - - -
Grand Ra l ) i r l s  - -  - ,___-__ l
Flartistnrrg II la r t i sburg-  -  - - - - - - - - - - - l
I n d i a n a p o l i s  . ,  _ - _  _ - , - _ - i
K a n s a s C i t y , M 0 _ -  _ -  _
Lancas t re r_- -__ , ,  __ , -  l

1 6 . 3
20.8
9 . 4

27.7
45. I

33.7
22.2
80. I
1 4 . 6

I Number of cases not reported by 1 agency.

'rhe calculations indjcate that agencies in soure cities e'rpirasized
famiJy-welfare and relief prograris u'ith case rvorlk,-;"J il othe.s
:"^:^11,: 1Tg".t,poT,t gave.advice, assisrence with cldims, and tenr-
poraly -r'elret to the servrc€ or ex-service rnan and his dependents.
lvlore _than^50 per cent of the monthl.)- ser\-ice rvas incidental i^
JJ.et'kelev, U r.ir rrd _Rapids, Kansas City,-,\Iinneapolis, Newar.k. \ erv
rtaven, Urnahrr, lJrc Oranges, Richrnond, rnd Sf. Loiris.

rt r-s possrb_le thab some of the variations i' type of service were
caused by differenees in method of repoltine raiher than bv diller-
:":-.i, i i Practice. Agencies in llre t"turu,,.= field as in ih"'g.,,e."1
Irrrnrly tield u'ere requested in 10.j0 to srrbstitute for the classifrcatiorr
or maJoI and mrnor cases one rvhich would seprrrate under.care cases
from those receiving incidental service. 'rfie 'e..iis or 

-ttie 
fi.styear's use of the amended classification mav leflect clifierences in

interpre^tation of where the line shoulcl b6 cir',rl'n between tle trvo
types of service. To assis_t_agencies i' rrurrii'g a uniform cluino".o-
tion, an item has been added to the 'eport Slnnk fo" r-s3i *hich
calls for a count.under incidental-servic6 cases of onlv sucti clairns
as.require. e_[erical service, and.the instructiorrs state tiiat clainrs 'e-
quir ing ski l led technical '  serviee ' '  in rvhicrr  the agency develul ,s
ll.gyl"*" (financial, medjcal, etc-) through assumirig firll re--pon-
stbr lr ty {or Proseeut ion of the clairn "  shaf l  be chssed"as uncler.cr-rr .e.

DEPENDENCY RATES
The_ desirlbilitl and difrculties of securing statistics rvhich l-ill

plovrtle <Iependency- rates comparable for dilTerent cornmunities har.e
been dtscl lsst,r l  ln the report  orr  gcneral  . l ' r r rpi ly rvel fare arrt l  .e l ief .
rn tlie vete'ans' field pr^oble-s si-milar to thos'e in the famih, fiel,l
a le facet l ,  but dupl icat ion is not so disturbing rn 

" t"-" tr i  
t i . . " , ," ,1

otten only.one organization and seldorn rnore tiian three in each citv
clevote their services solelv to the veteran.

ln the f i , ' ld o{ general  familv weifar.e,  dependency lates t .ere bascr l
on t l rc average nurnber.  of  fnrni l ies receivi i tg rel ief  monthly.  Rlt t ,s

- -  - - r :  . .
l  xec€lyrDq

Under care I lncidental

I Servlce

82.2  |  o ; .8
1 6 . 3  i  8 3 . 7
50.1 49. $
10.5  ! i9 .5
49.2  )  50 .8
2 .O |  98 .  O

55.9  { .1 .  I
1 0 0 . 0  _ _ _ - - _ - - _ _ _ -  1
8 5 . 2  j  1 4 . 8
86. 6 I 13.4
1 8 . 5  S l . 5
t '3 .4  i  36 .6
52.5 17.5
85.8  I  r4 .2

l le t ro l )o l i t rn  a rea
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VETERANS' AID 39

comlruted on this base for the veterans' field reyealecl that only 3 of
31 iities had more than 10 relief cases (under care and incidental)
per 10,000 population in an average month. Since service, rather
than relief, was the predominant factor in veterans' aid, a measure
of the number of families in each comrnunitv that are dependent
upon veterans' organizations for care, financial ancl other,^seemed.
clisirable. Theref6re. the average number of acti'r'e cases per month
under the care of veterans' org-anizations lras usecl in c^alculating
the rates shown in Table 3.

Terro 3.-.4oer0ge num,ber per man.th of acti0e cases under core of agenaies for
reterans' oirl anrl rate per 10,000 popwlation in 30 specirt,eil' metropolitan
areas d,uring 1930

l letropolitan area

Average number per
month of actiYe cases
under care

Number
Rate per

10.000 ponu-
latibn-

Nletropolitan area

I Average number per
month of actiYe cases

, under cars

Rate per
10,000 popu-

lation

300
401

102
354
317
139
978

l, 496
95

186
1 1 7
53

331

13. I
1 2 . 8
11.  5
1 0 . 9
1 0 . 5
9 . 9
7 . 8

7 .6 .
6 .3

o.  I

3 . 9

2 . 7
2 . L

1 . 6
1 . 5
1 . 3
1 . 0

(r)
c)

1 Ercluding report of I agency r Less than 1 per 10,000 population.

fncidental-service cases \\ 'ere not included because the extent to
which these cases represented dependency was not known in 1930.whrcn these cases representect depenctency was not Known ln lvou.
The report on the registration of social sttrt^istics Jor 1929 (p. 65)
^+- ]^^ ,  ? ( rFL^-^  : ^  ^  L - ;^J  . . . t ^^^  ^4  ^^ - - , i - ^  -^ - f ^ - -^ - t  L - .  +L^  - . ^+^ . , - - - lstates: tt There is a broad t' lass of service

work.t This work is often r men 'vvho do not need and

states: ?'There is a broad class of service performed by the veterans'
agencies that is somewhat vaguelv classified as t Government paper
wilrk.t This work is often 

-do.te 
for men'nho do not need dnd

might e\ren resent any additional service from the agency." In L930
asencies usuallv reported this rvork as incidental service.-The 

Americin lied Cross. American Lesion. Disabled American
Yeterans of the World War'. and \retelans of Foreisn lMars are
recognized by the llnited States Yeterans' Bureau is agents to
presEnt claims. Their services are free and may be soughf [y vet-
6rans l'ho are not in need but n'ho prefer to deal n'ith thesJaccr6dited
agencies rather than with a pension attorney.-In 

the 30 communities specified in Tabl6 3 there \\ras a monthly
averase of 9"450 active cas'es rinder care in 1930. As rvould be ei-
pected, because the service is to a special class in the population and
because it is supplemental to Federal aid, the ayerage number of
beneficiaries per 10,000 population in each city rvas small. Ilowever,
in most of the cities where the number was less than 5 per 10.000
population in an average rnonth, the under-care service ryas secondary
to incidental service which n'as not included in the calculations.
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40 socrAr, srArlsTrcs, 1930

'I'he rate in Splingfield (Ohio) is high in compalison u'ith other'
cities. It is possible that the number of active cases under care
monthly and the corresponding rate are o'r'erstated for Springfield
if it counted as under care, cases which other cities rvould count as
ineidental  service.

RI'LIEF PER CASE

Data relatins to monthlv relief Der case are shown iri 'I'.il-rle 4.
Thirty-one citiEs are repres"entecl, but statistics on relief cas,"-s under
care refer to 30 cities (exclusive of Louis'i'iltre where no cases \vere
under care). and statiitics on incidental cases refer to 26 cities.'Ihe ayeraqe monthlv relief per case under care siven bv all vet-
€rans' orqa:nizations fras about $tg as compared wiitr $Z+ in tne fietd
of general family rrelfale. Hon'ever. the average monthly relief
expEnditure per incidental case rvas higher in ihe veterans' field
thin in the gieneral farnily field, $5.50 aJ compared rvith $4.4?. In
16 of the 30" cities in wdich r"lief was siveil to the benefi.ciaries
under care, monthly pavments averaged $15 or less per case. The
average mtinthly giarit was higher in"14 cities, rangiirg from about
$16 in Nervark io-$36 in Richirond. Average mon-thiir relief pay-
_ments in connection with incidental service did not readh gtO in^ariy
city.

Ter,nn 4.-Tgyte of agency, aaera,ge nurnber per month of cases recedr;ing rel,i,ef ,
anltr aaerage monthl,!/ amount of reli,ef per case gi,aen to cases und,er care and
to c,ases recei.oing i,ncid,ental serDice by oll agencies reporting aeterans, aicl 'in
31 specified, metropolitam ureas (l,tting 7930

Cases under care Cases receiving inci
dental sevice

I{etropolitan area Type of agencl'
I

Average I Average
number monthly
recetYlng arnounr
relief per of relief

monln per case

Average
rnonthl'
anount
of relief
per case

3, 716;  $ 1 8 . 7 9

2
1 2
42
I

956
1 2
34
1 2

35. 91
3 1 . 6 9
32.45
3 1 . 3 4
31.21
30.63
28. 46
27. d3
2t ' .46
26. 86
19.22
18.  62
1 7 . 1 1
16. 56
15. 46
1 5 . 4 1
1.1 .87
13. 92
13. 90
r3. "15
12. 10
i0 .69
10. 46
7. 19
6. 93
6. 92
5. 95
5. 92
O. DD

4. 86

2:l
169
t , td

2 l
22
30
10
2!
60
82
18
25

t, 053

7
8
1
3
4
5
3

$5. 50

6. 97
8. 5r
3.25
r . a t

6. 50

4.45

6
12
t i

169
I

2 l
440

3
1 1
4

26

3 . 9 9
9. 65
. n

1 . 0 8
. 8 4

- .  - :
3. 50
i . 0 0

3. 26

1 Excluding report of 1 agencf 2 Less than 1.

Average
number

rcceiYing
relief per

month
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VETEB.ANS' AID 4T

Public departments for veterans' aid in seven cities aliowed aver"
age monthly payments to cases under care as foilows:

Springfietd. I lass-------- ------ $31.60
Buffalo------ 31' 51
Clevelantl---- 18.77
Sioux City--- L4.87
Chicago----- 10.13
Dayton------ 5.51
Springflelcl, Ohio-------- 4.82

In Omaha the public department classified all relief as incidental
service. and infor^mation das not available for other public depart-
ments in the resistration area. There is no evidence from the avail'
able statistics t-hat veterans' relief coming from public funds (other
than tr'ederal) was expended more liberally per case under care than
relief given by private ageneies.'Ihe"relativ6lv targe m"onthly payments per crse made by public
departments in Springfield 1il{iss.) and 

'Buffalo 
wete nd liigher

than corresponding giants by private agencies in several cities,
and the aveirage m"on-thlv relief 

^per 
case 

-under 
care of the public

departments ii' Dayton and Springfield (Ohio) was less than the
average grant given by most private agencies.

RelTcf "per cuie repreients what is paitl-monthly to the soldier and
his family without ?leduction of refirnds. Privite agencies in par-
ticular receive refunds for a considerable amount of their disburse-
ments in behalf of the veteran. In 1930 the repayments received by
private agencies {rom these clients amounted to 15 per cent of their
total reii6f disbnrsements for the year. fn specifii cities refunds
were a considerable ploportion of disbursements, as may be seen
from Table 5 which sives information for 30 cities where rrrivate
agencies reported the imounts repaid by clients.

Teern 5.-Eotin of refunds to enpeniiliture for rel,inf bA prdL-ate agencies for
ueterans' oi,il in 30 sttecifieil nxetropolitan areas d,uring 1930

\'Ietropolitan arsa

'  l lat io of re-

I fuDds- to er-
pendrture
for relief

(Der cert)
I -

I letropolitao area

Ratio of re-
funds to ex-
penditure

30 areas

Richnrond
B u l T a l o - - - - - - - - - - -
A k r o r - - - - - .

1 5 . 4

5r .  r
35. 3
30.7
27.8
24.3
22. E
19.2
l i . 4
15 .  4
15.  I
1,1. 6
1 .1 .2
9 . 9

o . o
5 . 5

4 . 0
4 . O
3 . 9
3 . 8
2 . 7
1 .  I

t Reported that no refunds were receired.

CASE LOADS

Average monthly counts of the professional workers, cases under
care. act'ive cases irncler care, and incitlental-service cases reportecl
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42 socrAl srAtrsrrcs, 19go

by private and b.y public vete'ans) organizations are siven in Tabie
6. Basic data for the calculat ion, i f  case loads p6r rvorker rrre
available from this table.

l'-q.nr,n 6.-llonthlu averages of number of professional, ooorkers, of cases und,er
care of pril:ate anil public agenr:ies for aeterans, aiit, ol aciiua cases under
care, anil of oases receiuing incidental Sem)ice in ss specifi.ed^ metror)olitan
areas in 7930

lletropolitan area

i r
I *ts:s: i *.Xii5:
1"iiil"iir, Per"month

. | 
-of 

rctive ""t"i1"li
I 'fff'.i,t- sd;ti;
I  

cuses

l
415 302

1 3 0 3 5
I  401  162

20 335
I  1 4 ;  1 5 1
| 782 416
I 968 3e3

237 C)
I  8 9 ,  3 7
i 554 | 2r2
I  E $ l  e )

139 | 118
I  2 8 1  4 9
I  3 3 1  1 7
i  3 3 1 1  e 5

201 | 821
102 | 17

I  r 2 l  4 3
i  e r l  1 e 2
i  3 4 1  1 ; 5
i 131 I 130
|  841  422

2 1 1  2 5
i 4 I 198
I  5 3 1  4 2
I  e s l  1 6
|  7 2 1  e )
i  2541 47
1 104 | 456

164 I 94
117 | 106

r  3 1 7 1  5 3
l l

I
958 i 127

i  1 , 3 5 9  l - - _ - _ - _ - - _ - _
I  v ' ^ :  t - - - - - - - - - - - -
I ZO0
l - - - - - - - - - - - - l  2 e 4
i  6 0  l - - - - - - - - - - - -
I  1 1 4 1  3 5

46 1t - _ _ _ ' _ _ _ - ' - '

465
6l

531

15
1, 038
1, 081

4t2
469
708

2,238
300

260
429

106

180
34

1 6 1

268
26
5

69
ln

363
130
181
18r

1, 181

984
1, 363

525
268

-io8-

127

5
3
4
1

(3)
4

c)
2
I
2

Omaha----
Sioux City
Springfield
Springfield

PRTV.\TE AGENCIES REPORTI] iG

PUBLIC \GENCIES REPORTING

I Exclusive of advice and referral cases which wer€ not reported by 1 agency.2 Not reported.
3 1 worker, part t irne.

\44ren the under-care group--rases for which the agencies as-
srrmed responsibility for som6 study or treatment-is Eonsidered.
signrficant case loads per professional worker mav be comnuted
for those cities in which this type of care prevailecl. The nrimber
of incidental-ser'ice cases per 

-p'ofessionai 
worker has not been

computed because in 1930 some 
^agencies 

in the veterans' field as-
signed a part or all of the work on these cases to assistants who
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\r'ele not repoltecl as professional casc wolkcl's. In t-,tlier: agencies
the total load of incidental-service cases \yas borne bv the orofes-
sional rrorkers. Therefore the fi.sures on the loads rif inci^dental-
service eases carried per professional worker did not afiord a satis-
fact<ilv basis for compalison of cities. The case load has been de-
tenniried by dividing the average number of activc cases under
care rnonthlv by the average nurnber of professional workers super-
vising the cbsei. SepalatE computationi *ere made for the putlic
and the pr ivate agencies in  each c i t t - .

Publif departnients iir Dayton nrid Springfielci (Ohio) adrninis-
tered relief without case-x'or'Ii service, and in Omaha the public
ollice had no cases undel care, it,. attention being devoted sol^elv to
inciclental-service cases. As r-etelans' agencies 

-in 
six other cities

dicl not report on pel'solutel. the number-of active rirrrler-cnle cases
pel professional rvorker in public offices can be computed for only
iive cities. Of these, Sioux-City ancl Chicago had extremelv high
case loads, 314 each. In Clevelanci the caie load of the "pubfic

tlepartment for veterans was 132. and in Bufialo retrrrns from-three
pulilic offices combinecl gave a case load of 105. Springfieltl (Mass.)
liaci tlie most moderate case loacl (57) of any publlc departrnent
rcporting.

Case irolk for r.eterans' families in the under-care gfollp servecl
b1'prirate agencies is analogous to that given by organizations irr
the.general family N'elfare field where a case load of a0 to +O active
lratol '-cal'e cases a month was a staudartl used for comparison.s 'Ihc

foliowing list shows tine 22 cities in which private agencies were
carrving a rnonthly avelage of more than 30 active uuder-care cases
pel professional rvorker, alraved according to case load.

Springtreld, Ohir,- ,----- 2i+
Dulutb------ _____- 20S

Akron ------ ____-__ 20S
Denver _________._-_ 1Bi'Wilkes-Barre 

_____- 158
Wichita -_-_-_-_-_- 11?
Indianapolis _______ i10
Sharon 106
Lancastcr--- 10?
Springfield, I I I---------- f f i
Da-vton------ 89
Clelelaud---- 89
Detroit-----* 8f,
Bridgeport--- 68
St. Panl----- 68
1\Iinneapolis-- 59
Chicago bB

ff"rT,!lil'--oil----:---:-----_--__:--_--------_'_----_----__-_-_---_-:_-__:__:_:__::_-__ Xt
Siiiifi.ili: ^-'T------:-----------,--::-------------------------------- 

"1
Berkelel----- B0

In nine additional cities private agencies had loacls of less than
30 active under-care cases per professional worker. Ilowever, in

'Odencr rmtz .  I ru ise  C. . :  The So-c la l  Workcr ,  p .  38 .  New York ,  1929.' r  ases  or  l  rgenc} '  nor  repor leo ,
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most of these cities n'ork on incidental service to the veterans was
emphasized by plivate agencies, and the number of active und.er-care
cases was relatively small. This was true in Bufialo, Canton, Grand.
Rapids, Newark, Richmond, and St. Louis.

On the whole both_ publi'c _and_ private organizations serving the
veteran and his family facecl a heavv amount of work in 1g50 in
proportion to the number of trained social workers on their stafi-q.
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Appendix A.-POPULATION AND
IN EACH OF THE 38 SPECIFIED
REPORTING DURING 1930

DISTRICTS INCLUDED
METROPOLITAN AREAS

Namo of area
Population

of area
Apr. i, 1930

Districts included in area

A k r o u ,  O h i o - - - - - - - - - -

Berkeley, Cali f--- -  -  -  -  -
Bridgeport,  Conn---- - -

B u f f a l o ,  l i .  Y - - - - - - - - -

C a n t o n ,  O h i o - - - - - - - - -

Cities of Akron, Cul'ahoga Falls, and
townstrip of Tallmadge.

Cities of Berkeley and AlbanY.
Cities of Bridgeport, Fairfield, and Strat'

ford.
Erie County (crccpting touns of Brant,

Coll ins, Con,'ord, Nort lr  Col l ins, Sar-
dinia. and 2 Indian reservations).

Citv of 
'Carrtorr 

and environs and vi l lage of
North Canton

Citv of Chicaso.
Ilainilton Countv.
Cit ies of Clevelarrd, Clcveland Heigl i ts,

East Cleveland, Euclid, Garfield
Heiehts, Lakewood, MaPie Heights,
Parira. 'Rockv River' ,  Shaker Heights,
and viilaees <if Bav, Beachrvood, Brat-
t'nahl, Biooklvn, 

- 
Brooklyn Heights,

Cuvahosa IIeiehts, Fairvierv, Linndale,
Lvirdtruist, Mavfield Heights, \liles,
N"ewbursh H eiehls, North R andall, Park -
view, ?arma Heiglrts, Richnrond
HeiqiLts, South Eucl id, Uni 'r 'ersit l '
I ieiEhts, \Varrcnsvi l lc [{eiglrts, attd
ton'nshi lr  of Warrensvi l le '

Franklin County.
Citv of Davton-, and tos' lrsir ips of Harri-

sbn. Jeff i ' rson, NIad l l iver, 1\ ladison,
and Yau Buren.

Denver County.
Citv of Des \{oines'
Cities of Detroit, Hanttramck, Highland

Park, and villages of Grosse Point,
Grosic Point Farms, Grosse Point
Park. Grosse Point Shore.

Citv of Duluth.
Citv of Grand Rapids and townships of

dlnine. Grand R-apids, Paris, Plainfield
(eiclusive of Rockford), Walker, and
Wvomins.

Dauihin C-ountv, Perry County, and part
of^ Cumberland CountY, as follows:
Township of East Pennsboro, and
boroughs of New Cumberland, Lemoyne,
and Shiremanstown.

Citv of Hartford and towns of Bloornfield,
East Hartford, Newington, West Hart-
ford, W'ethersfield, and Windsor.

281,274

90, 678
183, 146

746,546

r  1 1 4 , 0 5 4

3, 376, 438
589, 356

7 , 7 6 1 , 7 8 4

Columbus,  orr io-- - - - - - l  i i6 l ,  055
Dayton,  Ohio-- - - - - - -  - i  240,910

i
Denver,  Colo--------- l  zsz, sor
Des l \ Io ines ,  Iowa- - - - - l  742 '559
Det ro i t ,  M ich- - - - - - - - - l  1 '  698,  390' l

101, 463
208, 534

Harrisburg, Pa- 200, 584

I Population estimated for onvirons of city of

Hartford, Conn------- 229' 755

I

45
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O r n a h a ,  N e b r _ _ - - - - - _ _
l 'he Oranges, N. J-----

Riolrurond, Va- - -  --- -  -

Sharon, Pa--- -- -- -  -  -- -

Sioux City,
Sprirrgfield,

Syrr ing{ie1<1, \ ' {ass,, -  _, -

S1;r irrgf ielt l ,  (Jlr io- - -  -- -
S t .  L o r r i s ,  l l , - r - - - -  - - - -
S t .  P a u l ,  \ l i n n , - - - , - - -
lVash ing ton ,  D.  C- -_- -
\ I i ch i ta ,  I (u , r rs  -  - - - - - -
\\rilkes-Ilarrer, I'a- - -, - -

Marion Countv.
I{ansas Citv. 

-

I,ancaster city and torvnship.
Citv of Louisville.
C l ty  o f  M innerpo l i s  a r r r l  v i l l age  o f  Ed i r r : r .
( ' i t r  uf Nerv:rrk-
City of New Har.en.
C)rleans Parislr;  St. Berrrard Parislr,  \ \- :rr.d

No. l ;  Jeffersorr Plr islr ,  Wards 1, 2, B, -L,
7, and 8.

City of Ornaha.
( ' i t ies of^Orange, East Orange, torr-rr of

\Yest Orange, vi l l lge of Soirt lL Omrrse.
errd torvrrshin of I l inler.ood

City of Riohruond and remainder.of Hen-
rico Corurty .rrrd Ciresterf ield Countv.

Cit l '  of Sharon, borougirs of F:urel l .
Slrrr lrsr i l le, \ \  cst f l iddleses, and \\ ' l reatl
lend ,  r i rd  . \ [ rsury ,  O] r io .

Sious Citr ' .
Cit-y- of Sprringfield, torvnships of Sprirrg-

field and lYoodside.
CitJ- of Springficld and torvns of Lols-
.  __ t r reedorv  r r rd  \ \ 'es t  Spr ing6e ld .
Citv of SDrirrgf ield.
C i t l '  o f  S i .  Lor r i s  enc l  S t .  Lor r i s  Cur r r r i r - .
R:r,msey Courrtv.
I)lstrici of Cohirnbia.
UltV ot \ \  rulr l ta.
( ' i t y  o f  \ \ ' i l kes- l lu r re ,  to r i . r rs i r ius  o l  Dr r l l : rs .

Hf l t rover ,  I i i t rgs to r i ,  P la i r rs ,  : r r rd  \ \  i l kes l
Ba-rre,_ltr<l l ,olouglrs oi Aslr ley, Corr|r-
dule, Dallas, l-du:ardsvi l lc, Foriv l 'ort .
I ( ings ton ,  Larksv i l le ,  f ,uzerne, '  P l r - r r r l
orr lh, PrirLgle, Sugar; -\ot l l r ,  Srr. l i  t .r-
v i l le ,  r r rd  \ ta r r io r  RLr r r .

Name ol area
Population

of area

11111*'
422,666
399,746

64,827
307,745
467, 494
442,337
162,655
492,757

214,  006
1 6 2 , 6 9 7

23g,2gg

2 53, 660

Districts included n area

79, 18l l
82, 367

17I,021

68, 74::]
1, 033, 553

296,721
496, 969
1 1 1 , 1 1 0  1
227, 112

lPopulation estimated for X{asury, Ohio.
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Appendix B.-GENERAL TABLES

T.qsrlr I.-rzmher of agenei.es from u:lti.c'h, re\orts u)('re requested. nuntbet fronbtt:h'ich, rcytorts Loere rer:ebed, and, ta.btllatcd. anrl antouttt of erpendi,ture for
eaeh ta-pe.of fgl'ief in the familll-roel'fare fieIiI in 38 specift.ed'nrctropotitott,
areas rluring 1930

Number of aseneies l, from which_ ll Lrpenoltue lor retlel

Generalrurnr 
l?.rjii 

frotr'ere' 
"".rf,131.'

\{etropolitan area

I Including aid for the blind. r Not reDoried.

: l_ . -
$333,812 $265,552 $60.000 $8.260
156,392 106.24 t  45 ,539 4 ,6 t2
336,897 274.079 46 ,293 16 .525

2, I I I . 865 1, 433. 296 320,M4 358, 525

I
3

t 2
1 5
8

l 1

10
I
8
8

l 3
13
6
6
7
I
6

1 2
l
b

d

8
7
7

l 1
t-

4

6
t1
5

l 1
1 1

7

9
3

t 2
1 5
I

I I
1 6
10
10
8
8

13
13
8
6
7
I
8

1 2
4
I
E
I
8
7

1 1
i 0
D
0
7
8
I
8

1 l
1 1
l 3
8
7

220,23t 162,743 44,400 r e.0us
3,638.798 2,480,644 1,00b,068 I  rse.oso

676. 73s 405, e05 240, 119 30, 7t 1
t ,u2,4Bs I  1,220,606 497,662 i  t24.167

385.6271 223,209r 140.022i  22.8963q!.921 I 223.209 1 140,022't 22,8s6
4 3 8 . 2 4 0 1  3 5 3 . 6 6 3 1  6 4 , 7 6 1 1  1 9 , 6 1 6
324,534 2r0 .414 s9 ,835 I1 .285
213,243 130,720 60,883 21.640

10,  t46 .48 t  I  8 ,  C :9 ,  194 r ,  203,0 ;3  14 .2 t4
( r )  1  3  37 ,0 t2  100,228 I .5 ;5

220.406 |  t16 ,217 96 ,61r  I  7 .578
91,489 |  53 ,  143 37 ,481

5^?s^,??7 | {l, 2e1 i b4, 5e6 i re,41o
659, 104 | 635, 435 I 15,000 i 1, 669
266,039 | ::a, sgr I zt,tz+ | 5:084
4z ,bob l  82 ,657 i  14 .2581  90

??g,qSCl  !gq .q29 l  oo , r rz l  4 , i1z
501,825 1 302.232 198,934 1 3,659

865

12) |  56t ,259 |  G) i  7.  106
250, r02 I 1s3,3;7 i 84, S47 | ti.zta
63 ,671  I  58 .865  ' , _ - - _______ . . 1  4 ,806

2 1 7 , 8 5 r  I  8 1 ,  1 3 6 r  z \ , g 7 7  5 s , 7 a a
r:) l;9, 302 (,) 3. 840

i3o ,51b I  1 i9 ,250 9 ,8bb I  r .e to .
(?) a 27,287 fi,720 i 1.482.
8s .003 I  45 .556 ,  3 r ,70S I  10 ,  ?38

102. i59 , bl,3r7 20,924 488
5 5 5 , 7 8 0 i  4 6 6 , 3 5 0 i  3 5 , 0 1 8 1  5 4 . 4 1 2
( )  |  3 4 3 , 5 4 6  1 7 , 1 8 9 I  A . 5 1 1

561,970 | 521,289 36,758 I 3.923f t i l .970 I  521,28e 36,758 3.923
440.727 | 263,968 17i,733 | 5.026
312.351 I  209- 9t6 |  ra r  15 t? 2ro312, Bbr I 209,916 I 1t9,11b tl.gzo
102,674|  88,  9 11,895I  2.530.
314,4931 272,66rJ 65,890i  5,942

I Less than 80 per cent of total erpenditures reported.
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APPENDIX B.-GENEBAL TABLES

Tenr,n III.-,I1o11thllJ erpeniliture for general funtily relief
areas' u:hich, reporteil th,rou,gh the registration seroice,
ecclusiae of Detroit, unil in 3l ottler Large ci.ties2 il,uring

49

in 32 ,netropolitqn
'in the sama areas
1929 anil 1930

Expenditure for relief-

\Ionth

January-
February
llarch- -

J u l y - - - -  - - -

January
Februarl'

1930

34 large cit ies 3

Sepl emhcr
{)ctober-, - -
November
December

$836,140
818, 018
797,290
68,2,422
629,950
5i4,290
574, 833
569, 5t9
575,8
677,592
8521 893

r, 189, 642

1,535,777
1, 559, 8O4
1, 704, 080
1, 590, 108
1, 241, 385
1,048, 545
1,071,  361
1, 162, 476
1, 350, 873
r,825,764
2,m,243
3, 378, 70.j

, j

l

$692,924
691, 430.676, 

459
578,12L
53r ,896
482, 886
47t,504
460, 504
407, 648
515, 610
601, 631
733,83

901, 276
913,744
903,115
796,720
727,524
69s,272
686,442
707, 649
782,430
90p,224

1, 093, 349
1, 628, 180

$906, 530
936,741 I
953,1t3
888, 2S4
840,080
774,@i
849, 730
768,190
735, 539
799, 368
865, 578

t, 1E2,348

I, 119, 518
t,2t0,i2a
1,371,946
1,329,791
1, 210, 288
r,230,532
1, 200,406
I,195,727
l,308, 498
),,412,8i3
1, 615, 619
2,834,145

I All the areas which reportcd comparable monthly figurcs for the 2 years: ,A.kron, B_crkeley'_Bridge'
port, Buflalo, Canton, Chicago, Cinciinati, Cleveland, C'otumbus, 1)a]'ton, Denver,-Des l\tohes, D-etroit,
tlrand Rapids, Ilartfrird, Kans.as City (trIo.), LaDcaster, Louisville, Mrlncapo-lis, l-{"yiu.].' Ne*' Ilaven,
New Orlerins, Omaha, Richmond, Si6ui Citi, Springneld (lU.), Springfield (Uass.), St. Louis, St. Paul,
washington, wichita, 

-!vilkes-Barre.
2 .{ll ciiti€s of 100,000 or more Impulation which reported cqmparable molthly flg.u-res for the_2 y-ears:

Raltimore. Birminsham. Boston. El Paso, Erie, Fal[ Ri\ er, Irort \\ 'ayne, Jacksonvil le' Krorvil le' Loog
Beach, Los Angeles-, Lorvell, Lynn, trlemphis, -\ l i lsaukee,.\ashril lP, Ne$- Bedford, New 1'ork, N-orfolk,
Oakland, PortltDd (Oreg.), Providence, Reading, Rocbestql, San Diego. San Francisco, Stranton, Somer'
vil le, South Bend, Toledo, Tacoma, \I 'orccster, Yonkers, Youngstos-n.

3 l lothers'aid included in 4 cit ies.
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50 SOCIAI"  STATISTICS. 1930

TABLE IV.-Morthl,E auerage nwrnber of cases under care of agencies for
gmaral, fo,nuil,A welfare anil reliof , of aotioe cases under oare, of oases unil,er
caro receiui,ng re6,ef, anal, of odses receiahlgt inctdental serDice in 30 specifreil
nnetrapolita.tu areas d.wi'rW 7930

I
Av_orage i Averags

numDor per i numDer per
month of I month of

cases under I actiYe cases

AYerage
nmber per

month of
cases undet
care recetl'-

ing relief

Av€rago
numDer por

month of
cgses re@rv-
ing incidental

serYlce

Metropolitan area

Grand Rapids

caro under care

1, 670
344

4,235
710

3, 8i9
1, 838

969
19, 837

in
1, 397
1, 316

?96
2,174
2,831

3.56
818
624

273
1, 017
2,325
1, t'10

697

2,350
447

4,761
948

5, 998

l, 308
21,976

1, 041
2,W7
t ,728

497
2,699
3,447

635
1 , 1 7 6

836
963
354

1,199
3, 548
2,300

917

I

3, 466
571

5,238 l
1 ,252 i
7, 031
3,887 l
r , 4 7 5  )

26 ,702 '
1 ,328 I

2,219 )
647 ,

2, 969
4, 133

447
1, 579

935 l
1,263 ,

5,10
1, 350
4,674 )
2,894 i
1, 063

62
897

(r)
l ,989

3r9
(1 )

c)

5, 8I7
538
238

1, 876
43

1, 020

45i
(9

486
327

(t)
1 ,676

443
158

13,036 L2,178
2,256 1,794

717 464
2558 !  2 ,067
t ,373 i  1 ,108
1,061 I 793
2,235 1,388

3, 19{

67

293
88

380

1 Not reported

Cleve land- - - - - - - - -

I lartford--------
Kansas City, M
Lancaster----- --
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APPENDIX B.-GENERAL TABLES

Cases under care of mothers' aid departments

51

TABI-E V.-rstnxnxarA of cases aniler care of n|,oth'er|'di"d, il'epartments i'n 29
specifr,e(l, metropoiitan areas d,tu'ing 1950, and i'ncreose or decrease in num'ber
of oases Decenber 37, 7929, to DecenLber 31, 1930

lUetropolitan area Intake
during

1930

254 107
1,503 ?09

189 67
r71 110

I ro"r.u..
-^--,^^ I (+) or d€-
f;i#ffi crease (-)
D9:;i1, I idri;;;'

D e c . 3 1 ,
I 1e30--t--

Carried
forward
Dec. 31,

1929

Closed
during

i930

10,618

I

7,956 i 2,662

8 0 1  2 8
446 r14

8,891 j +935

r08
560
138

2,074
486

l ,059
792
237
361

2,2r2
zft
281
93

r06
9r

118
506
r72
314
m

180
81

I D

153
470

106 32
1,610 l  4u

413 | i3
802 I 217
169 23
186 51

88
484
118

1,823
438
870
150
197
280

1, 847
198

89
95
83
34

103

747
265

26
134
67
12
55

106
385
L44

20,T6

20
251
48

189
42
40
81

365
D6

48

1 l
8
1

59
2
1

46
I4
5

20

bt

13

+R
+38

-i213

+68
- t q

+n
+344

!o

+62
+3

r10
-1

-2
+1r
-i lo

-20
+10
-16
-3

l 9R

8 6 i  7
7 6 '  3 0
84
3 1  4
85 33

375 I 131
136 I 36
180 134

, r a
r < t

154 I :6
5i 24

21 r0
t 4

109 44
383 r 87
116 ,u
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52 socrAr, srATrsrlcs, 19 3 o

T'rs"n vr'-/sutn,narlr of app-|icatio,s for nnthers' aiir, itl 2g speci,fieil nxetra-politan areas iluring lgT0
:

I 
Opplications for mothers'aid

o
141
28

519
256
r72
94
l o

t 9

4

83

63
30
l 6
32
33

- " " -  
, i

33

7
723

I
I

34
239
49

909
2E0
999
61

156
107
931
221
146
28
82
14
16
73

254

6
49
45
10
t6

162

114

283
66

910
182
956
70

101
1 1 9
944
22L
r60

7S
46
24
54

240

18
49

t 2
18

147
620
132

i

l l
518
354

85
70
7

160

1 1
58
5

46
b

40
380

'1,48

536
t , 1 7 1

roo
171
126

I, t04

r7 l
1 1 1
84

46
E9

286
?68

49
102

1 t

{9
23r-
640
23i
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Appendix C.-COST OF FAMILY RELIEF IN 100 CITIES,
1929 AND 1930'

By Gr,rrvN Stnor,u, Uxrrnn Srrrrs Cnrronrrt's Brrnleu

The cost of carins for families in need durins 1930 in 100 American
cities may be estimated at nrore than S40.001,000. An actual ex-
penditure of $39,39?.480 in these metropolitan areas is sholvn from
ieports of public ancl private relief 

'agencies 
assembled by t']ie

Cfiildren's Bureau, Li-nited States Depaiiment of Labor, for the
President's Emergency Committee for Emplovment. 'Ihis amount
represents the cos"t of the major portion of tire relief given in ail
cities. but fails short of the entiie cost owing to the omission of
grants by agencies from n'hich reports were nof available.

The reported expenditure for 1930 is an increase of 89 per cent
over the reported disbursements for the needly in the same area in
1929, when fi20,891,726 was given in relief.

The amounts shown'were paid out in direct aid to families. Sums
expencled by nrissions, municipal lodging houscs. or other agencies
pr6viding iirdividuals'rvith terirporar5T shlelter or food and expe?di-
tures b5 agencies gi'r'ing relief 1o veterans only were not_ included.
Mother"st p*ensions ir m"otherst allowances were"also excluded' frorn
the compilation requested by the Committee for Pmployment, as
these grants. usuallv given to support the children of widows, are not
appreciably affected by seasonal or economic changes.-While 

the contributions from the public treasury are somervhat
understated. olgins to the omission of motherst aid and to the fact
that some private-agencies derive funds from public sources, never-
theless it rvas found-that the maior portion of the expense of car:ing
for families in lvant wrs paicl out ofpublic funds. A comparison oT
relief given bv public andprivate agencies, ba"ed on returns from 75
of tlie"100 citiei. shorrs th;t 72 per ient of'the anrount qiven in 1930
came from the fublic treasury as compflred to 60 perient in 1929.
This indicates tliat the nublic bo"" utt eien larser shire of the burden
in 1930. when costs rreri greater. than in the previous vear.

A goinparison of the p-ercentages of increa--se in public and private
expenclitirres {or relief ii more sf,riking. Although the exigericies of
1930 taxed the lesource-". of private agencies to the utmost and in
their rallv to meet the need 48 per cent more money rvas raised and
disbulsed in 1930 than in 1929. the public departments extended their
1930 relief grants to a sum 146 per cent grerfer than that given in the
preceding vear.

1 Ileprilted
Statistics, U.

! Except for

from the Monthly Labor Reyiew (April, 1931) of the Bureau of Labor
S. I)elirrtment of Labor.
fiye cit ies not segregating mothe|s' aid from amounts reported.
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54 soc IAL STATTSTTCS,  1930

'r 'he proportion of.relief giren by the public and the increase in
pubhc.,expendrtures in 1930 over 1929 do not loom so large when
rJetrort, one of the 75 cities in the group discussed. is ornitt"ed from
the calculations. rn the Detroit a"rea,^ruhere funis for relief are
nearly all derived from taxation, the pribtic expenditure for relief in
1?3"0J^ $8,^680^,01?, more than equalei the coinbined contributions,
$8'599,459,."fpT tlu. public t_re-asuries of the z4 remai'ing citiesl
flowever, if Detroit is omitted from the group, it is still fofnd that
the,taxpayer.footed the larger part of il-re 1980 rericf bill (56 per.
cq"l). The increase in pubiic e^xpenditures during 1980 ovei thbse
of the_preceding year isiharply riduced (frorn 14-6 io 64 per cent)
wlren ljetrort is not considered. lvhile in a country-wide iurvey o?
relief conditions, Detroit can not be etased from the picture of o-hiclt
rt torms so rmportant a .part. g{oup findings are gfeatly influeneed
by the extended scale of its relief onerations.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

..^Tl:  ig:going conclusions ou the amorrnt of  the r .el ief  bi l l  in lep_
lesentatrve urban centers ar,l the proportion met by tax and by pri-
vatesubscription are afrorded b5'a compilation of 

""elief 
rtati.ticJse-

cured rrom vanous solrrces. rn the fall of 1930 the president's
Emergency conrm-ittee-for Employment r.eqrrestetl the chilrlren's
I jureau to assenrble iulorrnat ior i  concernin.g' the rmount expenclet l
for family relief, the number of families ai?1eii,-a;cl;t.-"i-ir." ot
homeless or transient p-ersons cared for, by months, during 192g
and 1930, in cities of J0_.000 or more popuiatibn.

As a nucle's of the desired inforination, the bureau hacl reports
9l l"]iu1 beginni's yirlr .{ulr. 1980, from iities participahng i; rt.
legrstratron of socjal statistics. a service carried on in- coop"eration
with, eommunitl '. chests. Previous repo'ts {rom these cities rvere
avarlaDle l rom (he Jornt cornmit tee of the \at ional Associat ion of
clommunity chests and councils. and ttie tocat Co--""iiiResearch
committee of the uni'ers_ity of chicago. which trans?erre<l the
registration pr,oject to the Cliildren,s Buieru Jutv r,-iSS"0. 

-
' lhrs mate'al  was supplemented b.y informatiorr  f rorn al l  other

available sources. statislics for lar{er cities noC lrrctuaea 
-ln 

the
bureau-'s^registration area were .u.n"6d through th" ;;;;il; of tbe
t(.ussell sage r,'oundation. Reports on rerief were also soireht bv
ctrrect communrcatron to _community chests or. to {amilv ielfar'e
agencies-in all cities of the 50.000 io 100,000 poputaiion'class not
llreviously^rep^orting _to the children's Bureau.' b.ei""i"s^with asummary for-septenrber, 1980, statistics secured fron:r thesl var.ious
sources have been eom.piled monthly by the childrenrs Bureau for
the employment committee.

wit6 the completion of_ the December, 1g80, tabulation. a rricturewas afiorcted ot the trend taken by relief op-erations ovei a^2-year
period. .For thiq period data on tlie cost of'familv 

""ii"i, 
to *ii.t

thrs anarysis is limitedt were assembled from 60 cilies of 100.000 ormore inhabitants and 40 cities in the 50,0o0.to 100,000 population
9laps. of w-ide geographicrlistribution, and dlverse rn economic antl
rnctustnal characteristies, the cities form a representative Ameriearr
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APPENDIX C.-COST OF FAMII,Y REI,IEF IN 1OO CITIES 55

{rroup. For each citv, the figures covel the field of operatiott of
i=oortins asencies. usill l lv mole extersive than that bounded by city
liririts anil o-ftutt including the county unit.

The aesreqate expendiTures in 1929 and 1930 for the group, and
for each""clals of ciiies, n'ith percentages to indicate the increases
t'or 1930, are shown in the follorving table:

,rs.nln 1._.arpeniti,tures ,"T;,W;r1,,;Ii.l,i:::;;f,iffie and, 1e30 i,n 700 cdties or

Class of cit ies

Relief expenditur6s

1930 Per cent of

Cities with population of 100,000 or more---------
Cities with population oi 50,000 to 100,000-----------

To ta l - - - - - - - - - - - -

$35,848, 141
3, 649, 339

20,89L,726

Bv comparine the advance in relief bills it will be seen that botli
the iarger^cities-and those of moderate size 'rve-re obliged last year to
increasE greatly their care for the needy,- the- sums tp^elt !gng'
respective'iv, 92 per cent and 58 per cent higher than in 1929. Wilh-
out knowi# wh6ther resources hive met req-uirements, it seems safe to
assume tha-t, on the rvhole, the cities of from 50,000 to- 100'000
popula,tion eiperienced less severe cond.itions last year than the larger
inclustrial centers.

X'urther evidence to this efiect was found when the cities in each
Eroup were ranked accordinE to the percentage of change in relief
Exneiditures. The arrav foieach cla-ss showe-d that one-half of the
cit^ies of smaller size inc"reased their expenditures for relief by 42 or
more per cent, whereas in one-half of- the larger cities 1930 relief
expenditures exceeded those of 1929 by 55 or more per cent. .

Monthlv disbursements for relief in the group of 100 cities are
shown foi the vears 1929 a.nd 1930 in Table 2:

Tr:g'rn 2.-Montitu 
"*prnai,tures 

for farnnU rel,i,ef ituring 7929 and 1930 in 100
citi.es of 50,000 or nxore popul'dtion

Relief oxponditures

January------- --
t r 'ebruary -  -  -  -  - - - - - -  - - - - - -
M a r c h - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -
A hr i l

M a y - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

$a 914, 210
2,592,955
3,306, 16r
3, 151, 112
2,655,194
2,442,2m

sr,909,005
1, 91r, 193
1,903, 255
t,702,266
r,590, {25
r,464,6E5

To illustrate the course taken by relief operations over the 2-year
period a graphic representation oi these figrures is given in Charb I.
The e.upii sho*. th;t the expenditures for 

-1930 
are 

-on 
a much higher

iereithan those of 1929 and that for the summer months of 1930

$18, &3,729
2,247,997

Ju l y - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
AUgUST-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Soptember -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Octobor - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Relief expenditures

$2,548,072
2,535,547
? 846,061
3,423, 65r
4,0r?, lEg
6,561, 108

$1, 531,708
1, 441, 941
l,418, 523
1,596,836
r, 85q 455
2,562,444
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56 socIAL STATISI' ICS, 1930

relief agencies rvere obliged to meet monthly bills larger than those of
normal winter months. als expressed by clisliursementJin January and
X'ebruary of 1929.

cHARr r.-rREND oF tf 
rrF,E3,,tlfIiR5o,T.[^MILY 

REL|EF IN I00
tzrooorooo

tqsoorooo

'qooo,ooo

,s,ooqooo

"s,ooorooo

"+rsoqooo

"4,ooqooo
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. Tlr" usual upward s.weep of relief as winter approaches is observed
for both years. but the curve for 1930 shows a-much sharper ascent
than that for 1929 and culminates in a December peak, reiresenting
trn expenditure of more than $6,500,000, as compared to the Decernbei.
1929. peak expenditure of slightly over $2,500.000.
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.{PPE,\DIX C.-COST OF I'AMILY B LIEF IN lOO CITIES

l'-rrrr,n 3.-lrrpettil,itures .[or famil,A relief il,uring 7929 anil, 1930 ba public ttnil
pril'ete agencies in ?5 cities anal in tl.e sa,me oities eaclusiae of Detroit

Relief expenditures

Group and year By public departments By privato agencies I

To ta l

,LmouDl

$1, 778, 322
5, 245, 1r8

$96, 235
4, 541, 561

8, 880,395
15, 252, 383

24,r32,7E3

Relief expenditues

By public departments By private ageDcies I

January--
February
March - - .
-{pril
MaJ'"
June-
July
August - , -
September
October-,

Per cent
of total

D I

$1, E71, 557
9, 786, 6;9

9 1 . 9
cJ. o

43.6

I 
\fay include public funds expended by private agencies.2 t r 'o r  rev ised f lgures  see Tab les  I  and I I ,  pp ,47 ,28 .

As has been noted, evidence on the source of relief funds comes
from ?5 cities which classified the expenditures of public departments
and of private agencies. Table 3 shows the prop,5rtion of 

'aggregate

lelief aicribed to*each source in 1929 and 1930. 
'This 

inforriltioi i.
given for the group of ?5 cities and for the same group without
Detroit, to show the average experience of cities in which the public
had not assrrnred so larEe an oblisation.

The trend taken by r-elief expeiditures of public departments and
of private agencies o"ver the twb years is tracid in Chart II. Public
expenditures are indicated as well above those of private agencies,
but for the first nine months of 1929 the two curves show a distinct
similarity in contour. Thereafter, public expenditures mount much
more rapidly to rneet the winter needs of both 1929 and 1930 than do
ihe funds provided by private welfare agencies. The graphic presen-
tation is based upon Table 4 u'hich gives a summation of public and
private relief grants by months for the ?5 cities.

T.s.rro 4. - Motr'tltl,g eopend,i,turet for fami,IA relief ilurhtg 1929 anil 1930 by
pubtric anil pri,Date agencies in i5 ci,ti.es

$594,401
571,963
576,575
648,306
155,7tl
455, 7
454 350
451,698
481, 637
55q 886
624,t14

1,034, 515

$472, 198
4ffi,124
439,139
387,142
360,966
326,562
310, 7r2
311, 645
304, 600
347,166
38?,153
534,490

$1,340, 535
1,344,849
1, 519,399
r,418, 818
1,088,478

874,983
926,04S

1,021, 669
1, t82,517
1, 646,560
1, S62,398
2,953,221

$657, 187
839,702
635,996
543, 506
489,755
456,520
456,003
452,38r
459, 965
546,123
7r0,267
975, 975

Novemb€r. -

r  l {aJ . .  inc lude t 'u t , l i c  funds  e i f rDded b} 'p r iva te  agenc ies .
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58 socrAl sr-a.Trsrrcs, 1930

lvi i le the aggregate f igLr 'es gi 'e a , ' rmposite picture of t r ie rei ief
bill in 100 cities and the rnethocl of meetin! it in'?5 cities. there were
wide variations fronr cit.1' to city. Chart III shows the wav in which
e.ach oj 24cities, reporting t9_th-e chiidren's Burearr for its registra-
tion of social statistics, provided the 1gB0 funds for its poor. "Fro,,l
the two bottom bars it is seen that in Washington. D. i.. for: which
ConSTr! make=q no tppropr.iation to provide "ontdoor relief, and in
New Orleans, La., the-enfire b'rden bf caring for familiej i' di.-

C H A R T I I I . _ T R E N D  O F  F A M I L Y  R E L I E F  E X P E N D I T U R E s  B Y  P U B L I cDEPARTMENTS AND 
"Ir i r iXAt=rAGENctEs 

tN 75 crTtEs,
6 a  ^ . . . r  ^ r r ^

J ,  v v v ' v v v

tr,z5oc,,.rt)

"2,5'-ro,ooo

"e,asorooo

't,ooo ooo

{},?5O,0O0

t l ,soq@o

tt,a5qooo

trr00,crooo

tTsort)oo

t5oorooo

taoo,ooo

$!F gr g jds > (.)
o o
2 AFFg IPF g

t930

bg 5s
> a - " <

t9a9

0 [

d

tress wai met by private contribution. on the other hancl, in Detroit
and in Springfield, Mass., represented in the two top bars. relief
funds were largely derived from public sources. rnteimediate bars
show the varving practices of other cities.

The amounls exfended for the upkeep of families in financial need
have been grouped irr Table 5 to show tlie relief bills of 1g2g and 1980
in 100 cities., by a regiona_l classification. A comparison of the in-
creases in the cost of aid in each section, as r6presented by the
specified cities, is interesting.

ry Publio departments

r rrr Pr'ivate aglencies
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APPENDIX C.-COST OF FA}I ILY RELIEF IN I | ]O CITIES

T,rnr,n 5.-Erpsnd,i,tures for fam,il,A relief d'uring 1929 attd, 1930 dtt 100 cities of
50,000 or nxore popuTotion. by geogrorth,ic tli,t;ision

Relief expenditures

G€ographic division

59

I

i P€r cent of
i rncreas€

l_
New England---
Mlddle Atlantic-
S^r t th  l  t lon f i .

Nortb Central---

$7, 906, 519
7, 085, 650

843, 517
18, 127, 848

520, 885
4, 913, 061

$5, 213, 268
4,418,701

f:47,570
6,667, 925

w7,246
3, 287,016

South Central---
Paciflc and Mountain------- -

T o t a l - - -  - - - - - -  - - - 20,891,726 39,397,480 I

'Ihe cities included in the various geographic sections are as
follows:

New Dngland: Boston, Brockton, FaII River, Hartford. Holyoke, Lawlence,
Lorvell, Lynn, Malden, Ne$' Bedford, Nerv Britain, Nerv I{aven, Newtolr,
Portlancl, Pror.idence, Springfield, Somerville, and \Yoreester.

Nliddle Atlantic: Allentoll.n, Altoona, Bayonne, Bethlehem, Buffalo, Chester.
Erie. Harrisburg, Lancaster, New Rochelle, Nelv York, Nervalk, Niagara Falls,
Reading, Rochester, Scranton,'Wilkes-Barre, and Yonkers.

South Atlantic: Ashevilte, Baltimore, Charlestou, Greensboro, Huntington.
Jacksonlille, Norfolk, Richmond, Roanoke, Washington, D. C., and Winstotr'
Salem.

North Central: Akron, Canton, Chicago, Cicero, Cincinnati, Oleveland,
Columbus, Daj'ton, Des lfoines, Detroit, Dvanston, X'ort Wayne, Grantl Rapicls,
Hamilton, Kansas City (IIo.), Kenosha, Madison, l\{iiwaukee, Xlinneapo1is.
Oak Park, Omaha, Pontiac, Racine, Saginalv, Sioux City, St. Louis, St. Paul.
South Relcl, Terre Hnute, Toledo, Topeka, Wichita, and Youngstorvl.

South Celtral: Birmingham, El Paso, Kuoxville, Louisville, Memphis, llobiie,
Nashville. Nerv Orleans, and Shreveport.

Paciflc and Nlountain: Belkeley, Denver, n'resno, Long Beach, Los Attgeles,
Oakland, Poltland. Sacranrento, San Diego, San n'rancisco, and Tacoma.

In the North Central division of the countly, lvhere not quite

$7.000.000 hacl been provicled for relief in 1929, more than $18'000.000
lr,-as called for in 1-930. an increase of 164 pel cent. When Detroit is
eliminated froru this section to obviate its weighting of group figures,
it is found that although the increase in expenditures is reduced to
85 per cent, the aclvance in the l-930 reiief bill is still larger than
thtrt for any other section.

In New England, the )Iiddle Atlantic States, and the western
section, the perientages of increase in 1930 oyer 1929 were somewhrt
sirnilar-52, 59, and 50 per cent. respectively. 'Ihe South Central
clivision pr6vided 35 per cenl more money foi its needy in 1930 than
in the pr6vious y"ut u'trd expenditures for cities of the South Atlantic
area had. increased less than one-fourth (23 per cent).

While the figures assembled show the actual relief costs reported
and tlie increases called for during the year just passed, they can not
be interpreted as a precise measure of relief requirements. In 1930
there mav have been either less need or less monev to meet the need
in those areas in which relief expenses for that year did not greatly
exceed those of 1929. Ilowever. in some of the larse cities of the
North Central division. where iridustrv is concentratEd. increases in
relief bills, varying from tOO to 400 pefcent, clenote an unprecedented
demand tor familv aid.

DI .  i

59.3
22.7

163.9
34.5
49.5

88.6
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A graphic i l lustration of the lelief problem in one citv o{ this
section lias been furnishecl the Children's Bur.eau bv the' lYelfare
Federation of Cleveland, Ohio, and is reproduced on page 61.

CHART l l l . -PER oENT  oF  ToTAL  FAMtLy  REL |EFT  c t vEN By  puB t - t c  DEPARTMENTS
AND BY  PRIVATE AGENCIES  DURING I93O IN  24  LARGE C IT IES9

r"t-po;r*t'Jf"'rtff.f;
Arla {iven bly oublio
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Perccntasie
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Detroit 9S

5prin5ffield, Mass.

Grand Rapido

Bufflalo

Newark

Colunrbuo

Wichiba

Hartford

3t. Paul

DeRven

New Havsn

Minneapolio

AKron

Omaha

St. Louis

Kansas ci!r, Mo.
Cincinnati

Louisville

Richmond

Canton

Dgrbon

Cleveland

New Orlean:

Washin$pon,o.C,

I puUtio departrnents l_l privatc agencics

- The heightened relief curve for July, L929, to January, 1g31, rnay
be compared to a curve for July, 1920ifo December,lg2b, when con-
ditions also called for an advanced outlay for relief. and asain to a
eulve representing disbnrsenrents as ealeulated for a no.u'ra"l period.

o

o

1 Excluding mothers' aid l lnd veterar]s' relief. 2 Revised.

provided by the Maternal and Child Health Library, Georgetown University



APPENDIX C.-COST OF FAMILY RELIEF IN 1OO CITIES 61

CHART IV . -TREND oF FAMILY RELTEF EXPENDITURES oF THE ASSoCIATED oHARITIES
CLEVELAND,  OHIO
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I work of outdoor-relief department taken over by Assoclateal charities in 1928.
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The chart also pelmits an interesting comparison between the
anlount paid out fol relief during the w-inter of fgfO and through
January. 1931, and the amount oT money provided therefor in t"he
budget of the associated eharities. Expenditures to meet the rr.inter
needs had lcaped to heights far beyond the budqet provisions arrd
coultl be supiilied only-by dippirig into funds" res-ervcd for tlre
l 'er r ln lnder  or  the vear ,

Additional information accompanl ing financial reports has come
to the Chilclren's Bureau from 

^mairy "other parts of the country.
This supplements the statistical data on the ex-tent of relief rvith tlie
sto^ry.of t-he. problems and ciifficulties faced bv welfare agencies during
1930 in their effort to keep urban farnilies fr.om nlilat:ion.

o
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