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On 11 June 1936, the Republican party nominated Governor Alfred
M. Landon of Kansas as its candidate for president of the United
States. Fifteen days later, the Democrats renominated incumbent
president Franktin D. Roosevelt. Although both major political
parties had officiatly chosen presidential candidates by täte June,
the 1936 campaign did not actualty begin until Governor Landon
gave his first major speech on 22 August. Between that date and
3 November, the American electorate had the opportunity to
evaluate the personatities and policies of the Republican and Demo-
cratic nominees. During those ten weeks, both Governor Landon
and President Roosevelt traveled throughout the nation, hetd press
conferences in numerous cities and towns, delivered format ad-
dresses over the various radio networks, and issued a multitude of
position papers detaiting their campaign promises. White the peo-
ple of the United States were certainly interested in the outcome
of the 1936 presidential contest, they were equally preoccupied with
the progress made toward mitigating the suffering the Great Depres-
sion had caused. Indeed, nearty seven years had elapsed since the
infamous Wall Street financiat crisis of 1929. As the campaign of 1936
progressed, political observers kept an eye on South Dakota, for
the state had proven to be a barometer of midwestern, if not na-
tional, politicat sentiment, having cast its electorat votes for vic-
torious candidates in seven of the last nine presidential elections.'

1. Richard C. Bain and Judith H. Parris, Convention Decisions and Voting Records,
2d ed. (Washington, D.C: Brookings Institution, 1973), pp. 245-50; New York Times,
12 June 1936, pp. 1, 12, 27 June 1936, pp. 1, 8, 23 Aug. 1936, pp. 1, 35. Comprehensive
accounts of the 1936 presidential campaign can be found in the following works:
James A. Farley, Behind the Ballots: The Personal History of a Politician (New York:
Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1938), pp. 289-327; William E. Leuchtenberg, Franklin D.
Roosevelt and the New Deal, 1932-1940 (New York: Harper & Row. 1963), pp. 175-96;
Donald R. McCoy, Landon of Kansas (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1966),
pp. 262-339; and Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Politics of Upheaval (Boston, Mass.:
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1960), pp. 626-43.
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262 South Dakota History

Between 1900 and 1928, South Dakotans had been steadfastly
Republican, sending GOP candidates to both the United States
Senate and House of Representatives and voting for Republicans
in thirteen of fifteen gubernatorial elections.^ On 8 November 1932,
the sustained Republican domination of South Dakota politics had
ended abruptly and dramatically with Roosevelt winning all but one
county in the state and outpolling President Herbert Hoover 183,515
to 99,212. Also triumphant in the 1932 South Dakota race were the
Democratic nominee for governor, the two Democratic candidates
for the House of Representatives, and ninety-eigbt Democrats seek-
ing seats in the one hundred-forty-eight-member state legislature.^
By August and September 1936, however, some South Dakota Repub-
licans were cautiously optimistic about their party's prospects for
the November election. First, these Republicans suspected that an
appreciable number of voters were growing impatient with the
limited success of President Roosevelt's attempts to revitalize the
American economy. Second, they believed that Covernor Landon,
who was in no way associated with the origins of the depression,
was a decidedly more attractive and viable candidate than discred-
ited former president Herbert Hoover had been four years earlier.
Finally, they anticipated that the Union party presidential nominee.
Congressman William Lemke of neighboring North Dakota, might
draw thousands of disgruntled Democratic and independent votes
in rural South Dakota.

South Dakota Republicans had some justification for their opti-
mism regarding Landon's challenge to Roosevelt's reelection quest.
One of the few Republican governors elected in the Democratic
landslide of 1932, Landon had been comfortably reelected two years

2. Svend Petersen, A Statistical History of ¡he American Presidential Elections (New
York: Frederick Ungar Publishing Co., 1963), pp. 67, 70, 74, 78, 81, 83, 86, 89, 91. Be-
tween 1900 and 1928, the Republicans won eight of nine contests for the Senate and
prevailed in thirty-six of the thirty-nine campaigns for seats In the House. The only
South Dakota Democrats serving on Capiiol Hill during the period were Sen. Edwin
S. Johnson of Platte and Rep. Harry L. Gandy of Rapid City. The sole Democratic gover-
nor was William J. Bulow of Beresford, elected in 1926 and reelected in 1928. Cuide
to U. S. Elections (Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly, Inc., 1975), pp. 429-30,
477, 504-5, 690, 695, 700, 705, 710, 715, 722, 729, 734, 739, 745, 749, 754, 759, 764; Lawrence
F. Kennedy, comp.. Biographical Directory of the American Congress, 1774-1971
(Washington, D.C: Government Printing Office, 1971), pp. 983, 1191; Robert Sobel and
John Raimo, comps.. Biographical Directory of the Governors of the United States,
1789-1978, 4 vols. (Westport, Conn.: Meckler Books, 1978), 4:1449-54.

3. South Dakota, Legislative Manual (1933), pp. 297-98, 301-9, 520-34, 536-70; Philip
A. Grant, Jr., "Establishing a Two-Party System: The 1932 Presidential Election in South
Dakota," Pres;c/en(/a/Siud/es Quarter/y 10 (V^inter 1980): 76-79. For an analysis of the
1932 national election and party platforms, see Frank Freidel, "Flection of 1932," in
History of American Presidential Elections, 1789-1968, ed. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.,
4 vols. (New York: Chelsea House Publishers, 1971), 3:2707-62.
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The Great Depression pinyed ¿i m.iioi role in
the politics of the 1930s. Here, a South Dakutan leaves

the state to look for work on the West Coast.

later in defiance of a pronounced nationwide Democratic trend. The
popular chief executive of a Great Plains state that was similar to
South Dakota both geographicalty and economically, he had car-
ried the bulk of the agriculturat counties in his two Kansas guber-
natorial campaigns. Moreover, Landon clearly identified with the
moderate wing of the Republican party, making him more accep-
table to those whom Hoover's rigid conservatism had alienated in
1932."

4. In 1932, Democrats had won governorships in Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Illinois,
Missouri, Iowa, Wisconsin, Nebraska, and South Dakota, while Minnesota voters had
elected the Farmer-Labor candidate. Guide to U. S. Flections, pp. 406-7, 415-18, 425,
430, 436. Having won by a mere 5,637-vote margin in 1932, Landon defeated his Demo-
cratic opponent by a 62,153 majority in 1934. After the 1934 elections. Republicans
held only eight of the nation's forty-eight governorships and one hundred twenty-
eight of the five hundred thirty-one seats in Congress. Guide to U. S. Flections, pp.
397-437, 485-509, 77f>-80.
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264 South Dakota History

South Dakota political observers estimated that Union party can-
didate Lemke might poll in excess of twenty percent of South
Dakota's popular vote, recalling that third-party candidates had fared
conspicuously well in several past presidential elections. In 1892,
Populist James B. Weaver had received 26,552 votes (37.8 percent) in
South Dakota, while in 1912 Theodore Roosevelt, the Progressive
("Bull Moose") nominee, had accumulated 58,811 ballots (50.6 per-
cent). In 1920, Parley P Christensen, the Farmer-Labor candidate, had

' Some Republicans
believed that Governor
Alfred M. Landon of
Kansas would attract a
substantial number of
South Dakota's rural
votes in the 1936
presidential election.

won 34,406 votes (19.0 percent), and four years later, Progressive
Robert M. La Follette secured 75,200 votes (36.9 percent). Observers
speculated that if Lemke did reasonably well in his presidential bid
in South Dakota, he might cause serious problems for the Roosevelt
candidacy. '̂

5. Ibid., pp. 279, 284, 286-87 The following volumes offer scholarly analyses of the
Lemke campaign: David H. Bennett, Demagogues in the Depression: American
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With few exceptions. South Dakota Democrats expected that 1936
would be a productive year for their party. President Roosevelt's
magnetic personality would be a meaningful factor in the presiden-
tial contest, as it had in 1932. Destined to become the most for-
midable vote-getter in the annals of American politics, Roosevelt
had twice won the governorship of New York, the nation's largest
and most diverse state. In the 1932 presidential election, he had won
every state between the Ohio River and the Pacific Ocean. His
aristocratic background notwithstanding, Roosevelt repeatedly
stressed his commitment to improving the lot of the small and fre-
quently impoverished farmer. During his first administration, he had
persuaded Congress to enact the most sweeping domestic-reform
program in American history. An orator of renowned eloquence,
he had delivered a number of his legendary "fireside chats" before
the 1936 campaign began.^

In addition to Roosevelt's popularity. Democrats had further
reason to be optimistic when they reviewed the off-year elections
of 1934, which had afforded voters an opportunity to express their
approval for or disenchantment with Roosevelt's New Deal. In all
previous off-year elections, the party controlling the White House
had lost congressional seats and governorships. In 1934, however,
the Democrats added to their already sizeable House and Senate
majorities and captured several key governorships. Particularly note-
worthy were Democratic successes in the Midwest, where Demo-
crats won Senate seats in Ohio, Indiana, Missouri, and Nebraska
and governorships in Ohio, Iowa, Nebraska, North Dakota, and
South Dakota. In South Dakota, both incumbent Democratic con-
gressmen, Fred H. Hildebrandt of Watertown and Theodore B. Wer-
ner of Rapid City, defeated their Republican adversaries. Voters gave
Democratic Governor Tom Berry a second term by a record 62,593
majority."

Of paramount importance to the fate of the Democratic ticket in
South Dakota, however, was the impact of the various New Deal agri-
cultural programs, which had resulted in a steady increase in an-

Radicals and the Union Party, 1932-1936 (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press,
1969), pp. 189-276; Edward C. Blackorby, Prairie Rebel: The Public Life of William Lemke
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1963), pp. 217-31; Donald R. McCoy, Angry
Voices; Left-of-Center Politics in the New Deal Era (Lawrence: University of Kansas
Press, 1958), pp. 142-57

6. Guide to U. S. Elections, p. 289.
7 Ibid., pp. 491,496-97, 501; Kennedy, Biographical Directory of the American Con-

gress, pp. 1116-17,1901; Sobel and Raimo, Biographical Directory of Governors, 2:446-47,
3:906-7 1182,1230-31,4:1454-55; New York Times, 7 Nov. 1934, pp. 1-2, 8 Nov. 1934, pp. 1-3.
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266 South Dakota History

nual farm income across the Midwest and the entire nation. Such
landmark measures as the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, the
Earm Mortgage Moratorium Act of 1935, the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act, and the Rural Electrification Act had con-
tributed to a reversal of the misfortunes that had plagued American
agriculture since the early 1920s. Between 1932 and 1936, farm in-
come nationwide had increased by more than sixty-eight percent,
from $6,405,000,000 to $10756,000,000. Roosevelt's emphasis on farm
relief generated considerable enthusiasm in South Dakota and its
neighboring states throughout the farm belt, where support for the
president crossed party lines. Endorsing Roosevelt in 1936 were
Senators George W. Norris of Nebraska, Henrik Shipstead of Min-
nesota, and Robert M. La Eollette, Jr., of Wisconsin, three distin-
guished public servants who had long advocated farm relief but had
never affiliated with the Democratic party.**

In late August, prior to launching his formal reelection campaign,
Roosevelt traveled through several midwestern states on a drought-
inspection trip. The president visited South Dakota from 28 to 30
August, participating in drought-crisis conferences in Pierre and
Rapid City. Roosevelt's presence in South Dakota generated a
substantial amount of favorable publicity around the country, and
the chief executive frequently reminded South Dakotans of his ad-
ministration's unwavering commitments to agriculture and conser-
vation."

At Aberdeen on 28 August, the president expressed concern over
both the drought and the projected needs of the 1936-1937 winter,
stating, "! have been thinking more about the future, for I want to
see South Dakota continue to grow and prosper." Acknowledging
that the economy of South Dakota was largely dependent upon

a John A. Carraty, ed.. Dictionary of American Biography, Supplement Six (1956-1960)
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1980), pp. 577-79; Richard Lowitt, Ceorge W. Nor-
ris: The Triumph of a Progressive, 79J3-7944 (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1978),
pp. 151-62; Patrick |. Maney, ''Young Bob" La Follette: A Biography of Robert M. La
Follette, Jr., 1895-1953 (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1978), pp. 189-91.
Roosevelt's farm-relief programs are discussed in Frank Freidel, Franklin D. Roosevelt:
Launching the New Deal (Boston, Mass.: Little, Brown & Co., 1973), pp. 83-101, 308-19;
Van L. Perkins, Crisis in Agriculture: The Agricultural Adjustment Administration and
the New Deal, 1933 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1969), pp. 1-78; Theodore
Saloutos and lohn D. Hicks, Agricultural Discontent in the Middle West, 1900-1939
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1951), pp. 452-502; and Edward L. Schapsmeier
and Frederick M. Schapsmeier, Henry A. Wallace of Iowa: The Agrarian Years, 1910-1940
(Ames: Iowa State University Press, 1968), pp. 166-209.

9, Sioux Falls Daily Argus-Leader, 30 Aug. 1936; Washington Evening Star, 29, 31 Aug.
1936; New York Times, 31 Aug. 1936, pp. 1, 3.
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With his son James Roosevelt holding the microphone. President
Franklin D. Roosevelt addressed a crowd gathered at Mount Rushmore

near the end of his South Dakota drought-inspection tour.

agriculture, Roosevelt stressed that those who lived in the cities
needed to realize that "there would not be any cities if there were
not any farms." Urging South Dakotans "to cooperate with Nature,"
the president concluded: "I have come out here to learn more about
the conditions at first hand. I shall take back to Washington with
me the picture of a whole lot of people with courage, with their
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26Ö South Dakota History

chins up, who are telling us that they are going to see things through.
And I am going to help."^"

Later the same day, Roosevelt detivered an extemporaneous
speech at Huron. Voicing optimism about the future, the president
asserted that the federal government was "trying to restore this
country out through here to a position where we can go ahead in
South Dakota to better times, not only in the cities, but on the

William Lemke,
the Union party
candidate for presi-
dent, presented
himself as the
true friend of
the farmer.

farms." Gonfident that the cooperation of South Dakotans would
make "the days to come more happy and prosperous than in the
past," Roosevelt climaxed his remarks with his own appraisal of the
farm situation: "I notice a good deal of change up here from the

10. Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt, 7936 (New York: Macmillan
Co., 1938), pp. 307-a
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days when wheat was selling at twenty-five cents and corn at ten
cents, even if we have not got so much wheat and corn. And next
year we hope that we shall have them and that the prices for them
will be higher than they were in the old days." '̂ The president also
spoke at Mount Rushmore after unveiling the face of Thomas Jef-
ferson on 30 August. In an informal speech, he hailed the memorial
to democratic government as an inspiration "not only in our own
beloved country, but, we hope, throughout the world."'^

Although Republican presidential candidate Alfred Landon did
not appear in South Dakota during the 1936 campaign, his running
mate, Chicago Daily News publisher Frank Knox, visited the state
in early September. In addresses delivered at Mitchell, Aberdeen,
and Rapid City, Knox criticized the Roosevelt Administration for
squandering government money and charged that New Deal farm
policies had resulted in a loss of foreign markets. Knox assured
South Dakotans that the Republican party would not cut relief
benefits but would instead eliminate the waste in government pro-
grams.'^

William Lemke, the Union party nominee, confined his 1936 cam-
paign in South Dakota to a single speech in Sioux Falls on 7 Octo-
ber, in which he predicted that he would carry the state in the
general election if the race between Roosevelt and Lemke was close.
Denouncing the records of both major parties, Lemke declared: "We
are through with the reactionary Democrats and Republicans. They
are not only breeds of the same cat, but are the same cat." Present-
ing himself as the true friend of the farmer, Lemke recalled the bills
that he and his North Dakota colleague. Sen. Lynn ). Frazier, had
authored between 1933 and 1936 calling for massive federal aid for
agriculture.'''

Perhaps the most noteworthy development of the entire 1936
South Dakota presidential campaign was Sen. Peter Norbeck's deci-
sion to endorse Roosevelt. A lifelong Republican and highly
respected leader of the bipartisan congressional farm bloc, Norbeck,
of Redfield, South Dakota, had been elected governor twice and
United States senator three times. Despite his Republican affilia-

11. Ibid., pp. 308-9.
12. Ibid., pp. 309-10.
13. Edward T. James, ed.. Dictionary of American Biography, Supplement Three

(1941-1945) (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1973), pp. 424-26; New York Herald
Tribune, 11 Sept. 1936; Sioux Falls Daily Argus-Leader, 10, 11 Sept. 1936; Rapid Gity
Journal, 10 Sept. 1936.

14. Sioux Falls Daily Argus-Leader, 8 Oct. 1936.
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tion, Norbeck had compiled a virtually unblemished record of sup-
port for New Deal legislation. In his 13 October announcement that
he favored Roosevelt's reelection, Norbeck credited the president
with having fostered business recovery and improved the overall
welfare of agriculture.'-''

Republicans met Norbeck's endorsement with dismay, but they
took encouragement from the results of two public-opinion polls
published in the Farm/ourna/and the Literary Digest. The Farm Jour-
nal's surveys, conducted monthly between August and November,
revealed that Landon led Roosevelt in South Dakota by 13.5 to 18.8
percent. The Literary Digest findings indicated that Landon would
handily carry the state by a margin of 25.6 to 28.9 percent. Both polls
predicted that Lemke would not be a factor in the South Dakota
election. According to the Farm Journal, Lemke would attract a max-
imum of 74 percent of the ballots, while the /./íeraryD/gesí calculated
the North Dakotan's proportion at 5.7 percent or less."*

The Gallup and Crossley polls indicated a somewhat different
political climate in the state. In several surveys conducted between
24 November 1935 and 19 January 1936, the Gallup organization con-
cluded that most South Dakotans favored the president's reelec-
tion. In late August, however, the poll placed South Dakota and ten
other states in the "borderline Republican" category. In late October,
South Dakota was listed in the ranks of fourteen "doubtful" states.
The Crossley Poll published the results of three surveys in the
autumn of 1936. On 27 September, the poll estimated that Roosevelt
and Landon would both receive fifty percent of the popular vote,
while on 1 November it projected that the president held a fifty-
four-to-forty-six-percent advantage over his Republican challenger.'^

On 3 November 1936, nearly three hundred thousand South
Dakotans went to the polls to choose between Roosevelt and Lan-
don. Early returns showed the president leading his Republican
challenger in approximately three-quarters of the state's counties.
By midnight, it was certain that Roosevelt would carry South Dakota

15. Ronald L. Feinman, Twilight of Progressivism: The Western Republican Senators
and the New Deal (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981), p. 106; Gilbert
C. Fite, Peter Norbeck: Prairie Statesman, university of Missouri Studies, vol. 22, no.
2 (Columbia, 1948), pp. 202-4; Sioux Falls Daily Argus-Leader, 14 Oct. 1936.

16. Farm Journal 60, no, 8 (Aug. 1936): 18, no. 9 (Sept. 1936|: 19, no. 10 (Oct. 1936):
17, and no. 11 (Nov. 1936): 17; Literary Digest 122, no. 14 (3 Oct. 1936): 7, no. 15 (10 Oct.
1936): 7, no. 16 (17 Oct. 1936): 7, no. 17 (24 Oct. 1936): 9, no. 18 (31 Oct. 1936): 5.

17. George H. Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public Opinion, 1935-1971, 3 vols. (New York:
Random House, 1972), 1:3-4, 6, 10, 32-33, 38; New York American, 27 Sept., 25 Oct.,
1 Nov. 1936.
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by at least thirty thousand votes. After all the ballots were counted,
Roosevelt had garnered 160,137 votes (54.0 percent); Landon, 125,977
(42.5 percent); and Lemke, 10,338 (3.5 percent).'«

While the president's plurality of 34,160 votes was far less than
his 1932 margin of 84,303, he prevailed over Landon in fifty-four of
South Dakota's sixty-nine counties. In addition to winning most of
the state's rural areas, Roosevelt also ran well in eight primarily ur-
ban counties, although in the largest, Minnehaha County, his margin
of victory was only 756 votes:

COUNTY

Minnehaha (Sioux Falls)

Brown (Aberdeen)

Beadle (Huron)

Pennington (Rapid City)

Davison (Mitchell)

Yankton (Yankton)
Codington (Watertown)

Clay (Vermillion)

ROOSEVEIl

13,174

9,177

5,843

5357

4,983

4349

4,256

3,070

LANDON

12/t18

4,505

2,965

2,510

2702

3,005

1,6921«

The Republican challenger had captured only fifteen counties,
twelve of which were located east of the Missouri River. Landon
proved particularly strong in seven counties close to the Minnesota
border:

COUNTY

Brookings

Turner

Lake

Lincoln

Kingsbury

Hamlin

Deuel

LANDON

3,899

3,214

3,182

2,918

2,813

1357

1,595

ROOSEVELT

3,161

2,923

2,520

2341

2,037

1,622

1,440^"

Interestingly, all seven counties had favored Roosevelt in 1932.

18. Richard M. Scammon, comp. and ed., America at the Polls: A Handbook of
American Presidential Election Statistics, 1920-1964 (Pittsburgh, Pa.: University of Pitts-
burgh Press, 1965), pp. 404-5; Sioux Falls Daily Argus-Leader, 4, 5, 6 Nov. 1936.

19. Scammon, America at the Polls, pp. 403-5.
20. Ibid., pp. 402-5.
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As some pollsters had predicted, Lemke's 10338 votes had ab-
solutely no impact on the outcome of South Dakota's presidential
contest. His candidacy harmed Roosevelt only in Butte Gounty,
which Landon carried by six votes. As a long-time advocate of farm
relief and an outspoken congressman from an adjacent state, Lemke
was well known in South Dakota. Although he did attract a some-
what higher proportion of the vote in the state than in other parts
of the nation, his performance was obviously disappointing. The
fact that the president swept most of the state's rural counties in-
dicated that South Dakotans were generally satisfied with the New
Deal farm programs and saw no overriding reason to cast a protest
vote for Lemke. '̂

In November 1936, across the country, Roosevelt scored the most
overwhelming victory in the annals of American presidential elec-
tions, defeating Landon by 531 to 8 ballots in the electoral college
and 11,068,093 in the popular vote. In nearly all sections of the United
States, Roosevelt substantially improved his showing over that of
1932—except in South Dakota and a few other states, where the
president's percentage declined. While his support nationwide in-
creased from 57.4 to 60.8 percent, his share of the vote in South
Dakota dropped from 63.6 to 54.0 percent.^^

Roosevelt's overwhelming victory in other areas of the country
reflected the fact that by 1936, the problems confronting urban
America had begun to preoccupy the president. Such significant
New Deal laws as the National Housing Act of 1934, the Social Securi-
ty Act, and the National Labor Relations {Wagner) Act had enormous
importance to tens of millions of citizens clustered in the nation's
urban centers. White the president still commanded the loyalty of
most farmers in South Dakota and its neighboring agricultural states,
his popularity in the industrial states of the Northeast and Midwest
had grown significantly. Between the 1932 and 1936 elections, the
proportion of the vote Roosevelt received in the industrial states
of New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, and Illinois
rose an average of 6.8 percent, an increase of 2348,113 votes.^^

In 1932, the Roosevelt landslide had resulted in Democrats win-
ning nearly all key South Dakota offices. In 1936, the coattail effects

21. Ibid. In 1936, Lemke's 892,492 ballots accounted for 1.96 percent of the nation's
total votes. Lemke polled the following proportions in South Dakota and the sur-
rounding farm states: South Dakota, 35 percent; Nebraska, 2.1 percent; Iowa, 2.6 per-
cent; and North Dakota, 13.4 percent. Cuide to U. S. Elections, p. 290.

22. Guide to U. S. Elections, pp. 251, 289-90.
23. Ibid., pp. 289-90.
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of the president's victory were more limited. Although the Repub-
lican party had been unable to deny Roosevelt South Dakota's four
electoral votes, it had regained control of both the governorship
and the tegislature and ousted an incumbent Democrat in the sec-
ond congressional district. In the gubernatorial race. Republican
Leslie Jensen of Hot Springs emerged victorious by a 9,404-vote
margin over Democratic incumbent Tom Berry. Republicans regis-
tered net increases of ten seats in the state senate and twenty-five
seats in the house of representatives. In the second congressional
district race. Republican Francis H. Gase of Güster prevailed by a
vote of 34,812 to 32,549 over Democrat Theodore B. Werner, thus
beginning a career on Gapitol Hill tbat would span more than a quar-
ter century. Republicans atso made respectable showings in con-
tests for the United States Senate and the first congressionat district.
Republican Senate candidate Chan Gurney of Yankton secured 49.2
percent of the vote, coming within 6,048 votes of unseating Demo-
cratic incumbent William J. Bulow, and Republican Karl E. Mundt

At a stop in Pierre during his 1936 drought-inspection
tour. President Roosevelt posed with two state Democratic incumbents.

To his immediate right are Sen. William ¡. Bulow, who would survive
a challenge by Chan Gurney of Yankton, and Cov. Tom Berry,

who would be defeated by Leslie tensen of Hot Springs.
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of Madison received 49.4 percent of the vote for the House seat,
losing the race to Fred H. Hildebrandt by only 2^70 votes.̂ '̂

In South Dakota, a correlation certainly existed between the presi-
dent's second victory in 1936 and the progress his administration
had made in combating the depression. To assert that Roosevelt had
ended the depression by November 1936 would be erroneous, but
evidence abounded that both the state and the nation as a whole
had experienced gradual economic recovery during Roosevelt's
tenure. Of paramount importance were the figures both for annual
statewide farm income and prices of individual crops. In 1932, South
Dakota's farm income from crops, livestock, and government pay-
ments had been $56,654,000, while in 1936 the figure had been
$103,972,000. This increase of $47,318,000 represented a rise of nearly
54.5 percent and reflected the prices South Dakota farmers received
for their crops. The comparative statistics for four major crops were
as follows:

CROP

Corn

Wheat

Oats

Barley

1932

$0.25/bushel

$a34/bushel

$0.10/bushel

$0.16/bushel

1936

$1.08/bushel

$1.15/bushel

$040/bushel

$0.67/busheP^

The outcome of the presidential election of 1936 in South Dakota
constituted both a personal tribute to Franklin D. Roosevelt and a
basic sympathy on the part of most South Dakotans with the ob-
jectives of the New Deal. While South Dakota had been consistently
Republican since its admission to the Union in 1889, Roosevelt's
dynamic personality and avowed determination to change the na-
tion's economic structure, along with some recognizable success,
had profoundly influenced the people of the state.

In no sense did the South Dakota election of 1936 suggest a man-
date for the Democratic party. Indeed, tbe president's victory was
considerably more modest than in 1932, and the electorate of South
Dakota, while declining to approve Landon's candidacy, had re-

24. Guide to U. S. Elections, pp. 430, 504, 784; South Dakota, Official Directory and
Rules of the Senate and House of Representatives, Twenty-fifth Session of the
Legislature of South Dakota, 1937-1938, pp. 22-26, 43-49; Biographical Directory of the
American Congress, pp. 714,1043,1454; Sobel and Raimo, Biographical Directory of
Governors, 4:1455.

25. South Dakota, Cooperative Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Agricultural
Statistics, Annual Report, /937 (Sioux Falls, S.Dak., [1937J), pp. 12-13, 57, 61-63.
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turned control of the state government to the Republicans. More-
over, the extremely close House and Senate contests confirmed that
South Dakotans were almost evenly divided over which party should
represent them in Congress. In helping to elect Roosevelt to a sec-
ond term. South Dakotans did not repeat their 1932 repudiation of
state Republican party leadership. In voting Democratic at the
presidential level in 1936, the citizens of South Dakota continued
to affirm their support of Roosevelt's New Deal and act as a barom-
eter concerning midwestern political trends.
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