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1 THE HISTORIAN’S NEW DEAL

The topic of this study is the experience of Arizona and its citizens
with the many programs initiated by the Roosevelt Administration to
combat the Great Depression. The focus on Arizona will illuminate
many issues related to the implementation of New Deal programs that
are not fully explored in national level studies. Arizona presented
conditions that varied considerably from those found in many other parts
of the country, and gave the New Deal a unique set of challenges. This
study also describes the impact of this massive expansion of federal
power on the evolving American federal system of government. The
focus, in other words, is on the impact and interplay of programs, ideas,
and personnel in Arizona, an approach that is possible only because the
state was relatively small. This is neither a study of Arizona politics
during the 1930s, nor of Arizona during the depression. Instead, by
examining federal policies within the state this study attempts to provide
a new perspective on certain aspects of the New Deal, a much-studied
topic.

The era of President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal program is
significant because it reworked the structure of the American political
economy. The devastating force of the Great Depression tilted the
delicate balance of federalism, first by crushing the people’s self-reliance
with mass unemployment, and second by paralyzing state and local
authorities through financial starvation. It required the force of
widespread deprivation for the majority of Americans to turn against a
century and a half tradition of fearing the centralization of authority.
The New Deal relaid the political foundation of the American economy
with the federal government as its major support. Public approval of a
new balance between the central government, local powers, and private
enterprise solidified after Roosevelt led the nation in a second national-
izing effort, victory against the Axis powers during World War II.
Victory in war, renewal of prosperity, and the death of its architect in
1945 tested the long-term durability of the new structure, and it held
strong at least through most of the remainder of the twentieth century.!

Unless one views the 1920s as an aberration, the elections of 1920,
1924, and 1928 indicate that the American people preferred to remain on
the road of economic development through support of individualism and
private initiative. Although federal involvement in the economy had
expanded considerably during the Progressive era and during World
War |, its role was far more limited than in the post-New Deal era.

IFrank B. Freidel in Wilbur Cohen (ed.), The Roosevelt New Deal: A Program
Asses)sment Fifty Years After, (Austin: Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs,
1986), 3-4.



2 The New Deal in Arizona

Reformers had found only limited success in implementing their ideas at
the national level, and many returned to the states to promote new ideas.
Though liberal thinkers debated amongst themselves many of the ideas
that eventually formed the New Deal, many probably would have
remained in the political wilderness had not a number of forces
converged to make Roosevelt president in 1933. The New Deal was not
inevitable. It required the Great Depression to be both severe and
enduring; it required President Hoover to be frustrated in his program of
recovery and to be both personally and ideologically repudiated by the
voters; it required the Democratic party to overcome its internal conflicts
and nominate a strong candidate in 1932; and it required the personality
of Franklin Roosevelt who could both instill renewed hope in the people
and convince them to accept liberal prescriptions for restoring
prosperity. Long-term trends and sudden events all played a part.
Roosevelt set the nation on a new course; not in an opposite direction
(the path of contemporary communists or fascists), but oblique, a path
that led to both private and public development, which required both
individual initiative and common effort.2

The New Deal was an evolving set of new laws, agencies, and
programs that was implemented throughout Roosevelt’s first two terms.
It was enacted in waves of legislation alternated with periods of
implementation, reconsideration, and planning for new proposals. The
first two waves coincide with the first sessions of new Congresses with
election years the periods of respite. The most active legislative sessions
of Congress occurred in 1933 and 1935 immediately following the
elections of 1932, when Roosevelt led a Democratic sweep, and 1934,
when the party defied tradition by strengthening its majority in both
houses. Congress moved most famously in two periods dubbed the First
and Second Hundred Days. The First Hundred Days refers to the special
session of Congress called by Roosevelt to face the crisis of nationwide
bank failures and the potential complete collapse of the American
financial structure. After instilling new confidence in the private
banking system with the temporary bank holiday and a relatively
conservative Banking Act, the President decided to push for even more
legislation. By the time the session ended on June 16, Roosevelt had
shepherded fifteen pieces of major legislation through Congress.
Following the Banking Act came the Economy Act, which slashed
federal spending; a beer bill which renewed an industry; the creation of
the Civilian Conservation Corps; the National Industrial Recovery Act,
which created the National Recovery Administration and the Public
Works Administration; and the Agricultural Adjustment Act, which

21bid., 6-7.
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responded to the crisis in agriculture by implementing a “domestic
allotment” program. Acts passed in June aided the nation’s debtors by
creating the Farm Credit Administration and the Home Owner’s Loan
Corporation. The Tennessee Valley Authority fulfilled an old dream of
public power advocates. The Securities Act attempted to rein in the
speculators of Wall Street, while the Glass-Steagal Banking Act created
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. These acts fulfilled Roose-
velt’s pledge of a “new deal for the American people.”

The overwhelmingly Democratic Congress of 1935 charged into
action beginning in May. In the Second Hundred Days, Congress
passed momentous legislation including the Wagner Act, which created
the National Labor Relations Board; the Social Security Act; a major
progressive tax act; and the Public Utilities Holding Company Act,
which reformed the organization of private public utilities. Creation of
the Rural Electrification Administration helped bring modern consumer
life to the American hinterland. The Banking Act of 1935 shifted control
of the Federal Reserve decisively from private bankers to the federal
government. The Works Progress Administration provided work for
millions of unemployed people.

Active (and sometimes reactive) Congresses again reshaped the New
Deal in 1937, 1938, and 1939, though in ways far different than earlier. In
1936 Roosevelt and the Democrats again overwhelmed the Republicans.
When the President in his second inaugural address stated his vision of
“one-third of a nation ill-housed, ill-clad, ill-nourished” he raised
expectations of a new round of legislative action. Roosevelt shocked the
political order not by proposing new agencies, but with a scheme to
pack the Supreme Court. This was a defensive move meant to protect
New Deal legislation from a conservative court that had already
eliminated the National Recovery Administration and decimated the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration. Fearing for New Deal legisla-
tion passed in 1935, such as the Social Security Act and the Wagner Labor
Relations Act, Roosevelt hoped to place new and sympathetic justices on
the bench. The proposal proved disastrous, for it provided conservative
opponents of the New Deal with a popular issue to rally around.
Congress defeated the proposal in 1937.3 Congress approved little that
the President requested that year, though it did pass a liberalization of the
Federal Housing Administration program (created in 1934) and passed
the Wagner-Steagal Housing Act which created the U.S. Housing
Authority.  After that year, an increasingly conservative Congress
sharply limited its willingness to create innovative programs or support

3William E. Leuchtenbur , The Supreme Court Reborn: The Constitutional Revolution
in the Age of Roosevelt, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), 132-62.
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earlier ones. Still, the powerful New Deal coalition scored some notable
triumphs in the next two years. A new Agricultural Adjustment Act in
1938 renewed the federal commitment for rationalizing agricultural
production. That year also saw a vast stepping up of federal spending on
programs of public works and public employment. The Fair Labor
Standards Act contributed to the elimination of child labor and
establishment of minimum wages and maximum hours. Congress passed
a major liberalization of the Social Security Act in 1939. A major federal
reorganization that year created the Executive Office of the President,
which modernized the presidential branch of the government.

Moving from description to interpretation, historians’ models of the
meaning and significance of the New Deal have evolved over the past
half-century. The first words of interpretation came from contemporary
participants and opponents. Participants defended the programs they
helped create and implement as the saviors of the nation, or at least of
capitalism. Opponents scorned the panoply of alphabet agencies as
eroding the American traditions of self-reliance and local authority.
Beginning in the 1950s, historians began to weigh the sources, question
the underlying meanings of liberal and conservative philosophies,
compare continuities with changes, and measure the limitations in which
New Dealers operated. Recurring reevaluations have seemingly left us
with as many New Deals as there are New Deal historians.

In the larger realm of American political commentary in the first two
decades after World War II, the New Deal became the target of
ideological diatribe and the model for contemporary reform dreams.
The major early New Deal historians, Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., William
Leuchtenburg, Carl Degler, and James MacGregor Burns, represented
liberal intellectuals, generally praising the achievements of Roosevelt’s
program. Even when noting the limits of reform in the 1930s—often in
terms of missed opportunities for even deeper reform—these historians
portrayed the New Deal as a victory of the “vital center” of American
politics. In their model, the nation tottered precariously on a political
razor’s edge that but for the personality of Franklin Roosevelt might
have fallen either to radical revolution or fascist reaction. This influential
model retains its adherents as does the conservative hypothesis that the
magnitude of the Great Depression owed much to unwise policies of

4For a fuller description of the historiography of the New Deal, see Roger Biles, A

New Deal for the American People, (DeKalb: Northern Illinois University Press,
1991); Melvyn Dubofsll\?l (ed.), The New Deal: Conflicting Inte retations and
Shifting Perspectives, (New York: Garland Publisher, 1992), and Harvard Sitkoff
%) .) Fift 5Y)ears Later: The New Deal Evaluated, (Philadelphia: Temple University
ress, 1985).
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Congress and the Federal Reserve, and would have ended much sooner
had the economy been left to work itself out.

In the 1960s, New Left historians publicized a different perspective.
To these intellectuals, the saving of American capitalism was itself
evidence of the failure of the New Deal to achieve significant change in
American society. Programs like the NRA appeared little more than
surrender to demands that the government support monopoly. Beneath
the claims of monumental legislation, study of the legislative process
revealed the repeating pattern of real reform proposals emasculated by
congressional conservatives and Roosevelt’s willingness to compromise.
Even Herbert Hoover found rehabilitation as leftist historians showed
new appreciation of his philosophy of American individualism and its
distinctions from laissez-faire capitalism. In this interpretation, the New
Deal itself was a conservative operation that successfully defeated
challenges from the poor and disenfranchised.®

Stung by this intellectual challenge, even sympathetic historians
reevaluated the New Deal in the 1970s and 1980s, placing greater
emphasis on the limitations that politics and American culture set on the
Roosevelt Administration. James T. Patterson’s pathbreaking work
revealed the importance of Congress in setting parameters for New Deal
reform.  Today there is greater appreciation that some New Deal
programs did not restore prosperity and, indeed, may have been
counterproductive. If nothing else, it appears to have acted as a ‘holding
operation” for the economy and for society. The New Deal was rarely
radical and often conservative in intent and implementation. Still, the
New Deal marked a major turning point in American politics and
society. If Roosevelt imposed a federal welfare state on a capitalist
economy, at least America now had an institutional basis for social
security that did not exist previously. The balance of political power
decisively shifted from state and local to federal institutions. This had
important consequences in such later movements as the Civil Rights
struggle of the 1950s and 1960s, the Great Society expansion of liberal
programs in the 1960s, and the revival of conservatism since the 1970s.”

5Biles, 2.
6Paul Conkin, The New Deal, (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1967), 73.

7Biles, 4; Anthony J. Badger, The New Deal: The Depression Years, 1933-40, (New

York: Hill and Wang, 1989), 10. On the restraining influence of Congress, see James

T. Patterson, Congressional Conservatism and the New Deal; the Growth of the

gonservstg;)e Coalition in Congress, 1933-1939, (Lexington: University of Kentucky
ress, 1 .



6 The New Deal in Arizona

The 1980s, the New Deal’s fiftieth anniversary, provided the occasion
for thoughtful reappraisal and synthesis of two generations of historical
thought. Several conferences took up the anniversary theme to examine
the legacy of the New Deal on America in the last years of the twentieth
century. The issue seemed particularly relevant in these years of the
Reagan presidency. Reagan, the most outspokenly conservative presi-
dents since the 1930s, often stated his positions as reversing some of the
negative effects of the New Deal legacy. Indeed, the reform of Social
Security finances proved one of the most challenging issues of Reagan’s
early years. A symposium in 1983 at the University of New Hampshire
revealed some of the current topics of concern among historians. Most
historians were equivocal on the achievements of the Roosevelt
administration; they noted the power of conservatives in Congress and
traditional attitudes among the public to limit the possibilities of reform.
Despite these qualifications, most approved the New Deal 8

Much of modern New Deal historiography is directed toward the
inclusion of previously excluded social groups. Roosevelt was unwilling
to strongly challenge Jim Crow in the South, a pragmatic and probably
wise choice given the strength of southern politicians in Congress.
Additionally, the local administration of so many New Deal programs
gave ample opportunity for local prejudice to taint the provision of relief.
Despite these problems, the New Deal offered greater federal assistance
to blacks than at any time since Reconstruction. Black voters rewarded
Roosevelt by turning away from their traditional alliance with the
Republican Party. The issue of the New Deal and minorities at the
national level has tended to concentrate on black Americans, particularly
in the South. Hispanics and Indians, groups particularly relevant to
Arizona, have received far less attention, although that is changing. An
appreciation of the role of women in the New Deal has moved well
beyond the contributions of Eleanor Roosevelt. We now know that
women played an important role in the lower echelons of New Deal
administration. Susan Ware anticipated that historians “may soon say
that women founded the modern welfare state.” This is a view that
Theda Skocpol has brought to the fore. This study of Arizona finds
much to add to this issue.?

8Gitkoff, 5-9.

9sitkoff, 93; Susan Ware in Sitkoff, 119; Theda Skocpol, Protecting Soldiers and
Mothers: The Political Origins of Social Policg in the United States, (Cambridge:
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1992).
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Recent interpretive works reflect a growing consensus that
recognizes the great complexity and ambiguity in the New Deal era.
Works by Anthony ]. Badger and Roger Biles conclude that the New
Deal brought about significant changes in the American political
economy, but that these changes were far short of anything
revolutionary. Historians are now careful to balance initiatives under-
taken by the Roosevelt Administration with the constraints imposed by
numerous other political, social, and economic forces. It is no longer
acceptable simply to praise the New Deal for its achievements or
condemn it for either its limitations or the extent of its changes. What
recent works reveal is the incredible complexity of the New Deal, which
was not simply Roosevelt’s plan. The philosophical turmoil in the
Administration and in Congress opened the New Deal to conservatives,
progressives, New Nationalists, New Freedomers, planners, decentral-
izers, welfare capitalists, and radicals, who could find a congenial place
for themselves somewhere in the expanding federal domain. Also now
recognized is the importance of state and local authorities, private
persons, and corporations. Historians have abandoned simple
explanations and no longer try to impose any sort artificial uniformity
over a program whose basic premise was immediate, wide-scale action
to resolve the national emergency. Roosevelt himself did not try to
make the New Deal ideologically pure or consistent; he probably could
not have succeeded even if he himself was a self-consistent doctrinaire.
The vast extent of the New Deal was the direct product of the terrific
ferment of ideas debated at the time.

Badger and Biles reveal the number of influences affecting the shape
of federal activities in the 1930s. Because history is not a science of
measured forces, reinterpretation will continue as long as historians find
the New Deal a relevant topic. Part of this continuing process of
reinterpretation is further in-depth study of what occurred in the 1930s.
The present study is premised on the belief that there is much to be
learned about the New Deal in general by studying it where the pick hit
the ground. We already know that there was a great gulf between the
hopes of the New Dealers in Washington and what actually occurred in
the states. The difference lies in the many intervening powers, public
and private, that existed between the President and the millions of
Americans in need.

Slowly, a body of literature exploring many of the New Deal
agencies has grown. These include The Civil Works Administration, 1933-
1934 by Bonnie Fox Schwartz (1984), John A. Salmond’s standard
reference, The Civilian Conservation Corps, 1933-1942: A New Deal Case
Study (1967), James S. Olson’s, Herbert Hoover and the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation, 1931-1933 (1977) and Saving Capitalism:  The
Reconstruction Finance Corporation and the New Deal, 1933-1940 (1988), and
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Theodore Saloutos, The American Farmer and the New Deal (1982).
Unfortunately, no modern historian has taken on the Public Works
Administration so that we are left with the older account by Harold
Ickes’ Back To Work (1935). Many other agencies have yet to find their
definitive historian. These studies have in common a Washington
centered orientation. They describe the important national administra-
tors and the policy issues they confronted. Yet there is a clear and
recognized pattern that these agencies struggled with complicated local
issues that often made implementation of national goals difficult. Most of
these agencies did not have a large body of federal administrators and
relied on state and local authorities to develop specific projects and
distribute resources. These local figures had wills and agendas of their
own, and used whatever leeway was available to shape the programs to
their own notions of what the situation called for. Rampant exploitation
of agricultural programs by landowners in the South, for instance, meant
that tenants and sharecroppers often suffered discrimination in the
distribution of relief. This occurred despite the wishes of the Washing-
ton administrators because local authorities could often ignore rules they
found inconvenient or offensive and rely on the political power of their
representatives in Congress to shield them from federal mandates.!”

This study seeks to expand our understanding of the New Deal by
building on that emerging sense of complexity and local influence.
National and regional studies continue to offer important research
opportunities, and there is a clear need for additional studies of
individual agencies as they operated in Washington and in locations
around the nation, but examining how numerous agencies implemented
their programs in one state—in this case, Arizona—makes it possible to
understand the continuities, conflicts, and interrelationships between
programs, the effects of those programs in a specific environment, and
the role in running programs and reshaping government played by
people outside the nation’s capital.

Arizona can serve well as a case study of how local conditions
determined the course of the New Deal. Many New Deal agencies
affected many, if not all states. These include the Federal Emergency
Relief Administration, Civil Works Administration, Public Works
Administration, and Works Progress Administration. However, certain
agencies had more effect in some states than in others. For example, the
Tennessee Valley Authority specially influenced the four states in that
region, while the Wagner Act greatly affected the industrial states of the
Northeast and Midwest. Similarly, Arizona was also touched more by
certain agencies and initiatives than were other states. Thus, although

10gitkoff, 93.
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there are many similarities, its experience differed in some ways from
other states and presents a less familiar pattern. One important difference
was the large amount of land in the stated owned by the federal
government. The Departments of Agriculture and the Interior controlled
approximately 43 percent of Arizona’s land, with another 27 percent set
aside as Indian reservations. Federal land management policies had far
reaching consequences on the Arizona economy. This meant that for
Arizona, the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 stands out as one of the most
important pieces of New Deal legislation. The state also contained
numerous Indian tribes, many with sizable reservations. The Indian
Reorganization Act of 1934 and the “Indian New Deal” implemented by
Office of Indian Affairs Commissioner John Collier were also crucial
parts of the New Deal in Arizona. The state’s large Hispanic population
raises another racial question. Here, a study of Arizona will provide a
useful addition to a literature that has concentrated primarily on the New
Deal and blacks.

Studies of Arizona during the 1930s are currently very limited. As a
small state, Arizona has rarely caught the attention of historians
interested in the national scope of the New Deal. Larger states such as
New York, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and California or regions like the
South have served usefully as case studies of how the New Deal
programs were implemented in particular areas of the country.
Industrialized states of the North and Midwest are important because of
mass unemployment and issues of unionization. The South draws
attention because of agricultural and racial concerns. The West also has
special features that affected the implementation of the Roosevelt
program. Among these are the survival of Indian tribes and numerous
reservations, the high percentage of land remaining in the public
domain, the agricultural, pastoral, and extractive nature of the western
economy, and the arid character of its climate. Richard Lowitt’s The New
Deal and the West (1984) is the broad overview from which numerous
state studies are likely to follow. Even in this work, though, Arizona
receives relatively little attention. Most of Arizona’s great dams and
reclamation projects had either been built, or, like Hoover Dam, were
under construction by 1933 so there was nothing on the scale of PWA
development of the Columbia River. Arizona politics was neither as
turbulent as neighboring California, nor as significant to the national
Administration.

The premiere study relating Arizona to the New Deal is Donald L.
Parman’s The Navajos and the New Deal (1976). The Navajos were, and
still remain, the largest tribe in the United States and their reservation,
also the largest, was untouched by the allotment era of the Dawes
Severalty Act of 1887. For these people, the New Deal came at a time of
great need as drought and severe winters devastated their pastoral
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economy, while the depression cut off avenues for wage labor off the
reservation. Collier used the CCC, PWA, and Soil Conservation Service
to bring jobs to the poverty-stricken Navajos, but for all the much
needed relief, the New Deal also brought its share of misery to a people
who had suffered much misery at the hands of the federal government.
While tribal reorganization might have found favor with the Navajos in
the right circumstances, the government ~was simultaneously
implementing a conservation program on the reservation that forced
reductions of livestock. Ill-prepared for this latest assault on an
important part of their traditional culture, the Navajos struck back at
Collier by rejecting reorganization and resisting other aspects of his
program. Parman deftly balances his discussion of internal division
within the tribe between traditionalists and modernists. He also shows
the important relationship between federal policy, the tribe, and state
politics, though emphasizing New Mexico rather than Arizona.
Parman’s work is an important contribution to New Deal history,
western history, Indian history, and Arizona history. Unfortunately, it is
not one that has been emulated by later historians. The large Apache
reservations, White Mountain and San Carlos, and the Tohono O’odham
(then called Papago) Reservation with their sizable populations had their
own experiences with Collier and the New Deal which differed
significantly from the Navajos and deserve equivalent treatment—to say
nothing of the many smaller tribes and reservations.

A small number of studies have examined important aspects of
Arizona politics and social conditions during the Great Depression.
Richard Valentine’s study of the two gubernatorial terms of Benjamin B.
Moeur reveals the limits of state initiative in dealing with the economic
collapse. Valentine is critical of Moeur and state legislators for failing to
do more than they could to provide aid to the unemployed at the state
level. General considerations of the impact of the depression are found
in Leonard J. Arrington’s short study at the state level, and Jay Edward
Niebur’s more detailed work on Phoenix. Community studies have also
been done on Tucson, Prescott, and Casa Grande. Studies on the impact
of the depression on particular communities emphasize that while no
part of Arizona escaped the nation’s economic woes, conditions varied
considerably. The depression devastated the copper industry and the
communities dependent upon it, while the more diversified economy in
Phoenix suffered relatively less. These social histories also reveal the role
played by important people, such as Prescott's Grace Sparkes, in
organizing relief and work projects in response to the depression and
New Deal. Other social histories of Arizona during the 1930s include
Jervey’s detailed description of Arizona during the banking crisis of early
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1933, and Weisiger’s look at the experience of migrants from the Dust
Bowl who passed through or settled in Arizona.!!

Only three studies specifically examine New Deal agencies in
Arizona. Booth’s study of the CCC ranks only behind Parman’s work as
an important contributor to our knowledge of the New Deal in Arizona.
Building on the Salmond’s Washington-centered study of the CCC, Booth
covers such topics as administration, work projects, daily life, education,
and Indian CCC activities in the local context. This study will build
further on the literature of the CCC by integrated it into the whole of the
New Deal in Arizona, and to the broader program of conservation
promoted by Roosevelt. Two other studies offer detailed, though limited
considerations of particular projects of two agencies. Carriker’s history
of the Phoenix Homesteads describes one project of a small New Deal
agency, the Division of Subsistence Homesteads, and its attempt to solve
the problems of the depression by resettling families on small plots that
could serve as part-time farms to supplement inadequate wage labor.12

The New Deal for the first time turned the federal government into a
significant patron of the arts, providing employment for a number of
artists, writers, musicians, and actors. Art historian Daniel August Hall
described art projects sponsored by agencies like the CWA, FERA, and
WPA, providing biographical information on several of the artists
supported by government programs, drawing on both documentation
and interviews with several persons involved in the projects. Hall also
traces the locations of many of the major works produced. Modern
exhibitions of New Deal art have provided the occasion for research and
publication of aspects of these projects in Arizona. Exhibitions of

HRichard Valentine, “Arizona and the Great Depression: A Study of State
Response to Crisis, 1932-1937,” (Master’s Thesis, Flagstaff: Northern Arizona
University, 1968); Leonard ]. Arrington, “Arizona in the Great Depression Years,”
(AR: Arizona Review , 1968); Jay Edward Niebur, “The Social and Economic Effect
of the Great Depression on Phoenix, Arizona, 1928-1934,” (Dissertation, T :
Arizona State University, 1967); C. L. Sonnichsen, “Hard Times in Tucson,” (22, The
Journal of Arizona History, SPrinzg, 1981) 23-62; Margaret F. Maxwell, “The
l%egpression in Yavapai County,” (23, The Journal of Arizona History, Summer, 1982,
209-228); Melissa Keane, “Cotton and Figs: The Great Depression in the Casa
Grande Valley,” (23, The Journal of Arizona History, Autumn, 1991, 267-290);
William H. Jervey, Jr., “When the Banks Closed: Arizona’s Bank Holiday of 1933,”
(10, Arizona and the West. Summer, 1968); Marsha L. Weisiger, “Mythic Fields of
Plenty: The Plight of Depression-Era Oklahoma Migrants in Arizona,” (32, The
Journal of Arizona History, Autumn, 1991).

12peter MacMillan Booth, “The Civilian Conservation Corps in Arizona, 1933-
1942,” (Master’s Thesis, Tucson: University of Arizona, 1991); Robert M. Carriker,
“A New Deal Program: The Phoenix Homesteads, 1933-1948,” (Master’s Thesis,
Arizona State University, Tempe, 1993).
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individual artists such as Lew Davis and Philip Curtis also included
publication of exhibition catalogues with valuable information. More
recently, the art and biography of Philip Curtis of Scottsdale has been
captured for television and was the subject of a second major exhibition
at Arizona State University in 1997. Unfortunately, little has been done
on the acting, writing, and musical projects undertaken in this state.13

The current literature on the New Deal in Arizona covers a fairly
limited number of topics. Aspects of Arizona politics have been examin-
ed, as have important aspects of the economic and social conditions,
providing a useful background for understanding Arizona in the 1930s
and the impact of the depression. Little has been done to examine
specific agencies, although Booth’s study of the CCC is a notable
exception. This dissertation departs from these types of studies by
examining all of the major New Deal agencies in order to understand
how they interacted, and how, combined, they exerted an important
influence on the development of the state. Chapter two introduces the
physical, demographic, political, and economic conditions of the state at
the trough of the Great Depression from 1932 to 1933. Some of the
significant points include the impacts of the economic collapse on the
state’s primary industry, copper, and the resulting effects on people
living in the mining towns—then some of the largest communities in
Arizona. Also significant is the dominance of irrigated, reclamation-
based agriculture that survived well the drought that coincided with the
depression, and of cattle ranching which suffered grievously from the
same. The New Deal contributed only marginally to reclamation in
Arizona, providing improvements to several existing projects though
starting almost none. Politically, this period saw two gubernatorial
administrations, those of George Hunt and Benjamin Moeur, both
Democrats, and solidly Democratic legislatures. Both struggled to do
something in response to economic collapse but faced the problem of a
shrinking tax base and a conservative belief in the need for economy.
Both agreed, however, on the need for federal intervention and moved
quickly to take advantage of every new program initiated under both the
Hoover and Roosevelt Administrations. Governors and legislatures
moved to modernize the relief and tax systems of the state—often in
response to federal demands. The chapter also describes the banking
crisis that faced Roosevelt when he took office.

13pDaniel August, Hall, “Federal Patronage of Art in Arizona From 1933 to 1943,”
(Thesis, Tempe: Arizona State University, 1974); Peter Bermin, “The New Deal
in the Southwest; Arizona and New Mexico,” (Tucson: niversity of Arizona
Museum of Art, 1980).
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The succeeding chapters separately cover the major New Deal
agencies, excluding such agencies as the Securities and Exchange
Commission, the Tennessee Valley Authority, and the Export-Import
Bank of Washington, which had little or no direct impact on Arizona.
The Reconstruction Finance Corporation began in the last year of the
Hoover Administration, when it set important precedents in the role of
the federal government, providing loans to banks, railroads, and to the
states for relief purposes. During the New Deal, the RFC’s direct
involvement in the economy expanded significantly and its vast lending
capacity provided a convenient source of funds for numerous other New
Deal undertakings. The next chapter looks at the primary dispenser of
aid to the unemployed, the Federal Emergency Relief Administration,
and the Civil Works Administration, the innovative work relief agency
that operated briefly and temporarily simultaneously with the FERA, and
with much the same personnel. While the FERA initiated direct federal
grants to the states for relief and the CWA provided federal employment,
both were operated at the state and local levels with only general
guidance from Washington. In relation to work projects, both the FERA
and CWA involved federal, state, county, municipal, and private
agencies—an unprecedented mobilization of effort that aided thousands
of unemployed men and women.

The National Recovery Administration and the Public Works
Administration were organized to promote recovery. Between 1933 and
1935, the NRA tried to create a system of codes of fair competition.
These codes attempted to provide a floor to both prices and wages that
were suffering from an extended deflationary spiral, and protect the right
of workers to bargain collectively. The codes covered much of the
spectrum of commerce and industry and created authority boards
composed of members of the industry. Most important for Arizona was
the copper code, and the creation of that code illuminates an
underappreciated aspect of NRA history. The PWA was allocated $3.3
billion dollars for public works to stimulate recovery. As with NRA, the
PWA started with high hopes, though its ultimate achievements in
Arizona were limited. Within the PWA were fought out basic issues of
efficiency of operation versus impact, a debate that affected all efforts to
revive the economy and provide work. The PWA is also important not
only because of the actual projects it accomplished, but also because of
its many connections with other agencies.

Two of Arizona’s largest agricultural commodities, cotton and citrus,
suffered because of overproduction nationwide which drove down
prices, while the state’s other major agricultural product—cattle—was
threatened by a severe drought in 1934. The Administration responded
to the political demands of farmers and ranchers for federal aid with a
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program of production controls and loans administered primarily by the
Agricultural ~Adjustment Administration and the Farm Credit
Administration. The AAA’s production control programs for Arizona’s
major commodities were considerably different, reflecting both the
differing needs of the sectors and differing political pressures applied by
farmers and ranchers for federal assistance. The New Deal’s program for
agriculture evolved over the years. After 1936, soil conserva-
tion—another important concern of New Dealers—was integrated into
the methods of production control. This concern for soil erosion also led
to the creation of another new agency, the Soil Erosion Service (after
1935, the Soil Conservation Service). In its early years, the Soil
Conservation Service took advantage of PWA funding and the
availability of CCC, CWA, and FERA labor to undertake soil erosion
control demonstration projects, two of the largest being on the Navajo
Reservation and the upper Gila River valley. Although a national
problem, soil erosion had a special significance in Arizona where the
landscape was arid and livestock raising was a major economic activity.
The New Deal responded to droughts and overgrazing of public lands
by enacting the Taylor Grazing Act which transformed the relationship
between the federal government and public land users, increasing the
role of the former to that of land manager. Of all the New Deal activities
in Arizona, the Taylor Grazing Act provoked the largest immediate
opposition. Still, stockmen proved adaptable to the new system of land
management, particularly since it allowed them a large voice in how the
land was managed.

The interrelationship between New Deal programs and agencies is
especially apparent in the aid they provided to Arizona’s Indians. John
Collier took advantage of the CWA, CCC, PWA, and other agencies to
provide significant relief and employment on the reservations. In
addition to providing much needed assistance to the Indians, Collier’s
program shifted federal Indian policy with the enactment of the Indian
Reorganization Act of 1934, which halted the allotment of reservations
into private parcels, and established a process by which tribes could
create new and more effective forms of self-government. Most Arizona
tribes cooperated with this reorganization plan, although the nation’s
largest tribe, the Navajos, opposed this and other aspects of the Indian
New Deal.

The New Deal’s relief program evolved between 1933 and 1935.
From FERA relief grants to the states and funding of public works by the
PWA, the New Deal shifted to direct employment with the CWA and the
later work program of the FERA. The experience of these early efforts
led to the creation in 1935 of the Works Progress Administration, an
agency that provided employment on hundreds of small-scale projects
dispersed across the state. Although many of the work projects under
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WPA differed little in character from those under FERA or CWA, the
WPA expanded opportunities for women’s and professional employment
beyond what earlier programs had offered. Arts, theater, and writers’
projects provided a relatively small percentage of overall employment,
yet gave aid where little or none existed before, and produced a variety
of extraordinary products. A division of the WPA, the National Youth
Administration, provided aid to young people both in school and out.

The Great Depression staggered the property-owning middle class,
forcing thousands of farm and homeowners into default on their
mortgages and taxes. Many lost their land, contributing to the migration
of the unemployed throughout the country. The loss of property
threatened the existing capitalist system by shaking the self-reliance of
many. The New Deal responded with a variety of aid programs that
provided loans and mortgage refinancing. Through agencies such as the
Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, the homes of thousands of Arizonans
were saved. In addition, other agencies such as the Federal Housing
Administration and the RFC Mortgage Corporation worked to revive the
secondary mortgage market and stimulate the housing industry. The
FHA in particular contributed to not only a renewed housing boom in
Arizona, but to new designs in both homes and communities.
Prominent Arizona bankers like W. Roy Wayland and Walter and Carl
Bimson of the Valley National Bank immediately appreciated the
potential of these and other New Deal agencies and worked to make
them effective, both for the benefit of the state and for their own
institution.

One of the most important permanent programs created by the New
Deal was Social Security. In addition to the nationally administered
program of contributory old age insurance, the Social Security Act of
1935 provided federal aid to encourage states to undertake a number of
public welfare programs, including aid to dependent children,
unemployment insurance, old age assistance, and aid to the blind. The
incentives built into the Social Security Act encouraged all states,
including Arizona, to develop more effective and efficient welfare
systems. This process did not always occur smoothly, as in Arizona
where controversies over Indian eligibility and indigent medical care
delayed implementation of Social Security old age assistance, and caused
the loss of tens of thousands of dollars in potential federal grants to aid
Arizona citizens. The enactment of Social Security at both the national
and state levels illuminates the evolution of American federalism. While
the New Deal increased the prominence of the federal government, it did
not do so at the expense of state authority. States also significantly
expanded their powers and responsibilities in economic and social areas.
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In February 1934, CWA field examiner Pierce Williams told reporters
in Phoenix “We haven’t had any trouble in Arizona such as we have had
in some sections of the country relative to graft and political messes.”14
Although specifically referring to the administration of the CWA,
Williams’ point is generally true for the entire New Deal in Arizona. The
implementation of most New Deal programs went relatively smoothly
and without the political or administrative turmoil that occurred in some
other states. That Arizona was a solidly Democratic state accounted for
much of the lack of political controversy. In Washington, Arizona’s
Democratic congressional delegation, Henry Ashurst and Carl Hayden
in the Senate and Isabella Greenway in the House, could always be
counted on to support Administration measures. Arizona’s gover-
nors—Moeur and R. C. Stanford—generally supported federal initiatives
and were eager for the state to get its share.

At the beginning of 1933, Arizona was a state in need. Many of its
crucial industries—copper, construction, railroads, and banking—were
on the verge of collapse. State officials declared that only the federal
government had the resources to help the thousands of unemployed men
and women and their families. Between March and June 1933, Roosevelt
and Congress enacted many laws, created new agencies, and
appropriated billions of dollars to provide relief and restore prosperity.
After June, the programs moved to the states, the cities and towns, and
the countryside to implement the promises made in Washington. The
New Deal did more than give aid to Arizonans, it changed the state, and
it changed what people expected from their government. Many
programs did not live up to expectations; others were effective in ways
not anticipated by their creators. Understanding the impact of the New
Deal is essential to understanding the development of Arizona in the
twentieth century.

14 Arizona Republic, February 9, 1934, 1:1.



2 THE BOTTOM OF THE TROUGH

This chapter examines important characteristics of Arizona at the
beginning of the depression and evaluates how the Great Depression
affected its people. Some of these characteristics include the dominance
of the copper industry in the economy, the state’s large Indian popula-
tion, and the prominence of the federal government as a landowner.
With this background in mind, the narrative summarizes some of the
significant actions taken by state officials in response to the immense
needs generated by widespread unemployment during the worst period
of the depression from 1932 to early 1933. Important developments both
at the state and national level greatly influenced the future course of
events after the New Deal came into being. Within Arizona, the period
saw a change in gubernatorial administrations from long time governor
George W. P. Hunt to Benjamin B. Moeur. At the national level,
Franklin Roosevelt replaced Herbert Hoover. Major policy changes
occurred because of these transitions. The Roosevelt Administration and
the New Deal are introduced in the narrative relating the local aspects of
the great banking crisis that witnessed the near complete collapse of the
American financial system.

The political response to the depression in Arizona was dominated
by two figures, Governor George Hunt, and his successor, Benjamin
Moeur. Both men were Democrats, and in the parlance of the times,
progressives. Although a Republican occupied the White House in 1932
and early 1933, both governors looked to Washington for a solution to
the crisis. Both believed that the state was at the end of its financial
capacity to deal with the situation alone. Hoover limited the federal
response to the depression, but under pressure from a Democratic
Congress, he did accept several precedent setting innovations that would
have great consequences during Roosevelt’s time. Approving these
federal undertakings, Hunt and Moeur did what they could to facilitate
the transfer of federal aid to the state. The legislature, in general, passed
the measures that the governors or federal officials stated were necessary
for the implementation of federal programs. The cooperation of state
officials to maximize federal aid to Arizona is a continuing theme
throughout this study.

Roosevelt’s first efforts in office were directed to resolving the terrific
banking crisis that was devastating the nation’s financial resources. At
that critical moment, he demonstrated his unwillingness to experiment
with radical ideas, such as nationalization of the banks. Instead, he
seized upon plans worked out by Hoover’s advisors and made them his
own. He did this because they offered a reasonable course of action that
could be implemented immediately. The banking situation in Arizona
had only become critical following the closure of banks in California.
The important figure who recognized the interconnectedness of the
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Arizona banking with California, and who convinced Governor Moeur
of the danger, was Walter Bimson, who had only recently come to
Arizona to head the Valley Bank and Trust Company. This was the
beginning of a connection between Valley Bank and the New Deal in
Arizona that would have profound implications. The success of the New
Deal in Arizona depended upon the cooperation of state political figures
such as Moeur and business leaders like Bimson.

THE INITIAL CONDITION OF THE STATE

To understand the impact of the Great Depression and the
significance of the New Deal to Arizona, it is important to interpret
certain facts regarding the state’s population. The total population,
435,573 persons, placed Arizona 43rd of the 48 states. Since federal funds
were often tied to population, Arizona attracted fewer resources from
New Deal programs during the 1930s. It was also the fifth largest in
area, making it one of the least densely populated. Size dictated that
what funds were available were often stretched quite thinly. This was
particularly true of major land improvement efforts undertaken by
agencies such as the Soil Conservation Service, the Office of Indian
Affairs, the Civilian Conservation Corps, and the National Forests. The
New Deal occurred at a smaller scale of operation than in the major
industrial states. Other factors besides total population affected the
significance of the New Deal. The prominence of the federal
government as a land owner and the large number of Indians living on
reservations are two factors that helped make the New Deal important in
this state. On balance, these many characteristics of Arizona in the 1930s
contributed to making its experience with the New Deal unique.

Though small, Arizona was a rapidly growing state, its population
rising nearly one-third between 1920 and 1930. Most areas of the state
shared in this general increase with the urban-rural ratio little altered (see
Table 2.1). Only the farm population, though growing, lagged behind
significantly from the overall rate. That the state’s farm population grew
at all was unusual since the number of farmers nationally declined in the
1920s. The reason for this disparity was the rapid expansion of irrigable
lands because of the construction of reclamation dams on the Salt and
Gila Rivers. Arizona had a diverse ethnic mix with nearly 40 percent of
the total identified as non-white by the census of 1930. Hispanics, of
both American and Mexican citizenship, accounted for the largest
minority, 114,173, or 26.2 percent of the total. Indians made up the
second largest minority population with 43,726, or ten percent of the
total. Blacks trailed third in proportion with only 10,749, accounting for
only 2.5 percent of Arizonans. Whites and blacks concentrated
somewhat in urban areas where they made up 68.1 and 3.4 percent of the
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Table 2.1. Rural-Urban Population.

Percent
1920 1930 increase
Total Population 334,162 435,573 30.2
Rural 216,635 285,717 31.9
farm 90,167 98,819 9.6
non-farm 126,468 186,898 47.8
Urban 117,527 149,856 27.5
Percent urban 35.2 344
Percent -f 27.0 22.7

Source:  Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930,
Population, Volume III, Part I, (Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1932), 143.

population, respectively. In Phoenix and Tucson, Indians were all but
nonexistent, a mere 475 in both cities. Both, however, had sizable
Hispanic populations, making up 15.2 percent of Phoenicians and 31.5
percent of Tucsonans.

Arizona was also unusual in that the proportion of the urban
population actually declined slightly between 1920 and 1930 despite
rapid urban growth. The two largest urban areas were Phoenix and
Tucson. Both experienced tremendous growth, Tucson by 60 percent to
32,506, and Phoenix bursting with an almost two-thirds increase to
48,118. In addition, communities around Phoenix, such as Tempe, Mesa,
and Glendale, also grew substantially. Maricopa County as a whole
grew from 89,576 to 150,970. Though they remained physically
separated by agricultural land in the 1930s, this growth foreshadowed the
eventual emergence of a single metropolitan area. A notable fact about
the distribution of population is the prominence of communities whose
primary industry revolved around the copper industry (see Table 2.2).
Combined, the communities of Bisbee, Clifton, Douglas, Globe, Jerome,
and Miami surpassed Tucson in size. It was the stability or even decline
of population in some of the mining towns that lowered the rate of urban
growth in the state as a whole.

The 1930 census provides a convenient standard for measuring the
impact of the Great Depression. Much of its information dates from
relatively early in 1930, or even 1929 in some areas, a time when the
economic decline was just beginning to take its harsh toll. The 1920s had
been prosperous for most areas of Arizona, as it had been for the country
at large. The 1930 census recorded 165304 persons as gainfully
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Table 2.2. City and Town Populations, 1930.

Community 1920 1930  Community 1920 1930
AGRICULTURE MINING

Florence 1,161 1,077 Bisbee 9,205 8,023
Glendale 2,737 3,665 Globe 7,044 7,157
Buckeye — 1,077 Jerome 4,030 4,932
Holbrook 1,206 1,115 Miami 6,689 7,693
Yuma 4237 4,892 Clifton 4163 2,305
Mesa 3,036 3,711 Douglas 9916 9,828
Nogales 8,460 6,006

Chandler — 1,378

Safford 1,336 1,706 LUMBER and OTHER
Tempe 1,963 2,495 Prescott 5010 5,517
Casa Grande 948 1,351 Flagstaff 3,186 3,891
Winslow 3,730 3917 Williams 1,350 2,166

Source: Fifteenth Census, Population; Vol. 1, 35, 40, 47; Vol.
I11, 156, 163.

employed, of whom, 135,209 were males and 30,095 females. While an
examination of the broad categories of employment (see Table 2.3)
indicates a significant diversity of employment, in fact, a few key
industries dominated particular areas of the state. Copper constituted
nearly all the value of minerals extraction and provided wages for 15,564
persons.  Railroads employed more than half of all transportation
workers. Non-owner and non-tenant farm laborers made up 20,502 of
the employment under agriculture. The building industry accounted for
8,082 of the manufacturing and mechanical industries. Each of these
industries had its own unique characteristics and contribution to
Arizona’s economy. Between 1929 and 1933, the economy spiraled
downward as declines in one industry reverberated in others. The
interconnectedness of the economy, industry to industry and region to
region, meant that the Great Depression, with few exceptions, was
general. Few communities escaped significant unemployment, whether
they were unemployed copper miners, construction workers, railroad
employees, or those dependent on their incomes such as local merchants.

In 1930, railroads employed 7,876 workers in Arizona. Railroads
were already suffering from increased competition from cars and trucks
for passenger and freight when the depression struck,. further reducing
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Table 2.3. Major Employment Categories, 1930.

Persons over 10 years

Industry gainfully employed
Agriculture 38,697
Manufacturing and mechanical industries 28,245
Minerals extraction 17,566
Transportation 16,200
Domestic and personal service 16,155
Professional service 13,041
Public service 6,018
Textile industries 2,602
Iron and steel industries 2,350
Not specified 4,839
Total 165,304

Source: Fifteenth Census, Population, Vol. III, 151.

traffic. Numerous bankruptcies afflicted the industry across the country.
Economic hardships fell on those employed by the railroads and the
communities where they were prominent. The Atchison, Topeka, and
Santa Fe Railroad operated the northern transcontinental route linking
the towns of Holbrook, Winslow, Flagstaff, Williams, and Kingman.
Across the southern portion of the state, the Southern Pacific linked
Willcox, Benson, Tucson, Phoenix, and Yuma. Numerous other points in
between these towns provided water stops and other services necessary
in this age of steam. Other rail lines linked the copper producing areas
with the transcontinental routes. When copper production fell, these
lines cut their operations.

The building industry in 1929 contributed $12,932,000 to the Arizona
economy. Highway and street improvements was the largest category
of construction, with $2,402,549 worth of work. Residential
construction totaled $2,353,213, followed by commercial at $1,954,334,
educational at $601,128, and public works and utilities at only $397,261.1
Construction too, was relatively concentrated. By 1930, the copper
towns had already passed their periods of growth and were largely

IFifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Construction Industry, (Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1933), 189. Chapters 6, 12, and 13 consider the fall
and revival of the building industry.
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stable in population. Phoenix and Tucson were the highest growth areas
and construction of new housing naturally ranked high as a source of
employment there. The depression virtually put a halt to construction in
both the public and private sectors, except for highway work which was
significantly subsidized by federal funds. Revitalization of the building
industry became a major component of the New Deal.

Three other economic sectors of note produced significant portions
of the state’s wealth, copper, cattle, and cotton. The greatest of these was
copper. In 1930, 68 mines produced copper ore valued at $113,980,541.
Smelting and refining provided another $10,400,779 in value added. The
copper industry was the single largest employer in the state, giving
livelihood directly to 17,009 persons, and indirectly to thousands more.
Copper comprised nearly all of minerals extraction; lead production in
1930 was a mere $770,543, while gold and silver combined amounted to
only $515,135.2 The cattle industry had been an important source of
wealth and livelihood since the earliest days of American settlement in
Arizona. The census of 1930 inventoried 695,118 head of cattle in
Arizona, a decline from 1,068,727 head in 1925 and 821,918 in 1920. The
value of these cattle in 1930 amounted to $33,670,800, considerably
higher than the next highest category of livestock, sheep at $9,084,649.
The value of all stock sold was $12,143,576, a fourth of the value of all
agricultural products sold in 1930. Also, in 1929, dairy products added
$4,933,396 to the contribution of cattle to the state’s economy. In
comparison, the total value of field and orchard crops, vegetables, and
farm gardens totaled $32,366,573. The advance of irrigation agriculture
pushed the value of cotton production past cattle by the end of the 1920s.
Arizona produced $17,050,059 worth of cotton in 19303

Federally-sponsored reclamation projects and irrigation agriculture
were important features of Arizona’s agricultural economy, and they
differentiated it from most of the rest of the country. Dams constructed
on the Salt and Gila Rivers allowed controlled use of their water for a
variety of crops. Among the important crops were alfalfa to support the
cattle industry, citrus, and cotton. Further developments were planned
for these rivers and other. Plans for storage dams on the Verde River

2Fifteenth Census of the United States, Mines and Quarries: 1929, General Report
and Reports for States and for Industries, (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1933), 74-76. The copper industry is further considered in chapter 5.

3Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Agriculture, Volume II, Part 3 - The
Western States, (Washington: U.S. Government rinting Office, 1932), 342; Volume
11, Type of Farm, Part 3-The Western States, 33. The cattle industry is considered in
greater detail in chapters 7 and 8.
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would have a significant interplay with New Deal programs. The most
ambitious reclamation plans were directed to gaining control over the
Colorado River with the monumental Hoover Dam, built between 1931
and 1935 in Boulder Canyon, as the centerpiece. Arizona in 1930 had
14,173 farms and ranches worth, in land and buildings, approximately
$184 million. The vast majority of these farms, 11,294, were operated by
their owners, the rest by tenants. Most of these farms were fairly small,
7,802 being less than 50 acres. Only 718 were a thousand acres or more
and these were largely cattle ranches, a land-intensive industry. In 1929,
cotton production accounted for 211,178 acres with an output of 149,488
bales. Citrus, primarily oranges and grapefruit was a growing sector. In
1930, the state had 96,564 orange and 177,068 grapefruit trees of bearing
age. Another 358,914 orange and 495,254 grapefruit were not yet of
bearing age, having been planted in the peak years from about 1925 to
1929. These would begin bearing fruit about 1933. In 1929, Arizona
citrus growers shipped 137,371 boxes of oranges and 364,182 boxes of
grapefruit. The Salt River valley was a major area of citrus development.
Farmers planted thousands of trees in the early 1930s and by 1933, there
was almost 20,000 acres in citrus.4

Politically, Arizona was a strong Democratic state. Voter registration
in 1932 recorded a lopsided Democratic majority of approximately 91,000
to 27,000 Republicans. Between statehood in 1912 and 1930, only two
Republicans sat in the governor’s chair for three two-year terms. The
rest of that time Democrat George W. P. Hunt occupied the governor’s
chair. His political beliefs were progressive by standards of the early
20th century. His vocal support of workingmen even seemed radical at
times. Still, he was an active booster for Arizona and could work with
business interests to that end. The onset of the Great Depression, which
tarnished the reputation of the national Republican administration, only
increased the tendency of Arizona voters to elect Democrats. Hunt
returned again in 1930 to serve his final term, and was succeeded for two
terms by Benjamin B. Moeur, and then single terms each by R. C.
Stanford and Robert Jones. Democrats dominated the legislature as well,
at times reducing the Republicans to a vestigial minority. Arizona
Democratic ideology, however, was anything but uniform. While Hunt
symbolized the party’s progressive wing, conservatives and Jeffersonian
traditionalists also held significant influence. One of the leading figures
of this wing was Lewis W. Douglas, whose father and grandfather were

41bid., 357; Michael J. Kotlanger, “Phoenix, Arizona: 1920-1940,” ' (Dissertation,
Tempe: Arizona State University, 1983), 79; Arizona Republic, Resource Edition
[November 1933], 6:3.
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important figures in the state’s copper industry and banking
establishment. Douglas served as Arizona’s only congressman for three
terms between 1927 and 1933. He resigned this office after his fourth
clection to serve Roosevelt as Director of the Budget. There he espoused
conservative fiscal policies and fought against the increasing tendency of
Roosevelt to expand the budget deficit until his break with the
Administration in 1934.

Democratic party dominance in state government was a crucial
characteristic of Arizona in the 1930s, smoothing the implementation of
the New Deal. The major New Deal era governors, Moeur and Stanford,
supported the Administration, complaining only that they could not get
more. Both pushed the legislature to pass laws and create agencies to
administer New Deal programs. They might hesitate to call a special
session because of the cost, but when told that such measures were
necessary to receive funds, the sessions were held. While Moeur was a
fiscal conservative in matters relating to state government, he eagerly
promoted increased federal responsibility and took advantage of any
programs the New Deal had to offer. He could in this way balance the
state budget and hold down taxes while still helping provide relief and
economic development projects. In this regard, Moeur followed a long-
standing tradition in the West where the federal government played an
important, though often unappreciated roll in the region’s economic
development. This included continuously seeking funds for reclamation
projects, highway development, and improvement of national parks and
monuments to promote tourism. Only with Social Security legislation
did the legislature temporarily fail to follow federal directives (see
chapter 14). Politically, Arizona presented the ideal opportunity for the
New Deal to proceed with a minimum of obstructions.

THE STATE’S REACTION TO THE DEPRESSION

While the stock market crash of October 1929 is the symbolic
beginning of the Great Depression, certain areas of the national
economy, such as automobile production, had already weakened.
Through most of the 1920s, American agriculture suffered from
overproduction and low prices. In Arizona, the cattle industry
contracted as ranchers reduced the size of their herds following the
recession of 1921-22. Copper, on the other hand, remained fairly stable
until national industrial production dropped precipitously. From 1930 to
1932, commodity prices dropped to staggeringly low levels. Copper,
which had been 18.1 cents per pound in 1929, fell to 5.6 cents—below the
cost of production. Mines across the state closed or cut production. The
value of copper production fell from nearly $114 million in 1930 to only
$14.7 million in 1932. Mine wages were reduced from $37,329,270 in
1929 to $4,276,630 in 1933. Farm and livestock prices collapsed as well.
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Total farm production fell from $41.8 million in 1929 to $13.8 million in
1932. Cotton production declined from 152,000 bales ginned in 1929 to
69,000 in 1933. Cattlemen found that their yearlings that earned $40 to
$43.5 a head in 1930 brought only $15 to $10 in June 1931. Livestock
production fell from $25.5 million to $14.7 million. Only citrus held it
own in the early depression years. After rapidly expanding acreage in
citrus in the late 1920s and early 1930s, a bumper harvest coincided with
poor harvests in California and Texas. The respite was only temporary,
however, as recovering production in those states led to a terrific drop in
prices in 1934. Grapefruit fell from as high as $76 per ton in 1927 to only
$15 in 1934. By 1937, when Arizona’s grapefruit harvest exceeded
California’s, the price had fallen to $2.32 per ton.’

Closing mines threw thousands out of work. By 1933, only about
3,300 men still worked in the few open mines, less than a fifth of the pre-
depression employment. Declining freight traffic reduced jobs on the
railroads. New construction and repair practically ended. As these
production jobs disappeared, commerce and service declined, leading to
more lost jobs and further decline. The economic drop turned into a
spiral that seemed impossible to stop. As people tapped their savings,
banks and other savings institutions were forced to liquidate their assets
to meet the demand for cash. Homeowners found they could not renew
their mortgages and faced foreclosure. The total salaries paid to all
Arizona workers declined by nearly half from $253 million in 1929 to
only $132 million in 1933, driving down the average income per person
from $592 to $321.6 Many of the unemployed and their families moved

5Bradford Luckingham, Phoenix: The History o&a Southwestern Metropolis (Tucson:
University of Arizona Press, 1989), 102; Valentine, 6-7; Kotlanger, 79-80.
Luckingham'’s economic figures vary somewhat from the figures in the 1930s census
Kzﬁented above. Care should be taken in accepting figures from this era as exact.

easurements were made by different people using differing methods and at varying
times. The important point is the magnitude of the decline to the trough of the
depression in 1932-33. Luckingham’s source is Ernest ]. Hopkins, Financing the
Frontier, (Phoenix: Arizona Printers, 1950), 193, which provides the following table:

Farm Livestock Minin
Year _ Production Production __ Production Total
1929 41.8 25.5 155.7 223.0
1930 29.1 23.5 79.7 132.3
1931 16.9 19.0 40.6 76.5
1932 13.8 14.7 14.7 43.2

60ffice of Government Reports, Statistical Section, “Consolidated -State Reports:
Arizona” No. 10, Vol. II (mimeographed), 5, quoted in Valentine, 5.
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in search of jobs. Others stayed where they were, sought local aid, and
waited for better times.

Declining production and income also severely affected state and
local tax collection. Thousands of property owners fell behind in their
taxes. A special legislative committee reported on June 30, 1932 that
delinquent taxes totaled $7,250,00—more than the total assessment for the
fiscal year. Almost a quarter of the state’s property tax assessment
became delinquent in the 1932-33 fiscal year. The most severe offender
was the Phelps Dodge Corporation which stopped making property tax
payments in 1933, arguing that the severe drop in copper prices left its
properties overassessed. For three and a half years, Phelps Dodge made
no tax payments while the issue progressed slowly in litigation, until it
had accumulated $5,196,074 in delinquent taxes and interest. The second
largest delinquent taxpayer was the Central Arizona Light and Power
Company which accumulated $305,374 in back taxes, exclusive of
interest, by 1937. A severe cash shortage began to plague the state,
affecting public employees’ pay. Increasing delays in cashing
outstanding state warrants led merchants in early 1932 to refuse or
discount them. This situation would last for the next several years.”

In 1929, the character of Arizona’s institutions of public and private
aid for the needy reflected the national pattern. While much of private
charity involved simple church soup houses or individual giving, the
rise of the social worker as a professional, backed by prestigious
institutions such as the University of Chicago, helped turn charity into an
efficiently organized bureaucracy. Social work became a science of
sorts, studying the pathology of poverty and developing the practice of
case study to diagnose the underlying reasons for a particular person’s
fall into destitution and, hopefully, suggesting a solution. Despite
progress into understanding poverty and the poor, there remained a
strong belief that poverty was the just reward for ignorant or immoral
behavior. Gambling, intemperance, or the ominously vague “idiocy”
were all cited as causes of poverty, each impugning the character of the
poor as being responsible for their plight. Only a few limited categories
of the “worthy poor” found sympathy. These included widows,

7Valentine, 10-11; Arizona Republic, February 5,1937, 1:1, 1:8; February 7, 1937,
1:1. A warrant is an authorization to make payment from the state treasury. When
the state is on a cash basis, a warrant is much like a check, which merchants and
banks will cash. It is not, however, a true demand deposit as the state may delay
payment of the warrant, in which case, it accumulates interest. Phelps Dodge finally
seftled its tax bill in February 1937 after adverse court rulings and an order by the
attorney general to begin property seizures. Payment restored not only the state, but
also several counties to a cash basis.
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orphans, and those unable to work due to handicaps. Even these groups
found aid limited and often degrading to accept. Whether provided by
private individuals or groups or by the government—usually
counties—aid often took the form of “relief in kind,” that is, as food,
clothing, fuel, and sometimes shelter. A poor person was rarely
entrusted with cash. While many social workers believed poverty could
be dealt with on a case by case basis, the depression presented them with
a challenge they could not meet. Mass unemployment challenged the
notion that individual behavior was the key to economic circumstances.
With millions unemployed, the definition of the worthy poor had to be
refined. Many who sought aid did so as a last resort and they would
gladly take any job offered if only there were any available. Both public
and private agencies had to accept a more generous definition of the
indigent to include those for whom work was unavailable.

In Cochise County, which relied heavily on mining operations in
Bisbee and Douglas, local public and private resources were stretched as
far as they could go. In January 1932, 3,281 people in the Bisbee District
were receiving relief, with over 900 more unable to get on relief and
forced to rely on family and friends. The County spent $58,200 from
October 10, 1931 to February 10, 1932 with donations coming from the
employed, the mining companies, and the County Indigent Fund. This
was in addition to thousands raised and distributed by the Warren
District Unemployment Committee and the Red Cross. The county was
forced to ask for an emergency appropriation of $40,000 to supplement
its indigent fund. Meanwhile, road work funded by an expanded
highway program gave work to only 96 men. In northern Arizona,
communities were burdened by transients moving across the state along
Route 66 or on freight cars of the Santa Fe. Residents of Ash Fork and
Seligman complained when transients jumped off trains and immediately
moved from door to door begging for relief. Dozens of men slept in Ash
Fork’s roundhouse every night seeking shelter from the winter cold.$

In Tucson, several charitable institutions operated under the umbrella
of the Organized Charities of Tucson. Begun in 1915, the Organized
Charities coordinated the activities of the Pima County Health Center and
organizations such as the Travelers Aid Society, the Community Chest,
and the Red Cross. In Phoenix, the Community Chest organized the
major private relief efforts, taking in funds, contributions of food,

8Letter from Judge John W. Ross, Cochise County Superior Court, to Gov. Hunt,
March 3,1932; ]. G. Flynn, et al, to Hunt, February 11, 1932, Hunt Papers, Arizona
DeEartment of Library, Archives, and Public Records; Letter from Mrs. G. A. Johnson
to Grace Sparkes, July 1, 1932.



28 The New Deal in Arizona

clothing, and other materials, and rallying the labor of volunteers. In
Prescott, the Yavapai County Chamber of Commerce became an
important sponsor of work relief and charitable campaigns. Nogales
also had an Associated Charities. These and other groups gathered and
distributed a great deal of aid to the needy. Still, as the depression
worsened in 1932, their resources proved inadequate to the task.?

While the challenges of the Great Depression stretched resources to
their limits, several notable and many anonymous citizens worked to do
their share. In Prescott, Chamber of Commerce Secretary Grace Sparkes
spearheaded efforts to provide work relief and encourage private charity.
In November 1930, the Chamber organized construction projects such as
laying concrete curbing and erection of a grandstand at the city
playground that employed 250 local men at $2.50 per day. The Prescott
Rotary Club donated its $3,500 emergency fund for the aid of the
unemployed. Such private efforts proved inadequate to the demand, and
municipal funds had to be committed to complete these projects. Also in
November 1930, Dr. John W. Flinn, director of the Prescott Tuberculosis
Sanitorium, was named coordinator of unemployment activities in Yava-
pai County. Working with James Whetstein of the Bashford-Burmister
Company, Lester Ruffner of the Chamber of Commerce, and Chris
Totten, a local architect, Flinn was able to find jobs for over 150 local
men and women. In Tucson in 1931, novelist Harold Bell Wright formed
an Emergency Relief Committee and headed a fund-raising drive that
replenished the Associated Charities’ depleted reserves with $15,000.10

In Phoenix, where demand for work relief was reported 257 percent
over the normal and 17 percent higher in 1932 over 1931, the Community
Chest made extraordinary fund raising efforts. F. L. Grosse led the drive
declaring, “The campaign must be based on getting the money from
those who have it. The employed of Phoenix must assume within itself

9The First World War provided an important organizational boost for private
charities in the US. Patriotic fervor and a rare concern for the conditions of the
destitute of Europe, spurred record-breaking fund raising drives. The multitude of
charities found it efficient to join together under umbrella organizations so that the
public might give to all with a single ﬁledge. Community war chests dispersed funds
to aid families of men in service and charities aiding the victims of enemy aggression.
After the war, a severe recession in 1921-22 created a legion of unempﬁ%'ed and
destitute. Using the model of the war chests, charities continued to use financial
federations to facilitate fund-raising. These groups continued through the 1920s and
provided the backbone of the volunteristic response to the Great Depression.

10Margaret F. Maxwell, “The Depression in Yavapai County,” The Journal of
Arizona History, (23, Summer 1982), 211-214; C. L. Sonnichsen, “Hard Times in
Tucson,” The Journal of Arizona History, (22, Spring 1981), 31.
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its just and proper share of this responsibility.” The stakes, Grosse stated,
were high. Desperate needs and inadequate means were leading to “the
breaking down of character within our citizenship.” If people do not
give now “the backwash in the mental and physical breakdown of the
community will extend into the next two or three decades.” In March
1933, the Phoenix Community Chest used federal relief money to esta-
blish a wood yard on the old Fillmore School grounds and distributed
thousands of sacks of wood to the needy. Even the children of the local
Studio Theater Mickey Mouse Club gave their time to help those in need.
Still, by the end of 1932, private and public relief resources had reached
their limit. A Phoenix Social Service Center report in September 1932
commented that “There are constantly arriving in the Phoenix area
families in broken down automobiles, or through any possible way,
usually with children or sick members of the family, tragically searching
for a place where the climate is milder through the winter.” Statistics
showed almost ten thousand people in Phoenix receiving aid.!!

In August 1932, the Associated Charities in Nogales aided 1,767
persons in Santa Cruz County. In Globe, Gila County officials that same
month listed 525 families and 150 non-family persons receiving $7,402 in
relief aid each month. With the shut down of the Miami Copper
Company operation, officials expected the figure to rise to 950 families
and to continue at that level at least through January. The Red Cross in
Mesa distributed 4,300 pounds of flour through the Mesa Welfare League
in August, while League volunteers operated a clothing salvage shop
and planted community gardens. In Prescott, local citizens did what
they could to implement Hoover’s call for local volunteer aid to fight the
depression. One eager group was the Smoki People, a group of local
businessmen interested in the study and preservation of southwestern
Indian culture. The City of Prescott donated land to the Smoki People
where they began construction of a rough stone museum to house their
artifacts. The local Kiwanis Club sponsored the sale of seats to fund
construction of a stadium on Gurley Street, but the project practically
halted by March 1931 due to lack of funds.!2

Minorities across the state suffered proportionately more than white
Arizonans from the declining economy. Blacks in Phoenix found most

1 Arizona Republic, September 27, 1932, 1:2; March 6, 1933, 1:2; March 9, 1933, 1:3;
Luckingham, 103.

121 etter from Rev. O. A. Smith to Hunt, August 11, 1932; Telegrams to Hunt, August
24 and 25, 1932, Box 4, Folder 24 Hunt Papers; letter from C. B. Flynn to Hunt, August
11, 1932; Maxwell, 215.
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charities uninterested in their plight. Solely dependent on their own
community’s meager resources, black leaders formed the Phoenix
Protective League in 1931 to distribute food and clothing to their own
needy. Community groups such as the National Urban League, the
NAACP, the black Masons, Elks, and other segregated social groups
worked to provide assistance to their members and the community.
Protest eventually spurred the creation of an “all Negro Division” of the
Phoenix Community Chest. Hispanics, both Mexican nationals and
Mexican-Americans, suffered grievously during the depression. With
jobs scarce for “Americans,” the welcome to Hispanic farm and mining
labor disappeared. Thousands of Mexican nationals removed back to
Mexico. Some local charities provided aid to unemployed Hispanics to
help them reach the border.1?

Arizona’s state government was slow to respond both to the needs of
individuals and the financial challenges facing counties and
municipalities. Governor John C. Phillips created an Arizona State
Committee on Unemployment, with Dr. John W. Flinn as chairman and
Grace Sparkes as secretary, to work with the President’s Emergency
Committee for Employment.  Their work gathering information,
however, was not completed until Hunt returned for his last term as
governor in January 1931. Flinn and Sparkes hoped the new governor
would establish a new committee to continue the needed study.!4

In normal times, institutions of public aid and relief barely met the
needs of the destitute and indigent. In both resources and attitude, they
were inadequate to the challenge of aiding thousands of unemployed,
able-bodied workers and their dependents. There remained considerable
philosophical opposition even to work relief, let alone direct relief, of
those in need. Many people fell into deprivation and poverty, as public
officials debated what could and ought to be done. State action was
hindered because the legislature met in regular session only once every
two years, from January to March following their election, to set the
budget for the next two fiscal years. Unless called into special session,
no legislative means to addressing the critical issues that were rapidly
arising could occur. The legislature, in January 1931, voted $650,000 to
match available federal aid funds for highway construction under the
first unemployment program enacted by Congress. Some 5,000 men
found jobs on increased highway work, but this was the limit of the
legislature’s action. Hunt called the legislature into special session in

131 uckingham, 117; Sonnichsen, 31-35.

14 etter from Flinn and Sparkes to Phillips, January 2, 1931, Hunt Papers.
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1931 to consider his two proposals regarding unemployment. The first, a
bond issue to fund state programs, would have required a special
election to amend the constitution. The second proposal was to create a
relief fund paid by the state luxury sales tax that Hunt estimated would
raise a million and a half dollars. The legislature rejected both proposals
and adjourned without making any of its own.15

The speed up of federal highways projects was the only legislative
response to the depression until the next legislature met in January 1933.
This left Hunt with few alternatives and little authority to deal with the
worsening situation. With the onset of winter in 1931, Hunt called on
employed property owners to hire men for improvement projects like
painting, paper hanging, roofing, brick work—anything that might give
a needy man an income. Hunt faced pressure from fiscal conservatives
to reduce the cost of government, including a 25 percent slash in state
employees’ salaries. Cuts, however, would throw state employees onto
relief and reduce the state’s ability to provide aid. To fend off such
draconian proposals, Hunt created a Governor's Unemployment Relief
Fund and called on all state employees to contribute one day’s pay each
month. Between December 1931 and August 1932, the Governor’s Relief
Fund collected over $53,000. One of the first work relief projects
undertaken with the fund was on the grounds and buildings of the
teachers’ college in Tempe, giving temporary work to several men from
Tempe and Mesa. Labor on the dam and reservoirs of the new fish
hatchery at Papago Park was largely financed by the fund. Another
project set men to work at the Arizona State Hospital. Hunt claimed the
fund provided temporary employment for about 15,000 people within
nine months. Despite the value of the work relief, limited though it was,
Hunt was concerned about state employees not contributing their share.
When some state employees stopped making contributions, Hunt
warned of potential forced reductions in salaries. To make matters
worse, banks were refusing to cash state employee wage and salary
warrants. The state was in a cash crisis, since its tax anticipation bonds
were unmarketable at current interest rates. Without cash, employees
could not contribute to the fund.!6

15L etter from Hunt to Gov. Pinchot of Pennsylvania, November 19, 1931; letter from
Hunt to Atlee Pomerene, Chairman of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation,
August 11, 1932; Hunt to Pomerene, August 26, 1932, Hunt Papers.

16 etter from Hunt to C. B. Flynn, August 11, 1932; Hunt to Pomerene, August 26,
1932, Hunt Papers.
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Besides the Governor’s Unemployment Relief Fund, Hunt could do
little to relieve the increasingly stressful situation. Arizona had no
statewide agency for relief aid except the State Child Welfare Board, so he
turned to an existing private relief organization put together by the
Arizona Industrial Congress, an association of many of the state’s
business interests. ~Committees were organized and they began
collecting lists of the unemployed, including data on numbers of
dependents and the work they were qualified to perform. Arizona
Industrial Congress president P. G. Spilsbury complained to Hunt in
mid-1932 that without funds, they no longer could do all that was
needed. At Spilsbury’s suggestion, Hunt appointed W. Val DeCamp as
Emergency Director of Unemployment Relief, with DeCamp’s time
donated by his employer, the United Verde Company of Jerome.
Without legislative cooperation, the governor could do little beyond
exercising his powers of persuasion. At the behest of some cattlemen of
Greenlee County, Hunt wrote to Secretary of Agriculture Arthur M.
Hyde, supporting a 30 percent reduction in National Forest grazing fees.
He appointed John W. Hay of the Salvation Army to represent charities
to receive aid of surplus U.S. Army supplies and equipment. The
vegetables he had distributed from the state prison farm doubtless helped
a few hungry people, but did not begin to meet the growing need.!”

DeCamp could do little other than make recommendations for an
emergency relief plan. He understood that the problems of the
depression were nationwide and that most individuals were not respon-
sible for their predicaments. He urged that any program be administered
in a humanitarian manner to preserve the dignity and self-respect of
those whom circumstances had forced onto public assistance. Still, his
recommendations were quite restricted in what they presumed possible.
DeCamp preferred a program of work relief where recipients provided
labor as a “work test” of their needs, rather than being paid the value of
their labor as public employees. Whether recipients worked or not, they
were to be given only commodities—free government flour and low
priced staples—not cash or grocery orders. With funding so limited,
holding down the costs of a relief plan was a priority. While promoting
the idea of a central agency to administer relief, DeCamp could conceive
it operating only with a “skeleton staff” of paid employees, with
volunteers carrying on the bulk of the work. This agency would rally

17Governor’s Proclamation, December 23, 1931; letter from P. G. Spilsbury to Hunt,
July 28, 1932; Hunt to Spilsburg, July 28, 1932; telegram from Hunt to Sect. Hyde,
August 27, 1931, Hunt Papers. Spilsbury was also an Arizona representative on the
President’s Committee on Unemployment Relief.
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retired businessmen, society women, women’s clubs, fraternal
organizations, church groups, and even young people’s groups such as
the Camp Fire Girls and the Boy Scouts. DeCamp believed it essential to
establish a public fuel yard to provide fuel for cooking and heating
without cost to the relief agency, though he did not specify how this
could be done. Communities were to help their own; no aid was to go
to indigent transients, a class he believed had arisen because of the
availability of public relief. In addition, the problem of undernourished
children was especially important and should be handled through the
central relief organization in cooperation with existing agencies. Using,
in part, standards developed by the Red Cross, DeCamp set out a
schedule for food distribution. The schedule classified recipients
according to race. While Hispanics and Indians could survive on a
supply of flour, milk, sugar, fresh vegetables, rice, and beans, whites
were to receive an additional quota of potatoes, lard, baking powder and
whole-wheat cereal. The relief agency would economize by spending
only $3.66 per month for a Hispanic or Indian family of four compared
to $6.69 for a white family. Single men were to be spared the necessity
of cooking by receiving meal tickets.1

Hunt summarized his views in an address to the Western Governors’
Conference in October 1931. “Many states, like Arizona, have already
gone their financial limit in initiating enlarged programs of highway
construction and other public works,” he declared. “They have reached
the point where further direct taxation would amount to confiscation of
property.” Hunt believed the depression was a national problem, and
only the federal government had the financial credit to meet it. He
criticized Hoover for hesitation, continually studying the problem when
the emergency demanded immediate action. He felt that unemployment
relief should be the highest priority when Congress met again in
December. An opponent of direct relief on moral grounds, Hunt called
for an expanded program of internal improvements “to be financed
exclusively by the federal government.” He also favored special
legislation to aid Arizona including tariffs on copper, cotton, and oil.
But while Hunt’s views represented the liberal response to the crisis,
conservatives, focusing attention on declining tax revenues, called for
economy in state government. Both Benjamin B. Moeur, elected
governor in November 1932, and many legislators were elected on
pledges of economy, and when the legislature met from January to

18W. V. DeCamp, Emergency Relief Plan, Arizona Emergency Council, Unemployment
& Indigent Relief Committee, n.d., amp, Suggested Schedule for Food Distribution,
n.d., ephemera file, Arizona State Dept. of Library, Archives and Public Records.



34 The New Deal in Arizona

March 1933, they generally carried through on their promises. The two
year budget covering the fiscal years from July 1, 1933 to June 30, 1935
totaled $6.99 million, down considerably from the just over $12 million
budget for the previous two years. The Arizona Republic heartily
endorsed state budget cutting, saying the people could do without
government “luxuries.” What these luxuries were was not stated.!

THE BANKING CRISIS

The deepening depression placed increasing stains on the banking
system. Most banks in Arizona, as in the rest of the country, were small,
single office businesses whose primary activity was to provide short-term
commercial credit. A variety of other institutions such as savings and
loan associations, mutual savings banks, insurance companies, and
individuals provided credit for purchases of homes and consumer goods.
Branch banking, where a single firm operates offices in different
locations, had grown in the 1920s, but remained limited due to state
banking legislation designed to protect smaller banks. Interstate banking
was also highly restricted. Most banks and other financial institutions
were closely connected to the particular commodities produced in their
community or region. Their assets were tied up in farm or ranch
mortgages and business loans. In Phoenix and Tucson, these institutions
underwrote the real estate boom of the 1920s and held a large portfolio of
mortgage assets.

The 1920s had not been kind to small rural bankers in Arizona. At
the start of the decade there were about 60 state chartered banks and ten
national banks. The agricultural recession of 1921-22 and continuing
weakness in commodity prices throughout that decade led to a large
number of closures, over half of the state banks and a third of the
national banks. Many small banks survived to the end of the twenties.
Seventeen state and six national banks had capitalization of less than
$100,000 in 1929. Many could not withstand the pressures of a sustained
depression where depositors withdrew funds and business failures
destroyed assets.

State and federal governments, and the private market as well, tried
to adjust to changing economic conditions and provide greater stability
for the banking system. The Federal Reserve System was created in 1913
to provide commercial banks with credit and a means to rediscount their

19"The Unemployment Situation,” Statement by Governor George W. P. Hunt of
Arizona on nemglo t delivered to Western Governors’ Conference, Portland
Oregon, October 28, 1931, Box 3, Folder 1, Hunt Papers; Arizona Republic, March 9,
1933, 2:6; March 21, 1933, 2:1.
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assets and boost their liquidity as needed. In 1922, the Arizona
legislature passed significant regulatory legislation, creating a Banking
Department whose Superintendent of Banks oversaw the state banks.
The law enacted more stringent capitalization requirements for new
banks, and limited loans to bank officers and directors. The legislature
even debated a system of guarantees for bank deposits, though nothing
came of it. Bank mergers were one way to consolidate banking assets
and provide a more secure business. The Valley Bank and Trust
Company of Phoenix and the Gila Valley Bank and Trust Company of
Safford led this move towards concentration when they merged to form
the Valley Bank and Trust Company, the state’s leading lending
institution and one that would play an important part in implementing
the New Deal in Arizona. Branch banking also expanded and offered an
alternative to undercapitalized single-unit banks. The last bank closure
of the twenties occurred in March 1927. For the next three years
Arizona’s banking system held steady.20

The depression threatened the American banking system with total
failure. Both need and fear drove depositors to withdraw their money
from sound and shaky banks alike. Faced with a liquidity crisis, banks
restricted new loans and demanded payment on debts due, where in
normal times they might have extended credit. This severely affected
homeowners with mortgages because mortgages were traditionally short
term—three to five years. The rate of foreclosure rose steeply. Panic
caused runs on bank, forcing many to close their doors. Beginning with
Nevada in 1932, state governors began to declare banking holidays,
indefinite periods in which all banks closed. While this protected banks
from the threat of panic withdrawals, it also froze people’s assets and
restricted the flow of cash. Arizona business and banking was intimately
tied to California. In support of the Western Cattle Marketing
Association, California banks held “a large portion” of the loans on cattle
in Arizona. Through the system of correspondence, Arizona and
California bankers kept deposits in each other’s banks in order to
facilitate trade and check clearing. When the banking crisis spread to
California, it threatened Arizona banks as well.

Falling commodity prices and the weakening economy spelled
disaster for several Arizona banks. After three years with no failures,
1930 saw four banks close their doors. Another four failed in 1931, and
then six in 1932. One of the largest of these failures was the Arizona
Bank, with five branches. Its closure in June 1932 inflicted losses of 50
percent or more to its customers. Total bank deposits in Arizona shrank

2jervey, Jr., 128-29.
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from $72,833,828 in 1929 to $41,035,840 in 1932. Commercial loans, a
major portion of commercial bank portfolios fell from $34,471,39%4 to
$12,903,455. This reflected both a decline in business demand and an
increased conservatism in bankers’ loan policies.?!

On January 1, 1933, Walter R. Bimson, an experienced Chicago
banker, joined the Valley Bank and Trust Company as president. Valley
Bank’s deposits had contracted from $18 million in 1929 (one-third of the
state’s total) to $6.7 million at the end of 1932, and it lost its position as
the state’s leading bank. Bimson, who had headed Illinois’
unemployment relief program, appreciated the severity of the deepening
depression and did not hesitate to suggest that the government could
play an important role in restoring prosperity. He believed that to
restore prosperity and to boost his own institution, Valley Bank should
become more deeply engaged in the consumer market, and ordered his
officers to “make loans.” Instead of hoarding reserves in case of a run,
he began a bold policy designed to instill confidence in consumers and
businessmen. This policy was not without risk, since the depression was
clearly getting worse, and reducing the bank’s liquidity to extend credit
might threaten its solvency. In an expansionist mood, the Valley Bank
had every reason to become a strong New Deal supporter.22

Despite the closures, most Arizona bankers expressed confidence
about the general condition of the state’s banks. Gordon Sawyer of the
Southern Arizona Bank and Trust Company stated that “Tucson’s banks
are as strong as any in the United States. . . but they must be protected
from out of state irregularities.” The only fear was that widespread
failures in California would cause a withdrawal of funds from Arizona,
threatening otherwise sound institutions. The crisis came to a head when
on March 1, 1933, the governor of California declared a bank holiday.
On that day, both Walter Bimson and Governor Moeur happened to be
staying at the Hotel Westward Ho in Phoenix. After receiving the
California news, Bimson rushed to the governor’s room and explained
that if the state’s banks remained open, Arizona risked a severe drain on
its financial reserves that could put several otherwise sound banks in
trouble. The next morning, after further discussion with Superintendent
of Banks Young C. White, Moeur issued a three day bank holiday
proclamation. The news of the holiday was spread by radio throughout
the state and most banks closed their doors. White tried to allay fears by

21 Arizona Republic, March 29, 1933, 1:1; Jervey, 131, 133.

2 arry Schweikart, A History of Banking in Arizona, (Tucson: University of
Arizona Press, 1982), 84, 87-89.
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stating that Arizona banks were “in good shape and the [closure] was not
necessarily because of any local conditions but was taken to protect the
Arizona banks affiliated with the California banks.”23

On the first day of the bank holiday, a few outlying banks did not
receive the word and remained open. A few others challenged the
legality of the proclamation. One such challenger was James S.
“Rawhide Jimmy” Douglas, a prominent banker with interests in Bisbee,
Douglas, and Jerome, and the father of Roosevelt’s Director of the Budget
Lewis Douglas. “I challenge the right of the governor to close solvent
banks under the law as it now stands,” he blustered. Douglas stood in
the best tradition of frontier wildcat banking. He dominated the Banks
of Bisbee, Douglas, Clemenceau as his personal domain and did not take
lightly to claims of government officials about how to run his banks.
Otto H. Herold of the First National Bank of Nogales also spouted
defiance of the governor. “The bank is liquid,” he claimed. “We have a
large available cash reserve and besides we do not consider the
governor’s order mandatory, although he may consider it such himself.”
Banks in Yuma, Winslow, and Holbrook also defied the governor'’s
order and remained open until the national holiday began on March 6.24

Hoping that the crisis would be of short duration, Moeur’s initial
proclamation was for a holiday of three days, but circumstances soon
forced extensions. When California extended its holiday through March
9, Moeur did likewise. These actions were part of a national
phenomenon. By the time Roosevelt was inaugurated on March 4, all
but one state had imposed a bank holiday. The new president
immediately issued an executive order to close the national banks, so that
by March 6, even the intransigent bankers like James Douglas gave in.
Ending the banking crisis and restoring confidence in the American
financial system were the new president’s first priority. The magnitude
of the problem became abundantly clear when the President indefinitely

Blervey, 134.-35.

241bid., 135, quoting from the Tucson Dail Citizen, March 2, 1933; Arizona Republic,
March 3, 193%, 1:1. In fact, the governor did not have explicit statutory authority to
declare a banking holiday, and the proclamation’s wording was not clearly
mandatory. Both problems were quickly rectified. Because the legislature was in
session, it rushed through a bill on March 2 legalizing the governor’s actions. The
distinction between the state and national bank holidays followed from the divided
nature of the banking system. The regulatory power of state governments extended
only over state chartered banks. The President’s executive order applied to national
banks and member banks of the Federal Reserve System.
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extended the national bank holiday on March 10 and Governor Moeur
did the same for the state holiday on the 11th.2

During this “holiday,” Arizonans did what they could to survive in a
bankless economy. People made do with what currency they had, and
since no one was sure when or if any particular bank would reopen,
checks might be refused. State and local government agencies, for
example, did business on a cash-only basis. Many merchants returned
the favor by refusing to accept state pay warrants. Cash did not
disappear from the system, however, and some businessmen reported
near normal business. Federal employees and those with veterans’
benefits received a special dispensation as banks were allowed to open
for two hours to cash their checks on March 11 and again on the 14th.
While most of the attention was riveted on what Roosevelt and Congress
would do, the Arizona legislature also took up the banking issue. In
addition to legalizing the state bank holiday, the legislature granted
banks authority to buy securities of the Federal Home Loan Bank. It also
brought building and loan associations and securities companies under
state banking regulations.?

Bankers and politicians most feared that without strong federal
action, reopened banks would be hit again by runs. Bankers spoke with
confidence about the new Administration. T. N. McCauley, president of
the Consolidated National Bank of Tucson, stated that the President’s
actions would “bring about a restoration of confidence to the public not
only in banking but in employment of several hundred thousand people
within a comparatively short time.” The issues being debated in
Washington and around the country were larger than simply when
would the banks reopen. Roosevelt’s advisors divided over conservative
and radical plans ranging from simply shoring up the existing banking
system to outright nationalization. As Bimson astutely observed, “I
would not be surprised if we had seen the last of one banking system
and are watching the beginning of a new system, probably something
on a national scale. It is silly to have forty-nine different banking
systems in this country.”%

The American banking system saw significant changes over the
course of the New Deal including deposit guarantees, government-
backed mortgage insurance, federal ownership of bank stock, and even

25 Arizona Republic, March 8, 1933, 1:1; Jervey, 139.
26jJeryey, 146; Arizona Republic, March 31, 1933, 2:1.

27Jervey, 139; Arizona Republic, March 9, 1933, 1:2.
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direct lending. Not all of these occurred in direct response to the
banking crisis of early 1933. Some were part of the New Deal’s
continuing response to the persisting depression. In March 1933,
Roosevelt was primarily concerned with the emergency at hand, and he
did not give his advisors time to work out a comprehensive reform
package. In fact, the major provisions of the Emergency Banking Act,
passed on March 9, 1933, were proposals worked out by Hoover’s ad-
visors.?® Perhaps more important than the Emergency Banking Act was
the revival of public confidence. If the banking system was to survive in
its current form, future runs by depositors had to be forestalled. Bankers
themselves and local public officials were always positive about the
conditions of Arizona’s banks, but it was President Roosevelt who
calmed the nation’s nerves. To his radio audience during his first
“fireside chat,” he reassured the public that their money would be safe in
the soon-to-be reopened banks. “Let us unite in banishing fear,” he
stated, building on the most famous line of his inaugural address.

On Monday, March 13, the banking crisis began to end when banks
in the twelve Federal Reserve cities reopened for business. Since
Phoenix had a recognized clearinghouse association, its institutions were
allowed to reopen the next day. Most of the remaining banks around the
state reopened over the next few days. The success of the bank holiday,
the Emergency Banking Act, and the President’s revival of confidence
was quickly apparent. Banks all across the state and nation reported a
rush of customers coming to make deposits. By March 15, deposits in
Arizona outstripped withdrawals by $1.5 million. In Phoenix on the first
day of reopening, banks reported $60,000 in hoarded gold and gold
certificates were returned. Gold was returned in large quantities in other
towns, spurred on by the law against gold hoarding.??

The effects of the first three years of the depression and the banking
crisis were severe. The Farmers State Bank and the Round Valley Bank
of Springerville never reopened for business. The First National Bank of
Florence opened for a time under a conservator but eventually closed for

28James Stuart Olson, Herbert Hoover and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation,
1931-1933, (Ames, lowa: The lowa State University Press, 1977), 106-07, 110-12.
Major provisions of the act included formally legalizing the president’s banking
moratorium, granting the comptroller of the currency authority to appoint a
conservator with power of receivership over all national banks threatened with
suspension, authorization for the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to buy the
preferred stock of banks to give them a secure, lon%-tem\ source of capital, and
authority to the Federal Reserve to discount previously ineligible bank assets. The
RFC is considered in greater detail in chapter 3. .

29 Arizona Republic, March 15, 1:1; March 16, 1933, 1:1.
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good. Other banks, like the Traders Bank of Wickenburg, though sound,
closed voluntarily with no loss to their depositors. By June 1933, only
eleven state-chartered banks remained in Arizona, down from 31 in 1929
and 60 in 1920. Only eight national banks remained of the fourteen in
1929. Two of Phoenix’s six banks failed, along with two of its five
building and loan associations. The value of commercial bank loans, the
life-blood of much business activity had fallen by almost two-thirds.
While Valley Bank was beginning a new era of prosperity under the
direction of Walter Bimson, others struggled to remain in business. The
First National Bank of Holbrook experienced “days when only two or
three people wandered into the bank.”20

The early years of the Great Depression continued the economic
selection process begun during the recession of 1921-22. Economic
conditions no longer allowed for an overabundance of small, poorly
capitalized local banks. Larger, more secure banks, with branches
throughout the state were on the rise. Valley Bank led in the merger
movement. In January 1933 it absorbed the First National Bank in
Prescott and it acquired other smaller banks in later years. Nationwide,
a total of 3,423 banks did not reopen following the bank holiday,
including four in Arizona3! For bankers, the end of panic runs by
depositors indicated that the bottom of the trough had been reached. By
no means was the Great Depression over, but one segment of the
economy could look forward with a new sense of hope.

CONCLUSION

Arizona suffered from the Great Depression in unique ways. The
virtual collapse of the copper industry was the primary cause of
unemployment and declining business. The closing of copper mines and
the economic collapse elsewhere in the country contributed to

3Ojervey, 131, 150-51; Luckingham, 102; Schweikart, 84, 95-102; Arizona Republic,
February 31, 1935, 1:2. Perhaps the strangest story in Arizona banking was the
voluntary closure by James Douglas of his banking interests. Even though his own
son was an important member of Roosevelt’s inner circle, Douglas was convinced
that the New Deal was “some sort of German Plot” or worse. Convinced that
Roosevelt would destroy private enterprise, he voluntaril closed his Bank of
Clemenceau in Clarkdale in November 1933 after paying off all depositors. He later
closed the Bank of Bisbee and would have closed the Bank of Douglas except that his
gartner Frank Brophy was able to gain control of the latter and prevent closure.
rophy also later reopened the Bank of Bisbee. Thoroughly disgusted by the New
gea 4 uglas eventually renounced his U.S. citizenship and returned to his native
anada.

31 gchweikart, 101.
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unemployment among railroad workers. Cattle ranching suffered from
both falling commodity prices and drought. All three of these factors
made the depression extremely severe in most of the smaller
communities around the state. Both Phoenix and Tucson benefited from
having more diversified economies, but the collapse of the construction
industry there sent thousands onto relief. Homeowners unable to make
mortgage or tax payments faced loss of their property. Not all areas of
the economy failed, but several key industries faced unprecedented
stress, and unemployment reached levels never before experienced.
Private charitable entities responded to the rise in destitution with an
outpouring of relief. Food and commodities were distributed to the
needy so that actual starvation was apparently avoided. Private charity,
however, did not meet the level of need caused by growing
unemployment. Nor did action by the state, county, or municipal
governments make up the gap. Plagued by falling tax revenues, the state
government did what it could to promote work projects using the
employee-contributed Governor’s Relief Fund and speed-ups of highway
projects. After slashing the state’s two year budget in early 1933, the
legislature and governor left a void that only the federal government
could fill. Unwilling to use state resources to meet the relief needs of the
unemployed, the governor and legislature actively pursued obtaining the
maximum of federal benefits.

Although a number of Arizona banks failed between 1930 and 1933,
there is no indication that Arizona conditions were creating an imminent
collapse of the system. The danger to Arizona banking came from its ties
to California, and when the national crisis spread to that state, realistic
bankers such as Walter Bimson understood that Arizona could not hope
to stand on its own. The banking crisis further emphasized Arizona’s
interconnectedness with the national economy. President Roosevelt’s
handling of the banking crisis was a masterful political and economic
triumph. The banking holiday, the Emergency Banking Act and the
President’s own demeanor helped to restore confidence in the reopened
banks. The Emergency Banking Act, the first major legislation of the
New Deal, foretold much that was to come. Roosevelt rejected radical
suggestions and demanded immediate action to reopen the banks, even if
it meant appropriating a Hoover Administration plan as his own. The
Emergency Banking Act was practical, had wide support, and could be
implemented quickly, all-important criteria that would be used in the
formation of later New Deal policy and initiatives. The New Deal
would rarely be about radical departures. The following chapter further
illustrates how Roosevelt was willing to build on policies and agencies
initiated under Hoover. The New Deal was most significant for charting
new directions, but its character, successes, and limitations are also
revealed by its relationship to existing programs and initiatives.



3 THE RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION

One of the most important, though least recognized agencies of the
New Deal was the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. A Democratic
Congress increasingly unsatisfied with the recovery efforts of President
Hoover’s Administration created the RFC in early 1932. Pressure on
banks due to the flight of depositors and the failure of loans, and on
railroads because of declining traffic and increasing competition, led to
calls for federal action to come to the rescue of these important market
sectors. In 1931, Hoover had encouraged private self-help initiatives for
bankers. Their effort proved inadequate which led Hoover to accept the
proposal for a federal loan program to stabilize banking and railroading.
Later, Congress expanded the powers of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation to include loans to states for direct and work relief for the
unemployed. The activities of the RFC from 1932 to early 1933
foreshadowed some important aspects of the New Deal. It was during
Hoover’s time that important precedents for federal action against the
depression were established. =~ The RFC broke down important
ideological barriers that previously barred the federal government from
directly intervening in the economy in peacetime. Never before had the
federal government provided funds to aid the unemployed victims of the
business cycle. Hoover resisted congressional pressure to expand further
the activities of the RFC, keeping it to a fairly narrow realm of activities
and maintaining the loan principle which forced those receiving aid to
bear its costs.

From the very beginning of the New Deal, the Roosevelt Administra-
tion used the REC. The Emergency Banking Act expanded the RFC’s
authority to provide capital to banks through the purchase of preferred
stock. This new power broke with the loan principle and made the
federal government a part owner of the banks. From this start, Roosevelt
and Congress repeatedly expanded the RFC’s powers and funding until it
became one of the most important agencies of the New Deal. Its
numerous subsidiary corporations provided funding and support for
many other agencies and programs. The broad grants of power given
the RFC by Congress allowed the Administration considerable leeway in
shifting resources to priority programs.

Creation of the RFEC fulfilled the demands of Hunt and other state
politicians who wanted the federal government to take responsibility for
providing relief to the unemployed. Hunt and his successor, Moeur,
worked with the RFC to ensure that Arizona received a fair share of its
benefits. This included agreeing to the administrative reforms which the
RFC demanded to ensure that its funds were spent effectively. To get
REC loans, the state modernized its welfare system by creating the State
Board of Public Welfare. This body became the primary state partner in
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the administration of several New Deal programs, distributing relief and
planning work projects. Arizona participated in many of the expanded
RFC programs in later years. These included the bank stock purchase
program, loans for mining development, and direct business loans.
Almost alone among Arizona banks, the Valley Bank took advantage of
the RFC’s capital investment program. Although the scope of the RFC’s
activities in Arizona was smaller than in larger, industrial states, its aid
was no less important.

HOOVER AND THE RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION

Before Franklin Roosevelt entered the White House, and before the
special session of Congress released the first wave of New Deal
legislation during the First Hundred Days, President Herbert Hoover
struggled to rescue America from its terrific plunge into the worst
economic depression in its history. By the time his single term in office
ended on March 4, 1933, Hoover was frustrated and weary of the fight.
The end had been the worst. As a lame-duck president, Hoover was
nearly powerless to formulate an effective program to combat the
renewed banking crisis that was threatening to destroy the structure of
the American financial system. Hoover considered the incoming
president-elect dangerously negligent in not helping him devise a
program that could be carried through the transition, but Roosevelt
refused to bind himself to any agreement with Hoover that would
restrict his own later freedom of action. Congress was little help. Not
that there was any lack of proposals, but radicalism, whether in the form
of renewed inflationist agitation or demands for federal management of
the economy, threatened the traditional foundations of the American
political economy.!

In March 1933, Hoover was repudiated by the majority of American
voters. To a public, increasingly threatened by loss of their money in
insolvent banks, by the specter of unemployment, and by the
bankruptcy of the traditional institutions of charity and relief, Hoover’s
program to save the economy appeared a complete failure. Worse than
that failure, was the widespread impression that the man simply did not
care about the sufferings of millions of Americans deprived of the means
of sustenance and increasingly drained of their hopes. What programs
he did offer were directed to the top levels of the economy. The federal
government had stepped in to save businessmen from the financial
collapse—a debacle many perceived was of their own doing—yet the

ljoan Hoff Wilson, Herbert Hoover, Forgotten Progressive, (Boston:-Little, Brown,
1975), 157-58, 165.
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President gave grave moral warnings about the corrupting influence of
similar aid to the poor and destitute.2

The turnaround could hardly have been more complete. In
November 1928, arguably no man in public life was more respected than
Herbert Hoover. His landslide election to the presidency capped a
better-than-fiction American success story. As a young man he had
earned a fortune as a world-renowned mining engineer. During and
after the war he served in a variety of private and public positions
administering relief. His eight years as Secretary of Commerce under
Presidents Harding and Coolidge were noted for their energetic and
progressive character. Hoover was the foremost administrator of relief
and was a proponent of public works as a means of leveling out the
business cycle. There appeared to be no man in America more qualified
to face the challenges of the Great Depression.?

Hoover gained a reputation as a rigid ideologue, unbending in his
support of a laissez-faire philosophy of political economy. To later
historians, looking backwards with the activism of the New Deal in
mind, Hoover appeared to follow a hands-off policy. Certainly he was
wary of the implications of an expansive federal power. Traditional
American federalism accepted axiomatically that concentrated power
was a threat to liberty. The advent of an industrial, urban economy
created new conditions that challenged these older concepts.
Progressive reformers of the first two decades of the 20th century began
to see the federal government as a countervailing power that could
protect liberty from concentrated economic power. More recent
historians recognize that Hoover was guided not by laissez-faire, but by
what he termed “American Individualism.” He did not accept the
classical economic model of the economy as a fully self-correcting
mechanism that always tended towards prosperity. He was fully aware
of the business cycle and believed that its downward swings could be
mitigated. His American Individualism combined a presumption of the
value of liberty to the development of individuals and society with a set
of moral guidelines emphasizing equality of opportunity and an ideal of
public service. The federal government could either be a threat or an aid
to American Individualism. The promotion of voluntarism was the key.
The government could aid the economy by promoting self-help and
voluntaristic solutions to important problems.

2Ibid., 269-73.

3Martin L. Fausold, The Presiden o{ Herbert C. Hoover, (Lawrence: University
Press of Kansas, 1985), 8-10, 15-17; Wilson, 117-18. i

4Fausold, 151-55; Wilson, 43; Olson, Herbert Hoover, 24-32.
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The idea of doing nothing in the face of an economic collapse and
simply letting things work themselves out was inimical to Hoover as an
engineer, as a progressive, and as a humanitarian. He recognized and
accepted that in the face of severe conditions, individual and voluntaris-
tic efforts might not be enough. He could, given severe enough
circumstances, compromise his personal philosophy of American
Individualism, but he kept his compromises to the absolute minimum
that would allow him to retain a large degree of leadership over federal
policy and he did not do so until voluntaristic or state and local efforts
had proven inadequate. After 1930 he was increasingly pressured by a
Congress dominated by liberal Democrats and progressive Republicans,
but he never let himself become an irrelevancy; his vetoes kept most
extreme proposals at bay. The original conception of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation was one such compromise; an admission that con-
ditions were such that extraordinary measures had to be taken beyond
those normally expected of the federal government. As the problems in
the banking system intensified in 1931, private bankers themselves
abandoned the rhetoric of laissez-faire and turned to the government to
save them from self-destruction. The problem the Administration
identified was simplistic, merely a liquidity crisis. Bankers were caught
between a failure of confidence by depositors and an inability to quickly
liquefy their assets since the drop in the securities market.

The model invoked as a solution was the War Finance Corporation of
World War I. The WFC had been an important loaning agency that
financed many of the programs of the war effort. It had continued into
the early 1920s providing agricultural marketing finance before its final
liquidation in 1930. Bankers asked for a new expanded version of the
WEC that could provide the liquidity necessary to protect against current
depositor demands. After the private National Credit Corporation failed
in late 1931 to reverse the crisis of confidence, Hoover requested the
creation of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. Congress complied,
and the RFC came into existence on January 22, 19325 The RFC was
authorized to make loans to financial institutions and to railroads,
another major industry facing a financial crisis. The RFC operated on the
principle of sound banking which required all firms to demonstrate a
reasonable security for the loan. By July 1932, the RFC loaned more than
$1 billion to 4,000 banks, railroads, credit unions, and mortgage loan
companies, resulting in a significant decline in the number of failures.

SFausold, 155-56; 162-64; Olson, Herbert Hoover, 38. Private bankers created the
National Credit Corporation at the behest of President Hoover in hope that private
banking could solve its own problems cooperatively. The NCC formalf;ledisso ved on
January 21, 1936 after making 1,200 loans in 31 states. At its peak on February 21,
1932, it had $188 million in loans [Arizona Republic, January 22, 1936, 1:2].
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Bankers did not use the liquidity provided by the REC to create new
business loans, but instead sat on their excess reserves in case of further
panic. ~ This situation frustrated the RFC under both Hoover and
Roosevelt. Officials believed that bankers were unwilling to make loans,
while bankers claimed that there was a lack of demand. Both claims
later proved to have merit.®

The RFC’s initial lending program slowed, but did not halt the
economic spiral. Congressional Democrats again pressured Hoover into
accepting a compromise expansion of federal responsibility. The
Emergency Relief and Construction Act, enacted on July 21, 1932,
expanded the authority of the RFC to give loans to states for direct relief
and work projects. Although Hoover insisted that the RFC maintain the
loan principle, the Emergency Relief and Construction Act established a
strong precedent for federal intervention to aid the victims of the
business cycle.”

ARIZONA AND THE RFC BEFORE THE NEW DEAL

Within three weeks of the passage of the Emergency Relief and
Construction Act, Governor Hunt sent to RFC chairman, Atlee
Pomerene, an application for a million-dollar loan. To back up the
application and prepare for the distribution of funds, Hunt also named
county coordinating committees to oversee the use of highway funds to
provide work relief. Heads of these committees included prominent
citizens such as Grady Gammage, president of the teachers’ college in
Flagstaff; Charles Stauffer, president of the Arizona Republic and Phoenix
Gazette; Grace Sparkes of Prescott; and the Reverend O. A. Smith of
Nogales. Since Pomerene was concerned that federal funds enhance, not
replace, local relief efforts, he sent an RFC representative to Phoenix on
August 23 to discuss Arizona’s situation. To strengthen the application,
the representative recommended that Hunt submit relief data from each
county along with a detailed description of state relief efforts, all
intended to illustrate the depth of need and the limits of Arizona’s
capacities. A committee representing various welfare and relief
organizations in the state met at the offices of the Arizona Industrial
Congress in Phoenix on August 26 to discuss the RFC loan. Some in the
committee preferred that REC funds go into direct relief rather than work
relief, in order to stretch the limited funds to more people. The group

6]ame@s S. Olson, Saving Capitalism: The Reconstruction Finance Corporation and the
New Deal, 1933-1940 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1988), 13-
16.

7Ibid., 67, 72. The act authorized $300 million for direct relief and $1.5 billion for
work project loans, to be repaid from subsequent federal highway grants. Congress
later forgave these debts.
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called on the governor to ascertain his views. Although Hunt stated his
belief that RFC funds could only be used for work relief on highways,
the RFC representative indicated that part of the RFC funds could be used
for direct relief. Responding to the worsening financial situation
regarding relief, Hunt later amended his loan request asking that
$100,000 of the loan be available to distribute as direct relief. With
national demand for relief money unexpectedly great, the RFC initially
awarded Arizona half of the money it requested to fund projects from
September through December.8

Highway work was not the only project conceived to take advantage
of potential RFC loans. Water projects were another area with a long
history of federal support and a number of proposals were available to
take advantage of RFC funding. Hunt had previously applied for a $20
million loan to finance the Verde River Irrigation and Power Project in
May, before the RFC could even legally make such loans. The people of
Cochise County had long sought a flood control dam on the San Pedro
River near Charleston, and Hunt applied for a RFC loan of $800,000 to
construct it. Other loan applications included funds for the Camelback
Water Conservation District northeast of Phoenix and the Centennial
Irrigation District of Yuma. Another work project was improvements to
the new bass hatchery at Papago Park.?

Hunt established an Arizona RFC Commission to distribute relief
funds and to oversee the work projects. Original members of the
Commission included C. W. Van Dyke, chairman; ]. W. Strode,
secretary; D. W. Fountain; Harry A. Clark of Douglas; and Grace
Sparkes. Stauffer, chairman of the Commission’s Maricopa County
Advisory Committee, stated his belief in the seriousness of the situation.
“Not deprecating needs elsewhere in the state, or in the United States,

Sw. v. DeCamp, Reconstruction Finance Corgoration Funds, Arizona Emergency
Council, Unemployment & Indigent Relief Committee, n.d. ephemera file, State
Department of Library, Archives, and Public Records; letter from Hunt to Pomerene,
August 11, 1932, Hunt Collection; Arizona Republic, August 24, 1932, 1:4. Hunt to
Pomerene, August 26, 1932; Hunt to Pomerene August 27, 1932; Memo by Hunt,
September 17, 1932. The committee included W. Val DeCamp, the Emergency
Director of Unemployment relief; D. W. Fountain, chairman of the Governor’s
Unemployment Relief Committee; P. G. Spilsbury; W. F. Martens of Winslow,
refpresentinﬁthe American Legion; C. E. Goyette, director of the Organized Charities
of Tucson; Hubert H. d’Autremont, also with the Organized Charities; J. S. Hardwick
from the Transportation Brotherhoods in Arizona; and Sam H. Morris of the Gila
County Welfare Council. Many of these names would continue to be prominent in
support of New Deal programs.

9ILetter from Hunt to RFC, May 24, 1932; Lewis Douglas to Hunt, June 11, 1932; Hunt
to RFC, n.d.; Hunt to RFC, July 28, 1932; ]. W. Bowers to Hunt, October 171932245 i
Brewster to Hunt, July 19, 1932. The Verde River and Charleston Dam projects were
not funded by the RFC, but their advocates continued to seek federal support (see
chapter 6).



48 The New Deal in Arizona

relief needs per capita are exceedingly great in this valley.” Such aid was
needed to help prevent turmoil in the cities. “Under no circumstances
must we run the risk of public rioting in Phoenix,” he declared, adding
that people no longer feared federal aid as “socialistic.” The state
channeled funds for in-kind relief to the counties that worked alongside
of private charities to distribute aid. Cooperating with the Phoenix
Community Chest, the local RFC organization established a wood yard
at the old Fillmore School grounds. About 7,000 sacks of wood were
distributed to persons on the relief rolls. At the end of 1932, the entire
RFC Commission resigned to allow the incoming governor to appoint
his own people. Governor Moeur appointed a new Commission consist-
ing of T. H. O’Brien of Inspiration, chairman; Stuart Bailey, secretary;
and Gordon Sawyer; with reappointments of Clark and Sparkes.1

The REC was concerned about the state organizations that handled its
loans and wanted to ensure that funds were being spent efficiently. The
RFC pressured states, including Arizona, into replacing obsolete or ad
hoc organizations with new welfare organizations by threatening to with-
hold loans. The REC field representative, A. W. McMillen, encouraged
Moeur and the RFC Commission to support creation of a permanent
welfare board, preferably with the member of the Commission staying
on to serve as the new board. McMillen stated the RFC’s willingness to
pay the salary of an experienced individual in any of the larger counties
to serve as an executive secretary. At the time there was only one
permanent state social welfare agency, the State Child Welfare Board.
The Arizona RFC Commission was an ad hoc organization created by the
governor when RFC loans became available. Bowing to RFC pressure,
Moeur and the RFC Commission recommended to the legislature the
creation of a new state agency. The legislature complied on March 9,
1933, approving a bill creating a State Board of Public Welfare to oversee
the distribution of REC fund received by the state.!!

Hoover and the REC feared that states would use federal funds to
evade their own responsibilities. They pressured states to increase their
appropriations to meet the needs of their citizens. Such pressure was
certainly needed in Arizona. Both Governor Moeur and the legislature
were elected on pledges of strict economy, and their severe cuts in the

10Minutes of meeting of RFC Commission, Dec. 21, 1932 and January 17, 1933,
Records of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, Examining Division, Records
Relating to Emergencg Relief to the State, 1932-34, Arizona: Correspondence to Loan
#1, RG 234, Entry 86, Box 4, National Archives and Records Administration;
Luckingham, 103.

11 Arizona Republic, March 9, 1933, 1:3; March 10, 1933, 1:4. - The legislature also
authorized the state highway commission to seek a loan from the RFC to build the
Charleston Dam.
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state budget added to the relief burden. The legislature passed four bills
to aid the needy. In addition to the creation of the State Board of Public
Welfare, it created a state and county old age pension system. The
legislature also diverted one-tenth of the state’s five cent tax on gasoline
to unemployment relief for two years, and it established a new privilege
sales tax, ten percent of which could be diverted by the governor for
unemployment relief. Combined, these last two actions were expected to
provide a maximum of $800,000 for unemployment relief. These funds
later provided the match required by many New Deal work programs.12
RFC funding initiated a number of work projects later continued by
New Deal agencies. Starting in the spring of 1933, about 100 to 110 men
were regularly employed for several months doing construction work
on the Bush Highway, a project continued by the Civil Works
Administration at the end of the year. At the grounds of the northern
Arizona fair grounds outside Prescott, RFC-paid labor repaired the old
grandstand and bleachers, development work also continued by the
CWA and Federal Emergency Relief Administration. Between October
1932 and May 1933, Arizona received $1,448,269 under the Emergency
Relief and Construction Act. By the end of December 1932, a total of
55,700 persons had received $352,000 in assistance.  These were
unemployed workers and their families who, but for this aid, might have
faced total destitution. Of the over $1.4 million of RFC debt incurred by
the state up to June 1933, $263,860 went for direct relief and the
remainder for work relief. Although occasional arguments were made
that direct relief was more efficient and would allow a greater dispersion
of limited resources, most public officials preferred work relief. This
preference was based on the belief that providing work, rather than a
handout, preserved the moral stature of the unemployed. Both types of
relief continued during the first two years of the New Deal until the
FERA'’s assistance with direct relief ended in 1935. In the same period,
contributions from county and local governments for unemployment
relief amounted to only about $90,000. Whether these governments were
unable or unwilling to meet the needs of the unemployed is debatable.
What can be concluded is that they did not meet that need and the
federal government moved to fill the gap even before the New Deal.13

121bid., March 29, 1933, 2:1. The old age pension is further described in chapter 14 in
relation to the state’s participation in the Social Security system.

131bid., December 7, 1933, 2:1; F. M. Warner, Outstanding Projects in Arizona CWA,
ERA, Arizona Board of Public Welfare, Vol. 1, 1935, 37-42; E. D. Tetreau,
Unemployment Relief in Arizona From October 1, 1932, Through December 31, 1936,
with a Special Analysis of Rural and Town Relief Households, (Tucson: University of
Arizona, Col]e%e of Agriculture, Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin No 156,
July, 1937), 72-75.
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THE NEW DEAL AND THE RFC

Despite the addition to its authority and resources under the
Emergency Relief and Construction Act, the $300 million for relief loans
proved far too little to meet state and local demands. The requirement
that loans for public works be self-liquidating so slowed the planning
process that after nine months only $20 million of the approved $1.5
billion dollars had actually been paid out.' Even more damning, after
more than a year of loans to financial institutions and railroads, both
were weaker in 1933 than before, and the panic of February 1933 all but
brought the banking system to a close.

Although the RFC had largely failed in its mission, Roosevelt
recognized that it might still be of use if placed under more aggressive
leadership and given wider authority. As a pragmatist, the new
president understood that completely replacing the RFC would cause
significant delays in his own program. To lead the RFC as a New Deal
agency, Roosevelt chose Texas banker Jesse H. Jones. Jones was one of
the original Democratic members of the RFC governing board and had
witnessed its failure under Pomerene. With his connections to both the
President and the politically powerful Texas delegation to Congress,
Jones turned the RFC into an expansive financial giant. Congress
expanded the RFC’s authority under the Emergency Banking Act, which
allowed the REC to supply capital to financial institutions through the
purchase of preferred stock. This movement away from the loan
principle provided banks with new reserves without increasing their
burden of debt. It also made the RFC a partial owner, and Jones did not
hesitate to use his powers where necessary to protect the interests of his
institutions and to promote an expansion of credit. Congress expanded
the RFC’s program on several later occasions during the 1930s until the
agency effectively acted as the nation’s largest bank, financing both
private and public activities. By 1935, the RFC was deeply involved in
nearly every aspect of the financial system. At the end of that year, the
RFC reported loans and stock purchases of more than $4.1 billion to
thousands of banks, building and loan associations, insurance
companies, commodity credit corporations, and other financial
institutions. The idea of the RFC as a temporary agency providing
emergency liquidity to banks had given way to a broad based federal
foundation to the entire financial system.!®

14Qlson, Saving Capitalism, 20.

15REC, Summary of the Activities of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and its
Conditions as of December 31, 1935, 5, quoted in Olson, Saving Capitalism, 88.
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The President often found it more expedient to create a new federal
corporation to handle a particular initiative rather than to work through
existing agencies. These included the Export-Import Bank of
Washington, the Production Credit Corporation, the Commodity Credit
Corporation, the Federal National Mortgage Association, the Disaster
Loan Corporation, the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation, the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation, and the Industrial Credit Corporation. Many of these were
direct subsidiaries of the RFC; others were independent of the RFC
board, but all looked to the RFC as a source of capital.

Although quite important nationally, the RFC’s capital investment
program affected only a small number of Arizona banks. The RFC
purchased preferred stock in only three banks, the Yavapai County
Savings Bank of Prescott, the First National Bank of Douglas, and the
Valley Bank and Trust Company (later Valley National Bank), and it
acquired no debentures or capital notes for banks in Arizona. Its
investment in the banks in Prescott and Douglas were fairly small, only
$50,000 and $100,000, respectively, as of September 1936. Furthermore,
the RFC retired these investments by end of 1941. The Valley National
Bank, however, moved aggressively to take advantage of the federal
investment program, selling $1,240,000 in stock to the RFC. This was a
part of Walter Bimson’s expansion policy that had already raised the
assets of the bank from $6.7 million at the beginning of 1933 to $22.5
million two years later. Bimson, who supported the New Deal, was
comfortable with an RFC’s partnership, and the RFC maintained its VNB
stock ownership until after World War 11.16

The economy responded sluggishly to the RFC’s expanding program
and to the rest of the New Deal. Jones was convinced that there was a
latent demand for commercial credit that was going unmet because of
bankers’ liquidity fears. The RFC lowered its interest rates and expanded
its loans to boost bank reserves, but funds still remained in bank vaults
or moved into government bonds. Finally, both to provide an
immediate boost to the economy and to pressure private capital to extend
more credit, the RFC began making direct loans to private businesses.
Jones and the RFC discovered what private bankers had long claimed,
that there was a significant lack of demand for credit by firms with any
reliable standing. Unless the RFC was willing to loan money at high
risk—which Jones was unwilling to do—it appeared that demand for

16Table of RFC Investments Outstanding as of Sept. 30, 1936, Records of the RFC,
Office of the Controller-Treasurer, Statistical Reports on Preferred Stock, Capital
Notes, and Debentures, 1933-47, July 25, 1933-Sept. 30, 1936 to Octo. 1, 1936-Dec. 3,
1941, RG 234, Entry 61, Box 3, National Archives and Records Administration.
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credit, to a significant degree would follow, not lead, a business revival.
At every turn it seemed, the Great Depression challenged accepted
economic theories.”

The RFC provided loans to states, to quasi-governmental agencies
such as irrigation districts, and to private firms. Loans to states ended in
1933 after the creation of the Public Works Administration, which took
over the RFC’s public works program, but the RFC expanded its loans to
other entities after that. One such Arizona project was the Maricopa
County Municipal Water Conservation District No. 1, which irrigated
lands in the far west valley. After nine months of negotiations, the RFC
approved a $1,350,000 contract to improve the Agua Fria dam, resulting
in an estimated expansion of 19,000 acres of irrigated land. The project
employed about 65 men to raise the dam spillway, correct structural
defects, construct a new flume across the river, build new distribution
system structures, and line part of the canal system. The RFC provided
funds by purchasing the district’s bonds.!®

Reclamation projects and irrigation districts became the largest
borrowers of REC funds in Arizona. Parker Dam on the Colorado River,
one of the major reclamation projects in the state, was financed not by
the Bureau of Reclamation or the PWA, but by the Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California, whose bonds were purchased by the
RFC. The Roosevelt Irrigation District, near Buckeye, received a
$1,284,500 loan at the beginning of 1935. In this case, the RFC stepped in
to fund the project to line its canals and laterals because the PWA lacked
the funds. Stepping in again for the PWA, in late May 1935, the RFC
agreed to purchase water district improvement bonds to construct a dam
on the Hassayampa and connecting pipeline for the Prescott water
supply. Prescott voters had approved the bonds eighteen months earlier,
but a later ruling caused a delay and eventual backing out by the PWA.
The Roosevelt Water Conservation District east of Mesa received a loan
of $1,490,000 to refinance its bonded debt, saving the district money by
lowering its interest rate. Between March 4, 1933 and December 31,
1936, the RFC extended $6,358,344 in credit to Arizona, not counting
credit provided by the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, the Farm
Credit Administration, and the Commodity Credit Administration, all of
which received REC financing.!®

17Qlson, Saving Capitalism, 162-70.
18 Arizona Republic, January 26, 1934, 1:1, 1:3.

19Richard Lowitt, The New Deal and the West, (Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana
University Press, 1984) 84-85; Arizona Republic, January 12, 1935, 1:1; June 1, 1935,
1:7; August 12, 1936, 1:8; Tetreau, 123.
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Table 3.1. RFC Direct Business Loans in Arizona, 1934-40.

Loan Estimated Loss, as

Firm Authorization of Dec. 31,1940
Duncan Utilities $34,000 —
Paul Lime Plant 35,000 —
Richard ]. Walsh 10,000 -
White and Wesley 10,000 —
Albert Steinfeld 65,000 —
Arizona Baking Co. 15,000 —
Ariz-Sweet Corp. 67,909 $30,000
Smith’s Mercantile Co. 4,000 —
Arizona Brewing Co. 15,000 —
Caferino Liano 4,000 —
Tiffany Construction Co. 20,000 —
Peter Riley 2,500 —
W.W. Mitchell 9,300 —

Fannins Gas & Equipment Co. 9,359 —

Records of the RFC, Office of the Controller-Treasurer,
Reports on Loans to Industry and Business, 1934-46, RG 234,
Entry 62, Boxes 2-5, National Archives and Records
Administration (NARA).

Late in 1934, the RFC began offering credit to the state’s largest
industry, copper. The RFC made available two categories of credit to
copper mining companies. For small mining properties, it offered loans
up to $20,000 to support basic development work. For general mining,
milling and smelting, there was no upper limit. The first such loan was
for $8,000 to Southwestern Metal Mines, Inc. to removed water from the
firm’s properties. Numerous other mine loans followed. The Maricopa
Chief Gold Mines Corporation took $20,000 to complete a mill, deepen a
shaft, and open tunnels on its property in the Gila Bend Mountains.
Mining loans varied considerably in size. R. Robert Maler of Hereford
in Cochise County received $8,000 for small mining development work,
while the Harqua Hala Gold Mines Company was approved for $750,000
for its property near Salome. Through the summer of 1935, Arizona had
the most mining loan applications in the country. By mid-August 1935,
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there were more than twenty applications pending for amounts less than
$20,000.20

Jones believed that business needed long-term credit which private
lenders were not providing, and on June 21, 1934, the President
authorized the RFC to provide loans to business up to $500,000 for
periods up to five years. This was for business working capital, not for
fixed capital. Jones initially estimated the national need for working
capital at about $700 million in 1934. Congress authorized $300 million
for the REC and another $280 million for the Federal Reserve Banks for
direct loans. The RFC Business Loan Division moved quickly to try to
fill the gap, which they believed, that private bankers refused to fill.
Jones was surprised by the lack of demand for loans by credit-worthy
firms. During 1935 and 1936, the RFC took in only 6,214 applications for
business loans and approved 2,286, disbursing only §$78 million.
Compared to the $2 billion loaned to banks and the $600 million loaned
to railroads, the direct business loan program contributed little to
reviving the economy, but this did not make it inconsequential to those
businesses that did take advantage of it, and $78 million was more than
some other New Deal initiatives ever received.?!

A number of Arizona firms received RFC loans. The full value of the
loans in terms of how they contributed to the firms’ survival or
expansion has not been discovered, but that most of them were able to
repay the loans indicates that they were at least continuing to operate.
Most of the loans were made in the late 1930s and 1940. Apparently,
Arizona firms did not participate in the early phases of the direct business
loan program. Loan sizes ranged from as little as $2,500 to a high of
$175,000. Most were for fairly modest amounts with the average at about
$21,500 (see Table 3.1).

20Arizona Republic, July 18, 1935, 1:2; July 26, 1935, 2:1; April 26, 1935, 1:11; April
28, 1935, 2:1; July 28, 1935, 4:2; August 4, 1935, 2:1; Alﬁust 11, 1935, 1:2; September
8,1935, 2:1. The variety of aid provided by the many New Deal agencies sometimes
led to great complexity and probably confusion to contemporaries. For example,
certain aspects of the RFC loan program became closely connected to the activities of
the Federal Housing Administration. FHA’s program of federally insured mongag$
become a success, primarily through the creation of RFC subsidiary
corporations—the RFC Mortgage Corporation and the Federal National Mortga e
Association—to develop the secondary market for mortgages. The programs o tﬁe
REC and the FHA became more confused in relation to the copper industry. Besides
the REC loans to copper mining firms, in 1935 FHA began supporting copper mining
loans under amendments to the National Housing Act, which allowed it to provide
insurance for limited gvpes of commercial property mortgages. The FHA announced in
August that it would provide insurance for up to $50,000 for mining and mill
machinery on properties already improved, and for repairs and extensions to mine
and mill structures.

210lson, Saving Capitalism, 160, 173-74.
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CONCLUSION

Under President Hoover, the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
was the primary federal agency distributing loans for direct and work
relief and to help shore up the finances of banks and railroads. The
Roosevelt Administration redefined this existing agency by adding new
functions in their continuing efforts to find a way to end the depression.
The RFC disbursed billions of dollars nationwide, and several million
dollars in Arizona. In addition to its own program of lending, the RFC
also served the New Deal as a convenient secondary source of funds for
other programs. When the President wanted to experiment with
manipulating the price of gold in 1933 and 1934, he did it with RFC
funds; when it appeared that many banks would be unable to meet the
specification of the new federal deposit insurance program, Jesse Jones
committed the RFC to make participating banks financially sound; when
the public works fund ran out, the RFC provided a new infusion of
money by purchasing most of the PWA’s loans; when the new
construction program of the Federal Housing Administration stalled, the
RFC stepped in by creating national mortgage associations. The RFC
had great and continuing significance because it contributed to the
implementation of several other New Deal agencies. Many of these
activities will be described in later chapters.

The RFC provided significant aid to Arizona throughout the 1930s.
In 1932 and 1933, the state received over $1.4 million in loans for direct
and work relief. Although only a few Arizona banks participated in the
RFC’s capital investment program, Valley National Bank used the
program as part of its overall strategy of linking its activities to various
New Deal programs, in the process contributing to the state’s economic
revival and its own prosperity. Dozens of firms participated in the RFC’s
direct business lending activities. The largest portion of this aid went to
the state’s mining industry to support basic development and
modernization work. At the behest of RFC officials, the legislature
modernized the state’s welfare administration with the creation of the
State Board of Public Welfare. This board later became an important link
in the administration of several New Deal agencies, such as the Federal
Emergency Relief Administration and the Civil Works Administration,
which are considered in the following chapter.
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The Reconstruction Finance Corporation’s program of assistance in
1932 and 1933 failed in large part because of the limited funding of the
Emergency Relief and Construction Act and the loan principle. While
Congress expanded its authority in some areas, it also removed primary
responsibility for federal relief aid and public works programs to new
agencies. The Public Works Administration took over and expanded on
the reemployment program, while the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration managed a new program of grants for relief to the states.
This chapter examines the FERA, which operated from mid-1933 to late
1935. In its first months, the FERA concentrated on distributing millions
of dollars in grants to the states which they used for direct and work
relief. The FERA improved on the earlier relief program, first, by break-
ing with the loan principle, and, second, by distributing far more aid,
more quickly than was accomplished by the RFC. Credit for the FERA’s
rapid implementation goes, in large measure, to its administrator, Harry
Hopkins, whose success propelled him to the top level of Roosevelt
advisors.

In the fall of 1933, disappointed with the progress of the PWA'’s
program, Roosevelt turned to Hopkins and the FERA staff to organize a
massive reemployment program based on simple public works. The
Civil Works Administration, operating from November 1933 to the end
of March 1934, employed over four million men and women and
distributed hundreds of millions of dollars in much needed wages.
Despite its success, Roosevelt allowed the agency to lapse and Hopkins
returned to the FERA’s program. The FERA, however, was altered by
the CWA experience, and from 1934 until the end of 1935, it placed
increasing emphasis on work relief projects over direct relief. In 1935,
the federal program of grants to the states for relief ended when the
Works Progress Administration, led by Hopkins, replaced the FERA.

To better administer the RFC’s loans, and to oversee a growing
program of work projects, the Arizona legislature in March 1933 created
the State Board of Public Welfare. The board, with the able assistance of
its executive secretary, Florence Warner, easily transitioned into the
administration of FERA grants. The CWA greatly challenged the
capacity of the board and its county counterparts because Hopkins relied
on state and local officials to actually plan and implement work projects
and certify workers. Local, county, and state officials, as well as cooper-
ating federal agencies, organized hundreds of small projects in virtually
every community in the state. At its height, the civil works program
employed over 17,000 men and women on a wide variety of projects.
Many of these work projects continued into the later period of the
expanded FERA work program, and even to the WPA era. There is a
great deal of continuity at the state and local levels in the projects devised
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to take advantage of federal aid. Many of these reflect long-standing
interests in the state such as irrigation development and highway work.
There is also continuity in the administrative personnel, the members of
state and county boards, and in cooperating institutions such as the
university.

The FERA and CWA provided millions of dollars in much needed
assistance to Arizona’s unemployed. Their projects provided valuable
services to the public and to families on public assistance. They also left
a legacy of public property improvements that continued to contribute to
communities and the state for many years to come. Arizona gained these
benefits with few administrative problems or controversies. Public
officials and private individuals, in general, were eager to cooperate with
the federal initiatives in order to get the most for the state. Warner and
the members of the state and county Boards of Public Welfare
demonstrated administrative competence and honesty that prevented any
major public controversies from arising. Political conflict was kept to a
minimum because of the overwhelming Democratic dominance in
Arizona in the 1930s.

THE FERA IN ARIZONA

On May 12, 1933, Roosevelt approved the Federal Emergency Relief
Act that replaced the RFC’s loan program with grants to states. A half
billion dollars was initially authorized, with half the money available to
states on a matching basis and the rest available based on need and not
requiring a match. The Federal Emergency Relief Administration did not
provide direct payments to the unemployed. Instead, FERA operated as
a relief agency aiding those state and local organizations that had
reached the limits of their capacity. Under the energetic leadership of
Harry Hopkins, within weeks of its creation the FERA was distributing
tens of millions of dollars to states. Despite being set up to support state
and local agencies, Hopkins found that most states had little experience
in delivering mass aid to the unemployed. The relief agencies in most
states, including Arizona, had existed less than ten months. Though
Hopkins” FERA staff was intended to merely inspect and report on how
federal money was spent, they soon wielded great power over state and
local relief and began to institute reforms across the country. FERA
helped to eliminate the categorical criteria for relief. Every citizen, not
just widows, orphans, and the disabled, had a right to public assistance.
FERA also stipulated cash benefits, breaking the humiliation of in-kind
benefits with its presumption of intrinsic irresponsibility.!

1Bonnie Fox Schwartz, The Civil Works Administration, 1933-1934: The Business of
Emergency Emplort/ment in the New Deal, (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1984), 24-30.
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Arizonans, like most Americans, suffered considerable distress due to
unemployment. In October 1933, nearly four years after the stock
market crash, the FERA sponsored the first nationwide census of the
relief situation. The disturbing results revealed that about ten percent of
the American population—more than 12.5 million men, women, and
children—were receiving public assistance. Children under sixteen year
old accounted for over 40 percent of the relief recipients. In Arizona the
situation was even worse, with almost one out of five families on relief
rolls. Details of the survey indicated that Arizona families were doing
better than single men and women. Unmarried men and women were
thirteen percent of the population, but seventeen percent of the relief
rolls. Not surprisingly, minorities suffered in greater proportion than
white Arizonans. White families, constituting 62 percent of the popu-
Jation, made up only 52 percent of relief recipients. The 8,542 Hispanics
on relief accounted for seventeen percent of the total number of
Hispanics on relief in the U.S., although according to the 1930 census,
only eight percent of all Hispanics lived in Arizona. Of 20,422 families in
Arizona on relief, a thousand were black families and 282 were Indians.?

The fourteen county Boards of Public Welfare certified families and
individuals for relief and distributed aid, both cash and in-kind. Each
board had three members and an executive secretary who oversaw day
to day activities. In the more populous counties, the boards had paid
staff to perform many of their required functions. Cochise County, for
example, at one point employed fourteen social workers who
investigated individual claims, established budgets for relief clients, and
eliminated ineligibles from the relief rolls. Overseeing the county boards
was the State Board of Public Welfare. This five-member board was
composed initially of T. H. O’Brien of Inspiration, Herman Lewkowitz
of Phoenix, Grace Sparkes of Prescott, Harry A. Clark of Douglas, and
H. H. d’Autremont of Tucson. O’Brien, Clark, and Sparkes had served
on the previous RFC Commission. This board distributed the FERA
grants to the counties and managed a variety of activities. The State
Board’s organization had five divisions. The Work Division planned and
implemented employment projects for able-bodied relief clients. The
Social Service Division received applications for relief, established
eligibility, administered direct relief, certified work relief, and advised
and established eligibility of clients for the rural Rehabilitation Program,
Commodity Distribution, and the Civilian Conservation Corps. Both of
these divisions shared responsibility with the county boards. The
Research and Statistics Division handled accounting, disbursing,
purchasing, and statistical records. The Rural Rehabilitation Division
helped rural families become self-sustaining. The Transient Division,

21bid., 3; Arizona Republic, March 15,1934, 2:1.
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financed entirely by federal funds, established camps and work programs
for needy persons who did not have residency in Arizona.?

The greatest burden in the relief administration rested with the State
Board’s executive secretary, Florence M. Warner. Warner arrived in
Phoenix from Chicago to take up her duties on June 4, 1933. Within six
months she was the central figure in the administration of the New Deal
in Arizona. Her silver hair and rimless glasses gave her a businesslike
appearance and not being one to seek publicity for herself, she refused to
be photographed except in a group. Warner was an experienced,
professional social worker whose book, Juvenile Detention in the United
States, was published in 1933. A graduate of Oberlin College in 1916, she
received her Ph.D. from the University of Chicago before proceeding to
a series of social work positions. During World War I she served
overseas as a research worker and an employee of the Allied American
Transport Council. She later served two years as executive secretary of
the International Institute in northern Michigan, then moved to
Youngtown, Ohio to work for two years with immigrants. Moving to
California, she served six years as executive secretary of the Public
Health Center in Alameda, then returned to Chicago to supervise the
Oakwood Unemployment Relief Station before taking on the Arizona
position. When the newspaper reported Warner’s typical workday, it
noted her long hours—twelve or more a day. She arrived at her office in
the Heard Building at 8:30 or 9:00 and continued until 11 p.m. or
midnight; her day taken up with endless meetings punctuated by
numerous phone calls. To help carry the burden, she had one secretary
and a few administrative assistants such as Marion Reid, who headed up
the women'’s program.4

The FERA program through the fall of 1933 was fairly simple.
Hopkins’ staff sent millions of dollars in grants to the states for distribu-
tion to the needy. In this early stage the FERA concentrated on the
distribution of direct relief, not work relief. Work relief, however, was
important at the state level. The program was as close to a “dole” as the
New Deal came. The distinction remained, though, that the federal
government did not distribute cash directly to the needy under this
program. Such aid remained the responsibility of the states, with the
federal government acting primarily as a funding source to satisfy the
demand that it do more to meet the country’s critical relief needs.

3Report of Activities, Cochise County Board of Public Welfare (Federal Emer;
Relief Administration), Bisbee, Arizona, May 1, 1934 to August 1, 193%?\?;
Emergem‘;y Relief Administration in Arizona, n.d., ephemera file, Arizona Dept. of
Library, Archives, and Public Records. .

4 Arizona Republic, December 18, 1933, 1:6.
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FERA TRANSIENT RELIEF

One group most in need of public assistance, yet often marked as
ineligible, was the transients. Several parts of the country, most notably
the sun-baked plains of the Dust Bowl, saw an exodus of former farmers
looking for any kind of work they could get. The poorest transients
hitched rides on freight cars of the Santa Fe and Southern Pacific
railroads while the more fortunate drove cars and trucks across U.S.
Routes 66 and 80. Most simply continued on their way to California.
Some, however, chose Arizona as their destination or circum-
stances—perhaps a broken down car—encouraged them to look for
opportunities here. ~Agriculture in the Salt River and Casa Grande
valleys offered temporary, seasonal work for several thousand manual
laborers. Transients might earn enough to carry them on to California or
they might decide that they could do well enough in Arizona.

Most transients lived on the edge of subsistence. Even where
available, work in the cotton fields or citrus orchards was highly
seasonal and offered nothing on which to base a stable, settled life.
Where savings could not be stretched to last out the year, resort was
made to private charity and public aid. Residency requirements made
the latter difficult to obtain. Traditional public aid, administered at the
county level, highly discouraged aid to nonresidents. The challenge of
the Great Depression, which placed tens of thousands of people on the
roads, proved the inadequacy of parochial public aid in the face of a
nationwide economic collapse. But since the Arizona legislature and the
counties wanted to protect their financial positions there was little
movement to expand eligibility criteria. Instead, the call went out for
federal assistance to deal with this truly interstate problem.

The FERA provided full funding for state agencies to aid transients.
The State Board of Public Welfare submitted a plan in August 1933
detailing the organization of its Transient Division, where it intended to
establish transient camps, and what kind of aid it intended to supply.
The plan separated transient types into groups such as “automobile
transient,” the hitchhiker, the health seeker (usually those suffering
tuberculosis), the seasonal agricultural laborer, and others. Using CWA
labor, the state built accommodations at the fairgrounds in Tucson,
Phoenix, Prescott, Nogales, Yuma, and Douglas to provide food and
shelter for thousands of transients. By the end of 1935, more than 53,000
persons, mostly single men, had received transient aid. The FERA Work
Division provided projects to keep these men from idleness, and in addi-
tion to work, efforts were made to provide useful vocational training.
Men with a skill or occupation were matched to appropriate jobs where
possible so that they might “keep a hand in.” Unskilled men were
trained for jobs they seemed best adapted to. An effort was even made to
provide more than just sustenance and work. In Phoenix, the public
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library, the Maricopa County library, and local book stores donated over
600 books for the 800 men in the camp at the state fairgrounds.®

To provide labor for smaller projects around the state, the Transient
Division developed two types of labor camps. Portable camps held up
to 250 men housed in portable frame buildings, including mess hall,
recreational hall, infirmary, and six-man cabins. Smaller, mobile camps
held up to 50 men, chosen for their physical fitness and ability to work.
Intended to occupy a place for only two to four weeks while they
worked on small projects, the men lived in two-man tents while three
large tents served as a storage room and dining rooms. Rolling
equipment included small army trucks and five trailers. Each worker
was supplied with a duffel bag for their blankets and personal effects
which included a complete change of clothes. The Work Division
supplied technical supervision and plans and specifications for all work
while sponsoring agencies provided labor supervision and materials.
The men worked 30 hours per week, and the Transient Division
provided most of the equipment.®

The first portable camp, with 187 men, located near Stewart
Mountain Dam and performed erosion control work along with
improvements to roads and trails under the supervision of the Forest
Service. A well was drilled for water and stone fireplaces, permanent
tables, and seats built. Together with a large parking area, this camp
eventually became a recreational area. A second camp of 127 men at
Wolfe Creek near Prescott worked under Forest Service supervision to
control twig blight. The Forest Service sponsored other camps located at
Cherry Creek near Roosevelt Dam, 126 men; Wood Camp near Prescott,
94 men; and Perkinsville, 48 miles east of Prescott on the Verde River, 76
men. The Forest Service also used mobile transient camps. On October
1, 1934, the first mobile units were put to work on road construction, soil
erosion prevention, and development of stock tanks. A mobile camp of
47 men near Williams completed improvements to twelve miles of road
and strung five miles of range fence before the end of 1935. A mobile
camp of 43 men near Lakeside did similar work.”

Problems arose in the Tucson camp when about 50 men walked out
in a protest against camp management on December 4, 1933. A. R.
Endsley of Denver, Colorado, speaking for the transient strikers

SWilliams, 152; Warner, Vol. 2, 69; Arizona Republic, December 14, 1933, 1:§;
Interesting Programs, 33.

bFlorence M. Warner, Outstanding Projects in Arizona, CWA, ERA, (Phoenix:
Arizona Board of Public Welfare, Vol. 2, 1935), 1-5, 69-70, 74.

7Ibid., 72-73.
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complained that they had been trying for the past week to improve
living conditions in the camp. Among the strikers’ charges were they
were not given enough fuel and blankets to protect them from the cold.
Endsley claimed that he and his fellows were given meals costing only
twenty to 30 cents per day despite the federal allowance of 40 cents. He
charged that the camp administrators sought retribution against activists.
“We are sorry that any such action on the part of transient workers is
necessary,” Endsley said, “but the conditions are such that we are forced
to refuse to be enslaved like prisoners any longer. ~More of the men
would have left with us this morning but the armed guards refused to
allow them to get into the barracks and get their clothing.”

While the Pima County Sheriff sympathized enough that he allowed
the strikers to use tents from the county rock pile for shelter that night,
the transients, or “hobos” according to the local paper, received little
public or official support. Florence Warner characterized the strike as a
“difference of opinion as to who is going to run the camp—its director or
a group of men who had been trying to organize the camp and run it as
they saw fit.” Paul B. Murphy, state director of transient relief traveled to
Tucson to confer with the camp’s director and with strike leaders. His
report to Warner and the Board denied charges of mismanagement.
Warner gave the camp’s director her complete support and characterized
the affair as having “been handled in a fine way, without any difficulties
at all.” She blamed the disturbance on a small number of agitators, who,
she said, were “trying to get sympathy.”®

Perhaps more serious for the Board were charges by Tucson busi-
nessmen that funds for the transient camp were not being spent to aid the
local economy. In a letter of protest from the Pima County Board of
Supervisors, the Tucson interests called for Murphy’s removal. The letter
gained extra weight because it was carried by d’Autremont who was
both a member of the Pima County Board of Supervisors and a member
of the State Board of Public Welfare. Murphy, they claimed, spent the
camp’s allowance of about $5,000 per week for supplies in Phoenix or
Los Angeles, but not in Tucson. They also claimed that Murphy fired all
Tucson men working at the camp as guards and supervisors and
replaced them with Phoenix men and other non-locals. Such charges,
responded Warner, were “unjustified and unfounded.” Foodstuffs were
being purchased in Tucson. Only bread, she said, was baked at the
transient camp in Phoenix and shipped to Tucson, at about half the cost
of procuring it locally. With Warner’s support, Murphy survived the
complaints of both the transient strikers and the Tucson businessmen.?

8 Arizona Republic, December 5, 1933, 1:1; December 6, 1933, 2:1. .

9bid., December 5, 1933, 1:1; December 6, 1933, 2:1.
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THE CIVIL WORKS ADMINISTRATION

Hopkins saw direct relief as serving only the immediate emergency.
He feared the debilitating psychological effects of prolonged idleness. “I
don’t think anybody can go year after year, month after month,
accepting relief without affecting his character in some way
unfavorably,” he wrote in June 1933. By the time FERA began to pay
some of the nation’s relief bill, some 1.9 million people were employed
on makeshift work relief projects conceived and managed at the state and
local levels. Hopkins and his associates began to plan a federal
employment program to provide real, socially useful jobs to take up the
slack that private industry could not employ. Instead of work relief
based simply on need, his work program would give priority to the
project and hire and fire according to the ability of the workers. By the
fall of 1933, it was becoming clear that the Public Works Administration,
the agency created to provide employment and restart the nation’s
industrial engine, was having difficulty implementing projects. The
President was concerned about the ability of the unemployed to endure
another harsh winter of privation. Hopkins and his staff moved to fill
the gap left by the PWA'’s delay. Unlike the PWA, their new agency
would provide immediate assistance with small-scale public projects that
could be undertaken quickly. Roosevelt approved Hopkins’ proposal
and on November 9 issued an executive order establishing the Civil
Works Administration to employ four million people to help carry the
country through the coming winter.1

Roosevelt appointed Hopkins as administrator for the largest
peacetime manpower mobilization ever undertaken by the federal
government. Although its initial funding of $400 million was drawn
from PWA appropriations, Hopkins drew from his FERA staff to man the
new agency. The first innovation of CWA was that it was to be entirely
a federal agency. CWA workers were federal employees, not relief
recipients, ideally chosen for their qualifications, and eligible for regular
benefits such as death and disability payments. This ideal was
compromised by two factors. First, in order to fill the CWA’s quota of
four million workers, Hopkins effectively federalized existing FERA
work relief projects. Since these had begun as local work relief, the
workers were chosen on the basis of need, and the work projects often
had marginal value. Second, since CWA drew on PWA funds, its was
forced to comply with that agency’s veterans preference system.!!

With the goal of putting four million people back to work within a
few weeks, Hopkins allocated work quotas to the states by number of

10Schlesinger, Jr., 267; Schwartz, 36-38.

Ugchwartz, 41-44.
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jobs rather than by funding. A large industrial state like Pennsylvania,
one of the hardest hit by the depression, received an initial quota of
325,000 jobs to be filled by December 15; California’s quota was 300,000.
By contrast, Arizona was given 17,000 jobs. These jobs were then further
allocated to the county level. Hopkins invited governors, mayors, city
managers, and state and county emergency relief administrators to attend
a conference in Washington on November 13 to explain the Civil Works
Administration. The President spoke to the meeting, calling upon the
over 500 local political and welfare leaders from around the country to
aid recovery by making the civil works program a success. But local
officials had more than the general welfare on their minds. Phoenix city
engineer W. C. Lefebvre attended the conference and presented plans for
two projects totaling nearly $3 million dollars: a highway to the planned
Horse Thief Basin recreation area and an elaborate Phoenix community
center. Washington officials quickly deflated such hopes. CWA would
not fund large public works. Projects had to be limited to small jobs
requiring less than 90 days to complete and which could be undertaken
with a minimum of preliminary planning. Phoenix officials had little
difficulty in adjusting and soon submitted applications for 125 small
projects to employ some 2,500 men at a cost of about $750,000.12

The State Board of Public Welfare was drafted to serve
simultaneously as the State Civil Works Board. Similarly, each county
welfare board served simultaneously as its respective civil works board.
Although Arizona faced the relatively small mobilization of 17,000
people, the task was nonetheless daunting for those involved. As the
chief administrator of the FERA for Arizona, Warner became civil works
administrator as well. Initially, state engineer Thomas S. O’Connell
served as temporary CWA engineer until replaced by Roger T. Pelton of
Douglas. O’Connell’s priority was labor for highway work. He
traveled to Washington in mid-November to negotiate for 4,500 to 5,000
men to do road work.

Just about every public agency in the state clamored for CWA
laborers. Federal agencies cut by Economy Act, and state agencies
slashed by the legislature’s budget cuts in March, seized the opportunity
for subsidized labor. For the National Park Service and the Forest
Service, the CWA and other New Deal work programs provided historic
opportunities to fulfill long planned development goals that could not
have been achieved for years under normal funding. Federal agencies
took a large portion of the CWA work quota, 4,200 of the 17,000 total,
with the remainder under the supervision of the State Civil Works Board.
The National Park Service engaged 680 men at Grand Canyon national

121hid., 74, 77; Arizona Republic, December 14, 1933, 1:1; Arizona Republic, December
16, 1933, 1:1.
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park and national monuments around the state to undertake
improvements such as camp ground construction, landscaping, road and
trail building, fencing, ditch cleaning, rounding of slopes in road cuts,
installing parking areas, restoration of ruins, and planting of trees. The
Park Service used the opportunity of an abundant labor supply to do
archaeological and other scientific reconnaissance, including mapping of
archaeological sites and organizing research activities. When combined
with a previous allocation of $96,000 from the PWA, and labor
simultaneously provided by the CCC, Arizona’s national park and
monuments reaped an unprecedented windfall.13

In its brief five months, the CWA engaged in about 300,000 work
projects nationally, a staggering number that precluded centralized
control. Although it was a federal agency and workers were temporary
federal employees, CWA was highly decentralized in operation. State
and county administrators could initiate projects but usually relied on
proposals by municipal public works departments, parks departments,
social service agencies, boards of education, and similar public agencies.
Speed of implementation took precedence over careful review of plans,
so CWA administrators often did little more than rubber stamp proposals
brought to them, as long as the project met the basic require-
ments—restricted to public property, involve construction, and limit
materials cost to no more than 30 percent. In addition, local sponsors of
projects were to provide materials to maximize the amount of federal
funds that went to wages. County boards were permitted to purchase
materials, fuel for borrowed equipment, and the like, but not to buy new
equipment with CWA funds. So as not to compete with the PWA, CWA
projects were not supposed to include buildings or other large scale
projects. However, with the peripheral review of proposals, a number
of buildings and other projects were undertaken that eventually could
not be completed by CWA.14

13Arizona Republic, December 2, 1933, 1:6; November 29, 1933, 1:1. The $171,039
total funds ded and erréployment were divided as follows: Casa Grande NM,
cost $17,732, 60 men; Grand Canyon NP, $51,528, 207 men; Canyon de Chelly, $6,774,
20 men; Walnut Canyon NM, $2,308, 6 men; Montezuma'’s Castle NM, $20,630, 83
men; Navajo NM, $9,398, 36 men; Petrified Forest, $47, 587, 210 men; Pipe Spring
NM, $3,57£, 16 men; Tumacacori NM, $5,915, 26 men; Wupatki NM, $5,599, 21 men.

Y4The Federal Civil Works Administration: Interesting Programs in Arizona, nd.,
Arizona t. of Library, Archives, and Public Records, 47; Arizona Republic,
November 22, 1933, 1:1; Schwartz, 45-46. Schwartz notes the ratio of labor to
materials as 70 percent to 30 percent, referencing the CWA, Rules and Regulation,
Number 1 and Number 3. lggwever, in controversies in Arizona over CWA
administration in Arizona, the Arizona Republic reported that the ratio was 65
percent labor to 35 percent materials [Arizona Republic, December 15, 1933, 1:1].
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The first task facing state and county administrators was to meet
Washington’s deadline for putting Arizona’s quota to work. The first
half of the quota, 7,500 men, was drafted from the relief lists and shifted
from direct or work relief to CWA employment by the beginning of
December. Priority went to married men or men with dependents. The
agency warned that any able-bodied person refusing CWA employment,
without good reason, would be dropped from the relief rolls. The
second 7,500 were employed through the U.S. Reemployment Service.
Cities and private organizations brought proposals to their county Civil
Works boards which forwarded them to the State Board for approval.
Warner admitted that the workload was so great that the State Board had
to give blanket approval in some cases to batches of proposals. At a
meeting on November 21, the board approved 500 projects to meet the
quota. These included work on federal, state, and county highways, soil
erosion, and flood control.

Yavapai County’s quota was 1,270 jobs. The burden of this effort fell
largely on the shoulders of Grace Sparkes. Half the quota was taken
from the county relief rolls, with priority going to men with four or
more dependents. The remainder came from the federal reemployment
list after December 1. The State Board gave blanket approval to all of the
county’s 89 projects. Prescott’s nine projects included a bridge across
Granite Creek on Goodwin Street, improvements of the city playground,
construction of a wall around the old Citizens’ Cemetery, construction of
an annex to the Smoki building, a community house and homes for
Indians on the Yavapai Reservation east of town, renovation of the
northern Arizona state fairgrounds, and construction of a museum
building just west of the Old Governor’s “mansion.” Hundreds more
men were soon at work in other parts of the county. On November 24,
65 men began work on three projects around Cottonwood including
roadwork on Highway 79 and local streets and rip-rap flood control on
the Verde River. Laborers worked on a fish lake dam west of Prescott,
rip-rapping Clear Creek, a recreational hall at Jerome, improvements to
the Jerome and Clarkdale baseball fields, and archaeological
investigations at Tuzigoot.!>

The Maricopa County Civil Works Board was the busiest in the state.
Its members were Herman Lewkowitz (who also served on the state
board), John Curry of Tempe, and Mrs. Joseph M. Greer of Phoenix.16

15Arizona Republic, November 23, 1933, 2:1; November 25, 1933, 6; Maxwell, 221-22.

16Curry was president of the Tempe Chamber of Commerce. Lewkowitz was
attorney for the City of Phoenix and a member of the Loyal Order of Moose and the
Elks Club where he associated with many rominent local people. In 1935 he would
be elected to the general committee of B I\Fai B'rith, the first Arizonan so appointed
and also served as the Frank Luke, Jr. post commander for the American Legion.
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By November 23, the county board had approved 93 projects for the City
of Phoenix alone and was considering 64 more. One of the largest
involved completing the gravel surfacing of every alley in the city at a
cost of $36,000. The CWA built a bathhouse and wading pool at the new
Grant Street Park swimming pool. University Park also gained a new
bathhouse. Central Park was also slated for improvements and the entire
Phoenix parks system would gain $5,000 worth of portable playground
equipment and playgrounds. Other projects included removal of street
railway tracks on Grant Ave., planting of trees and shrubs in city
parkways, and repairs on street railway car tracks. In addition there
were numerous smaller projects such as paving and curb repairs.!”

Phoenix’ neighboring cities also gained a share of the CWA bonanza.
A hundred men went to work in Mesa constructing curbing on East
Main Street. CWA projects in Tempe included widening Mill Avenue
between 7th and 8th Streets, tiling all the ditches in town, and
remodeling the fire station. In Wickenburg, a mesquite thicket was
transformed into a city park, and a new jetty in Salt Wash was built to
protect the grammar school from floodwaters.!8

The Boy Scouts benefited from CWA projects. In Maricopa County,
Heard Scout Pueblo, the Roosevelt Boy Scout Council’s weekend activity
center, gained a 500-seat stadium, built of reinforced concrete and shaped
as an amphitheater following the natural contour of a hillside. Gila
County’s Civil Works Board approved improvements at Camp
Geronimo, the Scout’s summer camp near Payson. Work there
employed 12 men for 30 days constructing a camp infirmary, a nature
crafts lodge, and a radio station cabin. The Boy Scouts of Safford
received a new headquarters building as part of extensive improvements
undertaken at Gila Junior College.!?

The civil works program launched one of the largest publicly funded
archaeological excavation programs in the history of the state, with
major excavations at Montezuma’s Castle, Casa Grande, Wupatki, and
Tuzigoot. The University’s Dr. Byron Cumming provided scientific

[Arizona Republic, January 8, 1935, 1:1; April 5, 1935, 1:12; June 6, 1935, 1:4; July 21,
1935, 1:2; October 13, 1935, 2:1].

17 Arizona Republic, November 22, 1933, 1:1; November 23, 1933, 1:1, 1:4.
181bid., November 23, 1933, 2:4; November 24, 1933, 2:6, 2:1.

191bid., November 25, 1933, 1:3; November 28, 1933, 1:4; February 5, 1934, 1:2. The
local Kiwanis Club participated in the project by furnishing the equipment for the
nature crafts building. The Gila Junior College project also included a science and
vocational building, painting other builgings, and extensive Red Knolls
improvements.



68 The New Deal in Arizona

supervision for many of these projects. In addition to excavations of sites
and artifacts, CWA workers also reconstructed ruins to recreate the
image of the past for visitors, and made needed improvements on the
infrastructure of several national monuments. For example, at Casa
Grande, a work crew of 34 men opened up an early Hohokam site,
repaired ruins, improved roads, and removed dead timber from the
grounds.  This type of work project was successful enough to be
continued by the work programs of the FERA and the WPA2

By mid-December, Coconino County had 264 workers on the
payroll. Of these, 167 were at a camp below Desert View at the Grand
Canyon to resurface thirteen miles of road. Twenty-six worked at the
Waupatki ruin and fifteen at Fort Valley. Ft. Tuthill, the northern Arizona
training camp for the National Guard near Flagstaff, received $25,180 in
CWA work improvements, employing 56 men, and in addition,
employed 40 more using a PWA grant?! The Yavapai County Board
approved projects for 30 of the poorer school districts, which, because of
the winter weather, involved mostly work to building interiors. On the
Indian reservations, there were several repairs of existing structures
though few new construction projects. Work on roads, sewers, and
cesspools improved the infrastructure of these communities, while
clothes and rugs were made for relief of their own people. In addition,
nurses and instructors of Home Economics went into the villages and
taught “practical” home making to the women.22

REACTION TO THE CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM

Despite their quota of over 3,700, officials in Phoenix and Maricopa
County complained that they were not receiving their fair share of civil
works funds. They and representatives of the chamber of commerce met
on December 14 to publicize their grievances. They accused Gila and
Yavapai counties, of “dictating” to the State Civil Works Board. A
chamber official declared that Maricopa County “is getting a fine

201bid., December 16, 1933, 1:7; December 22, 1933, 1:2.

211 1938, in response to a request from the National Youth Administration to use the
facility at Ft. Tuthill, the National Guard Adjutant General Alexander M. Tuthill
commented that the CWA left the camp in such poor condition that expensive repairs
were necessary before the National Guard could use it. He was thereafter hesitant to
Jet another New Deal agency use his facility [Jane Rider to Orren H. Lull, November
15, 1938, National Archives and Records Administration, Records of the National
Youth Administration, Records of the Dew Executive Director and the Depu
Administrator, Correspondence with State NYA Directors Concerning Projects, 193
38, RG 119, Entry 52, Box 2.]

22 Avizona Republic, December 14, 1933, 1:2; December 20, 1933, 1:8; December 22,
1933, 1:3; Interesting Programs, 39-40.
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gypping” because the unemployment was not taken into proper consid-
eration in allocating funds. City engineer Lefebvre complained that
Phoenix had been approved for projects totaling only $85,000, out of an
aggregate of $600,000 submitted. Of greater concern was the Board’s
ruling that Phoenix was spending more for materials than allowed by
CWA rules. The Board’s requirement was impossible to meet, Lefebvre
claimed. He estimated that most building projects of “any real worth”
expended about 55 percent on materials. With new materials spending
curtailed by the Board, projects in Phoenix were presently “just coasting
along” on the small reserve store of materials on hand. Another
complaint was that it was both unfair and uneconomical to use workers
from Phoenix on projects outside of the city, while at the same time using
workers from outside Phoenix on projects in the city. County officials
told the meeting that the only worthwhile project the county got was the
Bush Highway to Payson. There were also complaints that the Maricopa
County Civil Works Board had approved work on a new county
tuberculosis hospital without informing the Board of Supervisors.
Moreover, the Supervisors, the chamber of commerce, and the local
medical organization claimed that the facility was not needed.?3

The State Civil Works Board held a meeting on December 16 to hear
and respond to these complaints. With the governor present, the Board
explained that county allocations were based on the number of families
on relief rolls during October and that the labor-materials ratio rule came
out of Washington, leaving them no flexibility. To palliate this rejection,
the Board used the opportunity to approve projects to employ 500
persons, many in Maricopa County.?4

The engineers’ complaints about the lack of value for many civil
works projects reflected their opinion that public works ought to render
both maximum public value and engineering efficiency. In their
experience, efficiency was lost when construction did not use machinery,
materials, and labor in a proper ratio. From an engineer’s perspective
they were perfectly correct. Reports of civil works project expenditures
typically cited that final cost exceeded estimates of what a contractor
would have charged for a job by 20 to 30 percent. Here engineering
scruples collided with the CWA'’s explicit goal of maximize the payroll.
While the Phoenix chapter of the American Association of Engineers
unanimously approved a resolution supporting the CWA on December
14, it also urged that administrators develop a comprehensive program
“which will stand in future years as a monument to the wisdom of this
movement, and shall not result in a mass of unrelated and uneconomic

23 Arizona Republic, December 15, 1933, 1:1.

21bid., December 16, 1933, 2:1; December 17, 1933, 1:1.
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projects.” Such feelings met with the full sympathy of officials of the
Public Works Administration, who took to heart the degree of planning
necessary to produce public works of high value efficiently and without
scandal. It was also just such scruples that delayed PWA implementation
and made the CWA necessary to provide immediate employment.?

Engineers, both in Arizona and elsewhere, saw the civil works
program as both a source of needed employment for themselves and as a
development program which they ought to direct. Prior to the depres-
sion, the most important public engineering work in Arizona centered
on reclamation and highway projects. Responding to the opportunities
presented by the massive employment program undertaken by CWA,
150 engineers, architects, and surveyors organized the Phoenix chapter of
the American Association of Engineers. While supporting CWA, William
L. Pendleton, chapter president, demanded that it comply with the state
engineers’ and architects’ registration law in the selection of qualified
engineers and architects. Both CWA and PWA fulfilled the employment
needs of these Arizona professionals. It appeared that nearly every
engineer in the state would be employed again when University
president Homer L. Shantz, announced on November 29 that three
divisions of the PWA had requested the University to take over
government projects in Arizona and supply nearly 200 engineers to carry
them forward. The CWA provided 160 jobs for engineers and surveyors
under the sponsorship of the U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey.26

The controversy between Maricopa County, the City of Phoenix, and
the State Board of Public Welfare continued to simmer until the close of
the civil works program at the end of March. The Phoenix Chamber of
Commerce sent a telegram to Washington requesting immediate removal
of the present members of the Board on grounds they discriminated
against the county. W. M. McGovern, who signed the telegram, stated
that he was threatened by Board members at a recent meeting who told
him, ominously, “you are not doing yourselves any good.” Both the
chamber and the Merchants and Manufacturers Association protested
that data on CWA spending was not being made public. Warner met

25Cost figures from F. M. Warner, Outstanding Projects in Arizona, CWA, ERA,
Volumes 1 and 2, (Phoenix: Arizona State Board of Public Welfare, 1935); Arizona
Republic, December 15, 1933, 1:2.

26 Arizona Republic, November 19,1933, 1:1; November 26, 1933, 3:1; November 30,
1933,1:1. Ata meeting in Phoenix on November 18, Arizona engineers were urged to
maintain a united front to secure loyment and good pay. James Girand urged a
three-part program of “Arizona jobs for Arizona engineers, engineers for engineering
jobs, and better pay for Arizona engineers.” Pendleton’s groups organized an
employment service for its members. Dean G. M. Butler of the University of Arizona,
however, warned engineers from engaging in union-like activities such as strike
threats, production slow downs, or a close shop.
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with the governor on February 15 to explain the Board’s position.
Moeur backed the Board, stating that many of the problems were the
result of national rules and national controversies. Still, Phoenix City
Manager Johnston claimed that based on population, the city should
have gotten $613,000 in CWA projects when it only received $135,000.
Even approved projects were never fully funded. The Arizona
Department of the American Legion joined in the criticism, passing a
resolution calling for the Army to administer the civil works program, as
it did the Civilian Conservation Corps, in order to remove politics from
the program, though its executive committee killed the resolution.
Finally, the members of the Greenway post of the American Legion
asked for a congressional investigation of why Maricopa County did not
get its fair share of federal relief, to which they added charges of political
patronage, nepotism, and a complaint that veterans were not receiving
the preference allowed by law.?’

THE CWA SAFETY PROGRAM

With millions of men engaged in civil works, safety quickly became
an important issue. The national administration took the issue especially
seriously. Traditionally, work relief was not considered true employ-
ment, and no compensation was extended for injuries or death of
workers. Hopkins broke with precedent by extending the medical and
compensation features of the Federal Employees Compensation Act of
1916 to the CWA. To separate civil works from work relief, Hopkins
declared that “If the federal government is required by an emergency to
furnish employment to citizens, it has the obligation to afford conditions
of employment which would prevail among the great proportion of the
working population.” To lower liability, Hopkins initiated a nationwide
safety program under the direction of John M. Carmody.28

27Ibi<:i., February 14, 1934, 1:1; February 10, 1934, 1:1; February 16, 1934, 1:12;
February 17, 1934, 2:1; March 16, 1934, '1:1, 1:4; February 5, 1934, 2:6; March 29,
1934, 1:2. Hopkins resorted to using officers of the Army Corps of Engineers in Los
Angeles and Chicago where administrative and political difficulties threatened to
cast a shadow over the program [Schwartz, 90].

2Schwartz, 50-51, 54-55, 60-61. Carmody considered the CWA “the biggest indus-
trial safety job ever attempted.” An active member of the Taylor Society and a past

resident of the Society of Industrial Engineers, Carmody was a strong supporter of
ederal public works to relieve the recurrent problems of unemployment associated
with the business cycle. Moreover, he believed in the special insights of his own

rofession. Putting the idle back to work was “not a job for social workers only, nor
or politicians, however high%' placed. Itis a job calling for the organizing brains of
competent manufacturers.” Placed in charge of the safety program, he effectively
drafted the services of the National Safety Council into the C&/A service and pushed
the states to hire safety directors.
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In January, Thomas J. Cowperthwaite, a mining engineer and former
Cochise County legislator, became Arizona’s CWA safety director. An
English immigrant, Cowperthwaite graduated from the Missouri School
of Mines and moved to Arizona about 1908. True to his reputation as
“the father of the safety movement in Arizona,” Cowperthwaite
compiled data on injuries and time lost, and calculated which project
supervisors appeared to have the worst records. In his safety bulletins he
criticized supervisors for neglecting such safety measures as requiring
goggles and respirators, and at the same time praised the general
program for its record. “During the entire CWA program,” he wrote, “I
never found a man unwilling to cooperate and enforce the safety rules.”
A general willingness to cooperate, however, did not prevent unsafe
situations from occurring, nor prevent time lost to injury, as when two
painters working at the State Capitol were injured when their scaffold
collapsed on February 15.2

While Cowperthwaite visited hazardous project sites and gave safety
talks to work crews, the counties appointed their own safety inspectors.
Cowperthwaite’s safety bulletins covered such topics as truck transporta-
tion, explosives, trenches, and the duties of foremen. Work crews got
first aid kits and safety equipment. Plans were being made to give first
aid classes to foremen when notice was given that CWA would be
disbanded. Statistics indicate the success of the safety program with the
number of injuries per 1,000 man shifts declining from 8.2 on January 4,
1934, to a low of 0.31 on March 1. Only one fatality occurred when on
March 31—the last day of the CWA—a worker drove over a road
embankment. Cowperthwaite continued to serve as safety director for
the FERA work program until his death on January 25, 1935.30

SIGNIFICANT PROGRAMS OF THE CWA

The CWA was an innovator in providing work projects to artists and
professionals. Arts projects engaged thousands of artists and actors in
creating public art and entertainment nationwide. At the beginning of
the CWA in Arizona, fifteen artists were selected to produce public art.
In three and a half months they produced eight murals, 21 oil paintings,
30 water colors, six panels in oil, and a design and model for a
decorative fountain. Two murals were painted for the library at the
teacher’s college at Tempe. Other works were displayed in the State

29 etter from Cowperthwaite to all ERA foremen, June 15, 1934; Letter to All CWA
Executives, n.d; Arizona Republic, February 16, 1934, 1:12.

30pnteresting Programs, 49-52. Arizona Republic, January 26, 1935, 1:1. At the time
of Cowperthwaite’s death, the FERA proudly announced that it had completed its
third consecutive week of no lost-time injuries.
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Capitol and other public buildings, while two portraits were awarded to
the University of Arizona, one of president Shantz, and one of Dr. Byron
Cummings.3!

In early December, the CWA proposed to hire 1,200 unemployed
architectural draftsmen to work for two months documenting buildings
of historic value. The American Institute of Architects and the Library of
Congress quickly became cosponsors to what became the Historic
American Building Survey. The public was becoming increasingly
conscious of the rapid loss of the nation’s cultural resources, and though
this program did not reverse that loss, it did provide a valuable record in
the form of measured architectural drawings of many building later lost.
Concern for historic buildings eventually led to passage of the Historic
Sites Act of 1935 and to the permanent institutionalization of the Historic
American Building Survey. In Arizona, six men received temporary
employment in the first HABS program under CWA. The regional
headquarters for HABS serving Arizona and Utah was located in Tucson
with a staff of one architectural technician, one clerk-secretary, and one
stenographer.32

The Aeronautics Branch of the Department of Commerce proposed
an audacious plan to build a network of landing fields in about 2,000
cities and towns around the U.S. As described by C. E. Griggs, federal
airport engineer, the plan was part of a program would help train 25,000
new pilots in five years. Over a thousand of these airport projects got
underway during the civil works program and employed 250 technical
experts, draftsmen, supporting personnel, and 40,000 laborers. The fields
were relatively simple projects involving clearing, grading, and
developing proper water drainage. The average cost of conditioning a
field was expected to be about $5,000, with only about $630 going for
materials and the remainder for labor. Lynn Lockhart, an oil man and
longtime advocate for aviation in Arizona, was made the state represen-
tative for the Aeronautics Branch. Aided by two engineers and working
from their office in the Heard Building in Phoenix, Lockhart reviewed
and approved all projects in Arizona. Safford was one of the first com-
munities to take advantage of the program and the Arizona Chamber of
Commerce assisted other towns as well. The only requirement was for
the community to provide the unimproved land, either leased or
owned.3?

3nteresting Programs, 40-41.
321bid., 135; Arizona Republic, December 12, 1933, 1:4; December 17, 1933, 1:4.

3Blnteresting Programs, 183; Arizona Republic, December 13, 1933, 2:1; December 2,
1933, 1:4, January 28, 1934, 2:5; December 8, 1933, 1:2.
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To spur interest in the aeronautics program, the Phoenix Chapter of
the American Association of Engineers formed a committee called the
Arizona Air Board to convince communities to join. By March some 80
communities were approved and initial work by the CWA was
underway in many. Phoenix’s Sky Harbor was at this time still under
private ownership, and to secure federal funds for improvements, some
measures had to be taken to ensure public control of the facility. On
February 5, Maricopa County entered into a five-year lease that allowed
receipt of $133,213 from the CWA.34

WOMEN AND THE CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM

While thousands of men escaped the humiliation of public relief with
CWA employment, the needs of women were a distinct afterthought. In
September 1933, Hopkins created a Women’s Division within the FERA,
headed by Ellen S. Woodward, whom he later asked to direct the CWA
effort to employ women. Woodward convinced Eleanor Roosevelt to
call for a White House conference on the problem. At that November 20
meeting on the Emergency Needs of Women, the First Lady decried how
American women “have been neglected in comparison with others, and
throughout this depression have had the hardest time of all.” Hopkins
was the only man at the conference, and he admitted that women had
received little attention from the CWA, but he promised that up to
400,000 women would receive help. ~Woodward called on local
voluntary women’s organizations to propose work projects and
suggested that states hold their own conferences on the subject.®

Arizona’s women were fortunate that they had one of their own as
the state’s CWA administrator.  Although women faced special
difficulties in procuring CWA employment, in part because CWA was
intended to promote construction work, in Arizona, at least, their needs
were recognized. ~Warner realized that there were many needy,
unemployed women in the state for whom CWA should find a place.
She called a meeting for November 29 at Hotel Adams for “anyone in
the state” with ideas for the reemployment of women. “We want the
presidents of state women’s organizations to attend,” she said, “with
people here from all sections. We want to find out how many women
are unemployed and what work they are capable of doing. We want to

34 Arizona Republic, February 6, 1934, 1:1. The City of Phoenix later bought Sky
Harbor in 1935.

35Gchwartz, 156. Within two weeks of the White House conference, similar
conferences had met in fifteen states. Florence Warner was in Washington, D.C. at the
time of the conference and it is presumed that she attended [Arizona Republic,
November 22, 1933, 1:1].
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know if there is work for women in libraries, or schools, or in public
health departments. We want to know the number of unemployed
teachers and nurses and stenographers. Particularly we want to know of
the business and professional women who are unemployed and
suggestions for their reemployment. We have called the conference
because we do not have the slightest idea of the number of women in
need of aid, or prospective solutions of the problem.” This was a
stunning admission of ignorance after four years of depression.36

Warner appointed Marion Reid to direct the civil works program for
women. She announced at the meeting that unemployed women
wanting civil works jobs should register at the U.S. Reemployment
Service. Unlike the planners of projects for men—politicians, engineers,
and city planners—those at the meeting proposing work for women
were mainly county welfare workers and club women. Bertha Case of
Phoenix brought up the problem of unemployed nurses and suggested
that the visiting nurses program be revitalized as part of the school
system. The imagination of projects declined from there, reflecting the
limited employment options available for women. Canning work was
considered, and several women suggested making grapefruit juice or
grapefruit candy for sale. Sewing garments and making quilts for sale
was also suggested. For women without skills, the only suggestion was
domestic services. But others at the meeting held out little hope for this
option, believing many women, too long on public assistance, had
become “victims of the charity system” and would not work, feeling that
the world owes them a living.37

When CWA was announced, federal agencies and city planners were
ready with long lists of projects suitable for the employment of men. As
the stilted list of suggestions from the conference indicates, there was no
comparable preplanning for women’s work. An additional problem was
that CWA did not assign quotas for women’s employment. Eleanor
Roosevelt had suggested such quotas, or an allocation of money for
women’s jobs, but neither came about. In order to promote women'’s
employment Hopkins approved overriding the requirement that a
specific number of CWA workers be drawn from relief rolls and allowed
all women to be hired from the U.S. Employment Service. He also
supported replacing men in positions where women could serve.38

36 Arizona Republic, November 26, 1933, 1:1.
371bid., November 30, 1933, 1:2.

38Scl'\wartz, 164-65.
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An important breakthrough came with the creation of the Civil
Works Service on December 22. Whereas CWA drew its funds from the
PWA’s appropriation, the Civil Works Service was financed by FERA
grants to the states. Therefore, the CWS was not bound by CWA's
emphasis on physical construction projects and could provide more
versatile work relief. CWS provided employment for a large number of
professionals and, because of its non-construction orientation, was more
useful for womens’ projects. The CWS differed from the CWA in two
other respects. First, it retained the requirement that all employees be
drawn from relief rolls. Second, the payscale was lower than for CWA
(which followed the PWA payscale). Workers would receive the
prevailing community wage as long as it did not fall below 30¢ an hour,
the FERA standard.?

With speed a priority, sewing rooms were the easiest way to employ
the largest number of women. A charitable organization such as the Red
Cross might supply the cotton for women to sew into garments for the
poor. Nationally and in Arizona, sewing rooms provided employment
for the largest segment of women. Clerical work provided the second
largest source of women’s employment. Professional women, teachers
and nurses, benefited from other women’s work projects. A canning
project employed a small number of female heads of households. Work
was found in Arizona for unemployed visiting nurses, teachers of home
nursing, and school nurses. Dr. George C. Truman, state superintendent
of public health, proposed employing 37 nurses to conduct a survey of
child hygiene across the state. One project in Globe hired three music
teachers and several kindergarten teachers for evening classes for
children not currently in school. At least 30 women were employed to
conduct a rural housing survey in Pinal, Maricopa, and Pima counties as
part of a national project that would have important implications for later
New Deal housing programs. A more imaginative project was at the
Tuzigoot Ruins in the Verde Valley. While men were engaged in
outdoor excavations of the ruins, a number of women were employed to
piece together the sherds of prehistoric pots. Over 150 of these artifacts
were reconstructed for eventual display.4?

391bid., 165-66. The funds appropriated to continue the CWA through the Act of
February 15, 1934 removed the restriction that projects be construction oriented. The
CWS then became redundant and was discontinued. [Edward Ainsworth Williams,
Federal Aid for Relief, (New York: AMS Press, 1968 [orig. 1939]), 115-16.]

40 Arizona Republic, December 21, 1933, 2:1; November 30, 1933, January 4, 1934;
January 22, 1934. The number of women hired in the Globe education project is not
known; Warner, Outstanding Projects, v. 1, 66. The Tuzigoot project was continued
under FERA. It was reported that Hispanic women were “particularly adept in the
reconstruction of pottery.” (Interesting Programs, 42].
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Arizona’s small labor quota reached its peak of 17,000 after a final
allocation of 500 positions was approved for women’s work projects in
mid-December. These were for non-federally sponsored projects and
were given to the counties to fill, in particular, Maricopa and Yuma,
which had a smaller number of federal projects. Warner also directed
that most of the jobs be given out to the larger towns and cities where
the greatest proportion of unemployed women were concentrated.
Many of the women would be put to work on statistical projects
gathering data on such topics as farmers’ cost of living, a farm housing
survey, tax delinquencies, and overlapping government functions.?! In
Maricopa County, 412 women were employed on nine projects. The
State and Maricopa County Boards of Public Welfare employed 36
clerical workers. Another 66 worked in other governmental offices. The
county school system employed 99 women as clerks, typists,
stenographers, study hall supervisors, cafeteria maids, and janitor
assistants. Five found work in the county free library system while three
worked in public reading rooms established by the CWA at the
Community Hospital in Mesa.

Relatively easy to implement, sewing projects were common to
many communities around the state. Sewing work in Benson, Bisbee,
Douglas, Tombstone, and Willcox were among the largest civil works
projects in Cochise County. F. T. Wright, a member of the county board
noted about 150 women employed in making garments for relief and
praised this as “the one project which has consistently shown full value
received for the expense connected with its operation.”42

The Phoenix sewing project predated the CWA, originating as a Red
Cross emergency relief activity in August of 1932. It was supervised by
Margaret W. Griffin and her assistant, Adela Buchanan, both of whom
stayed on when the work was taken over by the CWS, and later the
FERA. The Red Cross began distributing direct relief early in the
depression, passing out food, clothing and fuel to up to one hundred
families a day. Under worsening conditions, the amount of aid the Red
Cross could distribute lessened after April 1932 until the first sewing
room opened at 132 S. Central Ave. It later moved to the warehouse-like
facility at 335 W. Washington St., expanding the idea to large-scale
production, employing dozens of women. The sewing project continued
for another year as a private charitable activity until November, when
the CWA began paying the salaries of the administrative employees. An
adverse government ruling on this arrangement led the Red Cross to end

41 Arizona Republic, December 16, 1933, 1:1.

42Report of Activities, Cochise County Board of Public Welfare (Federal Emergency
Relief Administration), Bisbee, Arizona, May 1, 1934 to August 1, 1935, 26, 71.
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its association and the entire activity came under CWS auspices on
January 11, 1934. From 89 women at the beginning of the CWS project,
the number of employees grew to 125 by January 25.

Happy with the results of the project, the Maricopa County Board
chose ot to allow it to lapse. The FERA took over responsibility on
May 1, 1934. For the women, the primary result of this change of
administration was that they were no longer classified as employees and
receiving cash salaries. Under FERA, the federal government provided
$1,000 per month to purchase sewing materials from local merchants,
while the Maricopa County Welfare Board provided the compensation,
primarily in the form of grocery orders. The project continued to grow
until more than 600 were employed by mid-1935. Rather than provide
transportation to locate women at a central factory, the Phoenix project
decentralized by renting 120 sewing machines and placing them at
eleven sewing units in Phoenix, Tempe, Mesa, Chandler, Scottsdale, the
Roosevelt District, Glendale, Wickenburg, Buckeye, Tolleson, and
Mobile. Under FERA, relief recipients received work orders to perform
a small number of hours of work per week. This resulted in a high
number of new arrivals, upwards of two hundred per day, 25 to 50 of
whom were men. Supervisors handled more than a thousand work
orders per month. The women were heads of families on relief, while
the small number of men were those unable to perform laborious work.
George Hall, the project’s budget comptroller estimated that the average
family size for the women in this project was four-plus, implying that
between 2,500 and 3,000 individuals were being cared for—the largest of
any work projects. In April 1935, the project employed 651 women and
men working 1,302 workdays. This number was divided as follows: 365
white, 85 Hispanic, and 138 black women, and 29 white, 5 Hispanic, and
29 black men. Most notable is the high proportion of black men and
women able to benefit from this project.

Working at the FERA payscale of 50 cents per hour, these workers
produced tens of thousands of garments ranging from swaddling cloths
for newborns to shrouds for public relief clients who had died. From
3,000 to 4,000 yards per month of dry goods materials ended production
as clothes, bedding, rugs, drapes, and uniforms. In the year from May
15, 1934 to May 28, 1935, the project produced over 24,000 articles of
women’s and girl’s clothes, nearly 4,000 men and boy’s clothes, 13,000
diapers, and over 12,000 articles of bedding. In all, over 75,000 units
were produced providing much needed provisions for Phoenix’s families
on relief. Some of the outstanding handwork was displayed in the FERA
building at the 1934 State Fair and received a number of prize ribbons.43

43Maricopa Board of Public Welfare, Works Prcgress Report on the Sew‘i/r‘}?1 Project,
Supplement Number One, July 1935; Interesting Programs in Arizona, 44. ile many
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ENDING THE CWA

The civil works program was undertaken to provide immediate
employment for millions of unemployed workers, jobs that the public
works program failed to create. The CWA set two important precedents
that influenced the future direction of the New Deal. First, the Roosevelt
Administration decided that work relief was preferable to direct relief.
After the demise of the CWA, the FERA tried, to the extent of its more
limited resources, to continue work projects begun by the CWA. While
the FERA continued to provide states with grants for direct relief,
Hopkins began planning for a new agency that would replace the FERA
and provide employment only. The Works Progress Administration,
created in May 1935, was the fulfillment of Hopkins’ goal of aid to the
unemployed. The second precedent set by the CWA was the success it
achieved in providing four million jobs quickly by emphasizing small,
easily implemented projects. Hopkins continued this emphasis in the
FERA and WPA work programs. He opposed the PWA’s emphasis on
large-scale projects to stimulate indirect employment, and after 1935, he
won the President over to this view, permanently altering the character
of New Deal public works programs.

The challenges faced by CWA were far greater than it was given time
to resolve. There were technical problems such as engineering
specifications to ensure quality work and accounting procedures to
prevent misappropriation of funds. Suddenly the largest employer in the
country, CWA quickly became involved with labor unions over issues of
pay scales and hiring procedures. Labor issues were complicated by
anti-union sentiment in some states and racial tensions, particularly in the
South. In Arizona, such tensions revolved around Hispanics. Some
believed that the relief levels, whether direct payment or work relief,
were too high for Hispanics and unfairly competed against private
employment. Why should a Hispanic laborer do stoop labor for low
pay when there was public employment to be found? Some advocated
and, at time, practiced a dual standard for relief.44

women were employed by the CWA in clerical capacities, the Maricopa Coun
sewing project was a Civil Works Service undertaking, though by the time of the 193
report, the memory of the CWS had faded and all such projects were simply referred to
as CWA projects. Another large sewing project in Tucson was, in fact, a regular
CWA project. The inconsistency appears to be the result of the hasty implementation
of both programs by the same &srsonnel. Schwartz notes that many states failed to
make any distinction between CWA and CWS employment.

4 Hopkins sent out Lorena Hickok in 1933-34 to tour the country and report to him
about what was really going on. In May 1934 she noted the problem of wages for
Hispanic workers, commenting that “damned few” received the minimum wage for
unskilled labor of 50 cents an hour. She doubted “if the Relief administration is
financially in a position to battle low wage scales all over the South and
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Table 4.1. CWA Project Categories (exclusive of CWS).

tegory No.
Road and highway improvements 109
Public buildings, school, and grounds 59
Civic improvements, parks, & playgrounds 54
Service projects 51
City streets and alleys 31
Administrative and reemployment 28
Flood control, irrigation, ditches, and bridges 28
Sewers and water lines 7
Misc. 22
Total 389

The Federal Civil Works Administration, Interesting
Programs in Arizona, 23.

Florence Warner, state civil works engineer Roger Pelton, and the
State Civil Works Board reported often to visiting federal officials. Such
officials typically stopped in Arizona while traveling between
Washington and California and most involved perfunctory inspections of
projects. After a tour of seven counties in February, Russell C. Hackett,
CWA regional engineer, praised the Arizona program and “the earnest-
ness and enthusiasm evidenced by workers of all ranks.”  Pierce
Williams followed shortly afterward to inspect the transient camps of
Phoenix, Tucson, and Nogales and declared of the Arizona civil works
program: “We haven’t had any trouble in Arizona such as we have had
in some sections of the country relative to graft and political messes. As
a matter of fact, the only trouble we’ve had in the West has been in the
Los Angeles district.”4

The Civil Works Administration remains the largest public employ-
ment program ever undertaken in the United States. In mid-January
1934, CWA employed 4,265,000 men and women. In contrast to the
FERA, which gave relief to state and local agencies rather than directly
to the needy, and the RFC, which gave loans to banks, railroads, and

Southwest,” and in Arizona she speculated that “two standards of relief” might be
necessary, though “the idea will sound horrible in Washington.” [Lowitt, 19.]

45 Arizona Republic, January 30, 1934, 1:2; February 3, 1934, 2:1; Februa 9, 1934,
1:1. At that moment Williams did not realize the extent of his troubles in California
where he would soon find himself temporarily under indictment.
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government-sponsored public works, the CWA took responsibility for
work projects and the hiring of the necessary manpower. Its immediate
benefit was in the hundreds of millions of dollars of purchasing power it
pumped into the economy and in the public morale boost that
something, finally, was being done to help those most hurt by the
depression. It also left a legacy of physical improvements all around the
country. Workers dug hundreds of miles of ditches to expand water and
sewer systems, improved roads and airports, and provided schools, court
houses, and other public facilities with long-neglected repairs. Not
counting the women’s and professional projects funded by the Civil
Works Service, there were 389 CWA projects in Arizona (see Table 4.1).
However, only 199 of these project were completed before the end of the
CWA. Most of the remaining 190 projects, anywhere from 35 to 95
percent complete, passed on to the FERA work relief program.46

The CWA was, perhaps, too innovative to survive. In addition to its
incredible expense, which drew the vehement opposition of fiscal
conservatives like Budget Director Lewis Douglas, CWA challenged the
basic notion that the government should only provide work relief based
on need. In its haste to reach the goal of four million workers, CWA
jettisoned the casework ideal of the social workers. Harry Hopkins
viewed CWA employment as a real job, temporary though it might be.
Workers were not to be chosen nor paid on the basis of their need and
they were not subject to the humiliating investigation of social workers.
Workers were entrusted with pay in cash instead of in kind. Of course,
since nearly half the CWA jobs were carry-overs from previous FERA
work projects, there was a large residual of work relief carried along by
CWA. The CWA fulfilled no ideals other than providing more jobs than
any other federal program before or since.

At no time did Hopkins or Roosevelt suggest that the CWA was
anything other than a temporary agency. Its innovations and flaws were
largely excused as unavoidable costs of dealing with an emergency
situation. Lewis Douglas pointed out that civil works cost, at its height,
$200 million a month compared to only $60 million for FERA direct and
work relief. He also argued that the whole business of federal employ-
ment simply let states evade their responsibilities. Douglas argued that
CWA should be ended and that the government should revert to direct
relief. He warned that the longer demobilization was delayed the more
likely “political forces” would arise to make federal works permanent.
Roosevelt agreed saying that the CWA “will become a habit with the
country. We want to get away from the CWA as soon as we can.” On
February 15 Roosevelt signed the Appropriation Act which allocated
$950 million for federal relief. By Executive Order, Roosevelt set aside

46Interesting Programs, 23, 31.
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$450 million of this to close out the CWA. Almost as quickly as it started,
Hopkins began the demobilization to end CWA by the end of March.47

Social activists and state politicians hoped against hope that the CWA
would be extended. Governor Moeur, a strong advocate of the
program, tried as late as December to convince Hopkins to raise
Arizona’s work quota up to 23,000. Though he opposed golf courses
and parks as civil works, he saw CWA as invaluable for providing the
state with useful projects while sparing the already overburdened
taxpayers of the state. Early in February, Moeur announced that he
would travel to Washington in March to plead for extension of the CWA
for another year. He did not make the trip, although he wrote to inform
Hopkins of the seriousness of unemployment in Arizona.#8

On January 18, when the original appropriation for civil works was
near exhaustion and before passage of the Appropriation Act, the first
orders arrived to cut back the work week. Workers’ hours were cut to
no more than 24 hours per week in cities of 2,500 or more. Workers in
smaller communities were cut back even further, to fifteen hours per
week. All clerical, supervisory, and professional workers were cut from
39 to 30 hours per week. In addition, a ban was placed on new hiring,
except for replacements. The weekly payroll, which had grown to as
much as $317,000, dropped by more than $65,000 immediately following
the cut back. The cut back affected rural areas of the state more severely
than others. Grace Sparkes stated that the progress of Yavapai County
projects would be halved by the reduced work week, but she remained
hopeful “that the whole purpose is to ‘take stock’ and consequently will
be for a comparatively short time only.”49

Many Arizonans were disturbed by the abandonment the CWA.
After CWA projects in Yavapai County took a 50 percent cut in mid-
January, Sparkes tried to rally local support in order to convince state
and federal officials that Prescott’s projects were of special value and
should be continued, even at the expense of other communities” projects.

47Schwartz, 219-220, 227-28.
48 Arizona Republic, December 20, 1933, 1:3; January 6, 1934, 1:4; March 4, 1934, 1:6.

991bid., January 19, 1934, 1:1, 1:4; February 7, 1934, 1:3. One humorous story was
told of how the work hours cut affected a project. Under a CWA predatory animal
control project, Yavapai County had hired six hunters to kill mountain lions, which
were running “hog wild” around the coun?l killing cattle. One hunter was having a
very good week, having shot his first lion almost as he started out. A second, then a
third, quickly followed. Then one day, the hunter’s hound pack picked up the scent of
a lion and took up the chase. Soon, their yelgs showed the dogsEr’\ad another cat treed.
The hunter followed the pack, ready to bag his fourth kill, and had only one hill left
to cross before his work week ran out. Orders being orders, the hunter dutifully
called off his dogs and turned back home. [Ibid., January 26, 1934, 1:1].
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Sparkes organized a tour for officials to inspect projects throughout the
county.” At Tuzigoot they saw the information building and walkways
constructed by CWA workers. She showed officials the still incomplete
museum annex next to the old governor’s “mansion.” She sent a report
to Washington of the many valuable contributions of CWA to the people
of Yavapai County hoping for their continuance. She organized a
meeting of the five northern counties in Ash Fork that sent a telegram to
Hopkins urging the continuance of the CWA, but was disappointed
when the President acted to end the program. Completion of many of
these projects had to await later New Deal work programs.

On February 3, a mass meeting in the old city hall plaza in Phoenix
attracted some 300 protesters under the auspices of the United Front
Committee Against Unemployment. Speakers demanded the
continuation of the CWA and restoration of workers’ hours. In
telegrams dispatched to the President and Arizona’s congressional
delegation, the protesters demanded “that this work be expanded to
employ all workers now unemployed. . . . [and] immediate enact of
workers’ unemployment insurance at the expense of the employers and
the rich.” The United Front Committee was composed of such groups as
International Labor Defense, Workers’ Ex-Service Men’s League, the
Socialist Party, the Labor Research Association, the Canners’ and
Agricultural Workers” Industrial Union, the Relief Workers’ Protective
Union, and the Communist Party. These groups attempted to win
support from relief workers for their programs by supporting the
expansion of the New Deal effort.5!

On February 13, Hopkins ordered an end to all projects not on
federal property. Warner immediately telegraphed Washington to plead
with CWA officials not to include the Gila project, which employed 1,036
men on both federal and state land. Other projects affected by the order
included photomapping by the U.S. Geological Service employing 56
men, the U.S. Geodetic Survey project employing 60 men, and Soil
Erosion Service projects employing 30 men. Federal officials saved the
U.S.G.S. project but cut the Gila project back to only 518 men to work
only on federal land. Despite the protests, Roosevelt’s Executive Order
of February 15 meant that the end was near for the CWA.52

50Maxwell, 222; Arizona Republic, January 25, 1934, 1:1, 2:6.

51 Arizona Republic, February 4, 1934, 3:1. These protest continued into the FERA
work program and culminated in a major public disturbance in September, described
below.

21bid., February 14, 1934, 1:1; February 15, 1934, 1:1. The Appropriations Act also
amended CWA "workers’ status, restricting their eligibility to compensation for
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Then, declaring that “Santa Claus does live,” Warner lifted the cloud
hovering over the future of those left dangling by the end of the CWA.
On March 13, she announced that a new federal work program was
being devised. Elaborating two days later, Warner definitely confirmed
that the civil works program would expire at the end of March, but that
the new FERA work program would begin April 15. She publicized
figures of 24,000, then 26,000 to be employed. Alex Lyons of Jerome was
named FERA registrar for Arizona and seventeen communities and
districts were announced as registration sites where the unemployed
could sign up for future work projects. The ever-active Sparks
immediately began forwarding work proposals for the new program.>®

The prospect of a work program even larger than the CWA doubtless
brought psychological relief to many. Promises were made that direct
relief would be secured for those left without employment in the interim
between the two programs. Evidence of local protests over the ending
of the CWA disappeared. When the last CWA workers set down their
picks and shovels on March 31 there was no signs of public distress. The
next day though, all was thrown into confusion when Warner
announced that Arizona had been “cut off at the pockets” and the
upcoming FERA program for Arizona had been curtailed drastically.
“There will be no work program whatsoever,” Warner told reporters.
“Instead of Arizona receiving $1,300,000 for her April needs, I have been
advised this state will receive only $250,000, which is enough only to
maintain a skeleton staff to pay up CWA bills and give some little direct
relief.” Roused again, Governor Moeur stated his renewed intention to
go to Washington to complain about the relief situation.>*

THE FERA WORK PROGRAM

The end of the CWA restored the primacy of the FERA Work
Division. Direct federal employment gave way to a return to local work
relief. The speed with which CWA ended left many projects incomplete
and the FERA Work Division carried several to completion. The Work
Division itself initiated a large number of projects and was ultimately
responsible for construction of 44,000 miles of road and the repair of
another 200,000 miles, the construction of 7,000 bridges and more than
10,000 large culverts, the digging of 2,700 miles of sanitary and storm

injuries or death. Also, because CWA no longer used funds taken from the PWA, the
wage scale was reduced to the 30¢ FERA minimum.

53Ibid., March 14, 1934, 1:1; March 16, 1934, 1:1, 1:4; March 24, 1934, 1:1; March 26,
1934, 1:3. :

S41bid., March 20, 1934, 1:2; April 1, 1934, 1:1.
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sewers, the laying of over 1,000 miles of new water mains, and the
erection of 400 pumping stations. Around the country the Work
Division could claim credit for 2,000 children’s playgrounds, 800 restored
parks, 350 new swimming pools, and 4,000 athletic fields.5>

The CWA had not ended the operation of the FERA. Federal funds
continued to flow to states for both direct relief and work relief.
Although CWA removed thousands of men from relief, not all benefited.
The FERA’s Work Division in Arizona, under the direction of Thomas B.
Rice, continued to fund projects. The Soil Erosion Service sponsored one
of the largest. FERA provided $160,000 to employ up to a thousand men
from Graham and Greenlee counties in December 1933. These men
worked on soil erosion control over an eleven square mile area includ-
ing Hawk Hollow wash, between Thatcher and Central; Stockton Pass
wash, near the highway west of Safford; and Cottonwood wash, west of
Pima. This was in addition to $155,000 appropriated by CWA for similar
work. FERA workers built over 10,000 erosion control features.>

Road construction and improvement was one of the simplest work
project types to implement. One project begun by CWA and completed
by FERA of Arizona was the widening of the Cashion Highway from
19th Avenue in Phoenix to near the Agua Fria bridge. In addition to the
usual extension of culverts and setting back of fences, this project
involved one of the most dangerous jobs performed by CWA and FERA
workers. Using special protective gear, workers moved a 45,000 volt
“hot” transmission line to the edge of the new right of way. Other road
projects included improvements to Highway 79 between Jerome and
Clarkdale, the road from Ray to Superior, and on Highway 82 between
Tombstone and Nogales, where workers also included aesthetically
pleasing cactus gardens along the route.5”

Public parks and recreation projects were another important work
relief category. Winslow received a municipal clubhouse and a nine-
hole golf course. After building a 3.5 mile road into Sabino Canyon in
the Santa Catalina Mountains near Tucson, a series of check dams was
built to control flooding and provide recreation. Out of eleven planned
dams the FERA managed to complete two of solid masonry and another
two with heavy masonry outside walls, rockfill, and concrete caps. Lack
of materials caused work to cease on this project under FERA, but it was
later renewed under the Works Progress Administration. CWA began,

55Schwartz, 243-44. Figures from Harry L. Hopkins, Spending to Save (New York:
W. W. Norton and Company, 1936), 164-65.

56 Arizona Republic, December 13, 1933, 1:3; Interesting Programs, 38. .

57Warner, Vol. 1, 5-16; Vol. 2, 6, 10, 12.
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and FERA completed, improvements at Roosevelt Park in Safford (the
former Graham County poor farm) for use as a municipal park with
features including swimming and wading pools, two bath houses for
men and women, and an amphitheater with a concrete dance pavilion
that could also be used as tennis courts.”

Both CWA and FERA left a large and varied legacy throughout the
state. For decades, Arizona’s mild climate had attracted tuberculosis and
other respiratory disease sufferers. A new Maricopa County Welfare
Sanitarium replaced the obsolete and recently abandoned county
hospital. The project began with the CWA making thousands of bricks
and completed by FERA workers. Since Phoenix was known as the
“mecca” of respiratory disease sufferers, the sanitarium was constructed
in a Moorish style with a dome, minarets, decorative facade tile and a
pointed arch arcade. It had a capacity of a hundred adults and twenty
children. The Pima County Welfare Board secured permission in
October 1934 to use the Tucson Recreational Park near the Altar Valley
as a weekend recreational and health camp for underprivileged children
with respiratory illnesses. Billed as the Tucson “Preventorium,” this
facility for 150 to 200 children was developed at the site of a former
Civilian Conservation Corps camp about fifteen miles southwest of
Tucson. FERA labor added ramadas, an administration building, and an
electric plant to the barracks left by the cce?

Many communities benefited from water and sewer system
improvements. - To relieve water shortage cause by drought in the
Flagstaff area, CWA and FERA developed Aubineau Springs and the
River de Flagg as new sources of water for the town. In Winslow, a
growing population overtaxed the town’s sewer system. The CWA and
FERA extended the system with 2,425 ft. of additional sewage lines
which conducted the sewage to a reinforced concrete septic tank. To
power the electric pumps, two and a half miles of high voltage power
lines were strung, which incidentally gave the small farming community
of Bushman Acres access to electricity.®0

Several other projects demonstrate the extent of imagination that
went into devising work projects for both the CWA and the FERA. In
Prescott, laborers built an addition to the Smoki Museum to house the
group’s collection of prehistoric artifacts. In Pima County, a skilled
craftswoman was hired to lead and teach copper crafts. Begun in June
1935, this project produced a number of articles from Arizona’s primary

581bid., 16-19, 32-36.
591bid., 4, 17-22, 60-61.

60warner, Vol. 2, 37-38, 43-47.
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mined metal. Relief workers shaped book ends, desk sets, tea kettles,
picture frames, trays and other pieces from sheet copper. Also in Pima
County, Hispanic FERA laborers, skilled in adobe construction, built the
Southwestern Nursery Headquarters of the Soil Conservation Service,
which included an administration building, office, laboratories, and seed
analysis and storage facilities, along with a cottage, green house, lath
house, and other facilities. This facility, and a branch near Safford, grew
the millions of trees, shrubs, and grasses that other workers planted to
hold in place soil that had suffered from decades of overgrazing. In a
project sponsored by the Rural Rehabilitation Corporation, the FERA
acquired over 300 acres of land in Greenlee County, between Duncan
and Clifton, for a colonization project. Unemployed men—some
experienced farmers, some miners—labored to get the land in shape for
planting and into production with vegetables and field crops. In the
border city of Douglas, the CWA laid the foundation and built the walls
for a Farmer’s Market. The FERA took over the project, roofed the
building, and built its interior partitions. The market served consumers
in both Douglas and Agua Prieta by providing a central location for
truck farmers to display their produce. The building was also used as the
distribution point for FERA in-kind relief and for the southern Arizona
fair displays.6!

Unlike American citizens, who received a modest wage for
performing work relief, a small number of projects were provided to
resident Mexican aliens who were required to work for direct relief and
not wages. One such project in Buckeye involved cleaning ditches,
removing trees and stumps, cleaning alleys, and similar work. About 60
Mexican aliens worked in 1934 on road improvements to the Phoenix-
Coldwater Highway. Authorities in Cochise County were pleased to
report no “unpleasant” incidents involved in their Mexican alien project.
The FERA also provided a limited number of day nurseries to provide
care for children whose parents were engaged in work projects. Three
of these nurseries were located in Phoenix and, in addition to caring for
those children, provided a meal for 300 additional children. Reflecting
the prejudices of the era, separate facilities were provided for white,
Hispanic, and black children. The CWA had supported at least one
entertainment project, sponsored by the Maricopa County Board of
Public Welfare’s “division of colored relief,” to provide a program of
dramatic readings and music, including the singing of spirituals. The
FERA continued this small precedent. Between June 25, 1934 and August
8, 1935, an average of a hundred musicians and actors per month gave
concerts and entertainment at state and county institutions, CCC and
transient camps, and the Indian School. Small troupes were formed

611bid., 4, 21, 28, 29-31, 48-67.
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based on ability, but segregated by race as well. The FERA in Maricopa
County sponsored a minstrel show performed by blacks.b2

OPPOSITION TO THE FERA

The FERA and CWA provided millions of dollars in aid to men and
women in need in Arizona. Not all, however, were satisfied with the
quantity of relief aid available. Dissatisfaction provided political activists
an opportunity to develop a following and to promote radical alterna-
tives to the New Deal. In Phoenix, Communist Party leader, Clay Naff,
called on disgruntled FERA relief workers to go on strike in demand for
more generous aid. On August 31, 1934, Naff led a small group of
protester on a ‘hunger march” to the state capitol to lay their demands
before the governor. Later reports indicated that Moeur initially agreed
to meet with a committee of the protesters as long as they excluded Naff,
whom the governor referred to as a “professional agitator.”  The
protesters refused this condition and departed peaceably. Referring to
the incident while on his re-election campaign trail, Moeur stated “If I
must depend on the suffrage of the Communist element, I do not want to
be governor of Arizona.” The protesters followed up their march with a
call for a strike and picket line at the FERA’s Phoenix office. It was there
that workers gathered to be loaded onto trucks for transport to their
workplaces. The protesters hoped that relief workers would not cross
their lines and so bring the local work relief effort to a standstill. The
threatened strike materialized on September 1 as a single picketer at the
Phoenix office. Although there were calls for a general strike to begin
three days later, the protest appeared to have sputtered out.5?

On the appointed day of the general strike, some fifteen picketers
gathered at the FERA office. Though they were unable to prevent relief
workers from departing for their jobs, they demonstrated that they were
not going to disappear. Their demands to relief officials included pay of
$10 per week per worker plus an additional $3 per dependent. They also
called for an end to discrimination against Hispanics and blacks. The
newspaper noted their singing of the “Internationale,” an ode associated

62Final Closure Regorts F.ER.A. Projects, May 1, 1934 to October 26, 1935, Under
the Authority and Supervision of the Maricopa County Board of Public Welfare,
Phoenix, Arizona, 53, 57, 64, 79; Arizona Republic, October 23, 1934, 1:6. Another
project trained 60 “Mexicans” for mattress-making work, thouéh it is not clear if
these were Mexican aliens or citizens [60]. Locations of the da nurseries were:
Phoenix Day Nursery (white children), 226 E. Madison; Friendly {louse (Hispanic),
802 S. 5th Ave.; and Colored Day Nursery, 215 W. Hadley. [Report of Activities, 72.)

63 Arizona Republic, September 1, 1934, 2:1; September 2, 1934, 2:5; September 4, 1934,
2:1 September 8, 1934, 1:6. Naff was the Communist Party candidate for governor and
received 192 votes in the general election.



PR s PR SR S

The FERA and the CWA 89

with communism. The next day the protester gathered in force. At 6:30
a.m., they stopped a truck carrying relief worker and pulled the driver
and the worker into the street. Police officers on hand immediately
arrested three of the protesters, but did not disperse the remainder.
Protest leaders reportedly had called on their followers to “use their own
judgment” in how to prevent crossing of their line. Police, on the other
hand, were determined to see the vehicles through. At about 9:30 a.m.
police escorted a truck full of relief workers through the picket line.
Then, finding a hidden claw hammer on one of the strike leaders, they
arrested him. Reports stated that the protesters, who were armed with
pick handles, knives, hammers, sacks of sand, and at least one gun, then
“closed in” on the officers who responded by swinging their nightsticks.
A general melee ensued. Bricks, stones, and pieces of wood began to fly
through the air towards the officers, injuring several. One officer was
injured by misfiring tear gas. Twenty-eight of the protesters were
arrested, included Naff, who received a “severe beating” in the process.
The newspaper reported twenty injuries on both sides of the fighting.
Sympathizers of the protester, over 200 strong, gathered that evening at
the courthouse where they protested the police violence and sang songs
of solidarity. The gathering continued until someone turned on the
courthouse lawn sprinklers.®

The next day, nearly 100 police stood on hand at the FERA office to
prevent a repeat of the “riot.” Governor Moeur ordered National
Guardsmen in Phoenix and Casa Grande to stand at ready in case of
further incidents. Despite calls for renewed picketing, the arrest of so
many strikers and their leaders apparently disheartened the majority of
the protesters, and no further mass protests were held. The incident then
took on an unusual political twist. Normally, such an incident would
fall under the legal jurisdiction of the Maricopa County Attorney for
prosecution. It so happened that the county attorney Renz L. Jennings
was also a candidate for the Democratic nomination to the U.S. Senate
against incumbent Senator Ashurst. Jennings upheld a pro-worker, New
Deal platform and he made clear that his sympathies lay with the
protesters, whom he referred to as “hungry men.” He delayed filing
felony charges until he had completed an investigation of the event. An
angry Governor Moeur telephoned Jennings with a demand that the
county attorney immediately file charges to which the county attorney
responded, “You tend to your business and I'll attend to mine.” When
the governor persisted in his demand, and reportedly used vulgarities,
Jennings told him “to go straight to hell.” Jennings later told reporters
that he blamed the governor for the whole affair by refusing to meet
with the protesters earlier. Moeur then ordered Attorney General La

641bid., September 7, 1934, 1:1.
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Prade to “assist” Jennings in filing riot charges against 29 persons.
Commenting on the incident, Florence Warner said, “While we are sorry
people were hurt, we have the responsibility of seeing that 10,000
families on relief in Maricopa County are fed. We are not going to allow
a few people, especially a few just over from California, to tell us we
can’t feed the hungry.” The FERA simply did not have the funds to meet
the protesters’ demands. Moeur waved off the whole affair by blaming
communists and concentrated on his renomination campaign against
former governor Hunt. Jennings gained little by his pro-worker stand,
losing in the primary against Ashurst by a wide margin.63

To make the jobs of the State Board of Public Welfare even more
difficult, eight state welfare officials, including the five members of the
Board and Warner were accused of violating the FERA’s labor rules and
brought to court. In mid-October, 1934, Deputy County attorney T. E.
Scarborough filed the information with the Maricopa County Superior
Court, requiring that the officials plead before a judge. The charges were
that two relief workers, George Sanders and J. Williams, were forced to
work at manual labor beyond the hours required. All of the officials
pleaded not guilty and released on their own recognizance. The charges
were dropped at the end of the month for lack of jurisdiction. Following
as it did the recent disturbances in September, the charges doubtless
caused the Warner and the Board considerable distraction.®®

THE END OF THE FERA

The early months of 1935 saw an important change in the
administration of the FERA. Up to then, the welfare administration was
highly decentralized with the county boards and their staff overseeing
the relief rolls and many projects. The FERA in Washington pushed for
greater centralization of administration and Governor Moeur supported
the move. “One cannot expect,” he stated, “a good social worker to be a
good business manager any more than one might expect a person trained
in any other profession to be a good business executive.” The new plan
called for the appointment of a business manager for each of the county

651bid., September 7, 1934, 1:1, 1:4; September 8, 1934, 1:1, 1:8; January 9, 1935, 1:8.
Naff was convicted of riot and sentenced to one to two years in prison. The
newspaper provides very few references to radical activity in Phoenix and coverage
of Naff’s activities are the rare exception. In March 4, 1935 there was a notice that
James McShann, a California communist, was released from jail in Phoenix on the
understanding that he would leave town. He was out on bond at the time, appealing a
conviction for riot before the Los Angeles relief office. Naff's defense was spon-
sored by a California leftist organization and there was a pattern of agitation by the
communists to organize disgruntled relief workers. After Naff’s imprisonment, no
further references to leftist agitation in Arizona has been found. -

66]bid., October 17, 1934, 1:6; November 1, 1934, 1:7.
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boards who would work directly for the State Board. This effectively
reduced the county boards from actual administrators to mere advisory
panels. John Curry, Jr., who had succeeded Lewkowitz as chairman of
the Maricopa County Board of Public Welfare, resigned in protest of this
centralization at the beginning of May when D. B. Wiley was named
manager for the county board.®”

Wiley was the former secretary of the Maricopa County Farm Bureau
and served as an auditor with the State Board before his appointment as
Maricopa County administrator. His appointment coincided with a
major reduction in Arizona’s relief allotment, down from $500,000 in
April to $400,000 in May. Warner warned that cuts would have to be
made and Wiley immediately set out to reorganize his county office for
maximum efficiency. Saying the county staff was “overloaded,” Wiley
fired 26 employees within two weeks of his arrival, saving about $1,800
per month in salaries. Work projects, meanwhile, continued as before.
FERA workers cleaned up the old pioneer’s cemetery in Phoenix and
enlarged a pumphouse in Tempe in April and May.#8 Still greater
changes were in store for the FERA in Arizona as Congress moved on a
major new initiative in the spring of 1935.

In 1935, the Roosevelt Administration turned away from the policy
of federal aid for direct relief as administered by the FERA. The Social
Security Act of that year established a number of programs to aid several
categories of the needy. One aspect of the Administration’s new policy
was a clearer division of responsibility between the states and the federal
government. States and counties were to renew their responsibility to
care for the unemployable needy, while the federal government
provided a work program to aid those who could work, but could find
no employment in the private sector. The Emergency Relief Act of 1935
appropriated $4.8 billion for a new federal works program that became
the Works Progress Administration. Headed by Harry Hopkins, the
new WPA organized quickly to replace the work program of the FERA.
For several months, the two agencies operated together, the FERA
liquidating its responsibilities as quickly as the WPA could take over.
The WPA created a new system of state organizations to promote and
implement work projects, superseding the work previously directed by
the State and County Boards of Public Welfare. These boards and their
personnel underwent a major transformation in the second half of 1935.
Many in the engineering staffs and others moved into the WPA. Those

67 Arizona Republic, April 30, 1935, 1:5; May 1, 1935, 1:10; May 2, 1935, 1:1.
Lewkowitz resigned for the county board, though not the state board, at the

beginning of the year.

681bid., April 28, 1935, 4:3; May 3, 1935, 1:5; May 12, 1935, 2:1; May 14, 1935, 1:3.
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who stayed worked on the remaining FERA programs such as direct
relief and the transient camps until the final closure of that agency. They
also worked with the slow implementation, over the next year and a
half, of the provisions of the Social Security Act. This final activity
would eventually end with action by the state legislature to replace the
boards in March of 1937 with a new State Board of Social Security and
Public Welfare (see chapter 14).

The state’s WPA organization set to work in early July, hoping to
start its first work projects by mid-August. Simultaneously, Warner
announced, the FERA would implement a “no work no relief” policy
and begin ending its own projects. Unemployables would be removed
from the relief lists and turned over to the counties for aid. Grocery
orders replaced cash payments for work relief at the end of July, even
before the start of WPA projects. A number of FERA employees began
to move to the WPA office to implement the rising new program. John
Curry, formerly of the Maricopa County Board of Public Welfare,
became the head of the WPA district encompassing Maricopa, Gila, and
Yuma Counties. Wiley, only two months after taking on the position of
administrator for the Maricopa County Board, became the Arizona WPA
director of finance and statistics. Evelyn Wooley moved from the FERA
to become the director of intake and certification and Rex B. Mesney
moved over to become WPA project supervisor.*’

Initial optimism about the WPA led to the belief that the FERA
would largely be finished by the start of September. The welfare board
would then concentrate on aid to unemployables and on implementing
Social Security. The end of the FERA, however, did not come so quickly
or easily. Warner at the end of July estimated that the WPA would take
responsibility for about 16,000 employables from the relief rolls, leaving
about 4,000 in continued need of other assistance. It soon became
evident that the WPA did not have the resources to employ everyone in
need of a job in Arizona. Also, the WPA work program got off to a
slower start that hoped, leaving FERA to continue direct aid in the
interim. Despite protests, Warner replaced cash payments with grocery
order to stretch the available money as far as possible.”?

The non-Arizona residents in the federal transient camps faced an
uncertain future with the slow closing of the FERA. The FERA opened
its last new transient camp on Coon Creek near Young in early August.
The camp was different from other camps in that it housed about 250
youths to do CCC-like conservation work. Warner announced in

691bid., July 6, 1935, 1.7; July 10, 1935, 2:6; July 11, 1935, 1:1; July 13, 1935, 1:1; July
19, 1:4; July 20, 1935, 1:1; July 30, 1935, 1:6.

70lbid., July 20, 1935, 1:1; July 26, 1935, 1:1; September 4, 1935, 1:2.
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September that the state’s ten camps would cease to accept new people
after September 20 and that she expected all to be closed by November.
The camps then held about 6,000 persons and had a monthly turnover of
about 1,000. She gave reassurances that the transients would either be
provided with WPA jobs or returned to their home states. Fortunately
for those in need of work, the camps did not close. Instead, the WPA
took them over in December and gave most of them to the Forest Service
to oversee. In January, there were approximately 1,500 men spread
across twelve camps, doing work similar to the CCC. The Board of
Public Welfare continued to oversee, with WPA funding, the operations
of a camp at Nogales that housed at one time about 700 elderly
transients. It effectively operated as a home for the aged with a hospital
at the camp. In the middle of 1936, the WPA began phasing out its
transient camps, new enrollees no longer being accepted after July. The
end of the transient relief program came in December when Warner
announced the closure of the Nogales camp. By that time the camp
housed about 350 persons, some 200 of whom were patients at the camp
hospital. The last gesture of aid was an offer of transportation back to
their home states or possible WPA employment. In the end, the transient
relief program had provided significant aid to thousands of persons.
Between May 1, 1934 and December 31, 1936, the program expended
$2,594,000. The number of persons aided ranged from 5,100 in
November 1934 to 260 at the end.”!

The publicized end of the FERA in Arizona came on November 14,
1935, when Hopkins ordered the end of the “dole.” But even then, it
was admitted that the need for aid continued, and that other states were
continuing to provide it. Hopkins’ order did not actually end FERA
quite yet. In January 1936, Arizona still had an FERA budget allotment
of $86,688 for direct and work relief. Grace Sparkes expressed her
feelings as she announced that the FERA in Yavapai County would be
ended in December. “Our hope,” she said, “is that but few will suffer as
a result of this sweeping order. However, there is nothing further that
the welfare board can do. Those certified to the Works Progress
Administration are now the responsibility of the WPA and not the relief
agency. Unemployables definitely have become the responsibility of the
counties.” In mid-January 1936, the work of the FERA was all but
complete. Liquidation of the FERA began with the June 22 passage of
the Emergency Relief Appropriations Act of 1936, though it was not
completed until June 30, 1938. Florence Warner, who had seen the

7bid., September 8, 1935, 1:1; September 20, 1935, 1:6; July 18, 1936, 2:1; July 19,
1936, 3:7; December 9, 1936, 2:1; Works Progress In Arizona: Official Bulletin, Works
Progress Administration, 1, January 1936, 6; Tetreau, 81.
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program through in Arizona, took a one month leave of absence on her
doctor’s advice to recuperate.”?

The FERA represented no less than a national rescue effort, and few
states stood in greater need of rescue than Arizona. From January 1933
to December 1935, Arizona received $16,170,501 in federal funds,
accounting for 84.2 percent of the $19,214,371 total spent in the state
during this period on relief purposes. This level of federal contribution
was well above the national average of 70.9 percent, and placed Arizona
in the same category with the destitute states of the South and other
mining-dependent western states. ~ Evidence that Moeur and the
legislature did not shirk the state’s duty in providing for its citizens in
need, however, was the 13.8 percent contribution of state funds
($2,660,321) for relief. Only twelve states contributed a greater
proportion. The FERA grant made possible a greater extension of aid to
Arizona’s citizens than would otherwise have been possible. Federal
assistance made possible the only significant relief program for the influx
of transients set on the roads by economic and natural turmoil.”3

CONCLUSION

Roosevelt created the Federal Emergency Relief Administration in
May 1933 to distribute federal grants to state and local agencies for the
relief of the unemployed. Though authorized to support both direct and
work relief, for its first few months, the FERA concentrated on support of
direct relief in the states. The agency at that time had little admini-
strative faculty for directing work relief projects and, besides, other New
Deal agencies, such as the Civilian Conservation Corps and the Public
Works Administration, were charged with the responsibility of directly
providing jobs. FERA administrator Hopkins seized the opportunity
opened by the failure of the PWA to create jobs quickly to create a new
agency, the Civil Works Administration. Although administratively tied
to the FERA, the CWA was an independent public works agency giving
jobs to the unemployed. In its brief existence, the CWA provide
temporary jobs to approximately 17,000 Arizonans. Its projects were of a
type easily implemented such as labor-intensive roadwork, sewing
work, and small-scale construction. Implementation of the CWA
required cooperation with existing state, county, and local agencies to
plan and supervise projects. Hopkins drafted the State and County

72 Avizona Republic, November 15, 1935, 1:1; November 19, 1935, 2:1; January 18,
1936, 1:3; Ephemera file at State Dept. of Library, Archives, and Public Records.

73Final Closure Reports, 217-18. Figures do not include expenditures on work
P ams of the CWA, CCC, and WPA. Arizona had received $1,448,269 as loans
under provisions of the Emer Relief and Construction Act of 1932 (Ibid., 50),
however, Congress later removed the necessity of repayment.
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Boards of Public Welfare to serve as Civil Works Boards in addition to
their other duties. In Arizona, the greatest burden of responsibility for
administration of both the FERA and CWA fell on Florence Warner, a
professional social worker and executive secretary of the State Board of
Public Welfare. Warner, the Board, the staff, and the boards and staff at
the county levels successfully implemented nearly 400 work projects
across the state.

On April 1, 1934, when the CWA ended, the FERA'’s program did not
revert back to its earlier methods. Most FERA officials were now
convinced that direct relief, or the “dole,” was injurious to the morale of
the unemployed. With the experience of the CWA and renewed
financing, the FERA became a true public works agency. The Work
Division of the FERA carried on a number of projects initiated by the
CWA, all small-scale as befitted an agency that did not know how long it
would exist. The Roosevelt Administration after 1935 made this the
model for its entire public works program, and Hopkins, as head of the
WPA, became one of the most important Administration officials. The
President’s preference for Hopkins” methods was probably fortunate for
Arizona. As will be seen in chapter 6, the PWA had great difficulty in
implementing its largest projects in Arizona. Small-scale projects were
always more successfully implemented, providing greater immediate
employment, than the more grandiose project proposals.
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Figure 1. Governor Benjamin B. Moeur, 1933-1936. Ari: »na Department of
Library, Archives and Public Records, History and Archives Division, Phoe-
nix, #97-7389.

Figure 2. Governor Rawghlie C. Stanford, 1937-1938. Arizona Department
of Library, Archives and Public Records, History and Archives Division, Phoe-
nix, #97-8466.
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Figure 3. General Oscar Templeton, Governor George W. P. Hunt, Governor
Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Congressman Lewis Douglas at the Greenway
Ranch during a campaign stop in northern Arizona, 1932. Arizona Depart-
ment of Library, Archives and Public Records, History and Archives Divi-
sion, Phoenix, #97-8504.

Figure 4. A Burr Cottage constructed by the National Youth Administration.
Records of the NYA, National Archives and Records Administration.
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Figures 5, 6, & 7. Leading administrators of New Deal agencies in Arizona.
Steven A. Spear of the NRA and FHA, Thomas J. Elliott of the FHA, and Jane
Rider of the WPA and NYA. Arizona Republic, January 13, 1935, 4:1; May, 15,
1935, 2:1; and untitled newspaper article in Records of the NYA, National
Archives and Records Administration.
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Figure 8. Advertisement in support of the NRA’s Blue Eagle campaign. Ari-
zona Republic, November 22, 1933, 1:3.
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Figures 9 and 10. Walter R. Bimson, president of Valley National Bank and
William Roy Wayland, vice president of Valley National Bank and head of
the HOLC in Arizona. Arizona Republic, January 13, 1935, 4:1; August 28,
1935, 1:5.

Figure 11. Thomas Cowperthwaite, safety director for the CWA and FERA.
Arizona Republic, January 26, 1935, 1:1.
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Figure 12. CWA road paving project on Thomas Road, Phoenix. Arizona
Department of Library, Archives and Public Records, History and Archives
Division, Phoenix, #98-3335.

Figure 13. University Park bathhouse under construction, Phoenix. Arizona
Department of Library, Archives and Public Records, History and Archives
Division, Phoenix, #98-3578.
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Figure 14. Drainage system project, Douglas. Arizona Department of Li-
brary, Archives and Public Records, History and Archives Division, Phoenix,

#98-3583.

Figure 15. Goodwin Street Bridge, Prescott, constructed by the CWA. Ari-
zona Department of Library, Archives and Public Records, History and Ar-
chives Division, Phoenix, #98-3587.
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Figure 16. FERA transient camp, Tucson. Arizona Department of Library,
Archives and Public Records, History and Archives Division, Phoenix, #98-
3590.

Figure 17. CWA soil erosion control features in Gila River valley. Arizona
Department of Library, Archives and Public Records, History and Archives
Division, Phoenix, #98-3603.
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Figure 18. CWA womens service project employing an Indian craftswoman
to pass on her skills to a new generation. Arizona Department of Library,
Archives and Public Records, History and Archives Division, Phoenix, #98-
3611.

Figure 19. Sullivan Dam under construction, Yavapai County. Arizona De-
partment of Library, Archives and Public Records, History and Archives Di-
vision, Phoenix, #98-4085.
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Figure 20. Phases of a CWA canal improvement project. Arizona Depart-
ment of Library, Archives and Public Records, History and Archives Divi-
sion, Phoenix, #98-3569, 98-3570, 98-3571, and 98-9831.



s

Tt

TR

LA B ) e fa

s o i S ueals wqL

11

T L

LS

M S8+ 1

i ‘4

ELEELEE VS BPREEE S &

b T

R SNEEVY NS LY S

4 WA LY

1 Al

JER W hews JTUE-BR OVEL-HE FAEE-B08 e

b
“-£

4

L avirk A L potiit

] Semmieh dmlone Tewnsvongei o AND a0 evoafl K winegid

R

»y




5 THE NATIONAL RECOVERY ADMINISTRATION

In June 1933, pursuant to the National Industrial Recovery Act,
Roosevelt created two new agencies whose purpose was to restart the
nation’s industrial plant and to restore jobs to the unemployed. The first,
and most immediately important, was the National Recovery
Administration. The NRA worked with business to formulate codes of
fair competition that would end the deflationary spiral, reduce working
hours, and expand employment. The NRA was a relatively moderate
challenge to the highly competitive business environment that charac-
terized the 1920s. The Roosevelt Administration rejected the option of a
planned economy in favor of cooperation between the federal
government and private industry. The NRA’s two major activities
affecting Arizona were its famed “Blue Eagle” campaign to enlist every
business and consumer in the cooperative effort, and its codes of fair
competition for specific industries. The code worked out for copper, the
state’s most important industry, had important ramifications for recovery
in Arizona. The code also had unique features that contribute to a better
understanding of the NRA itself. The second agency created under the
National Industrial Recovery Act was the Public Works Administration,
which is examined in the following chapter.

The Blue Eagle campaign was a spectacle of patriotic fervor. Hun-
dreds of Arizona businesses signed on to the President’s Reemployment
Agreement, the blanket code designed to spread available employment.
The Arizona branch of the National Emergency Council, led by Steve
Spear, a prominent state politician, directed the local campaign, oversaw
compliance with the code, and investigated complaints. As fervor for
the Blue Eagle faded, Spear had to deal with some in the business
community who gave the program only lip service. Despite the
unscrupulous behavior of some businessmen, most appeared willing to
cooperate. Nearly every community had its committee of businessmen
that reported on business activities and the general level of cooperation.
Unfortunately, the NRA failed to deliver on its promise of renewed
prosperity. Cooperation between businesses—which might go so far as
actual price fixing—and spreading the available employment did not
actually bring in new customers.

While the Blue Eagle campaign engaged small businessmen and the
general public, the NRA slowly negotiated a code with the copper
industry. The major copper mining and processing firms were
unreceptive to the federal initiative and preferred to avoid anything that
might hinder their freedom of operation. Copper was an industry in
transition. After dominating international production for decades,
American firms faced major competition from overseas producers that
contributed to a build up of excessive stocks and a collapse of prices. To
make matters more complicated, many of the biggest American firms
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also had large investments in this overseas production. Arizona was one
of the largest copper producing states, and its mines were historically
some of the richest in the world. Its interests, however, were divided
between local mining companies and the integrated, multistate or
multinational producers like Phelps Dodge. NRA officials eventually
imposed a code on the industry, a practically unique display of its
authority. Although the code pleased neither the large producers, nor
Arizona interests, they appear to have made a good faith effort to
implement it. The code succeeded in stabilizing the price of copper and
reducing somewhat the burden of excessive stocks. Given the depth of
the industry’s problems, these were no minor accomplishments.

The National Recovery Administration was effectively ended in May
1935 by an adverse Supreme Court decision. Thousands of Arizonans,
along with millions of Americans nationwide, had placed their hopes for
prosperity in the NRA. In its brief life of just under two years, the NRA
raised the people’s expectations higher than any other New Deal
program and then dashed their hopes as the intransigent stagnation of
depression failed to lift. The tragic rise and fall of the NRA might have
proven politically disastrous for Roosevelt and the Democrats had not
the spectacular initiatives of the Second New Deal overshadowed it.
Despite some lingering attachment to the principles of its program,
Roosevelt never made a significant effort to revive the NRA.

ORIGIN OF THE NRA

President Roosevelt had no special knowledge of the industrial
economy and did not come to the White House with a definite plan for
industrial recovery. In his first weeks in office, he concentrated on
resolving the banking crisis and on such measures as the Economy Act
and relief for the unemployed. He also pushed for the creation of
agencies that reflected his personal interests, such as the Civilian
Conservation Corps and the Tennessee Valley Authority. Within
Congress and among his own advisors, various ideas were being
considered for how to restart the nation’s industrial plant and put the
unemployed back to work. He was willing to let the policy debate rage
below him until some sort of consensus emerged. Proponents for action
argued within a limited number of options.! One of the leading
proposals was for a massive program of federally sponsored public
works. Roosevelt was willing to back public works, as his enthusiastic
support of the TVA demonstrates, yet he was concerned about the

'Presidential preferences ruled out in advance any real chance for the conservatives’
preferred policy of laissez faire, as they did radical proposals along the lines of
contem%)‘rary ascism, socialism, or communism. Keynesian proposals were not yet
so well known or accepted.
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expense that some advocates proposed and the potential for politically
damaging boondoggling or graft. Another policy option in the air was
for limiting work hours in order to share available employment. This
was already being done privately to a limited extent, yet there were still
thousands of workers putting in well over 40 hours per week while
other were unemployed. Others pushed to allow the RFC to provide
expanded loans for businesses.

One of the leading proposals came from the business community
itself.  Although the ideology of laissez faire dominated business
thinking, a number of business leaders in the 1920s had proposed a more
cooperative system that would allow businessmen to negotiate
agreements amongst themselves to limit the damaging impact of ruthless
competition. ~ These advocates believed that excessive and unfair
competition contributed to the depression when firms facing declining
sales slashed prices and wages to undercut their competition. This forced
others to cut their prices and wages causing a downward spiral of de-
flation and unemployment. Their solution was to end the current federal
antitrust policy that banned any effective interfirm cooperation and allow
businesses, through trade associations, to make legally enforceable agree-
ments. Others agreed with the conception of limiting excessive compe-
tition while seeing value in a more active role for the government.”

With Roosevelt preoccupied with other matters, congressional
advocates of a spread-the-work program gained a temporary
ascendancy. On April 6, the Senate passed a bill sponsored by Senator
Hugo Black limiting working hours for the manufacture of goods for
interstate commerce to 30 hours per week. Despite Roosevelt’s
opposition to the Black bill the strength of its supporters forced two
concessions from the Administration. The first was to turn Roosevelt’s
attention towards the quick submission of an industrial recovery bill.
Although he could have killed the Black bill through his influence in the
House or with a veto, Roosevelt preferred to take the lead by submitting
a more comprehensive and practical proposal. The second concession
was that any bill would include some sort of hours limitation scheme.’

%John Kennedy Ohl, Hugh S. Johnson and the New Deal, (Dekalb: Northern Illinois
University Press, 1985), 97.

3Bernard Bellush, The Failure of the NRA (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, Inc,
1975), 6-8; Ohl, 97; Kenneth Finegold and Theda Skocpol, State and Party in
America’s New Deal, (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1995), 6¥-71
Finegold and Skocpol state that the Roosevelt Administration only accepted
codification in response to the emergence of the Black bill as a policy threat (p. 67).
This author uses the interpretation that codification to achieve a cooperative
political economy and to eliminate unfair trade practices was an idea that was “in
the air” and one not only being promoted by several of his major advisors, but one
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The bill Roosevelt submitted to Congress on May 17 included two major
provisions. Title I laid out a program of industrial cooperation, self-
government, and presidential leadership. Title II allocated $3.3 billion
for public works.* Critics believed that the two titles had little to do
with each other and reflected an incoherent approach to industrial
recovery. Some of its advocates, however, believed that the two titles
were interconnected and together offered a genuine promise of
economic revival and reform. On June 16, 1933, Roosevelt signed the
National Industrial Recovery Act, and on the same day created the
National Recovery Administration to implement Title I.

Title I provided the framework for the industrial recovery program.
Its goals were large—to promote cooperative action within industry,
eliminate unfair trade practices, increase purchasing power, expand
production, reduce unemployment, and conserve resources. Section 3
gave the President the authority to approve codes of fair competition for
industries. Theoretically, the President had the power to impose codes
on industries, though in practice this was useful mainly as a threat to
gain voluntary cooperation. The fourth section authorized the President
to promulgate voluntary agreements with business, apart from the
specific codes. It was under this provision that the NRA began its
famous Blue Eagle campaign. Section 4b also contained a provision
giving the President authority to grant licenses for businesses in interstate
trade. This was the most powerful tool available to force acceptance of
the recovery program, too powerful, in fact, as it was never used in
order to avoid a court battle over its constitutionality. Industry gained
what it wanted from Section 5 which suspended antitrust laws where
codes had been approved.

Section 7 introduced a new departure for federal labor policy. In the
past, federal authority had acquiesced and even aided in the suppression
of labor organization. Now Sections 7 offered federal protection of
workers right to organize and bargain collectively through represen-
tatives of their own choosing, the right to join a labor organization, and
required that employers comply with provisions for maximum hours and
minimum wages as specified in codes approved by the President.
Section 7 encouraged a new wave of labor organization in many
industries, though not always successfully. Interpreting the labor
provision for specific industries, many of whom strongly opposed

which appealed to Roosevelt directly as a former head of a trade association in the
1920s.

“Title 111 established new capital stock and excess profits taxes to help finance the
program.
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independent unions, proved to be one of the most controversial aspects
of the NRA's brief history.’

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NRA

Although many people contributed to the drafting of the NIRA, one
person dominated the proceedings—General Hugh Johnson.® Johnson’s
contributions to the NIRA included the licensing provision, naval
construction under public works, and presidential direction of the entire
program. The leading role Johnson played in drafting the NIRA bill and
his forceful presentations of its principles to the President convinced
Roosevelt that he had the drive to put the program over. Others,
however, noted his occasional temperamental outbursts and excessive
drinking. But in the months leading to the passage of the NIRA, Johnson
had generally shown his best side and his personal problems seemed
under control. Anticipating possible problems with Johnson as NRA
Administrator, Roosevelt made two provisions to limit his authority.
First, he divided the administration of Title I from the public works
provisions of Title II, which he placed under Interior Secretary Harold L.
Ickes. Johnson believed in the consistency of the NIRA and thought the
recovery program risky, if not doomed, without a rapid deployment of
public works funds. Despite misgivings Johnson agreed to carry on as
best he could. The second part of Roosevelt’s plan to keep Johnson in
line was the creation of the Special Industrial Recovery Board. This
cabinet-level board was nominally intended to coordinate the NRA with
other federal programs, but most of its members also understood their
role was to hold the reins on Johnson.”

SBellush, 14-15, 26-27.

°Ohl, 54-91. Johnson was a West Point graduate and career military man. During the
war he failed to get to Europe but served as one of the primary organizers of the draft
and as the milita?l's representative on the War Industries Board. After the war he
left the military for a job in private industry, spending several years with the
financiall\l?l troubled Moline Plow Company, and working with fellow WIB veteran
George N. Peek. Since their firm was adversely affectedgb the severe agricultural
recession of the early 1920s, Johnson and Peek published Equality for Agriculture, a
pamphlet that played an important role in the aFricultural policy debates of the 1920s
revo vin§ around the McNary-Haugen plan for subsidized agricultural exports.
Johnson Jater joined the entourage of former WIB head Bernard Baruch, a successful
businessman and patron of the Democratic party. It was probably because of his
connections with Baruch that Johnson gained an entrance into the Roosevelt
administration. Roosevelt failed to offer Baruch himself an important position in the
administration but he appointed two I;:rominer\t Baruch men to[l)-\(()ead two of his major
programs—]Johnson at the NRA and Peek at the AAA.

’Ohl, 111-12; 107-08, 162. The Board failed to maintain control over the NRA
because its members were too involved in their own work, and Johnson insisted on
direct access to the President.
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The primary purpose of the NIRA, as Roosevelt saw it, was to
increase employment and expand purchasing power. More money in
the hands of more people would spur sales and restart production. The
codes were supposed to allow business to afford these wage increases by
ending the deflationary spiral caused by resort to unfair trade practices.
To prevent rising prices from devaluing workers’ real income, NIRA
planners hoped that wages could be made to increase ahead of prices. It
was a challenge to the public spirit of the business community.®

Although not its intent, the NRA and its codes facilitated the
cartelization of many industries. Production quotas and price regulations
worked their way into many of the codes. One reason for this was that,
ironically, in many industries the problem of the depression was
overproduction.  Unlike the oligopolistic automobile industry, for
example, where firms cut production and prices fell relatively little, firms
in competitive industries could not control the price of their output and
were forced to meet the price slashing of their competitors. Cotton
textiles, oil, and—most important for Arizona—copper are examples of
such industries.  Left on its own, this process would lead to the shake
out of the least efficient firms. Many people thought this a desirable end,
but for businessmen on the edge of bankruptcy and workers losing their
jobs there was a tremendous toll in human suffering.’

Historians debate whether the NRA benefited big business over
small. Many writers have characterized the NRA as either being
internally biased in favor of big business or being captured through big
businesses’ greater ability to manipulate the NIRA in their favor.” There

®Bellush, 13. Finegold and Skocpol believe the NIRA was the product of interest
group bargaining in which the resources of each group, as mediated through party
coalitions, determined whose ideas dominated (State and Party, 73).

%Historians such as William E. Leuchtenberg, Bernard Bellush, and most recently
Kenneth Finegold and Theda Skocpol, state or imply that cartelization was a goal of
New Dealers who believed in the cooperative political economy. Leuchtenberg says
that small business did not approve of the because it did not let them exploit
labor [Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal, 69). Others, including John K. Ohl and
Donald R. Brand believe the NRA tried to prevent cartelization, but could not
because the¥ were trying to accomplish mutually irreconcilable goals. This author
follows the latter view in the analysis contained in this chapter.

19Bellush states that Donald Richberg the NRA’s general counsel and later its head,
“bent over backward to accommodate business and industry” (p. 32) and that the
NRA “clearly failed small business” (p. 140). Peter H. Ironsrf’The New Deal Lawyers
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1982)] believes that business domination of
the code-drafting process allowed numerous anticompetitive provisions into the
codes (p. 33). He cites the numerous rovisions that facilitated price fixing, both
directly and through such indirect metgods as prohibition of sales below cost and
open-price systems. The effect of such price fixing on small business is problematic.

igher cartel prices actually help to support less efficient firms, which are usually
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are also those who believe small business in general benefited from the
NRA by forbidding some of the harshest competitive practices such as
pricing below cost in order to drive out competitors." This debate is
complicated because there is often a great distinction between the NRA's
intentions and its actual results. The NRA was not captured by big
business interests and in its policies, it tried to protect the interests of
small business. More often than not, its policies benefited small
businesses over larger firms and in the debates in 1935 over extending the
NIRA, big business was more often to be found in opposition.

Cartelization was not the intention of the NRA but rather the result of
its inability to discover what was really “fair” competition. The copper
industry was one of those suffering from excessive production, and its
code included a number of anticompetitive provisions. The copper code
was one of the few NRA codes to include production limits and sales
quotas. It also included the open price system in which all firms
reported their prices to the code authority. This was meant to prevent
secretive sales incentives, but effectively allowed firms to fix prices. At
the same time, the code included provisions clearly favoring small
producers over large firms. The NRA tried to walk a middle path
between excessive competition and too little."

Opinions differed over the extent to which American industry should
be codified and brought under a federal program. Some supported
codes only for the major industries such as automobiles and steel, but
Johnson wanted all industries involved in interstate commerce covered.
This decision had important consequences on the effectiveness of the
NRA when its infant bureaucracy faced the daunting challenge of
dealing with hundreds of industries across the country. Johnson
increased his burden by promoting adoption of a uniform, voluntary
blanket code for all businesses. Known as the President’s Reemployment
Agreement its primary provisions called for a reduced work week of 35

the smaller ones. Irons believes such provisions allowed big business to capitalize
on other, non-price methods of competing.

"Proponents of this view include early New Deal historian Arthur M. Schlesinger,
Jr. and more recently, Donald R. Brand [Corporatism and the Rule of Law; A Stud 0{
the National Recovery Administration (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 19g8)
Brand'’s study has provided the most important foundation for the interpretation of
the NRA in this study.

“Brand, 105-16. The exact number of codes with anticompetitive provisions is
disputed. Bellush states that by June 1934, 263 of the 459 codes then in existence had
price fixing provisions (p. 139). Irons separates out the types of provisions, stating
that almost four hundred prohibited sales below cost and that 444 included open
price systems (p. 33).
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and 40 hours, respectively, for industrial and white collar workers with a
minimum wage ranging from $12 to $15.”

The NRA’s first major code, covering the cotton textiles industry,
took about six weeks to complete, and with hundreds of industries in the
planning process there was no chance of completing a sufficient number
of codes to promote rapid reemployment. Johnson turned to the PRA as
the only way to get the majority of businessmen signed on quickly. The
way Johnson chose to implement the PRA proved as significant, or
more, than the provisions of the agreement itself. Announced in early
July, the PRA was sold to the public in a national publicity campaign of
a kind unseen since the war. Indeed, the wartime models of the Liberty
Loan drives and War Industries Board’s pressure on reluctant
businessmen informed Johnson’s conception of how arouse the nation to
cooperative action. Parades and speeches evoked patriotic spirits and
consumers were urged to patronize only business cooperating with the
PRA. To publicize compliance, Johnson again drew upon a wartime
model and gave the PRA an insignia that merchants could display.
Derived from the Navajo thunderbird, the logo contained an eagle
colored blue clenching a factory cog and lightning bolts in its claws,
symbolizing industry and energy, and with the words “We Do Our Part”
below. The Blue Eagle became the symbol for the entire NRA."

THE BLUE EAGLE IN ARIZONA

The campaign for the President’s Reemployment Agree-
ment—"ballyhoo” to the skeptics—succeeded quite well early on. Three
days before the August 1 date for the beginning of the PRA, 6,000 copies
of the blanket code arrived at the Phoenix post office for distribution. In
Arizona, the State Chamber of Commerce took the lead in organizing
business support with local chambers rallying their own communities.
The Merchants and Manufacturers Association also aided the work of
getting businessmen to sign the “common covenant.” By the end of July,
scores of businesses in Phoenix had signed the agreement and received
Blue Eagles to put in their store windows. Many advertised their support
in newspapers and claimed they were hiring new employees and
expecting a surge in purchasing. The Arizona Republic published the
“honor roll” of firms that had signed the pledge, a list no merchant
wanted to be excluded from. Lyle Owens of the Merchants and Manu-
facturers Association stated “There is no question but that Phoenix will
present a united front. The response we have had at this early date gives
us ample evidence that the entire commercial and business structure of

3Ohl, 101, 138.

“bid., 139-140.
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Phoenix will merit the red and blue emblem of the recovery administra-
tion.” The president of the State Chamber of Commerce, C. N. Posten,
agreed: “This ‘call to arms’ in the program of economic rehabilitation...
will result in action... in every city and town in Arizona.” When August
1 arrived, publicists claimed 900 workers in Phoenix and 12,000 statewide
would leave the relief rolls for the payrolls.”

By August 1, 366 Phoenix firms had signed the pledge. Reports
indicated support from businessmen in communities throughout the
state. Tempe merchants announced that in line with the new 40 hour
week they would only open from 8:30 to 5:30. In Prescott employers
adopted the PRA but with a 48 hour work week and with stores open 52
hours. There was some public confusion at first because the grocers
code which was signed at the end of July allowed a 48 hour work week,
eight more than the PRA. When Johnson saw a pattern of store hours
shortening, he had to clarify that the PRA was not intended to reduce
store hours, but to encourage businesses to hire more workers rather
than to overwork their employees.

Although advertisements and public pronouncements indicated en-
thusiastic support for the PRA in the business community, there is no
way to know the real level of support. A letter to the editor of the
Arizona Republic from one local businessman cynically said that his new
Blue Eagle “is now in the front window with the notice of sheriffs sale”
and reported that another businessman had had his windows broken
because his Blue Eagle arrived late. The PRA campaign was a pressure
tactic designed to give businessmen no choice but to participate. “We
are faced with the necessity for concerted action,” Posten declared, “to a
greater degree today than at any time since the World war, and now, as
in wartime, we have the right to demand of every citizen that he do his
duty.” Governor Moeur said “We must work unitedly and unselfishly
for our common interests. The president’s program must succeed. I feel
the whole world is to be guided to better times by the campaign against
depression in the United States.” There was talk of federal charges and
boycotts against violators. The Arizona Republic, which said that its
supported the NRA “100 per cent, lock, stock and barrel, from soup to
nuts and the acceptance of the whole hog” warned that “Backsliders and
evaders were scheduled to feel the sharp talons of the federal blue eagle.”
Owens stated that “If there should be a few shirkers later on, there is little
doubt but what they will be swung into line.” With all the publicity and
pressure, few businessmen wanted to appear unsupportive, especially in

5 Arizona Republic, July 29, 1933, 2:1; July 30, 1933, 1:3; August 1, 1933, 1:1; August
2, 1933, 1:1.
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the first few days when no one knew if there would be a commercial
revival.'®

With most businessmen signed onto the PRA by early August, The
next phase was to enforce the agreement. Because the PRA was volun-
tary, there was no legal recourse in cases where merchants displayed
Blue Eagles while violating the labor provisions. Public pressure was the
only means available and Johnson meant to make it effective. On August
7, he simultaneously started a new “buy now” campaign and declared
war against “drones” and “chiselers.” To oversee compliance with the
PRA, Johnson approved creation of state boards to handle complaints.
The Arizona board was composed of nine members and met for the first
time on August 17. Consumers were urged to patronize only merchants
who signed the PRA, and car window stickers saying “NRA consumer”
were distributed. Johnson, however, warned board from explicitly
sponsoring boycotts.  Still, the NRA pushed the general message that
loyal citizens shopped only at Blue Eagle stores."”

Throughout the state, local compliance boards formed. These were
of two types. The first were general boards that oversaw compliance
with the PRA. The NRA recruited local businessmen to serve on a
voluntary basis for the few weeks that the PRA was to operate.
Although willing early to offer their time to the recovery effort, there
were limits to the volunteer spirit. “Our board worked faithfully, and
hard, and no doubt accomplished some good” wrote Power Conway of
the Phoenix board in a letter of resignation to Johnson in March 1934.
However, he noted that he was only asked to serve six weeks and had
agreed to a second six weeks, but now he must dedicate his time to his
business.® The second type of compliance board followed upon the
codification for a particular industry. The PRA practically ignored the
constitutional restriction of federal regulation to interstate commerce, and
brought the NRA down to the level of local business. Local boards for
various types of business sprung up in communities large and small.
Only after a presidential executive order exempted business in
communities of under 2,500 did the NRA begin to regain control of its
compliance process with a more centralized state board.

Since NRA intended to promote industry self-regulation, local
compliance boards were typically composed of businessmen overseeing

Ibid., July 31, 1933, 1:2; August 1, 1933, 1:4; August 3, 1933, 2:1; August 11, 1933,
1:3; August 10, 1933, 1:1; August 13, 1933, 1:6; Maxwell, 221.

VIbid., August 5, 1933, 1:1; August 12, 1933, 1:1.

8Conway to Gen. Johnson, March 7, 1954, Records of the NRA, Records of the
Compliance Division, Records Relating to Local Compliance Boards, 1933-35, RG 9,
Entry 121, Box No. 2, NARA.
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themselves and their competitors for compliance with code provisions.
For example Edward Dorsey, a director of the Phoenix Chamber of
Commerce served as the chairman of the compliance board for the
druggists’ industry. The head of the Prescott food and grocery code
authority was Norman Hoffman, manager of the local Piggly Wiggly
grocery store. Grocers from around the state met in Phoenix in January
1934 to discuss the implications of the wholesale grocery code that went
into effect on January 11. Labor was able to obtain occasional or token
representation, as on the Prescott compliance boards where Fred W.
Gregg was appointed to represent an employee’s group. Early publicity
indicated a high level of compliance with code provision. On Novem-
ber 27, 1933, James Griswold, the chairman of the compliance board in
Prescott, stated that employers there were complying almost one
hundred percent, based on “what data is available so far.” He reported
an eager response from local merchants to the formation of a retail trade
council as outlined in the retail code. As of December 21, 38 Prescott
businessmen and already signed the agreement and at least 50 more were
to be asked to join. “I have found virtually no opposition to our effort to
create a council that will correlate the activities and functions of various
retail units under different NRA codes,” Griswold told the press. “I have
set out to obtain a minimum of 40 signatures to an agreement to organize
the council. Ill have no difficulty whatever in getting fifty or more.””

The following March, Phoenix retail and wholesale food and grocery
merchants selected their code authority. The authority included L.
Landy, a member of the group of retailers which owned the United
Wholesale Grocery concerns, as representative of the retailer-owned
wholesale concerns; Burr Fowler, general manager of Haas-Baruch and
Company, Inc., was named to represent the independent wholesalers;
and R. E. Nelson, assistant general manager of Pay-n Takit stores,
represented the chain store operators. The formation of boards could be
complicated by disagreements within an industry. For example, under
the barber shop code, the Master Barbers Association was responsible for
compliance. This did not sit well with the Independent Barbers
Association of Arizona which formed its own compliance board.”

The local boards prior to January 1934 made reports to the national
office. Boards in Clifton, Claypool, Flagstaff, Florence, Kingman, and
Peoria reported no complaints concerning the terms of the PRA, and
practically full compliance within their communities. A few appended

" Arizona Republic, November 28, 1933, 1:1, 1:6; January 22, 1934, 1:3; December 22,
1933, 1:3.

D Arizona Republic, March 7, 1934, 1:2; John Swope to S. A Spear, March 28, 1934,
Records of the NRA, Records of the Compliance Division, Correspondence with State
Directors, Jan.-Oct. 1934, RG 9, Entry 124, Box No. 1, NARA.
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comments on their reports regarding their feelings about the NRA. The
writer for the Winslow Board wrote, “This being a railroad community,
there is high feeling regarding the fact that the railways have done
nothing, so to speak, towards increasing employment. The community,
as a whole are supporting the President’s program 100%.” He added that
the “attitude of the consumers seems to be rather passive and it seems
that the buying public have not awakened sufficiently to the fact that the
burden now rests upon them. However, the local N.R.A. committee
have started an extensive campaign to overcome this.” The report for
Williams stated “We have practically 100% enrollment to President’s
Agreement. Strict compliance not yet accomplished. This has been due
to lack of increased spending power in the community by failure of
industries to materially increase wages and employment. In other words
we cannot ride the little fellow beyond his limitations. He must have
increased business from employers in principal industries or perish in his
effort to comply. We believe that every individual business man is
anxious to comply when possible.” A few boards reported complaints,
though most were minor. The Bisbee board reported one salary
complaint that was settled satisfactorily to both parties. The Douglas
board also reported a complaint concerning pay but it was settled before
there was a hearing before the board. In Miami, the board reported one
complaint of a watchman being worked twelve hours which was settled
uwithout difficulty.” Curiously, the reporter for the Globe board stated
there were no complaints or petitions before the board, but added, “All
complaints received have been rejected.” The Yuma board reported that
all complaints it received were informal and when investigated found to
be due to misinformation and misunderstanding.”*

To coordinate the many New Deal programs, Roosevelt created the
National Emergency Council on November 17, 1933. On December 12,
the NRA'’s district representative announced that an Arizona branch of
the NEC would be set up and a state director appointed. Plans for the
Arizona NEC included an elaborate information section to answer
questions from the public regarding various federal projects, supply
information to the press, and work for the coordination of the activities
of various recovery agencies. In January 1934, Steve A. Spear was
named Arizona director of the National Emergency Council. Spear was
a prominent Democratic politician, having served as Speaker of the

Reports of the Winslow Compliance Board, October 17 and 26, 1933; Report of the
Williams Compliance Board, November 12-33, 1933; Report of the Bisbee Compliance
Board, October 13, 1933; Report of the Douglas Compliance Board, October 31, 1933;
Report of the Miami Compliance Board, November 6, 1933; Report of the Globe
Compliance Board, October 24, 1933; Report of the Yuma County gompliance Board,
October 27, 1933, Records of the NRA, Records of the Compliance Division, Records
Relating to Local Compliance boards, 1933-35, RG 9, Entry 121, Box No. 2, NARA.
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House in the current legislature. He opened offices in the Heard
Building on 20 January and left a few days latter to confer with Roosevelt
and Johnson at a meeting of state directors in Washington.”

At the White House meeting, the president charged the state directors
with running their organizations with integrity and nonpartisanship.
“We want you to be absolutely hard-boiled,” Roosevelt declared, “if you
find any local person within your own state who is trying to get political
advantage out of the relief of human needs and you will have the
backing of this administration 1,000 per cent, even if you hit the biggest
boss in the United States on the head in carrying out this general
program.” Spear returned enthusiastic about the NRA program and
worked to speed up the emergency council’s compliance and publicity
program. On his staff were L. W. Phillips who handled labor
complaints, C. P. Harper who oversaw trade practice complaints, and J.
H. Corson, an investigator. By March, he claimed widespread support
in Phoenix for the NRA, and that business and employment were up.
“There were not any criticisms of any importance registered against the
National Recovery Act,” Spear reported, “and all persons felt it was
doing a wonderful good.”

Spear’s reports to Washington paint a somewhat different portrait of
the NRA in Arizona from his public pronouncements in the newspapers.
He reported that since the state NRA office was in Phoenix, the Phoenix
board—which met only occasionally—took the attitude that they were
no longer needed and resigned, leaving his office to handle complaints
under the PRA from the Phoenix area. After a seven hundred-mile tour
through southern Arizona, Spear reported that other local boards were in
good shape and active. The difficulty of Spear’s position, particularly in
regards to the PRA, was detailed in a notice circulated to all Arizona
compliance boards in April 1934. He admitted that while he might
attempt to make restitutions in cases of violations of the PRA, “there is no
action which can be taken against [the violator] if he fails to make
restitution.” The PRA was simply a publicity campaign with unenforce-
able voluntary agreements that served to little more than raise people’s
hopes. Only the actual industry codes were legally enforceable. Where
codes were in place, the particular code authority was authorized to
handle complaints concerning unfair trade practices. Labor complaints
might be overseen by either the code authority or left to the office of the
state director. Spear also found a lack of coordination between the NRA
and other federal programs. For example, he pointed out that the

2 Arizona Republic, December 13, 1933, 1:3; January 25, 1934, 1:3.

B Arizona Republic, January 25 1934, 1:3; February 3, 1934, 1:1; February 10, 1934,
1:9; April 12, 1934, 2:1.
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purchasing agent for the CWA in Arizona was accepting lowest bids
even from firms known to be violating NRA provisions.”

The limited records of the NRA in Arizona often give only isolated
glimpses into its operations for particular industries. For example, the
state’s olive growers looked for renewed profitability from the olive
code despite a decline in the 1933 crop from the previous year. The code
linked Arizona growers and pickers with California olive interests and
fixed prices for various grades and varieties. Under the wage and hours
provisions of the aviation industry code, eight employees at Sky Harbor,
mechanics and radio operators, began working reduced hours in late
November. The code reduced the hours of inside mechanics to 40 per
week while field mechanics and radio operators were limited to 48, with
no wage reduction. In March 1934, C. P. Harper laid down the law to
Arizona restaurant operators by warning that provisions under the
restaurant code were compulsory and violators could face fines or
imprisonment. J. J. O'Dowd, president of the Tucson Chamber of
Commerce, protested to Carl Hayden and to Johnson about the inclusion
of Arizona in the Southern wage region for the restaurants and wholesale
plumbing codes. The 2¢ differential was unfair given that Arizona’s cost
of living was closer to that of California.”

Compliance with NRA codes proved difficult to enforce. A business-
man could display a Blue Eagle at the same time he violated hours and
wages provision of either the PRA or the firm’s specific code. Claims for
adjudication of grievances doubtless were only a small portion of total
violations. Employees might hesitate to risk their jobs to protect their
hypothetical rights under the codes. A few complaints, though, did
arise. In November 1933 an employee of a Phoenix shoe business sued
for $381.22 in overtime pay as specified in the NRA code. Other
complaints were more general. One Phoenix man wrote to Johnson that
the local Phoenix board had not allowed him a hearing, was not
interested in its work, and had no “backbone and intestinal fortitude.”
When he took his complaint to board member Henry Miller, Miller
reportedly responded “that is too bad.” In this particular case the
complainant charged that his employer, a jeweler who displayed the
Blue Eagle had worked him 73 hours and paid him only $10 saying “he

%Spear to John Swope, Chief Field Section, Compliance Division, March 19, 1934;
Notice to Arizona Compliance Boards, April 3, 1934, Records of the NRA, Records of
the Compliance Division, Correspondence with State Directors, Jan.-Oct. 1934, RG 9,
Entry 124, Box No. 1, NARA; Bellush, 83.

5 Arizona Republic, December 11, 1933, 1:3; November 27, 1933, 114; March 21, 1934,
1:6; August 12, 1933, 1:2.
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could get Mexican labor for less money.” The veracity of the charge was
never confirmed.”

Particularly for the period prior to the establishment of Spear’s office
there are records with varying detail on specific complaints related to the
NRA. After January 1934, Spear’s office handled these cases and only
summary statistics reached Washington. As no state report was ever
completed for Arizona there is little information on the majority of
complaints. The state office reported that for the period from November
11, 1933 to May 27, 1935, there were only 35 cases investigated, 25 of
which were complaints over labor provisions, while ten related to trade
practices. Of these, no violation was discovered in twenty of the cases
while the rest were either dropped or a compromise worked out. Spear
told the press that most complaints either were not factual or were
resolved administratively.”

Most of the complaints for which there are records relate to
compliance with the President’s Reemployment Agreement. Some of the
complaints are quite general. For example, I. A. Rosok, chairman of the
Bisbee board wrote to the Washington office that the Arizona Edison
Company was displaying the Blue Eagle, though it violated the PRA in
both Bisbee and Douglas. A number of complaints arose because of
misunderstandings over the specific provisions of NRA codes or about
the NRA in general. For example, in July and August 1933, the NRA
received complaints from Nogales concerning the Wells Fargo and
Company freighting company. Nogales was an important port of entry
for Mexican produce and many local jobs depended on international
trade. At some point previous, Wells Fargo had signed an exclusive
transporting agreement with the Mexican producers—many of whom
apparently were Americans—that was devastating to the local economy.
Reportedly, some one hundred men or more lost their jobs because of
this agreement and several businesses were closing. The Nogales
Chamber of Commerce asked for an investigation of Wells Fargo for
being a monopolist in violation of the PRA. Officials in Washington

% Arizona Republic, November 24, 1933, 1:3; Nick Danculovic to Gen. Johnson, nd.,
Records of the NRA, Records of the Compliance Division, Records Relating to Local
Compliance Boards, 1933-35, RG 9, Entry 121, Box No. 2, NARA.

“Special Analysis of Compliance Cases Investigated by NRA State Office, Nov. 11,
1933-May 27, 1935, Records of the NRA, Records of the Compliance Division, RG 9,
Entry 122, Box No. 1, NARA; Arizona Republic, April 13, 1934, 1:4. A newspaper
article in March 1934 reported that L. W. Phillips, labor compliance officer under
Spear, was invstigatiw alleged violations of labor provisions of the codes. Spear
stated for the press, “We have had numerous reports charging gross -violations in
Tucson of the codes for at least three industries [unnamed] (Arizona Republic, March
27,1934, 1:6). How many of these reports were part of the 35 cases reported to the
national office, if any, is unknown.



122 The New Deal in Arizona

commented in memos that they could do nothing about this situation in
Nogales except “to express sympathy.” They did not do even this,
simply writing back that the situation was outside the NRA's scope.”
From Tucson came several complaints concerning display of the
Blue Eagle by firms not complying with the terms of the PRA. In one
case the Blue Eagle Dance Hall was both using the name Blue Eagle and
displaying it without signing the PRA. The Washington staffers simply
asked the local board to request the owner to cease use of the name and
symbol. J. J. O’'Dowd, the chairman of the Tucson board, reported that
six local Standard Oil stations admitted using the NRA symbol and
violating the PRA. Furthermore, the businesses refused to remove the
symbol and would only comply at their own convenience. O’Dowd
reported flagrant violations of the PRA by drugstore restaurants, citing
such things as evading the minimum price scale by deducting for meals,
shortening hours, making employees shareholders and partners and
abolishing all salaries, and threatening and firing employees who
complained. These businessmen knew the local board had no power,
and O'Dowd called for a representative from Washington to come and
enforce the PRA, pleading that “All Tucson businessmen are watching.”
In another complaint, O'Dowd reported that two beer distributors had
started a beer price war, charging less than cost to drive out their
competitors. At one point O’'Dowd plaintively sent a telegram with the
simple question “What may be done control signers presidents code
violating provision” [sic]. The answer, he learned, was nothing.”

One of the most detailed reports on a complaint involved a charge
from a Bisbee resident that local dairymen were price fixing with the aid
of the local NRA board. The complainant reported that when two
dairymen sold milk for 8¢ instead of 13¢, the board threatened to report
them to Washington and take away their Blue Eagles. The national office
requested an explanation from Rosok, who reported back that the board
had received a complaint from the local dairymen’s association charging
two dairymen with using unfair trade practices by selling their product
below cost to force their competitors out of business. The board held a
hearing on October 24 with all the dairymen present. The two denied
the charge that they wanted to force their competitors out of business,

31 A. Rosok to G. C. Hinckley, November 20, 1933; G. R. Michaels to John D. Moore,
August 7, 1933; Internal memo from Montgomery to Peebles, August 25, 1933, Records
of the NRA, Records Relating to Local Compliance Boards, 1933-35, RG 9, Entry 121,
Box No. 2, NARA.

] H. Wootton to P. M. Tidmarsh, January 27, 1934; J. ]. O'Dowd to Gen. Johnson,
August 15, 1933; Telegram from O’'Dowd to John D. Moore, tember 23, 1933;
Moore to O’'Dowd, September 15, 1933; Telegram from O'Dowd to Gen. Johnson,
August 2, 1933, Records of the NRA, Records Relating to Local Compliance Boards,
1933-35, RG 9, Entry 121, Box No. 2, NARA.
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but they were the only two out of about twenty dairies who had not
signed an agreement to charge a standard price of 10¢ per quart for
wholesale and 12.5¢ per quart retail delivered. The board told the two
that they thought the association’s price was fair and that a uniform price
should be charged by all. The board also warned them that if they did
not sign the agreement the board would have to report the matter “to the
proper authorities for such action as they would see fit to take.” After
some discussion, the dairymen agreed to sign the agreement and charge
the standard price. The NRA quickly responded to this embarrassing
situation by pointing out that the PRA made no provisions for prices,
and that, in any case, milk was under the AAA. They requested Rosok
to refrain from getting involved in any more price controversies that
could cause embarrassment for the NRA. Rosok defended himself and
the board by saying that they did not fix the price of milk, but simply
advised the local association to come to an agreement on a price for all.
The board did not make this mandatory, but only in the form of
“friendly advice.” Such connivance with price fixing could hardly have
endeared the NRA to the milk drinking consumers of Bisbee.*

In April of 1934, Spear’s office was reported “teeming with activity.”
In response to an increasing number of fair practices complaints in
Tucson, he organized a meeting of the wholesale beer distributors to
explain the code. Experience informed him that many of the complaints
were probably based on misunderstandings of the code and the meeting
was to make sure everyone in the industry understood its terms. “We
are going to get compliance with the brewing code,” Spear stated, “and
after this meeting, no distributor will have any excuse for pleading
ignorance of his obligations, and our office will make every effort to
‘crack down’ on willful violators.” In response to calls from all over the
state for interpretations of the codes, L. W. Phillips and Edwin C. Gracey
of the Arizona Industrial Commission visited several communities in the
northern part of the state. Phillips remained positive, telling the press
that business was up and “all the merchants interviewed are willing to
give NRA its just amount of praise for helping to accomplish this.”
Phillips also found dissatisfaction on his tour, for example, in Williams
lumber workers were dissatisfied with the low wage scale which
classified Arizona along with the South, with a 20¢ per hour differential
between Arizona and California. Some businessmen were apparently
eager to turn in their competitors, lest they gain an unfair advantage,

*I. A. Rosok to W. M Galvin, November 27, 1933; Rosok to J. H. Wootton, December
12, 1933, Records of the NRA, Records Relating to Local Compliance Boards, 1933-
35, RG 9, Entry 121, Box No. 2, NARA.
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causing Spear to comment that the “NRA codes are not watchdogs to
employ against competitors, but a rule to live up to yourself.”*!

Spear’s office experienced many of the frustrations that increasingly
pressured the NRA in Washington. After the thrilling days of the Blue
Eagle campaign, the NRA faced the difficult task of developing an
administrative bureaucracy that could oversee the implementation of
hundreds of industry codes covering thousands of businesses. The
Arizona state office of the National Emergency Council had only a few
staff members and relied primarily on local volunteers from the business
community to administer the PRA, and on the local code authorities.
The state office was hindered in enforcing the PRA because it was a
voluntary code. Unfortunately, a number of businessmen were
unscrupulous enough to violate the PRA while publicly displaying Blue
Eagles. The greatest challenge to the NRA was that it failed to bring
about a commercial revival. Spreading the available work did not bring
new customers into stores and until major industries like copper,
railroading, and lumber revived, there was little local businessmen in
many small Arizona towns could do on their own.

At the national level, Johnson finally succumbed to the pressure and
resigned in September 1934. His successor, Donald Richberg, inherited a
situation where he had few policy alternatives available. The NRA was
set to expire on June 15, 1935 and Richberg’s hope for a revitalization of
the agency depended on getting an extension. The extension bill
received considerable debate and thought, but was cut short by the
Supreme Court’s invalidation of the NRA codes, and Roosevelt’s
decision not to push strongly for a new NRA.*

THE NRA AND THE COPPER INDUSTRY

NRA codes for retailers and displays of Blue Eagles offered
participation to Arizona citizens in the New Deal recovery effort, but the
real test of the initiative lay with its ability to revitalize the state’s major
industry—copper. As the chairman of the Superior NRA compliance
board reported in November 1933: “We have only one industry, the
Magma Copper Co. which is not producing any copper but is doing
developement [sic] mainly to keep a lot of people here from going
hungry. If and when a code is adopted undr [sic] which the Magma can
operate, we will have no trouble doing a good job of N.R.A. As it is,
everybody is afraid to make a move fearful that the mine will not resume
full time operation on Jan. 1. All of the employers are doing all they can

3 Arizona Republic, April 4, 1934, 2:1; April 5, 1934, 2:1; April 10, 1934, 2:5; April
13, 1934, 1:6. :

2pelush,142-48, 158, 164.
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financially afford to do. They are heartily in accord with N.R.A but are
handicapped on account of no business.”*

Up to 1929 Arizona was the leading copper producing state in the
nation. With prices that year of over 18 cents per pound, the industry
supported numerous communities such as Douglas, Bisbee, Winkelman,
Clifton-Morenci, Hayden, Superior, Globe, Miami, Ajo, Clarkdale,
Jerome, and others. The value of Arizona’s mines in the last year of
prosperity was $155.7 million and the industry accounted for
approximately 40 percent of tax revenues.* From 1930 to 1933, the
industry collapsed. The price of copper reached a low of 5.6 cents in
1932, and the value of total production fell to a mere $14.7 million. Most
mines either shut down completely or drastically cut back production.
Thousands of miners lost their jobs, while many more worked only a
fraction of their previous hours. According to one study, Arizona's
copper mines had employed 16,000 in 1928, but only 3,300 men in 1933.
Wages fell also, though by less than the drop in prices. Profits in the
industry virtually disappeared and with them the state’s most important
source of tax revenue. The assessed value of mining property dropped
from over $700 million in 1929 to just over $43 million in 1933. Even
then, the Phelps Dodge Corporation claimed its properties were
overassessed and refused to pay taxes for over three years. An estimate
of the state’s population indicates a drop from 435,573 in 1930 to
approximately 380,000 in 1933, due primarily to the flight of unemployed
from the mining towns. The flight from mining towns was even greater
than these figures suggest because many headed for Phoenix and Tucson,
contributing to the woes of those communities.”

BR.R. Leary to NRA, November 14, 1933, Records of the NRA, Records Relating to
Local Compliance Boards, 1933-35, RG 9, Entry 121, Box No. 2, NARA.

#List of Principal Mining Companies and Locations of Mines: Arizona Commercial
(Globe); Insiairation Consolidated Copper Co. (Inspiration); Iron Camp copper Co.
(Copper Hill); Magma Copper Co. (Superior); Miami Cop%er Co. (Miami); Nevada
Consolidated Cor er Co. (Ray); Phelps Dodge Corp. (Bisbee, Morenci, Ajo); Old
Dominion Co. (G o%e); Shattuck Denn Mining Corp. (Bisbee); Sheldon Mining Co.
&Walker); United Verde Copper Co. (Jerome); United Verde Extension Mining Co.
erome).

List of Smelters that Treat Primary Materials and Kind of Business: American
Smelting & Refining (Hayden): primary and custom; International Smelting Co.
(Miami%: custom; Magma Copper Co. (Superior): primary; Phelps Dodge Corp.
(Douglas): primary and custom; Phelps ge Corp. (Clifton): primary and custom;
Sheldon Mining Co. (Humboldt): primary and custom; United Verde Copper Co.
(Clarkdale): primary; United Verde Extension Mining Co. (Clemenceau): primary.
List of Refineries that Treat Primary Materials: Inspiration Copper Co.
(Inspiration); Phelps Dodge Corps. (Morenci). :

3SLuckingham, 102; Tetreau, 71; Valentine, 36.
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At the same time as the depression reduced demand for copper,
international production was increasing, contributing to a tremendous
buildup in the country’s stock of copper. An estimate as of January 31,
1934 set the figure at approximately 450,000 tons of copper which at the
current rate of consumption figured to be a thirteen month supply.
Furthermore, the business of secondary copper, production from scrap,
had grown so that it covered over twenty percent of the current market.
The country could get along with no new copper production well into
1935, which frightened copper states such as Arizona, Utah, Montana,
Michigan, Nevada, and New Mexico. In early 1934, the industry was
producing at a rate of only 238,500 tons per year, which was less than
one-quarter of capacity. In the last few months of 1933 and early 1934,
enough mines had shut down that consumption exceeded production by
about 5,500 tons per month. At that rate, it would take almost seven
years to eliminate the excess stocks. The industry was in the midst of a
massive disinvestment and shake-out of the least efficient producers.”

The cause of this downsizing of the copper industry was not difficult
to identify. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the
United States was the world’s leading copper producer. It was a copper
exporter and developed its productive capacity to meet the increasing
demand for copper that the era of electrification had started. Arizona
shared a leading role in this production, producing for many years
approximately one-sixth of the world’s total. This situation shifted in the
1920s after the discovery and development of rich ore bodies in Canada,
Mexico, Peru, and Africa. America’s leading copper producers,
Anaconda, Kennecott, and Phelps Dodge made heavy investments
overseas to take advantage of the high grade ores and cheap labor. This
new productive capacity began to be felt in 1929 and the United States
immediately became a net copper importer. This situation was ominous
for Arizona because much of its high grade ores were already mined. In
1932, the Arizona congressional delegation—Ashurst, Hayden, and
Douglas—pushed through a two-year, 4¢ per pound tariff that effectively
cut off imports. But with the massive surplus still in existence, domestic
production still suffered. Governor Moeur asked for higher import
barriers and for federal purchase of the surplus for wartime use.”

When the NIRA was passed, the copper industry was already divid-
ed between companies with substantial foreign investments and domestic
producers who wanted to exclude foreign copper from the United States.
The three largest multinational, integrated firms with interests in Arizona

%National Industrial Recovery Administration Hearing on Code of Fair Practices and
Competition Presented by the Copper Industry, Vol. 1, March 12, 1934, 68-70, 53.

bid., 32, 39, 119; Arizona Republic, December 27, 1933, 1:1.
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were the Kennecott Copper Company, the Anaconda Copper Company,
and Phelps Dodge Corporation. In 1932, Kennecott got almost 45
percent of its output from its operations in Chile. Anaconda had also
shifted a large portion of its production overseas, largely at the expense
of Montana. Phelps Dodge, which in the period from 1915 to 1932 got
over 58 percent of its production from its Copper Queen unit in Bisbee,
had shifted by 1932 to just under 43 percent foreign productions. These
firms had little incentive to support proposals for an extended tariff or
embargo against foreign copper.

In July of 1933, the industry began to work on a code proposal. It
immediately became apparent that this division was only one source of
disharmony in the industry. One of the crucial questions was defining
the copper industry. Some firms owned a single mine, while others pro-
duced in many states. A few firms, primarily the big three—Anaconda,
Kennecott, and Phelps Dodge—were integrated, with subsidiary
smelting, refining, and fabricating operations. To what extent were these
processing operations part of the copper industry? The secondary
copper producers introduced another significant complication, since they
did not mine new copper. The major firms prepared a draft code that
was submitted to the NRA on August 16. Any hope of a united stand by
the industry quickly evaporated when the Magma Copper Company and
the UVX Company refused to accept the majors’ code and submitted one
of their own on September 7. At about the same time, several small
producers in Arizona formed the Arizona Copper Producers Association
and submitted another code. This proposal became known as the
“Arizona code” and gained the support of the governor and many labor
and civic organizations in the state. Furthermore, the secondary
producers and custom copper smelters believed they should have a code
of their own. The NRA began holding conferences using the major
companies’ proposal as the primary basis for discussion.*

While the NRA was quickly approving codes for most large
American industries in 1933, negotiation over the copper code
progressed slowly. In November, discussions revolved around a plan
with an explicit minimum price and provisions dividing sales between
new production and existing stocks. Participants could not agree about
the size of the code authority or whether to include members of con-
sumer industries such as copper fabricators or the electrical industry.”

%W. A. Janssen and K. M. Richards, History, Code of Fair Competition for the Copper

Industry, National Recovery Administration, Mining Section, Basic Materials

Division, October 1, 1935, Records of the NRA, Records of the Review Division, Code

glisﬁlr\ie‘?gor Ié\dustries Under Approved Codes, 1935-36, RG 9, Entry 267, Box No.
1, ,1-2,7. :

¥ Arizona Republic, November 26, 1933, 2:6.
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By early 1934, the various interests had consolidated into two groups.
The United States Copper Association was formed on January 20, 1934
and represented most copper companies, including the secondary and
custom copper smelter, and it was the primary representative of the
interests of the big three. The Arizona Copper Producers Association
represented a few small producers in the state. On February 10, 1934, the
U.S. Copper Association submitted a new application for a code of fair
competition. Public hearings were finally held in Washington on March
12 and 13, with Deputy NRA Administrator Harry O. King presiding.
Discussion revolved around the U.S. Copper Association’s proposed
code. This proposal included provisions affecting a code authority,
regulation of wages and hours, and the means to reach an intraindustry
agreement on production. The US.C.A proposed a seven member
authority with three members appointed by the three primary producers
having a capacity greater than 150,000 tons per year, two members
elected by all other primary producers, and two elected by custom
smelters, refiners, and other producers of secondary copper. Any action
by the authority would require agreement of five members, not a simple
majority of four. A standard code provision allowed the NRA Admini-
strator to appoint three nonvoting representatives, though not serving at
the industry’s expense. The major labor provision was to limit hours to
40 per week, averaged over a three-month period. This did not include
“men engaged in transporting employees to and from working place or
completing the handling of material in transit, hoist men, power-house
men, or pump men” who would have a 56 hour maximum. The wage
schedule was divided into three districts. In the Eastern Wage District,
including states east of the Mississippi River, the minimum wage for
underground labor was set at 35¢ per hour and above ground at 30¢.
The Southwestern Wage District, which included Arizona, New Mexico,
and Texas, had rates of 38¢ underground and 30¢ surface. Lastly, the
Northwestern Wage District included all other states with rates of 41¢
underground and 35¢ surface. ~ Other labor provisions banned
employment of any person under sixteen years of age, allowed workers
to join company unions, and ensured workers would be paid in cash or
negotiable check. Employees other than maintenance or supervisory
were not required to live in company housing, and no employee was
required to trade at a company store. The code also stated the goal of
withholding the current surplus stocks from the market and empowered
the industry to work out agreements on production allotments and
minimum prices. This last power was supposedly restricted by the
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provision that forbad monopolies, monopolistic practices, or discrimi-
nation against small enterprises.*’

Politicians representing copper states spoke first on the proposal.
Arizona’s Hayden and Greenway said only that they wanted a “fair”
code. Both criticized the industry for delay in joining the NRA. Hayden
commented that it was difficult for him to push for extended tariff
protection for the industry when it dragged its feet in approving a code.
Ashurst was more critical of the proposed code, specifically lashing out
at the wage scale for not embracing “an American standard of living.”
He also opposed hours averaging and supported a six hour work day for
underground miners. He was more emphatic freezing the current stock
of surplus copper and banning foreign copper. He also supported the
Arizona Copper Producers proposed system of production allocation.”
Isabella Greenway gave only lukewarm support for the code and then
only as a temporary measure. “I can’t see anything can be gained,” she
said, “by a code that takes no responsibility, runs no risk and evidences
no good faith in a desire to do the right thing.” Most of the politicians
made only general statements saying they hoped a code would increase
employment. Most admitted not reading the draft.”

A. E. Petermann of the Calumet and Hecla Consolidated Copper
Company, representing the U.S.C.A., most definitely knew the code
proposals and presented a strong case for the major producers’ point of
view. His statement began by explaining why the code could not fully

“Hearing, Vol. 1, 9-31. These pages reproduce the full text of the US.C.A. code
proposal.

“'Before another forum, Ashurst was more vehement in his opposition to the proposed
code. Three days before the hearing he stated “It is a profound pity that such an
injustice is about to be perpetrated. Any competent, courageous man familiar with
copper could write a code that would save the cgpper mining industry in the United
States and would set to work within the next 90 days at least 150,000 copper miners
and smelter-men. . . . I am beginning to believe that many, if not most, of our woes and
ills in this life are nothing more than human folly directed against human beings; this
copper code is human folly against American citizens. Some well informed persons
have denounced this code as illy prepared, doubtful in meaning and poorly
constructed; in other words, experts assert that it has been made by some official who
is half baked. ... It is more nearly a code for the benefit of foreign copper than for
American copper, and so far from any protection to, or consideration for American
labor, or for the American copper industry, it inflicts upon them a cureless wound.
As a code of fair competition for copper, it is only an ironic jest” (Arizona Republic,
March 10, 1934, 1:1, 1:6). Not for nothing was Ashurst known as the “silver-tongue
orator.”

“Ibid., 32-39, 45. Ashurst, who had read the draft distributed a few days previous,
criticized the proceedings because the U.S.C.A had revised the version to be discussed
at the hearing. King resgonded to Ashurst’s objections by saying the new draft tried
to “cover some of the features of people from your state and other people have
complained about” (pp. 3-4).
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accomplish the goals of the NRA. The major firms believed the goals of
increasing employment and improving the standards of labor conflicted
with the goals of rehabilitating industry and conserving natural
resources. It had to be recognized that from 1929 to 1933 employment in
the industry had declined from 57,589 to only 16,249 and that given the
new potential of world productive capacity, U.S. employment would
never recover to the pre-depression level. Petermann presented a
detailed description of the industry to argue that the U.S.C.A proposal
created a middle path between selling only from stocks or only from
new production. Responding to Greenway’s charge, he defended the
good faith of the industry in making its proposal, but tried to explain that
the industry was so complex as to defy a simple solution. With scrap
copper supplying over twenty percent of the market, the position of the
primary producers was increasingly problematic. The differences
between small producers and large, integrated firms made it difficult to
find common ground. The custom smelters, who were included in the
proposal, existed in a particularly volatile market. By 1934, Petermann
said, there was very little slack still in the industry. Squeezed by low
prices, less efficient mines had already closed, and labor costs reduced as
much as possible. Since the copper tariff went into effect, there had been
virtually no copper imports, except for of reexporting.*

What the industry needed, said Petermann, was greater consumer
demand, something the NRA code could not provide. With demand flat,
what was needed next was a “proper control of production, flexible
enough to keep in step with consumption, to allow for the absorption of
surplus stocks and at the same time to carry on operations and
employment to the best advantage.” He stated his belief that code
regulation of secondary copper “is beyond practical control” and trying
to limit production of custom copper might cause real hardships to many
small producers. While limiting sales from stocks of copper was desir-
able, it would be difficult to achieve because speculators, foreign
producers, and consumers held much of it. The majors did not want
mandatory restrictions of the free sale of copper, so the code proposed
only voluntary agreements. The U.S.C.A. feared a rigid code the most.
“The writing of a rigid, comprehensive code, capable of meeting in an
equitable manner all of the various and diverse conditions now existing
or which may arise in this industry, is a practical impossibility,” he
stated. To provide the flexibility that the majors thought crucial, the code
allowed members to negotiate and agree among themselves, though
always subject to the approval of the Administrator. He defended the
proposal’s labor provisions, and in response to advocates of the six-hour
day, suggested that “any radical and untried changes in present

Ibid., 50-59.
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operating schedules might well lead to disastrous consequences.” The
proposed minimum wages would affect over eleven percent of the
current work force and cost the industry an additional $120,000 monthly
over the next six months, which would probably lead to additional
losses. The hours averaging provision was necessary because it was
impossible to operate a mine or smelter efficiently part-time. It was
preferable to operate full-time for a period and then close entirely, in
which case workers had to have enough income built up to carry them
through to the next period of operation. If workers were limited strictly
to 40 hours per week, they could not support themselves during the
times of off productions. Spreading the work too thin would only draw
in too many workers unable to support themselves in the long-term.*

Hoval A. Smith of Miami, Arizona was the primary spokesman for
the Arizona Domestic Copper Producers and presented a very different
view of the industry and its needs.® The problem of the industry,
according to Smith, was the surplus stocks caused by imports. This he
blamed on the major producers, who were abandoning American
workers in order to exploit virtual slave labor in Latin America and
Africa. His figures indicated that domestic production could now fill
approximately 90 percent of current demand, as long as surplus stocks
were frozen from the market. It was then the responsibility of the federal
government to absorb the surplus since it was their discriminatory tariff
policy that had allowed it to accumulate in the first place. The main
feature of the Arizona producers’ proposal was to allocate production by
state rather than by firm, as in the U.S.C.A plan. An allocation based on
historic production would protect workers in such states as Arizona and
Montana. Assigning quotas by company would allow them to shift
production as they saw fit, which might lead to the abandonment of
many older mining communities.*

Smith also criticized the wage scale proposal. He stated that for the
period 1921 to 1932 miners received a minimum of $4.50 and muckers
$4.00 per eight hour shift. No underground worker received less than
50¢ per hour. Common laborers, who were mostly Hispanic, Japanese,
Chinese, and Tohono O’odham Indians received from $2.42 to $3.10 per
eight hour shift. All of these were above the minimum wages set in the
Southwest Wage District in the U.5.C.A code. Furthermore, these wages
did not consider the dangers of mining and the debilitating effects of

“Hearing, Vol. 1, 71-73, 77-79, 86.

“Exactly which companies Smith represented is not clear. According to an Arizona

Republic article, he represented three companies, not named (Arizona Republic, March
14, 1934, 1:1). {

*Hearing, Vol. 1, 102-144.
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years of underground work. Smith closed his statements with the
accusation that the major companies were interlocked with J. P. Morgan
& Co. in an international copper production scheme that opposed tariffs
and worked against the interests of American workers.”

In response, Louis S. Cates, president of Phelps Dodge, defended the
lower wage scale in Arizona since Hispanics, who were the largest
source of unskilled labor, were less efficient than American workers.
Even then they would benefit by the wages proposed, Cates claimed. As
for underground workers, Cates noted that Phelps Dodge had always
paid more than the minimum wage and would continue to do so. The
representative of the Kennecott Copper Company agreed that the lower
minimum wage in the Southwest was because of Hispanic labor. He
commented that in mid-1933, the minimum wage paid to Hispanic
laborers was 25¢, but that the wages proposed in the code had been
pretty much in effect since then. He also warned that without the hours
averaging provision, Kennecott would have to close some units. The
Magma Copper Company, which operated the mine at Superior, said it
opposed the proposed three months hours averaging, and it wanted
averaging over an entire year, since it was currently working on a six
months on-six months off schedule.*

Numerous other groups not present at the hearing, including many
labor organizations, submitted comments on the U.S.C.A. proposal
which King placed into the record. Nearly all opposed the proposal or
specific aspects of it. Many pointed out what they viewed as serious
deficiencies and insightfully commented on how the code would benefit
the big firms. For example, allocating three members to “producers of
over 150,000 tons annually” was simply a cover for granting three
representatives to Anaconda, Kennecott, and Phelps Dodge. In addition,
because these firms controlled the majority of smelters and refineries,
they could control the two members representing these interests. This
gave them the votes needed to control the authority. Another union
critic commented that allowing that “maintenance or supervisory men”
be required to live in company housing could be stretched to include
half the work force. Others supported the 30 hour week, and wanted
explicit recognition of independent unions based on majority rule rather
than proportional representation. The unions made many suggestions
for improving the code authority, usually by expanding its membership
to include labor and government representatives. Several critics said that
the code should eliminate the contract system of production that
supposedly gave miners an incentive to produce more, but actually

Ibid., 156, 167, 190, 192.

®1bid., 222, 224, 226, 234.
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drove men beyond endurance for a pittance. Supporters of the six hour
day noted that the industry used the same arguments about safety and
efficiency when they successfully fought for a reduction from ten hours
to eight. They claimed that given the poor working condition
underground, reducing time to six hours would promote worker safety
and health without reducing efficiency and, in fact, was already being
done in some places.”

Following these statements, King presented the NRA’s criticism of
the U.S.C.A code, declaring it merely an open-ended authority for the
industry to work out agreements amongst themselves at a later date.
King said that what the NRA required was an actually plan of action
now. The proposed code only contained the minimum wages and hours
proposals required by the NIRA. This was inadequate if they were to
rehabilitate the industry and expand employment. The industry had
previously proposed a code that included production controls and
minimum prices, but some members balked because they wanted the
freedom to cut their prices to move their product. The current code was
permissive and, given the state of disagreement in the industry, probably
would lead to no agreements, which, in any case, would be binding
only on those who agreed to it. The industry representatives responded
to King’s criticism by saying they opposed any “rigid” system that could
not take into account changing conditions in the future.*® The NRA did
not accept the U.S.C.A code, though not for the reasons it was opposed
by the Arizona producers or union labor.

After the meeting adjourned, the NRA issued its own code as the
basis of discussion at a reconvened hearing on March 20. The NRA
version, called the “King code” by the industry representatives, included
many significant changes from the industry’s proposal. First, the code
authority was increased to eleven members and included representatives
of copper consuming interests. The NRA code also included a provision
to prevent double representation by the big three under their subsidiaries
by treating them as a single entity. In an explicit defeat of the Arizona
producers, the NRA code mandated that the code authority establish
sales quotas based on companies rather than states. It also mandated that
companies file their prices with the code authority and give notice when
the prices were changed. In addition, if the price of copper dropped, the
code authority could recommend to the Administrator to establish
explicit minimum prices. These sales quotas and open price fixing
effectively cartelized the industry. Copper sold within the sales quotas
would be labeled “Blue Eagle copper” and would be the only kind

“Ibid., 255, 258-59, 359, 362-63.

Fbid., 482-84.
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allowable under government contracts because of a presidential
Executive Order issued March 15. Copper from stocks and other non-
Blue Eagle copper was to be sold only for export.”!

At the reconvened hearing, D. M. Kelly, the general counsel for the
Anaconda Copper Company, protested the NRA code. He declared that
the code gave Anaconda’s competitors control over its business and that
it discriminated against Anaconda and its subsidiaries. By treating them
as a single entity, these subsidiaries would become subject to new regula-
tions that did not apply to their competitors. Kelly explained that the
subsidiaries could absorb the entire Anaconda output and that under the
sales limitations proposed, it could be forced to take the output of other
producers at a higher price. Furthermore, the code was coercive
because only firms that agreed to the code could get a sales allocation.
The Calumet and Hecla Consolidated Copper Company joined with
Anaconda in criticizing the NRA code.”

John L. Lewis, head of the United Mine Workers union commented
on the code for the NRA’s Labor Advisory Board. He pointed out the
inadequacy of the proposed minimum wages, comparing it to the coal
industry which was currently paying a $5 day. He said the hours
averaging provision would reduce the American copper industry to “an
adjunct to the South American copper industry.” The NRA’s Consumer
Advisory Board suggested adding two more members selected by the
smaller producers to the code authority. It also supported allocations by
state. Ashurst again called for freezing surplus stocks and criticized those
who invested in foreign production. Greenway said that Anaconda, as
the industry leader, should take the lead in cooperating with the
government. Hoval Smith again warned against foreign production and
called for further restrictions along with a complete freezing of the
surplus stock. Smith also wanted representatives of copper districts
represented on the code authority. King defended the NRA code by
pointing out its provisions to allow any action by the code authority to
be appealed to the Administrator. In response to the Arizona producers
and politicians, King pointed out that while the NIRA gave the President
the power to place an embargo on foreign copper, this was not
something that could be written into the code. The hearing ended with
agreement seemingly no nearer.”

S\National Industrial Recovery Administration Hearing on Code of Fair Practices and
Competition Presented by the Copper Industry, Vol 3, March 20, 1934., 769-71, 778,
782.

21bid., 801-05, 933.

$bid., 756-58, 762, 806-07, 827, 832, 861-62, 887, 906-15.



The National Recovery Administration 135

Following the hearings, King held numerous conferences with the
code committee of the U.S.C.A., the NRA advisory boards, and others.
King finally decided that it was impossible to reconcile the industry with
the policies of the NRA and so on April 21, it approved the NRA version
despite continued protests by the industry. Although they gave formal
assent, it is clear that NRA copper code was practically imposed on the
industry.® This was a near unique experience for the NRA, which
usually went to great lengths to work out cooperative agreements. In
the final version, the administration gained industry assent for its
marketing plan and the makeup of the code authority. The industry
retained its preferred hours and wages provision.” Perhaps the
industry’s assent to the NRA code was a recognition that it could
probably do little harm since the NIRA would terminate in just over a
year. Probably no firm wanted the code to go into effect without their
voice being heard by the code authority. Whatever the reasoning, the
major firms joined with the NRA to make the best of the situation. The
code was approved by the President and became effective April 26.*

The copper code allocated sales quotas to producers figured on a
sliding scale of percentages related to their potential production, with
smaller companies receiving a large percentage (see Table 5.1). To keep
their assigned sales quota, producers had to turn out substantially the

*Johnson reported to the President that the “industry has indicated a willingness to
co-operate in making this effective.” (Arizona Republic, April 22, 1934, 1:1.) At one
oint, the stockholders of the American Brass Company and Anaconda Copper
ompany considered enjoining their officers from assenting to the approved code over
the issue of limitations on the reduction of stocks (Janssen and Richards, 26).

*The NRA Labor Advisory Board refused to approve the code unless the hours
averaging provision, which the industry insisted upon, was deleted. King approved
the code with the averaging provision but recommended that an impartial investigator
be appointed to see how 1t worked out and to suggest possible alterations in the
future (Janssen and Richards, 17).

*Browder and Smith, 103. At least one Arizona independent refused to sign the code,
at least at first—James S. Douglas, owner of the United Verde Extension mine. The
budget director had made sure that his father was consulted about the pending code,
but “Rawhide” Jimmy Douglas preferred to remain independent. “The Code cannot be
signed honorably by anyone and the U.V.X. won't sign it,” he wrote to Lewis. He
denounced the symbol as a “G-d- outrage” because it reminded him of the
Prussian eagle. Although Lewis Douglas had participated in framing the NIRA, he
soon believed it was a mistake. “Johnson has gone crazy!” he wrote to his father in
August 1933. Instead of just regulating hours and wages, the NRA had turned to
production controlsi,_[price fixing, suspension of the antitrust laws, and gave too much
power to unions. He believed the was “being administered to crush out of
existence” the small industrialist who was “the very backbone” of the republic.
Despite his misgivings, he remained with the Administration as long as he thought
Roosevelt was committed to economy.
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Table 5.1. Sales Allocations of Copper Producers Under NRA Code.

Potential

Annual Monthly %
Company
Kennecott 366,500 1.67
Anaconda 225,000 1.67
Phelps Dodge 168,000 1.67
United Verde 68,000 1.90
Calumet and Hecla Consolidated 50,000 2.20
Miami Copper Company 36,000 2.50
Magma Copper Company 25,000 2.50
United Verde Extension 24,000 2.50
Consolidated Copper Mines 21,000 2.70

Copper Range Company 17,300 3.00
Source: Arizona Republic, April 22, 1934, 1:1, 1:4.

quota total every three months, so as not to draw down their stocks.
There was no restriction on copper for exports, but only newly mined
copper could be classified as Blue Eagle.

With presidential approval of the copper code, administration within
the NRA was transferred to Deputy Administrator W. A. Janssen.
Janssen, a chemical and metallurgical engineer who had worked in the
metals industry from 1907 to 1933, was Deputy Administrator in charge
of the Mining and Quarrying Section of the NRA. While the standard
procedure was for the Deputy Administrator to assign the full responsi-
bility for a code to an Assistant Deputy Administrator, Janssen retained
control over the copper code and only gave specific problems to his
assistants.” The eleven members of the code authority were selected by
May 3 and officially approved by the NRA on July 23. E. T. Stannard,
president of Kennecott was named chairman of the code authority.
George A. Ellis of the United Verde Copper Company was the only
Arizonan on the authority at that time.

Despite their early misgivings, the industry did support the code for
the approximately one year that it was in effect. The NRA administra-
tors believed that it brought together the many and varied interests and
helped them to solve their longstanding problems. The NRA received
only a few formal complaints from industry members. A number of
small mine owners informally protested that they were only allowed to
market 50 percent of their output as Blue Eagle copper. In some of these

Janssen and Richards, 1.
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cases the protesting mine owners were not even in operation and, in any
case, the NRA responded, the largest firms were limited to only 20
percent of their capacity. Members of the nonferrous scrap metal traded
complained that the code discriminated and injured their business,
particularly about the pricing of nonferrous scrap intake by the
secondary producers. The copper code authority and the code authority
of the nonferrous scrap metal trade formed a committee to investigate,
but no decision had been reached before the Supreme Court ended the
NRA. Although at one point the Magma Copper Company and the
UVX Mining Company admitted not being in compliance with the code,
they would make no protest and work along with the code authority to
make the code a success.®

In May and June of 1934, following implementation of the code, the
price of copper stabilized at 8 1/2¢ per pound, later rising to 9¢.
Although sales increased at first, they declined again in the fall. Some
industry members wanted to withdraw from the code, but Janssen re-
assured them that it was a temporary condition due to earlier speculative
buying. To stabilize the situation, the code authority approved a series
of sales quota waivers, which were continued until the end of the code
in May 1935. The NRA also faced a dilemma in how to deal with
secondary copper production. Its production threatened the position of
the primary producers, but to treat it as part of the excess stock of copper
would drive the secondary producers from the code. To keep these
producers within the code and still maintain some control over their
production, the code authority approved limited sales preferences during
the periods of curtailed sales and waivers on the part of the primary
producers.”

Another potential problem was that the sales plan had no legal way
to prevent the production and sale of non-Blue Eagle copper. On April
30, 1934, George A. Ellis, a member of the code authority, warned that
unless such sales were restricted, the entire plan might be wrecked.
While an Executive Order forbad purchase of non-Blue Eagle copper by
the federal government, sales in the private market were not controlled.
The NRA ruled that if a company sold any non-Blue Eagle copper in the
domestic market, then all of its output would be considered non-Blue
Eagle. This ruling was extended to sales by any subsidiary as well, so
that a company was either in full compliance with the sales plan or
totally excluded. The potential danger to the plan was averted by the
uniform understanding between all the producers not to produce or sell
any non-Blue Eagle copper. The fabricators aided by agreeing to make

®1bid., 21.

*Ibid., 40-41.
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orderly purchases of Blue Eagle copper rather than just draw on their
stocks.”

The sales quota plan, which had caused much of the disagreement
between the industry and the NRA proved rather benign. Few in the
industry objected to the plan by the end of 1934 and there were fewer
references to it being an imposition. Late in the summer, Janssen called a
special meeting of members of the industry, to be held in New York on
September 25, to consider objections and suggestions on the sales plan.
When insufficient members arrived, the meeting was postponed and
combined with the regular code authority meeting on the 27th.

On February 18, 1935, the Phelps Dodge Corporation bought the
entire assets of the United Verde Copper Company, which forced the
resignation of George A. Ellis of the United Verde from the code
authority. The following month Phelps Dodge petitioned Janssen for the
combined sales allocations of the two companies. Janssen denied the
request because the United Verde’s sales quota was based on a higher
percentage of its productive capacity. Phelps Dodge then amended the
petition, asking to expand its combined sales quota based on the lower
percentage. Janssen approved this petition on April 26. Following Ellis’
resignation, E. H. Westlake of the Miami Copper Company took his
place on the code authority.®

During the life of the code the NRA approved only five exemptions
from its labor provisions, of which three were Arizona cases. On July
26, 1934, the United Verde Extension Mining Company was permitted to
work the mining and other six-day employees up to 48 hours a week,
and smelter and mill employees up to 56 hours per week. This
exemption was granted in order to expedite the end of operations of the
properties which were practically worked out. The exemption was
easily granted because the entire output of this particular mine was
exported. An order of February 25, 1935, allowed the Phelps Dodge
Corporation’s New Cornelia Mine in Ajo to work employees 48 hours
per week during the months of March, April, May, and June so the mine
could be closed during the extreme heat of July and August. The Magma
Copper Company received similar permission to average its hours over
six months so the mine could be shut down during July.®

The code authority received six official labor complaints and one
complaint of violation of fair trade provisions. Of the six labor com-
plaints, one concerned hours, one concerned wages, and four were over

1bid., 43.
511bid., 23-24, 59.

21bid., 45, 70, 102.
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collective bargaining. The four collective bargaining complaints were
turned over to Spear’s office for investigation and resulted in findings of
no violation of the code or the Act. A number of protests, though not
formal complaints, were filed with the NRA from Arizona. On April 24,
1934, just before the code actually took effect, the Bisbee Miner’s Union
No. 30 sent a telegram to Roosevelt stating “The labor provisions of the
Copper Code are a betrayal of the Copper miners of the nation.” A
petition from nurses at Ajo in January 1935 complained that they were
being forced to work excessive hours. Unsure how nurses should be
classified, the code authority asked all members of the industry for
information. Phelps Dodge explained that at Ajo the nurses worked
twelve hours a day, seven days a week, receiving not only wages but
also board and lodging. The code authority decided that, based on a
precedent under the PRA, the nurses were technicians and therefore not
subject to the maximum hours of the code. In a memo from April 5,
1935, the code authority did recommend that any future code for the
industry specifically address the issue of nurses.”®

The code did not directly address issues of mine safety or worker
health, omissions that garnered the criticism at the March hearings. The
code provided that before October 21, 1934, standards would be
submitted for safety and health. In October, just after that date, H. O.
King suggested that the preparation of the standards be coordinated with
the standards for the lead and zinc industries. Final action was delayed
for some time because of continuing delays in the approval of a code for
the lead and zinc industry. Not until April 8, 1935 did the code authority
submit its health and safety standards to Janssen, and they were not
actually standards, as requested by the Labor Advisory Board, but
merely a statement of objectives and ideals. Despite internal NRA
criticisms, the Legal Division ruled that the statement minimally fulfilled
the legal requirements of the code provision.*

The copper code was in effect for thirteen months before the
Supreme Court ruled against the NRA on May 27, 1935. Through most
of that time, the price of copper was stable at 9¢ per pound. This price
was estimated to be the absolute minimum to meet the costs of
production for the average cost firm. The NRA era was the first
sustained period of recovery from the worst days of the depression.
Though readjustments continued to occur in the industry, further mine

®Ibid., 47-48, 54-55. A group calling itself the Greenlee County, Arizona, Tax Payers
Association protested the closing of the Phelrs Dodge mines in that county and the
non-payment of taxes by the company. In a letter dated October 9, 1934, a woman
from Superior complained that “Syrians” controlled that copper camp and outlined
evidence of garnishments and other offensive labor practices &ere. -

“Ibid., 114.
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closings became isolated events rather than a general pattern. Janssen
reported that the NRA received many reports orally from members of
the industry expressing their satisfaction with the code. In the spring of
1935 when Congress was considering an extension of the NIRA, some
members of the industry prepared a draft of legislation applicable to the
copper industry and a voluntary agreement. These members lost
interest, however, due to the Borah amendment to the bill extending the
NRA. Another situation that was rising before the code authority was
opposition from Anaconda and Kennecott to the expansion of Phelps
Dodge’s sales quota following that company’s purchase of the United
Verde. The two companies filed formal protests but the issue was
rendered moot by the demise of the NRA.®

Price stability, the result of the open pricing system, provided the
most important benefit of the code to the companies. The goal of re-
employment saw only a very modest gain. Industry employment rose
from a low of 16,394 in March 1934 to about 19,000 prior to the ending of
the NRA, with several hundred jobs in Arizona, particularly in Miami
and Jerome. During that time, the Labor Advisory Board continued to
press the industry for a strict 40 hour work week and an eight hour day.
The industry, with only a few exceptions, held to their view that
averaging over three months was absolutely necessary, and Janssen
concurred. The NRA reported that wages generally had been increased
because of the code, with average minimum wages above the criteria of
the code. It particularly noted that wages in the Southwest had increased
compared to the pre-code period. Three mines reopened in Arizona after
March 12, 1934—the Miami Copper Company’s mine in Miami, the
Shattuck Denn Mining Corporation’s operations in Bisbee, and the
Jerome works of the United Verde Copper Company. Under the NRA,
the industry for the first time was able to take cooperative action. Much
of the credit for this successful cooperation has to go to Janssen who held
the code agreement together in the fall of 1934 and to other NRA staff
who handled the many intricate problems that arose under the code.*

CONCLUSION

The National Recovery Administration was one of the most unusual
experiments of the New Deal. The Great Depression had sullied the
reputation of competitive capitalism, and many critics of the industrial
economy—including prominent businessmen—promoted the idea of a
cooperative political economy in which the government facilitated
agreements to guarantee fair competition. Also tied to the NRA was a

Ibid., 73-74, 81.

%1bid., 73, 124, 128, 130.
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spread-the-work program to limit the number of work hours, and a
guarantee of the right of workers to bargain collectively. The NRA’s
goals were broad, and in some instances, contradictory. The task of
writing codes of fair competition for hundreds of different industries
proved a great challenge to the NRA bureaucracy. Given the speed with
which the NRA was implemented, and the great shift in thinking it asked
of American businessmen, it is not surprising that many of the codes
operated in unanticipated ways. While some later commentators criti-
cized the NRA as a failure, this study confirms that it was not without
affect or accomplishment in Arizona.

The NRA began in spectacular fashion with the Blue Eagle campaign
which tried to enlist all businesses in an effort to spread the available
work. Throughout Arizona, businessmen lined up to sign onto the
President’s Reemployment Agreement and display the Blue Eagle. In
most communities, businessmen volunteered their time to serve on local
NRA commissions or boards for their own industry. Despite cases of
businessmen failing to live up to the standards of the PRA, most
appeared willing to give the program a chance. The failure of the NRA
to revive commerce was not because small businessmen did not
participate, it was because there was no revival in the major
industries—copper, lumber, railroading—that were the main support of
many communities. Many of the complaints that arose over the PRA
were due to misunderstandings about what the NRA was all about.

Negotiations leading to the copper code reveal the complex issues
faced by the NRA. The industry was composed of firms varying from
single mines to vertically integrated, multinational companies. In addi-
tion to the drop in demand due to the depression, the American industry
faced increasing challenges from overseas production. Many Arizona
mines, their best ores exhausted, closed and never reopened. There was
a great shift in population from the copper mining towns which, up to
1929, had been some of the most populous in the state. Some would
never see a revival. Most larger companies initially opposed a code of
any substance. Arizona’s small mining firms lined up behind a plan to
allocate production by state, which would have protected the state’s
relative position. The NRA rejected both of these positions and imposed
a code that included sales quotas and open pricing. These provisions
effectively cartelized the industry, but did stabilize the price. The copper
code reflected the NRA’s understanding that the industry would never
revive to what it had been. The most that could be accomplished was to
create an orderly marketing structure that would stabilize production
and expand employment a little. Such moderate accomplishments
appear more significant in the context of closing mines and fading
copper towns during the bleakest days of the Great Depression.



6 THE PUBLIC WORKS ADMINISTRATION

The Public Works Administration was the direct successor of the
public works loan program of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation.
Created as the partner of the National Recovery Administration, the
PWA was intended to provide employment and to restart industrial
production. Hugh Johnson, Administrator of the NRA, hoped to use the
public works program as in incentive to businesses to comply with the
industrial codes. Whatever internal consistency the National Industrial
Recovery Act had was disturbed by the President’s decision to place the
PWA under separate administration from the NRA. By choosing Secre-
tary of the Interior Harold Ickes, rather than Johnson, to guide the public
works program, Roosevelt ensured the program had an entirely different
set of priorities than if it had been more closely aligned with the NRA.
Ickes was a long-time advocate of federal public works and he explicitly
set as one of his primary goals the implementation of a model program,
free of waste and inefficiency. In his hope to implement a permanent
federal public works program, he made the crucial decision not to rush
through projects of questionable merit. Ultimately, the PWA produced a
large number of worthy public projects with a minimum of waste or
embarrassing scandal. The PWA did not, however, move quickly
enough to reemploy the millions of workers wanting work, nor were its
purchases of materials and equipment from the private market sufficient
to reignite the nation’s industrial engine.

Ickes refused to accept that the PWA was not making a significant
contribution the economic recovery; and he denied as simplistic the
assertion of critics that his own overly cautious methods hindered the
program’s implementation. He cited a number of factors beyond his
control working against success.  First, the PWA’s budget was
inadequate to replace the gap created by the decline in private and state
investment. Second, the PWA did not have anything close to the full
amount appropriated by the National Industrial Recovery Act because
the Act specified a number of expenditure outside of Ickes’ control.
Although unprecedented in terms of federal spending, Ickes was
painfully aware of how limited were the PWA's resources. Furthermore,
the cause of many delays could be found at the state and local levels.
Both Ickes and his critics made valid points. For a variety of reasons, the
PWA could not prime the economic pump and restore national
prosperity.

This chapter examines the PWA's activities in Arizona. If the success
of the program is defined by the public value of its projects, the PWA left
a permanent legacy of improved roads, parks, public buildings, and
infrastructure that contributed significantly to the future growth of many
communities around the state. Its failure is seen in its administration of
projects which took years to accomplish. The limited funds available to



The Public Works Administration 143

Arizona from the PWA were spread so widely across the state and over
so many years that it was relatively insignificant as an economic
stimulus. This last point is qualified by the analysis of the program into
its federal and state components. It is apparent that state and local
projects suffered the most delays, justifying to a large extent, Ickes’ claim
that the PWA could not push projects faster than local conditions
allowed. Finally, the chapter examines the evolution of the PWA’s
program after 1935. As Roosevelt’s preferences shifted to the methods of
Harry Hopkins, he gave first priority in funding to the new Works
Progress Administration. Furthermore, he enforced changes in the PWA
program so that it increasingly sponsored smaller projects. In its last
years, the PWA was a relatively small program; its projects varied little
from those sponsored by the WPA. This change improved its ability to
implement projects quickly.

THE ENACTMENT OF THE PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM

In the last years of the prosperous 1920s, new construction contri-
buted approximately $12 billion per year to the economy, with about $9
billion from the private sector and the rest divided between local, state,
and federal projects. Few segments of the economy were harder hit than
construction. By 1933, new construction amounted to only about $3
billion, half of which was public. With state and local governments
squeezed between declining revenues and increasing relief burdens,
public construction also fell dramatically. Only the federal government
had the credit and taxing power necessary to increase its new works.
But while federal public works spending increased towards the end of
the Hoover Administration through the Emergency Relief and
Construction Act, it did not make up for the decline in state and local
spending, let alone for the collapse of the private sector. Pressure for
greater federal works spending only increased through mid-1933 so that
Roosevelt would have found it difficult not to include a massive public
works program as part of the growing New Deal. Supporters threw out
varying amounts for such a program—>$2 billion, $4 billion, $5 billion,
and more. The President and Congress accepted the $3.3 billion figure
settled upon by Senator Robert Wagner’s group working on the National
Industrial Recovery bill. No one took seriously any proposals for the
federal government to make up fully for the collapse of the private
construction industry. Such a program would have come with a price
tag of $10 billion or more. The President and Congress accepted as a
matter of faith and hope that $3.3 billion could “prime the pump” and
restart the flow of private construction dollars.!

1Harold L. Ickes, Back to Work; The Story of PWA, (New York: The MacMillan
Company, 1935), 3, 8-9, 14. With little detailed secondary literature on the PWA,
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The President signed the NIRA on June 16, 1933. At a cabinet
meeting that same day, Secretary of Labor Frances Perkins suggested
Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes to head up the public works
program. Secretary Ickes expressed his willingness to accept the burden,
saying, “I think I have at least the negative and austere qualities which
the handling of so much public money requires.” With this statement,
Ickes provided an unsubtle clue as to how he would administer the
public works program. Ickes’ “negative and austere qualities” were
genuine. The cabinet distrusted Hugh Johnson’s abilities, thinking him a
profligate who would throw out the money as quickly as possible,
probably with great waste and embarrassment to the Administration.
But while evading Johnson’s uneven temperament, Roosevelt handed the
PWA over to one whose character was the opposite, yet whose style and
personality left their mark on the program just as surely as Johnson left
his on the NRA.2

Title II of the NIRA created a complex program of public works.
The act authorized the President to establish a Federal Emergency
Administration of Public Works—the official title of the agency—that
quickly became known as the Public Works Administration. The PWA's
mission was to carry out a comprehensive program of public works
including construction, repair and improvement of public highways,
buildings, and other publicly owned facilities; conservation and
development of natural resources, including control utilization, and
purification of waters, prevention of soil or coastal erosion, development
of water power, transmission of electricity, and construction of river and
harbor improvements, and flood control; construction or control of low-
cost housing and slum clearance projects; and, construction of naval
vessels and military aircraft. The PWA could accomplish these works
either itself, through grants to federal agencies, or grants and loans to
state and local governments.

Although the NIRA appropriated $3.3 billion for public works, far
less than that amount was available for Ickes. The act directed funds to a
variety of specific programs. The largest was $400 million for public
highways under the direction of the Department of Agriculture® Other

reliance on Ickes’ book becomes a necessity for understanding the PWA’s first two
years. However, Ickes later admitted that the book was not always “absolutely
meticulous” and contained some inaccuracies. The book was meant to popularize the
PWA and reflected his own opinions [Arizona Republic, May 20, 1936, 1: ].

2Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming of the New Deal, 104.

3The Arizona Republic gave part of the credit for this allocation to Thomas S.
O’Connell, state engineer. As a member of the National Association of Highway
Officials, he took an active part in formulating this proposal and urging it to member
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allocations included $50 million for highways, roads, and trails through
national forests, national parks, and Indian reservations, $25 million to
aid “the redistribution of the overbalance of population in industrial
centers” by providing loans and other aid in the purchase of subsistence
homesteads, $100 million to help carry out the Agricultural Adjustment
Act and for the Farm Credit Administration, and $238 million to the
Navy for the construction of ships. These allocations plus others
specified by the NIRA immediately reduced the amount the PWA had
discretion over to below $2.5 billion. A later appropriation of $400
million in 1934 and receipt of over $87 million from the sale of bonds to
the RFC did not increase the PWA fund because of presidential realloca-
tions of funds to other agencies such as the CWA (see Table 6.1).

The NIRA established certain policies for the PWA, including a
prohibition on convict labor, a limitation of 30 hours per week of
employment, a “just and reasonable wage” suitable for “a standard of
living in decency and comfort,” a veterans’ preference, and a directive to
use human labor over machines “wherever practicable.”? Tt fell to Ickes
and the PWA’s administrative Special Board of Public Works to develop
the more detailed policies that would define the kind of agency the PWA
would be. After passing on Douglas’ suggestion that they not spend any
money at all, the Special Board took up such issues as the interest rate on
loans, what constituted “reasonable security,” should spending be
widely distributed or concentrated, how much should be allocated to
different kinds of projects, how much should go to federal agencies and
to nonfederal entities, wage rates, and union labor questions.

Perhaps the most important policy decision defining the character of
the PWA was how to spend money quickly while avoiding waste. An
old Progressive reformer, Ickes had long supported federal public
works, for their own value as well as to promote recovery. He believed
that diligence against graft, corruption, and waste were “the most
important” questions facing the PWA. “Ever since I became interested in
public affairs,” he wrote, “I have contested vigorously the generally
accepted theory of the cynics that it is useless to expect the government
service to be either particularly honest or efficient.” What was more
important was not that it pull the country out of the depression—

of Congress. In recognition of his services, the American Association of State
Highway Officials elected him their vice Jaresident as well as president of the western
division of the association [November 19, 1933, 8:5].

41ckes, 235-55. Ickes’ book includes the full text of the second and third titles to the
NIRA. Title III removed the authorization under the Emergency Relief and
Construction Act of 1932 of the RFC to approve loans for public works and
transferred pending application to the PWA.
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Table 6.1. Distribution of PWA Funds as of May, 1935.

Agency Allocation
Civil Works Administration $400,005,000
Emergency Conservation Fund (CCC) 323,362,315
Farm Credit Administration 100,000,000
Tennessee Valley Authority 50,000,000
Electric Farm & Home Authority 1,000,000
National Recovery Administration 21,215,000
National Emergency Council 1,360,000
Export-Import Bank of Washington 1,250,000
Federal Housing Administration 1,000,000
FERA (transferred by impoundment) 262,000,000
Federal Aid Highways, USDA 400,000
Federal PWA projects 1,123,057,023
Nonfederal PWA projects 940,040,938
Total 3,624,290,276
Unallotted as of May 1935 30,211,901

Source: Records of the PWA, Project Control Division,
Statistical Materials Relating to PWA Projects, 1934-1942,
Entry 61, Box No. 1 (Allotments). The PWA earlier
calculated that as of April 1, 1935, the total expenses for
administration of both PWA and NRA was $49,177,205
(Ickes, diagram opposite p. 211).

something he did not believe it could do—but rather that it set a
precedent for honest and efficient operation, to promote federal public
works to a respected and permanent place in the American political
economy. The Board backed up Ickes in this regard. Wrote Ickes: “We
set before ourselves at the outset the perhaps unattainable ideal of
administering the greatest fund for construction in the history of the
world without scandal that was preventable.”

Ickes immediately set out to establish an effective organization. In
addition to its Washington staff that grew to over 2,300, public works
boards were established in every state, taking primary responsibility for
the development and application of nonfederal projects. At its high
point, the personnel of the PWA, including all of its state affiliates
numbered 3,735. The organization, however, was centralized in that all

5Ibid., 36-39.
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projects had to be evaluated by Washington staff and approved by Ickes
himself. In addition to the substantial engineering, legal, and clerical
staff, the PWA included a Board of Labor Review. In an attempt to
promote planning, the President established the temporary National
Planning Board which kept track of projects and tried to fit them into a
national plan. The National Planning Board had no veto power over
projects and confined its activities largely to the production of long-range
policies and reports. In June of 1934, Roosevelt replaced this board with
the National Resources Board with the duty “to prepare and present to
the President a program and a plan of procedure dealing with the physi-
cal, social, governmental and economic aspects of public policies for the
development and use of land, water and other national resources.”®

Ickes recognized the need for speed in administering the public
works fund if it was to contribute in any way as a spur to the economy,
but he was not going to let that need override the more important goal
of honesty and efficiency. He wrote, “When I became Administrator a
deluge of pleas for funds had already descended upon us, and had we
acted without investigation on all the suggestions and requests we would
have been able to allot every cent of our appropriation within a month.”
Exactly such action would have been necessary if the money
appropriated by the NIRA was to be spent quickly enough to really
prime the economic pump. In doing so, however, the PWA would have
funded numerous public works fiascoes and probably brought shame
and scandal upon the Administration. On July 13, final approval was
given to 24 projects whose applications the PWA had inherited from the
RFC. These involved municipal water and sewer projects and amounted
to just less than a million dollars in total. Ickes noted that these projects,
so quickly approved, later provided numerous headaches for the agency
when unanticipated problems arose. Some applications were recognized
as impractical or poorly planned, while others were seen as little more
than schemes to take advantage of the government. Daily experience
reinforced the view that caution was the greatest virtue.”

It did not take long before Ickes and the PWA received criticism for
not spending its money fast enough. No one knew better than Ickes
how hard working was the PWA personnel and he righteously refused
to accept the blame for the delay. The need to avoid poorly planned
projects justified the rigorous review generally given to project
applications. Moreover, Ickes declared, the primary source of delay did
not come from the PWA bureaucracy, but rather at the state and local
levels. In the first place, the idea of a massive federal public works

61bid., 50-61, 76, 79-80.

7Ibid., 61-64.
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program was such an innovation that there was simply a lack of good
projects already planned and ready to go. The stringent requirements of
the REC public works program discouraged extensive planning on
projects whose return might be other than purely financial. The federal
agencies were in the best position to spend money quickly. Many had
projects awaiting funding, particularly after the budget cuts imposed by
the Economy Act. The Special Board debated whether to grant virtually
all of the public works allotment to federal agencies in order to expedite
spending. This was decided against because some on the Board doubted
that federal projects would affect the centers of unemployment, or had as
much social value as many projects proposed at the local level. But non-
federal projects also involved the more complex procedure of securing
loans and field checking the viability of the project applications, making
them slower to implement. The PWA split the funds over which it had
discretion in favor of federal projects. Approximately $1.1 billion went
to federal projects and just under a billion dollars to nonfederal projects
from funds available up to May 1935.

The decision to encourage a substantial portion of nonfederal projects
invited a host of delays. In the first place, the PWA had to wait for
applications to come in and it then had to select the most viable of the
applicants. Since a large number of applications were for loans, delays
entailed when cities had to schedule bond elections and go through the
elaborate legal processes involved in public works such as
advertisements and competitive bidding. Municipalities might need state
legislative authority to proceed with a project and since legislatures
might meet only once in a year or even once every two years—as in
Arizona—projects could be delayed long after the PWA had given its
approval. It was, of course, easier for the project proponents, the public,
and New Deal critics to decry the “red tape” of the PWA bureaucracy.
The title of “Honest Harold” given to Ickes was not always meant to be
complementary. Ickes defended his agency claiming “the technique set
up by the PWA has produced speed as well as safety.”8

Roosevelt equivocated on what he wanted out of the public works
program. Certainly he wanted it to promote recovery, yet his concern
for the growing deficit was one of the factors limiting its budget to $3.3
billion. He wanted speed but did not want scandals or boondoggles
associated with his Administration. Roosevelt was not one of the leading
boosters for public works and would have been glad had recovery come
quickly and allowed him to declare the emergency over and return some
unspent public works money to the treasury. The President told his
cabinet in 1934 “There have been a good many complaints about the
slowness of the Public Works program and Harold’s. caution. I never

81bid., 72-73.
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expected it to be any faster than it has been and we can stand criticism of
caution. There hasn’t been even a minor scandal in Public Works, and
that is some record.” Presidential support was limited, however, and the
PWA occasionally suffered for its caution. In November 1933, Harry
Hopkins of the FERA convinced Roosevelt to reallocate $400 million for
the Civil Works Administration. The speed with which Hopkins spent
this money and more in the winter of 1933-34 laid the foundation for the
struggle between Hopkins and Ickes in 1935 over whether the PWA or
the newly created WPA should have the priority of funding, a struggle
which Ickes largely lost.?

Ickes could creditably argue that the PWA spent its money as fast as
it could, given the official position that it was not going to waste its
money. Hopkins’ CWA and WPA could spend money faster, but their
projects were typically of less enduring value and both received criticism
for boondoggling, something the PWA was largely sparred. Likewise,
Ickes was correct in his evaluation that the NIRA’s $3.3 billion was
wholly inadequate to lift the economy out of the depression.

The PWA'’s achievements were slow in implementation, but in
retrospect, were substantial. By the spring of 1935, the Special Board had
allocated over $3.7 billion and completed many of its projects. PWA
projects included new and improved highways and streets, public
buildings, schools, hospitals, libraries, sewer and water systems,
engineering structures, reclamation, water power, and flood control, and
housing projects. Ickes estimated that between July 1, 1933 and January
1, 1935, the PWA provided about two million jobs across the country.
Some of these jobs lasted an extended time, others only a few days. This
figure was a calculation based on the “very conservative” estimate that
the PWA provided three indirect jobs for every direct job. Through 1934
an average of half a million men were steadily at work at construction
sites. The claim for indirect employment was of utmost importance to
the PWA. Unlike the CWA and WPA, which were labor intensive and
minimized expenditures on materials, the PWA spent a great deal on
materials all of which provided employment across the country and
often very far from the actual site of construction. Up to January 15,
1935, the Bureau of Labor Statistics calculated that orders placed for
materials totaled $701,315,937 including $96 million for cement, more
than $74 million for foundry and machine-shop products, $43 million for
railway cars, more than $33 million for lumber and timber products, and
nearly $34 million for electric machinery and supplies.1?

9Schlesinger, Jr., 287, (this taken from Ickes” The First Thousand Days). .

101ckes, 82-84, 91, 94, 199-203, chart opposite p. 210.
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THE PWA IN ARIZONA

The PWA operated through a decentralized system in which state
review boards examined applications for nonfederal projects. The states
forwarded those applications it approved on to the Washington staff,
where the applications were again scrutinized. Arizona’s organization
for implementing the PWA program was the Arizona Public Works
Board. Its initial members, appointed in August 1933, included W. W.
Lane, Moses B. Hazeltine of Prescott, and Leslie C. Hardy of Tucson. In
early December 1933, Hardy resigned and was replaced by W. B. Kelly,
a state senator from Graham County. The Board worked closely with T.
S. O’Connell, the state engineer. Serving as executive officer of the Board
was Howard S. Reed, also an engineer. Together they worked to ensure
that PWA projects were closely monitored to avoid waste. Linking the
Washington PWA staff to the states were regional inspectors. These
inspectors made regular inspection tours to advise state personnel and to
oversee their operations. Frank Y. McLaughlin was the first regional
inspector for Arizona. Also working with the Public Works Board was
the Arizona office of the U.S. Employment Service and its director, Ray
Gilbert. Except where local unions traditionally handled skilled labor
employment, it was Gilbert’s office that registered the unemployed and
made them available for public works projects.!!

At the behest of the National Planning Board, Governor Moeur in
January 1934 appointed a planning commission to help in the design of
public works projects. The seven members of the commission were Dr.
Homer L. Shantz, president of the University; Dr. George C. Truman,
state superintendent of public health; O’Connell; Reed; William G.
Hartranft, chairman of the Phoenix City Planning and Zoning
Commission; Stuart M. Bailey, secretary of the board of directors of state
institutions; A. M. Crawford of Prescott; Thomas M. Peters of Tucson;
and Henry C. Boise, a rancher from Patagonia. Most of these persons
had a direct interest in promoting public works. Shantz eventually
tapped the public works program to greatly enlarge the university’s
facilities, and Hartranft at the City of Phoenix became one of the largest
sponsors of PWA projects. Truman’s presence ensured that water and
sewer projects were an important priority. This commission outlined
tentative PWA and CWA projects and determined methods to

1 Arizona Republic, December 8, 1933, 1:1, 1:8; December 27, 1933, 1:2. Little is
known about the workings of the USES in Arizona. It was a relatively little
ublicized New Deal agency and no records were found by the author. It did,
owever, occasionally make the newspaper as the Arizona Republic published
Gilbert's call to veterans to take advantage of the employment preference oft};red them
by the NIRA (December 12, 1933, 2:6).
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utilize lands and housing facilities. The commission intended to lay out a
ten year public works program, a most optimistic anticipation of the
future of the PWA.12

FEDERAL AGENCY PWA PROJECTS

Far more dollars were spent on federal projects in Arizona than on
nonfederal projects. This tilt is largely due to the $28 million that PWA
poured into the Boulder Canyon project to speed construction of Hoover
Dam. The benefits of this project were divided between Arizona,
Nevada, and California, with the latter two states gaining the most. In
comparing federal and nonfederal projects in Arizona, it is advantageous
to omit the Boulder Canyon project from the list (see Table 6.2). Then,
with one exception, the individual projects are much more similar in
scale. That exception—the Verde River Project—is a special case
described below.13

The greatest class of beneficiaries of PWA funds was Arizona’s Indian
population. As described in chapter 9, the various tribes had their own
unique experience with the depression and New Deal. The Indian New
Deal is a term applied for what is recognized as a tidal change in federal
Indian policy. Under Commissioner of Indian Affair John Collier, the
federal government instituted a policy to protect and preserve what
remained of Native American cultures as a living and contributing part
of the total American culture. Collier’s Office of Indian Affairs took
advantage of several New Deal programs, such as the PWA, the Civilian
Conservation Corps, and the Soil Conservation Service, to bring
immediate employment and permanent improvement to the reservation
economies. Harold Ickes sympathized with Collier’s objectives and gave
him strong support. As Public Works Administrator, Ickes provided the
resources, almost $7 million in PWA funds, to revitalize reservation life.
With this money, Collier did such things as build a capital for the
Navajos at Window Rock, build or improve schools on all the
reservations, construct dams and canals, improve roads, and treat eroded
land. Never before, nor ever again, was there such a concentrated effort
to improve the conditions of the reservations and the Indian people.

Many federal agencies benefited from PWA funds. Due primarily to
the substantial allocations to the Office of Indian Affairs and to Hoover
Dam, the Department of the Interior benefited the most from PWA

121pid., January 23, 1934, 1:1. Boise was one of the state’s most prominent ranchers,
but what role he played on the board is unknown.

13The story of Hoover Dam has been described in great detail. See Joseph E. Stevens,
Hoover Dam: an American Adventure, (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press,
1988) and Donald E. Wolf, Big Dams and Other Dreams: the Six Companies Story
(Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1996).
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allocations. The General Land Office received $115,400 for surveying of
the public domain. The U.S. Geological Survey undertook four projects,
the largest of which was $115,500 for topographic and underground
water surveys. The U.S.G.S. spent $10,000 on the rehabilitation of river
measurement stations, repairs and replacement of equipment, and
improvement of its records. In 1933, the Bureau of Reclamation allocated
$100,000 for a study of the Parker-Gila Project in southwestern Arizona,
which initiated a substantial irrigation project there that would continue
over the next two decades. The largest allocation for the Bureau of
Reclamation, indeed the largest single allocation in the state after Hoover
Dam, was $4 million to survey and prepare plans for the Verde River
Project and to construct the first unit of that project, the Camp Verde
Storage Reservoir. A great deal of Arizona’s hopes for a public works-
driven revitalization of the state rested on this project. Also of major
importance were projects of the Soil Conservation Service, described in
chapter 8 below. This new agency in the Department of the Interior,
itself a product of the New Deal, received $500,000 for soil erosion
prevention work on public and private lands in Arizona.

The National Park Service was also one of the major beneficiaries of
PWA funds. During the 1930s, the Grand Canyon was the only national
park in Arizona, but NPS also operated several national monuments.
The prehistoric ruins at Casa Grande received $15,000 in water system
improvements, campground development, and improvements on
employee quarters. Tumacacori received $2,000 worth of fencing.
Montezuma'’s Castle almost $9,000 for cliff trails, an equipment shed, and
a sewage disposal system. The Petrified Forest benefited from five new
checking stations, a water and sewer system, and road development
costing over $363,000.14 The federal agencies proved that PWA projects
could be undertaken quickly and provide significant employment.

The Grand Canyon, one of the crown jewels of the national park
system, received the greatest funding from the PWA. Early development
of tourists facilities included the construction of a railway to the South
Rim and lodging on both rims, but the Park Service’s facilities for
handling large numbers of tourists were poorly developed up until the
New Deal. The PWA invested almost $1,180,000 in improvements
throughout the park. And this money was spread further by use of
cheap New Deal labor from the CCC and CWA. Road work accounted
for the largest portion of these improvements. The PWA financed the
construction of cabins, dormitories, shops, and other buildings that today
make up much of the South Rim’s Grand Canyon Village. Road projects

14The Del E. Webb construction company built a Route 66 overpass for the Santa
Few tracks in the Petrified Forest National Monument at a cost of approximately
$55,000 (Arizona Republic, December 1, 1933, 1:10).
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on the North Rim opened substantial portions of that side of the park to
tourists. Water system improvements and fire protection projects helped
to protect the Grand Canyon Village from the threat of fire and provided
potable water. The rustic architectural style of many of the New Deal
era buildings and structures utilized stone, logs, and wood in a manner
that conveyed sympathy with the natural environment of the canyon.

After the Department of the Interior, the greatest disburser of PWA
money in Arizona was the Department of Agriculture, which spent
approximately $8,440,000. The bulk of this money, about $6,040,000
came from the $400 million allocated for federal aid highways and public
land highways by the NIRA. The Forest Service received the next
largest share of the Department of Agriculture’s PWA funds.
Approximately $1,364,000 went to highways, roads, and trail, in the
national forests. Just over a million dollars was spent on a program of
physical improvements in the forests and on the control of tree
destroying diseases and insects. Other divisions of the Department of
Agriculture shared lesser amounts of money. For example, the Bureau of
Entomology spent $100 to construct an insectary in Tucson; the Bureau of
Plant Industry constructed date curing houses in Sacaton and Parker; the
Bureau of Biological Survey located and marked the Salt River Refuge in
Gila County to protect against trespass; and the Bureau of Plant
Quarantine improved its railway fumigation facility at Nogales to treat
cars from Mexico to help prevent the spread of Pink Bollworms. Even
the Weather Bureau received $150 to refinish the walls of its building and
install a ventilator shaft. Several of these projects were approved at the
end of July 1933, demonstrating the greater ease in implementing federal
over nonfederal projects.!

Two agencies in the Department of Commerce received PWA
funding. The Coast & Geodetic Survey spent just over $40,000 for survey
work that included triangulation, levels, magnetism, and seismology.
The Aeronautics Branch tapped the PWA, as it did other New Deal
agencies, to further its goal of improving air traffic facilities and pilot
training across the country. The Aeronautics Branch spent $10,000 to
combine and improve radio facilities at Kingman and Winslow. It also
relocated beacons on the Phoenix-El Paso route to allow for a lower
altitude flying. The Labor Department’s Bureau of Immigration spent
$11,000 on a new immigration-customs inspection building at Naco. In

15The refuge received a $4,075 allotment on November 22, 1933 and was completed
on January 31, 1935, spending a total of $4,048. At its maximum it employed eight men
for a total of 3,949 man hours. Division of Economics & Statistics, Tabulation No.
1628, Contracts and Force Accounts for Dept. of Agriculture, Bureau of Biological
Survey, Thru Date of Jan. 31, 1936 & Construction Detail Report, Records of the
PWA, Projects Control Division, Correspondence Relating to Federal Projects, 1934-
41, RG 13%, Entry 35, Box No. 1, NARA; Arizona Republic, July 29, 1933, 1:3.
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an example of international cooperation, the State Department sponsored
a flood control project in Nogales to compliment similar work being
developed on the Mexican side of the border. Nogales also received a
$164,000 inspection station courtesy of the Supervising Architect of the
Department of the Treasury. Treasury’s Public Works Branch was also
responsible for construction of major new post office buildings in
Kingman and Winslow. In Phoenix, the Public Works Branch
constructed a new $636,000 federal building, refurbished the existing
federal building for $40,000, and constructed another new post office
building for $45,000. Finally, the War Department used $26,755 in PWA
funds to upgrade the National Guard facility at Fort Tuthill near Flagstaff,
and $263,598 at Fort Huachuca to construct a warehouse, fire station,
coal spur, a hay shed, a motor pool, and for other improvements of the
base’s roads, buildings, and water and sewer system.

STATE AND LOCAL PWA PROJECTS

The second category of projects funded by the PWA were those
sponsored by state and local agencies. Between 1933 and 1941, the PWA
received a total of 317 applications for nonfederal projects submitted by
the State of Arizona, several of the counties, and dozens of cities and
towns. Of these, 123 were approved (see Tables 6.3). Under the
provisions of the NIRA, nonfederal applicants could apply for grants of
up to 30 percent of the labor and material costs of a project. Loans at
four percent interest were also available to finance seventy percent of the
project costs. With both a loan and a grant, a community could receive
PWA funds to cover the entire cost of a project. While every successful
applicant applied for a grant, only a minority took on PWA loans, most
preferring to finance the remainder of the project costs from other
sources. Forty-three applicants received PWA loans amounting to
$5,129,800; the grants to 123 projects totaled $6,524,806; and the
combined PWA investment in nonfederal projects in Arizona was
$11,654,606.

The largest numbers of projects took place in Phoenix and Tucson,
with 31 and 24 projects, respectively. Under the initial NIRA
appropriation in 1933, Phoenix received approval for four projects. The
projects were for sanitary sewer improvements, storm sewer
improvements, watermain improvements, and park development. The
parks development projects was the second largest PWA nonfederal
allocation to Arizona and the largest in Phoenix. The city had long had
plans for a major expansion of its parks, but funding was always a
problem. To get the PWA loan, the city had to schedule a public vote to
issue bonds for the project. Voters approved the issue in the special
election held December 9, 1933. PWA approval of the loan followed
before the end of the month. The PWA made a total commitment of
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$907,210 with $187,210 as an outright grant and the balance of $720,000 as
a loan. As a result of this work, the city developed Encanto Park, Horse
Thief Basin, and the University, Eastlake, Grant, and Verde Parks.1¢
Under the supplemental 1934 appropriation to PWA, Phoenix received
one more project, an approximately $30,000 loan and grant to make
additions onto a school. The majority of projects in Phoenix were
approved after passage of the Emergency Relief Appropriations Act of
1935. The only project approved in 1935 was a loan and grant for
$170,909 for additions to the Emerson, Franklin, Jackson, Lowell, and
Kenilworth schools. By this time Phoenix had accumulated $1,570,000 in
debt to the PWA and the City resolved to take on no additional debts.
All of the 25 projects approved from 1936 to 1938 were for grants only.!”
The projects greatly improved Phoenix’s infrastructure, particularly its
streets. Street paving and other improvements accounted for nineteen of
these projects. Other projects in Phoenix included a state building, a
hospital, and school projects. For example, the Murphy Grammar
School in 1938-39, received new class rooms and funds for the purchase
of equipment and land. Another large PWA project in Phoenix was for
new buildings on the campus of the junior college, now Phoenix
College.

Tucson also received its share of road improvement projects, fifteen,
totaling $706,432 in grants. The city received $226,441 for improvements
to its waterworks system, a library addition, and seven school projects.
One project constructed a new School for the Deaf. Others constructed
additions and other improvements to existing elementary schools and the
senior high school. The Drachman Elementary School, for example,
received a new auditorium. The largest recipient of PWA funds in
Tucson was the University of Arizona. PWA funding allowed for
construction of the Arizona State Museum building, an auditorium,
infirmary, the Humanities, Administration, and Chemistry buildings, and
the Gila and Yuma dormitories. Local architect, Roy Place, designed
many of these buildings, providing the campus with an architectural
unity that it still retains today.18

Many smaller towns and rural areas received a part of the PWA
bounty. Schools were one of the most popular project types. New
school buildings and improvements to existing facilities were constructed

16 Arizona Republic, November 26, 1933, 1:1.
17Valentine, 97-98.

18Robert C. Giebner, et al, “University of Arizona Campus Historic District
National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form,” 1985.
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in Buckeye, Fredonia, Glendale, Liberty, Prescott, Scottsdale, Tolleson,
Parks, Yuma, and elsewhere. These allocations made up somewhat for
the virtual halt to local and state funded school development following
the onset of the depression. Sewer and water system improvement
projects were undertaken in Fredonia, Glendale, Mesa, Prescott, Safford,
Tempe, Wickenburg, and Williams. Gas distribution system improve-
ments were built in Benson, Mesa, and Tombstone. Other public
buildings included a new county hospital in Yuma, a library in Glendale,
and an addition to the county courthouse in Holbrook. Alhambra,
Douglas, and Gilbert got new auditoriums and gymnasiums. Chandler,
Morenci, and Maricopa County got irrigation works improvements.
Yavapai County received funds to construct a dam at Granite Dells as
part of the Chino Valley Project and for an associated canal.l?

Overall, the variety of projects in the state was not large. The most
common and geographically dispersed projects were school
improvements (at least 47 out of 123 projects). Road improvement
projects totaled 40, with nearly all in Phoenix, Tucson, and Douglas.
This number is distinct from the federal aid highway projects sponsored
through the Bureau of Public Roads in the Department of Agriculture.
These were projects for which communities made special application to
the PWA for approval. Sewer and water system improvements made up
most of the remaining projects. Only Phoenix used PWA funds directly
to develop parks, although other communities used funds indirectly
through the CCC and the CWA.

DIFFICULTIES WITH NONFEDERAL PROJECTS

Phoenix experienced the project delays for which the PWA was
infamous, but it is not clear who was to blame. PWA approval for the
first four projects came on December 28, 1933, but actual construction did
not occur until considerably later. It was not until December of 1934 that
men actually began to work on the sanitary sewer, watermains, and
parks projects. Construction work on the storm sewer project was even
further delayed until near the end of April 1935. While the City
ultimately received a large boost to its parks development program, the
PWA did nothing to contribute to the relief of unemployment until
nearly 1935, well over a year and a half after the inauguration of Franklin
Roosevelt.

One example of the problems that plagued implementation of the
public works program arose with a seemingly simple proposal to widen
west Van Buren Road in Phoenix. In December 1933, the West Van
Buren Street Improvement District proposed a $300,000 road project to
expand the federal highway, with the State Highway Department contri-

19Arizona Republic, January 4, 1934, 2:1.
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buting about $160,000. The PWA quickly gave preliminary approval of
the purchase of nearly $147,000 in district bonds to allow early action on
the project which Howard Reed, the public works engineer called, “One
of the most substantial improvements Phoenix could have.” After the
PWA found that the appraisals on land to acquire for the expansion were
both outdated and too high, however, it revoked the grant in March
1934. Not until May 1935 did the new appraisal process began and
actual construction did not start until about March 1936. In the end, the
PWA did not participate in the project with either a grant or loan.20

Problems and delays arose also at the teachers’ colleges in Tempe
and Flagstaff. Combined, their new construction projects requested
nearly $900,000 in grants and loans. The PWA denied early approval of
the projects because both colleges lacked the legal authority to pledge
fees from their dorms and stadiums as guarantees of the loans. While a
special session of the legislature appeared necessary to alter the
governing statutes, the cost-conscious governor chose, at first, to plead
for a more lenient interpretation of PWA’s rules. He took his case to
Ickes and the President in April 1934, but received only confirmation of
the previous ruling. Moreover, by this time the PWA had already
allocated its initial funds, so Moeur saw little reason to call back the
legislature. He finally relented after the PWA, with new funding, gave
preliminary approval to the two projects in August and September.
Moeur called the legislature into session beginning November 26, 1934.
The situation had become more urgent after the state supreme court ruled
in October that boards of trustees of state educational institutions could
not enter into contracts which would be binding on their successors.
This ruling jeopardized three more PWA loans. The legislature passed
the bills, based on PWA-supplied models, giving state agencies the
necessary authority to issue bonds to the PWA, in December. But even
then, the projects did not actually start construction until September 1935,
close to two years after the initial proposals.?!

Tucson projects also suffered from considerable delay in getting
started. The first university project did not begin construction until July
of 1935, an eleven month delay. The School for the Deaf had to wait

201hid, December 10, 1933, 1:2; January 21, 1934, 1:1; March 30, 1935; May 15, 1935,

1:2; August 1, 1935; March 15, 1936, 1:8. It is likely that federal public works funds

gllocated for federal aid highways was used in the project, but that has not been
etermined.

211pid., February 11, 1934, 1:1; April 3, 1934, 1:1; April 18, 1934, 1:1; October 12,
1934, 1:1; November 20, 1934, 1:4; December 11, 1934, 1:1, November 21, 1934, 1:3.
As if there weren't enough delays, Ickes in November stated that he was surprised by
Moeur’s call of a special session and that the PWA would have held the loans for
action by the next regular session in early 1935.
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over a year after its approval at the end of 1934 to begin construction.
Smaller communities also experienced frustrating delays. This problem
was most acute in the first two years of the agency. Fredonia received
approval for a school addition in November 1933 but waited until July
1936 to see men actually go to work. A new school in Litchfield Park
was approved in August 1934, but was not begun until December 1935.
Work on a sewage disposal plant in Prescott began in March 1936, over
eighteen months after its approval. A dam and canal project in Yavapai
County was delayed nearly twenty months following its approval in late
December 1933. The PWA tried to speed implementation, at one point
sending an “expediter,” Capt. Harry O. Tunis from Fort Worth, Texas to
push through approval of loans for the university and teachers’
colleges.?2 The situation improved from 1936 to 1938 when most projects
began construction within a few months of approval. It was not until
1935 that significant sums of PWA money began to be spent in Arizona
through nonfederal projects (see Table 6.4). The PWA was most effective
in 1938 when both the largest number of projects were approved and
actually begun. It took more than five years after the passage of the
NIRA before the PWA could claim that it was pumping a substantial
economic stimulus into the Arizona economy.

One source of delay in applying for PWA funds was that cities and
towns typically required voter approval for the issuance of bonds. This
entailed action by the councils and legally required delays in when votes
could be scheduled. The public vote on PWA projects for Phoenix
occurred on December 9, 1933, which was one of the earliest in the state.
Prescott voters went to the polls on December 26. Wickenburg, Safford,
and two other communities had gained voter approval for PWA projects
by the end of January 1934. Further delays followed because some
communities scheduled more than one election or delayed elections in
order to add more projects.23 Other legal issues cropped up to delay
projects. For example, Globe applied for funds to improve its
waterworks, but lacked the authority to pledge revenues from the sale of
its services as security for the loan. Projects for the state’s prisons and the
state hospital could not move forward because they had no income and
would require a special bond issue. ~Attorney General La Prade issued
an opinion that a special session of the legislature was necessary to
remedy this situation, something the budget conscious governor
opposed. Moeur opposed issuing bonds for state projects. “The State of

22]bid., February 7, 1934, 1:2.

231bid., December 25, 1933, 1:2; January 23, 1934, 2:1; January 25, 1934, 1:3; January
30, 1934, 2:6; February 9, 1934, 1:11.
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Table 6.4. PWA Nonfederal Project Approval and Start Dates.

Projects Projects
Year Approved* Started
1933 6 0
1934 19 5
1935 13 16
1936 10 22
1937 17 15
1938 56 65
1939 0 0

Source: Records of the PWA, Projects Control Division,
Records of Projects, 1933-1940, List of Allotted Non-
Federal Projects as of May 30, 1940, RG 135, Entry 59,
Box 1, NARA.

*Two project approval dates unknown, but most likely
1938.

Arizona has $7,500,000 in unpaid taxes,” he stated, “Why impose an
additional tax burden on a people unable to pay what they already
owe?”24 The teachers’ colleges in Tempe and Flagstaff had to wait until
August and September to receive approval of projects on their campuses
and Globe never did get its waterworks project.

Public works projects in Arizona encountered relative few admini-
strative problems. By all appearances, Ickes’ legendary watchfulness
preempted problematic projects so that those that did receive approval
were carried out with few difficulties. While Ickes himself was unlikely
to be personally engaged in matters relating to this state, his policy
priorities filtered down to all levels of administration from Washington to
the regions to the states. To describe the few controversies—if they even
can be so-called—that left a record in the PWA project files reveals the
overall smooth operation of the public works program.

PWA nonfederal projects were carried out by private contractors,
which required a preliminary step of competitive bidding. Complaints
from losing bidders could be counted upon to arise on occasion.
Officials had to be able to defend their decisions and criteria of choice or
else PWA would be open to charges of favoritism and corruption. Only
a very small number of complaints exist in the project files, and these
seem trivial today. One example involved two new construction projects

241bid., February 11,1934, 1:1, 1:5. Moeur preferred to push for more federal action
than to pay the expense of a special session or to incur more debt for the state.
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at Phoenix Junior College and Phoenix Union High School. The
architect for both projects was Leslie ]. Mahoney of one of Arizona's
leading architectural firms, Lescher & Mahoney (and staff architect for
the Federal Housing Administration in Arizona). In the solicitation of
bids for termite control for the new buildings in the summer of 1939,
Mahoney had specified “Terminix or equal” and then rejected bidders
who used arsenic-based compounds. When these bidders complained,
the PWA regional administrator in San Francisco requested an
explanation for why the locals thought such compounds detrimental. In
another project from 1939, irrigation works for the Maricopa County
Municipal Water Conservation District No. One, W. W. Lane, now the
district’s chief engineer, rejected a bid on electrical materials for the
Standard Transformer Company in preference to a slightly higher bid
from the Pennsylvania Transformer Company. Lane defended his
decision saying Standard’s equipment was less reliable, a view which the
company necessarily challenged to the administration in Washington. A
more complex problem arose over bidding for a contract involving
drilling twenty deep wells with three types of deep well turbine
irrigation pumps. This contract was a part of the same Maricopa County
Municipal Water Conservation District No. One project. Losing bidders
complained that the project engineer effectively rigged the bid in favor of
one manufacturer with an overtight specification of required motor
speeds for the different types of pumps. An investigation by assistant
administrator H. A. Gray concluded that while there was disagreement
about the effectiveness of different power pumps, the bidding was highly
active and that the complaining bidders had not brought up the issue
prior to the bid opening on May 24, 1939. He allowed the awarded
contract to stand.?

By February 1934, the PWA had docketed more than enough projects
to exhausts its funds. Ickes announced that the agency would accept no
new applications so that it could concentrate on moving forward with
what it already had. As a result, the state Public Works Board was to be
disbanded on February 28. Howard Reed would continue as the PWA’s
engineer in Arizona. By the time the Board ended its work, it had
reviewed 81 applications for PWA projects.26

251, W. Bournier to unspecified, August 14, 1939; W.W. Lane to W. L. Drager, Chief,
engineering section, RFC, September 14, 1939, Records of the PWA, Records of the
Engineering Division, 1935-1940, Correspondence Relating to Equipment to be Used
on PWA Projects, 1937-1939, RG 135, Entry 71, NARA. The had loaned money
to the latter irrigation project. No further records of these controversies were found.

26Ibid., February 20, 1934, 2:1; March 2, 1934, 1:3. It is not kniown if the planning
commission survived the elimination of the Public Works Board and the elimination
of the CWA after March 31, 1934.
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CASE STUDIES OF TWO PROJECTS IN ARIZONA

Harold Ickes repeatedly cited a lack of planning at the state and local
levels for much of the delay in implementing nonfederal public works
projects. It is not true, however, that there was no thought in the 1920s
and early 1930s in Arizona about possible large-scale projects. In
addition to the huge Hoover Dam project, the Bureau of Reclamation
was involved in numerous smaller reclamation projects. Foremost
among these was construction of three large dams on the Salt River,
which effectively completed control of that river for human use. Other
rivers, such as the Verde, remained to be tamed, and wherever water
flowed in Arizona, there was a scheme to divert it for use and profit. In
the trough of the depression, Arizonans looked to proposed reclamation
projects not only for long-term development, but also for an immediate
source of employment. When increased federal public works dollars
became available in 1932 and 1933, politicians, bureaucrats, and others
seized upon such plans to solve the economic problems of the state. It
was the unappreciated role of the PWA to examine these projects deeper
and separate the schemes from quality projects. Unfortunately for
Arizona, two of the reclamation projects in which it placed the most
hope for reemployment turned out to be impracticable. When these
projects failed, so failed the promise of the PWA to be the spark of
economic revitalization in this state. The projects were the construction
of a large storage dam on the San Pedro River in southeastern Arizona,
and the development of the Verde River to open up a vast new area of
irrigation agriculture. The history of these two projects both confirms
the integrity of the Ickes’ PWA and helps explain why it could not
provide the rapid economic stimulus its creators had promised.

Reclamation promoters had long supported development of a dam
and irrigation works on the upper portion of the San Pedro River. Atten-
tion focused on a site between Fairbank and Charleston, just west of
Tombstone. In 1932 and 1933, both Governors Hunt and Moeur became
supporters of the project and pushed the legislature to approve necessary
authorization in order to apply for a loan from the RFC. With an esti-
mated price tag of $2 million, the proposal was one of the largest public
works projects seriously promoted in the state. The RFC, however, did
not approve project.? Supporters then looked even more hopefully to
the better funded PWA. Governor Moeur submitted an appeal to the
PWA for a $2 million flood control project on the San Pedro, with the
Charleston Dam as its major feature, as an all-federal project, and so not
reimbursable. PWA officials noted, skeptically, that Governor Hunt’s

27 Arizona Republic, March 14, 1933, 1:3; March 21, 1933, 2:1.
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application for a RFC loan the previous year for the same project had
said it would be self-liquidating.?8

The PWA moved cautiously, awaiting the outcome of an engineering
study of possible dam sites. Engineers and Soil Erosion Service
investigators looked specifically for suitable sites for a siltation control
dam that would help protect the San Carlos Project.?’ On the lower San
Pedro they examined two possible sites, but found problems with each.
A site just below the juncture of the San Pedro with Aravaipa Creek
offered the best protection of the Gila River from silt. However, it
offered no benefit to the San Pedro valley and would cost over $3
million. The investigators dismissed the Little Dragoon site, about 30
miles downstream from the Charleston site, because they thought it
impossible to locate a dam greater than 80 feet in height there.®0

Finding no suitable sites on the lower San Pedro, they moved south
to the up-river dam site near Charleston. While confirming that the
Charleston site was the best available on the river, it had two severe
disadvantages. In the first place, the engineers estimated the cost of
moving the line of the Southern Pacific Railroad, which ran through the
area, at about $2,313,000, far above the optimistic $1,145,000 estimate of
local promoters. In addition, constructing the dam would require a
substantial commitment from the SES for upper watershed erosion
control to keep this dam from quickly filling in. Although the SES
considered the Gila River valley one of its top priorities, they realized
that they could not treat the entire watershed. The agency chose to
concentrate its resources on the upper portions of the Gila River
watershed which it defined as the area upstream from Coolidge Dam,
which excluded the San Pedro. Without this support PWA chose to pass
on the Charleston Dam project.3!

281, M. Waite to W. W. Lane, October 20, 1933, Records of the PWA, Projects
Control Division, Records Concerning Reclamation Projects, 1933-35, RG 135, Entry
39, Box No. 1, NARA.

29Howard S. Reed and W. C. Lowdermilk of the Soil Erosion Service investigated the
location in late November 1933 [Arizona Republic, November 21, 1933, 1:6.]

30Memo from D. W. Ross to Fred E. Schnepfe, June 6, 1934, Records of the PWA,
Projects Control Division, Records Concerning Reclamation Pro{ects, 1933-35, RG
135, Entry 39, Box No. 1, NARA. Schnepfe was Director of Federal Projects.

31william H. Code and Paul Baumann, Report on Dam Sites on San Pedro River,
Arizona for Silt and Soil Erosion Control, Los Angeles: Engineers Consolidated, May
31, 1934; Soil Erosion Service, A Supplemental Report on Watershed Stabilization on
the Upper Gila River in Arizona and New Mexico, July 1934, Records of the PWA,
Projects Control Division, Records Concerning Reclamation Projects, 1933-35, RG
135, Entry 39, Box No. 1. A small diversion eight feet high and 125 feet wide



The Public Works Administration 169

The largest and most important project proposed to the PWA for
Arizona, apart from Hoover Dam, was the development of the Verde
River Irrigation and Power District32 The Verde River District
encompassed 85,000 acres covering Deer Valley and Paradise Valley,
north of Phoenix. Project sponsors believed that by constructing dams
on the Verde River, this wide expanse of desert land could be reclaimed
for agriculture.3® Project planning began in the 1920s, but its expense,
the onset of the depression, and the opposition of the Salt River Valley
Water Users” Association, which also coveted the Verde’s water, delayed
its start. Passage of the NIRA opened the opportunity to push the project
as a federal Bureau of Reclamation-PWA project. Local and state political
support was already lined up in support of the project and in terms of
preplanning, it was one of the most advanced of any project in state.

The application for the Verde project was officially filed with the
PWA on July 27, 1933 and, at first, it received favorable reviews. Elwood
Mead, Director of the Bureau of Reclamation, and D. W. Ross, an
examining engineer for the PWA gave their support to the nearly $19
million allocation. Mead believed it would quickly employ close to
2,000 men34% Deputy Administrator Waite was hopeful of a quick
decision in September since so much of the preliminary planning for the
project was already done. But then, the PWA began to receive com-
plaints about the project from a number of sources. The most important
of these was the Salt River Valley Water Users’ Association which saw
the Verde project as a competitor for the river’s flow. The weeks passed
into October and then into November. On November 1, Mead wrote to
Ickes stating his support for an initial allocation of $4 million to fund
survey, engineering studies, and plans for the construction of the $3.5
million Camp Verde storage dam. With Mead’s authoritative backing,
the PWA approved this initial allocation for the Verde project in early

was begun by the CWA a few miles above Pomerene to divert water to that farmin

district (Reﬁort of Activities, Cochise County Board of Public Welfare (Federa
Emergren?; elief Administration), Bisbee, Arizona, May 1, 1934 to August 1, 1935,
18). To this day, the San Pedro remains the last major undamed stream in Arizona.

32The most grandiose project public works proposal was the $350 million Glen-
Bridge Canyon Highline Reclamation Project. This projects was pushed by Fred T.

Colter and gained some political support in Arizona, however it never gained serious

Eonsideration (Arizona Republic, December 8, 1933, 1:12; March 8, 1934, 1:4; March
2, 1934, 1:7.

33 Arizona Republic, November 11, 1933, 6:4.

3MEstimates Opublished in the Arizona Republic, speculated that the project would
employ 2,000 to 7,000 men for periods ranging from two months to three years and
that work would begin within a few weeks (November 19, 1933, 1:1).
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November. The Arizona Republic heralded the prospect of employment
for hundreds of men and thousands of new acres in cultivation.®®

A number of serious problems began to arise as the Verde project
moved towards the construction phase. One of these dated back to the
mid-1920s when the district was formed. In 1923, the newly formed
district entered into contracts with D. A. Foley and Company of St. Paul,
Minnesota for the construction of the district’s entire irrigation system at
a cost estimated at $23 million. The district had voted $23 million in
bonds to cover this work. The contract, however, was never
implemented nor construction begun. In an agreement dated May 23,
1933, the district and Foley Brother, Inc. canceled the original contract
and entered into a new one for the construction of the $3.5 million Camp
Verde Dam. This contract was conditioned on approval of a loan from
the REC, which did not occur. The PWA'’s allocation of $4 million was
to the Bureau of Reclamation and not to the district. It was the Bureau
that would build the dam and the district would repay its cost in
accordance to the stipulations of the Reclamation Act. The previous
contractors then sued the district for breach of contract. Although Ickes
believed that the previous contracts entered into by the district were null,
there was the possibility that the state courts could rule them valid. If
that happened, Arizona’s statutes appeared to authorize or even compel
the levying of an assessment to liquidate the judgment in one year. Such
a ruling might result in the confiscation of all of the district's property
before the government had completed construction of the irrigation
works. To clear the legal air, the PWA called on the district to rapidly
prosecute the suits over the contracts to a final judgment. The old
construction contract was finally voided in court on March 31, 1934.36

The project moved slowly. By June, only 65 men were employed in
preliminary work, and construction of the dam was yet to begin. A
board of appraisal had been appointed to take private land for the dam’s
reservoir. That same month, opponents began to circulate a “Statement
of Fact” that condemned the project. The author of the sheet denied a
need for the Camp Verde dam claiming that when the Verde flooded, the
water flowed over the diversion dams but was absorbed by the sand of
the Salt River and so contributed to the valley’s groundwater. It
disparaged the Verde district’s claim to be able to irrigate 80,000 new
acres. All of the water of the Verde River, it claimed, was already appro-

35D, W. Ross to Schnepfe, Au%ust 9,1933; Mead to Ickes, November 1, 1933, Records
of the PWA, Projects Control Division, Records Concerning Reclamation Projects,
1933-35, Entry 39, Box No. 3, NARA.

36Nathan R. Margold [for Ickes] to Mead, janua?r 3, 1934, Records of the PWA,
Projects Control Division, Records Concerning Reclamation Projects, 1933-35, Entry
39, Box No. 3, NARA; Arizona Republic, April 1, 1934, 1:1.
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priated. Although Ross believed the “Statement of Fact” to be “propa-
ganda” it succeeded in raising some concern about the project. In July
1934, Ickes still expressed his confidence in the Bureau of Reclamation’s
belief that there was enough water to justify the project. Further studies,
he noted, would adjust the project area as needed.?”

The “Statement of Fact” sheet neatly summed up the position of the
SRVWUA which was suing the Verde district. The SRVWUA claimed
that the Verde River was fully allotted and that there was no excess water
with which to irrigate new land. The Bureau of Reclamation engineers
and Mead began to have second thoughts. The initial $4 million
allocation had dedicated half a million dollars to extensive study of the
project, the results of which were now coming in. The engineers
concluded that the project’s costs were severely underestimated and
readjusted them upwards to $25 million, which was a far greater
commitment than the PWA was willing or able to support. For Ickes the
decision was relatively simple; despite its political support he did not
hesitate to back the judgment of his engineers and he withdrew PWA
support. The PWA allocation was canceled on October 1, 1934.

Rescinding approval for the Verde project disappointed and angered
many Arizonans who believed in its possibilities. Desert homesteaders
in Paradise Valley hung and burned Ickes, Moeur, and Greenway in
effigy. It pleased the SRVWUA, which immediately filed an application
to construct its own dam at the Bartlett site. Elwood Mead assured Ickes
that there was little to fear from the Arizona congressional delegation as
long as the money was reallocated to other Arizona projects, but it is not
clear whether this occurred. Within days of the cancellation, F. E. Wey-
mouth, general manager of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California, which was backing the controversial Parker Dam, suggested
reallocating the money to the Gila Project near Yuma. Since Parker Dam
was an integral part of the Gila Project, he hoped to lessen Arizona
opposition to the dam. This proposal apparently got nowhere.38

Verde district officers moved to salvage their investment by
preparing an amended application with the Bureau of Reclamation and
the PWA on December 19, 1934. The new application proposed a scaled-

37Reed to Maj. Philip B. Fleming, June 18, 1934; Ickes to Hiram W. Johnson, July 16,
1934, Records of the PWA, Projects Control Division, Records Concernin,
Reclamation Projects, 1933-35, Entry 39, Box No. 3, NARA; Senator Thos. D. Scha
to PWA, July 2, 1934, Records of the PWA, Projects Control Division, Records
Concerning Reclamation Projects, 1933-35, RG 135, éntry 39, Box No. 1, NARA.

38Mead to Ickes, October 3, 1934, Records of the PWA, Projects Control Division,
Records Concerning Reclamation Projects, 1933-35, Entry 39, Box No. 2, NARA; F. E.
Weymouth to Mead, October 10, 1934, Records of the PWA, Projects Control
Division, Records Concerning Reclamation Projects, 1933-35, Entry 39, Box No. 3,
NARA; Arizona Republic, October 5, 1934, 1:1; October 14, 1934, 1:1.
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down project calling for $8.3 million to pay for Bartlett Dam, the Camp
Creek diversion dam, a canal and distribution system, and a power plant
at Bartlett. The district estimated that it could irrigate 45,000 acres at a
cost of $184 per acre. This time, however, the district would get no
enthusiastic support at the PWA or at Reclamation. Reclamation
engineers carefully scrutinized every aspect of the application and
representatives of the SRVWUA traveled to Washington to see it quickly
disposed of. The engineers’ report recommended substituting Horseshoe
Dam for Bartlett, but more importantly, it increased the estimated cost of
the project to $10.5 million while lowering the estimated number of
irrigable acres to only 32,000. This implied a cost of $328 per acre that
was far too great a burden for the average farmer with general crops.
The PWA turned down the Verde district's amended application in
February 1935.%9

When Harold Ickes became Administrator of the PWA, he was
disappointed to discover how little prepared the nation was for a major
government public works program. Despite all of the hopeful talk from
engineers and politicians over the importance of public works in lifting
the country out of the depression, the PWA found few good projects
ready to go in its first few months. In many cases, planning for projects
and applications followed the creation of the PWA, necessitating months
of delay. The Verde River and Charleston Dam projects represented
what at first appeared to be exceptions to this rule—projects with a
considerable history of planning and promotion, ready for almost
immediate construction if the government gave its approval. Both
proved to have more promotion than planning.

Instead, the greater expectations for these projects only amplified the
disappointment for the state when they fell through. Both collapsed
under the careful scrutiny of the PWA engineers and with them the
hopes of Arizona to received a great boost of reemployment from the
public works program. The Verde project was not finally disposed of
until February 1935, over a year and a half after the start of the PWA.
This time could never be regained. The engineer’s reasons for rejecting
this project and the Charleston Dam were hardly arguable, yet they
demonstrate the validity of the primary criticism against the PWA, that it
did not provide sufficient employment fast enough to contribute to
ending the depression, which was its reason for being. There was,
however, no winning in this situation. The only way the PWA could
have significantly contributed to reemployment in Arizona would have

3Revised Agplication of Verde River Irrigation and Power District, December 19,
1934; Memo from R. F. Walter to Mead, Jan. 30, 1935; Memo from Ross to Schnepfe,
February 5, 1935; Schnepfe to Mead, February 7, 1935; Schne fe to C. E. Addams,
February 13, 1935, Records of the PWA, Projects Control Division, Records
Concerning Reclamation Projects, 1933-35, Entry 39, Box No. 3, NARA.
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been to immediately approve these projects and push them to construc-
tion come what may. Had this occurred, the agency would probably
have been criticized for wasting millions of dollars and building works it
would have been better not to build.

THE LATER PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM

The Emergency Relief Appropriations Act of 1935 provided $4.8
billion for new and continuing New Deal agencies. The most prominent
of the new public works agencies was the Works Progress
Administration under Harry Hopkins. By the end of 1935, Ickes had lost
his policy battle with Hopkins and the WPA received the bulk of the
new funding. Furthermore, the President required the PWA to alter it
program to emphasize small projects that could be more easily
implemented. As indicated in Table 6.4, this change led to a speed up in
the PWA'’s program in Arizona. The PWA also altered its rules so that
grants could account for up to 45 percent of a project’s cost. This was
done to reduce the number of grants-only requests by making loans less
costly. Despite the rule change, Phoenix Mayor Jenckes declared that the
city was nearly bonded to the limit and “is not going to bond itself for
any more money if I have anything to say about it.” Reed suggested that
city officials go ahead and prepare applications for projects on a full
grant basis and perhaps it would get something (which, in fact, it did).4?

Ickes further decentralized the PWA administration, giving greater
authority to the state offices. Spear’s office, which earlier had been
practically out of the public works business, regeared for a new round of
project applications and evaluations. By July 20, 1935, the state National
Emergency Council office received 45 applications totaling $8,595,902.
The new procedure allowed more detailed examination of the proposals
at the state level and a simpler contracting procedure consisting of an
offer by the government and acceptance by the applicant and advance
payments of a portion of the grant. This followed the President’s
directive that “speed is the essence.” The PWA in Washington vowed to
process all applications within two weeks. The NEC accepted applica-
tions until September 6 when it was expected there would be more than
enough to exhaust the public works fund.4!

With millions of dollars in project applications, and Ickes” approval
all but assured, there appeared every reason to believe that the newly
revived public works program would begin making substantial
contributions to the Arizona economy in 1936. This expectation made all
the more bitter the news that Harry Hopkins, in charge of the PWA’s

40Arizona Republic, May 25, 1935, 1:1.

411bid., July 20, 1935, 1:1; August 4, 1935, 1:6; September 7, 1935, 1:3.
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labor evaluation, rejected 20 Arizona proposals worth $9 million because
of excessive materials costs. This was part of a massive, nationwide
assault on the PWA system by Hopkins when he rejected 1,908 projects
worth about $500 million out of 3,988 applications approved by Ickes.
The President sided with Hopkins and directed that the PWA, with the
exception of highway projects, now take its labor from the relief rolls.
Moreover, all applications for PWA projects had to be submitted by
Ickes for presidential approval by December 15. The old era of massive,
multi-year projects was over for the PWA. Late in September, Arizona
was allotted a mere $1,384,924 by the PWA, of which $775,000 was
directed towards Indian irrigation works. The remaining $669,924 was
“all Arizona can expect” from the 1935 program.42

Debate of the future of the PWA arose again in 1936. The $2,364
million deficiency bill supported by the President allocated $1,425
million for relief which, as before, would be divided between New Deal
agencies largely at Roosevelt’s discretion. It was no secret that the
President intended to give the bulk of the funds to Hopkins and the
WPA. Ickes, however, had supporters in Congress, including Carl
Hayden, who introduced an amendment to the bill to earmark $700
million for the PWA. Supporters of the President defeated this proposal.
In the end, the bill gave the PWA authority to spend $300, though it
provided no new funds. Ickes was forced to plan his agency’s future
operations based on $50 million he still had on hand and $250 million
provided by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. The PWA’s new
program, its third, got under way in July when Roosevelt approved
$22,742,034 for 352 projects in 37 states, including Arizona. By
Presidential order, all projects had to “be commenced by October 1,
1936, reach a peak by the end of the year and be completed by October
1, 1937.” This order was not without merit, as there were projects in
Arizona, approved under the initial PWA appropriation of 1933 that were
only then getting started.*3

CONCLUSION

Examining the PWA in Arizona confirms generally held views on the
agency as a whole. First, the personality and preferences of the
Administrator Harold Ickes decisively determined the outcome of the
nation’s first major, experimental, public works program. As a reformer,

421bid., September 10, 1935, 1:1; September 14, 1935, 1:1; September 15, 1935, 2:1;
September 28, 1935, 1:1.

B1bid., May 7, 1936, 1:1; May 9, 1936, 1:1; May 10, 1936, 1:1; May 16, 1936, 1:1;
May 17, 19¥6, 1:6; May 28, 1936, 1:10; .June 19, 1936, 1:1; June 29, 1 36, 1:1; July 29,
1936, 1:1. A Republican proposal to replace the work projects fund with grants to
the states also failed.
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Ickes took a long-term view of the public works program with the goal
of convincing the American people that federal public works could be
honestly and efficiently administered for the betterment of the country.
The policy of careful scrutiny of project proposals ensured that the PWA
would be credited with many fine projects completed by the end of the
1930s. The criticism that the PWA did not spend its money fast enough
to promote the industrial recovery for which it was created is only
partially true. The original NIRA appropriation and later appropriations
in 1934 and 1935 were not sufficient to make up for the collapse in the
private construction industry between 1929 and 1933. Had the PWA
recklessly spent its entire fund within a few months in 1933 it might have
had a significant economic impact. However, such a policy, in all
probability, would have created numerous inefficient—if not scandalous
projects—for which the Roosevelt Administration would have been
criticized. The President—who noted that the Administration could
afford criticism of being too cautious—supported Ickes’ policy. The
PWA did not restore prosperity; but then again, neither did any of the
New Deal agencies or programs.

In fact, a large portion of the PWA’s funds was spent relatively
rapidly. Money allocated to federal agencies was put to work far more
quickly than that going to nonfederal projects. In Arizona, several
federal projects were underway within a few months of the passage of
the NIRA while nonfederal project fell victim to a series of delays. There
appears to be much validity to Ickes” defense that local conditions were
as much to blame for delays as PWA policy. The PWA policy that only
good projects be approved, combined with the slowness of state and
local project planners in developing good projects, ensured that the main
effects of the nonfederal public works program would not be felt until
1936 to 1938. In retrospect, we can still find many fine works
constructed by the PWA, testifying to the success of the agency in
building improvements of enduring value. No one knew this better than
Arizona’s Native American population. Any judgment of the PWA must
subjectively weigh its achievements and failures in light of the limitations
placed on it. The failures of the PWA can be to a large extent explained
away; it successes are difficult to question.



7 THE AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ADMINISTRATION

Three commodities dominated Arizona’s agricultural sector in the
1920s and 1930s. Cattle, the oldest sector, was also the most widely
dispersed, taking advantage of rangeland in nearly every part of the
state, and contributing to the economy of most communities. In the
1920s, cotton production surpassed cattle in value. Developed rapidly
after the construction of major reclamation projects on the Salt, Gila, and
Colorado rivers, the area of cotton production was limited primarily to
the Salt River valley, the Yuma area, and the Casa Grande valley. The
1920s also saw large-scale planting of citrus trees, primarily oranges and
grapefruit, which began producing in large quantity in the early 1930s.
Like cotton, citrus was grown in the irrigated areas. Less significant,
though not negligible, commodities grown in Arizona included sheep
and wool, dairy products, alfalfa, and various truck crops. At the
beginning of the depression, however, cattle and cotton accounted for
the majority of the value of Arizona’s agricultural output. Citrus, on the
other hand, could still be ranked as a speculation. While being planted
on tens of thousands of acres, at the end of the 1920s it was still too early
to determine its return.

Cotton growers were severely affected by the depression as falling
demand, coinciding with record crops, resulted in a large stock of
surplus cotton and falling prices. Although Arizona growers were
relatively fortunate because they had some of the highest yields
anywhere in the country, the drop in the price of cotton lint and seed
threatened many with bankruptcy. Many agricultural experts identified
excessive production as the primary cause of farmers’ woes, and
convinced Roosevelt to pursue a policy of production controls known as
the domestic allotment plan. This plan became the major program of the
new Agricultural Adjustment Administration, created in May 1933. At
the same time, the New Deal also expanded federal credit to farmers.
The aid provided to farmers by the AAA varied considerably for the
different commodities. In its first two years, the AAA implemented a
production control program that was particularly effective for cotton.
The AAA’s aid to citrus growers did not include production controls,
and was limited to support of marketing agreements and loans. The
AAA devised an entirely different program to aid cattlemen, who were
threatened by a potentially devastating drought in 1934. Instead of
imposing production controls, the AAA provided tens of millions of
dollars to directly purchase livestock from the range.

The AAA’s program evolved over the course of the New Deal. An
adverse Supreme Court decision in 1936 forced Congress and the Admi-
nistration to revise the program, resulting in the enactment of the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act which provided aid to
farmers who adopted a variety of soil conserving or enhancing techni-
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ques, or refrained from producing soil depleting crops such as cotton.
This new emphasis was more than a means for getting around the
Court’s decision, it reflected a genuine concern among New Dealers that
soil erosion was an important national problem. Federal aid to agricul-
ture was again revised with passage of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938. This act retained the emphasis on soil conservation, but
included more effective production controls, more loans, and a plan to
~ store larger surpluses in times of high production.

Arizona farmers took advantage of federal assistance with varying
degrees of enthusiasm. Some sectors strongly supported production con-
trols, while other vigorously opposed them. In most instances, the
AAA’s program was flexible enough to accommodate the differing
demands of the different sectors. Arizona farmers also reacted differently
as the AAA’s program evolved between 1933 and 1938. Each change in
the law created a new set of incentives and producers quickly adjusted to
maximize their combined return from the value of their output and
federal assistance.

ARIZONA AGRICULTURE AND THE FARM CRISIS OF THE 1920S

Prior to the 1910s, the livestock industry, and most especially cattle,
dominated Arizona’s agricultural economy. Production of field crops
was limited by the region’s arid climate, and prior to the construction of
Roosevelt Dam, the area of irrigation was fairly restricted.
Approximately 40 percent of Arizona’s land is classified as pastureland or
rangeland. Cattle could graze in areas where agriculture could never
develop. Livestock remained an important means of support for many
rural communities into the 1930s and after. Cattle was not a stable
industry, however. Ranchers could be adversely affected by devastating
droughts or by cycles in the commodity market. The first great boom
and bust occurred in the late 1880s and early 1890s. Expansion in the late
1880s led to a peak of 839,061 head of cattle in 1893, according to county
tax records, although the real number was probably much higher. A
disastrous drought beginning that year, coinciding with a national
economic recession, led to a decline by half or more. A slow recovery
over the next ten years was followed by an unprecedented boom in the
1910s. By 1917, the best estimate calculated over 1,434,000 head. Further
encouraged by the Stock Raising Homestead Act of 1916, ranchers
moved out to the most marginal rangeland in the state. Then, in the
early 1920s, not only did cattle prices fall again, stockmen found many
areas severely overgrazed. The result was a great decline in the number
of cattle.!

'William Collins, Cattle Ranching in Arizona, (Phoenix: Arizona State Parks Board,
1996), 33.
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When Roosevelt Dam and three other dams on the Salt River were
completed between 1911 and the late 1920s, they stabilized the storage
and distribution of water, and opened tens of thousands of acres for
agriculture. Cotton quickly became the state’s leading crop, and by the
1920s surpassed cattle in value of production. In addition to the Salt
River Valley, which had approximately two-thirds of the state’s irrigated
acreage in 1930, development of the Yuma Project and the San Carlos
Irrigation Project spread cotton cultivation to Yuma and Pinal Counties
as well. In 1930, Arizona produced $17,050,059 worth of cotton,
approximately one-third of the value of the state’s agricultural product.
Excluding livestock, cotton accounted for 53 percent of gross farm
income in 1929, well ahead of the next largest crop, alfalfa, at 34 percent.
Although cotton was the state’s most important crop, Arizona’s share of
the national output was relatively small, about three percent. Most of
Arizona’s cotton production was short-staple and competed in the
international market. Of declining importance was Pima cotton, a long-
staple variety that grew only in Arizona. The 1930 census estimated that
Arizona had 478,223 farm acres in harvested crops, making it one of the
smallest farm states. A warm climate, a reliable water supply, and flat
land that made mechanical equipment more efficient contributed to its
$70 per acre average value, the fourth highest in the nation. The ten year
average yield for cotton from 1923 to 1932 was 327 pounds per acre,
about twice the national average.”

In the 1920s, the two leading citrus producing states were Florida
and California. Agricultural speculators believed that Arizona could
successfully compete with these producers. During the 1920s, hundreds
of thousands of orange and grapefruit trees were planted in Arizona, and
these were starting to bear fruit in large quantity in the early to mid-
1930s. Bumper harvests in 1933 coincided with poor harvests in
California and Texas, giving Arizona growers a temporary market
advantage. When harvests in those states recovered the next year,
Arizona felt the full effect of depressed prices. The price of grapefruit
dropped from $76 a ton in 1927 to $15 in 1934. Three years later,
Arizona’s grapefruit harvest exceeded California’s for the first time, but
prices had continued to plummet to as low as $2.32% At such prices,
the value of land in citrus was too low to compete against urban uses,
and the process of replacing citrus land with houses began.

2present-Day Agriculture in Arizona, (Tucson: University of Arizona, Agricultural
Experiment Station, 1932), 9-10; Henry 1. Richards, Cotton and the AAA,
( ashington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1936), 17-18; Arizona Republic, August
6, 1937, 2:8. .

*Kotlanger, 79-80.
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State programs to aid agriculture were important, but limited. Since
1909, there was a Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture. The
Commission’s primary activity was to prevent crop pests and diseases
from entering the state. Commission staff, such as the State Entomologist,
could inspect agricultural properties and products, institute quarantines,
or destroy infected produce. The Commission also inspected vehicles
entering the state for infected produce. The Commission played an
important role in the containment of date palm blight in the 1930s, and
an infestation of boll weevils in the late 1920s and early 1930s. The
Livestock Sanitary Commission also had a similar role related to the
prevention and treatment of livestock diseases.’

The University of Arizona’s College of Agriculture managed the
most active state program aiding farmers. The college’s agricultural
experiment stations included experimental farms where researchers
studies farming techniques and developed plant strains better suited to
Arizona conditions. These researchers contributed, for example, to the
development of Pima cotton. In 1914, the university created an
agricultural extension service to publicize its work to farmers. In 1914,
Congress enacted the Smith-Lever Act which provided funding to
support the development of extension services, making them a federal,
state, and county cooperative educational effort. In 1915, the legislature
authorized the university’s cooperation with the USDA’s extension
service. Through most of the 1920s and 1930s, Pontus H. Ross directed
the agricultural extension service. In 1933, Ross and the extension
service became the administrators of the AAA’s program in Arizona.’

The most important period of agricultural development in Arizona,
from the 1910s through the 1920s, coincided with one of the most intense
cycles of boom and bust in the history of American commercial
agriculture. Wartime demand and federal policy encouraged farmers to
expand their acreage and production to the maximum. Although
international demand remained high until 1920, the inevitable revival of
European production, the shift in world finances that left the United
States as the world’s leading creditor nation, and the growth of nation-
alistic trading policies reduced demand for American farm products. The
nation as a whole suffered a severe recession in 1921 and 1922. Because
of competitive pressures, individual farmers could not adjust their
production to meet the declining demand. Production remained high
and commodity prices fell. Furthermore, after the industrial sectors

*Extracts of Laws Pertaining to the Arizona Commission of Agriculture and
Horticulture, (Phoenix: The Commission, , n.d.), 3-4, 10.

*Richard A. Haney, Jr., College of Agriculture: A Century of Discovery, (Tucson:
University of Arizona, 1985), 74-75.



180 The New Deal in Arizona

recovered and moved into a boom period in the mid-1920s, agriculture
remained mired in an economic crisis. While farmers on the Great Plains
and elsewhere struggled to maintain their solvency, Arizona agricultural
acreage continued to grow. Arizona was one of the few states whose
farm population grew during the 1920s.

For many decades, farmers had suffered from the periodic swings in
the economic cycle. One response was to organize for political action,
and demand assistance from the federal government. Some of their de-
mands, such as deliberate inflation, stirred considerable political debate,
but were largely rejected because they conflicted with other sectors of
the political economy. They were more successful, particularly during
the Wilson Administration, in gaining assistance in such areas as crop
and seed loans, and expanding federal research and educational services.
The U.S. Department of Agriculture developed into one of the earliest
federal bureaucracies in which experts and professionals researched
important issues and contributed to policy debates. The USDA was also
linked to the real world of farmers through its connections with land
grant colleges and state and county agricultural extension services.

FEDERAL AID TO AGRICULTURAL BEFORE THE NEW DEAL

The agricultural crisis was not a single problem. Every region of the
country and every commodity had its own unique circumstances.
Arizona’s irrigation farmers appear to have been relatively well off.
Their productivity was higher than the national average, and the federal
government'’s Bureau of Reclamation was subsidizing the development
of water resources. Cattle ranchers were in a more precarious position.
The largest number of ranches were small and in the 1910s, many had
expanded to marginal rangeland, which they proceeded to overstock.
Reoccurring droughts, excessive debts, and a declining market brought
ruin to many. Cotton farmers and cattle ranchers were tied to an
international market with prices and demand beyond their control. As
competitive units, the only way they could maintain their income as
prices fell was to increase production, which many did until bankruptcy
removed them from the market.

In the case of cotton, prices recovered from the post-war recession to
a peak of about 29¢ per pound. Not coincidentally, this peak followed
the decimation of cotton crops in the South by the boll weevil in the
early 1920s. Rising production and shrinking demand dragged prices
down to nearly 6¢ per pound in 1931-32. The price of cotton seed fell
proportionally. The total value of cotton and cotton seed from the 1932
American crop was approximately $465 million, a 69 percent drop from
the 1924 to 1929 average annual value of $1,504 million. Although the
acreage planted in cotton dropped from 44.5 million acres in 1929 to 36.5
million in 1932, total production continued to rise. By 1933, a significant
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surplus of cotton had built up which threatened to drive prices down
even further.®

As individual producers, there was little farmers could do in the
1920s to affect the market system. The major farm organizations, such as
the Grange, the National Farmers’ Union, and the American Farm
Bureau Federation had difficulty in formulating a plan of action or a
policy initiative to take to Washington. Agricultural educational leaders
in the Association of Land Grant Colleges and Universities preferred to
stay out of the increasingly political debate. Some in these groups
looked back to the wartime Food Administration—headed by Herbert
Hoover—as a model for how a marketing program could regularize the
distribution of food and help smooth out market fluctuations. They also
applied pressure that convinced Congress to extend the life of the War
Finance Corporation in order to provide continuing export credits.”

In the 1920s, the federal government considered four major policy
options. The first was to simply provide farmers with better information
on production and the market. Ideally, with this information, farmers
could work out their own adjustment. Most farm groups pressured for a
more active response. Herbert Hoover, as Secretary of Commerce and
as President, promoted a more active program, but one that left primary
responsibility with the farmers through producer cooperatives. In 1922,
Congress enacted the Capper-Volstead Act which exempted cooperatives
from the Sherman Anti-Trust Act, and the Grain Futures Act, which
allowed them access to commodity trading.® A third policy option was
for the government to purchase and hold surpluses until the “normal”
market was restored. Hoover moved towards this option with his 1929
Agricultural Marketing Act which created the Federal Farm Board with
power to make loans to farms with only their product as collateral.

®Richards, 11-12, 18. Production in both 1932 and 1933 was 1.8 million bales less
than the 1929 level of 14.8 million bales. However, the unusually large 1931 crop,
17.1 million bales, left a surplus that remained over the market for the next several
years.

"Theodore Saloutos, The American Farmer and the New Deal, (Ames: lowa State
University Press, 1982), 16; William D. Rowley, M. L. Wilson and the Campaign for
the Domestic Allotment, (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1970), 8.

®The California Cattle Growers” Association created a cooperative marketing system
to guide sales of beef cattle and smooth out irregularities in supply that might
destabilize prices. By 1925 about 90 percent of Arizona cattle feeders had joined the
California marketing plan. When conditions were bad for Arizona stockmen in 1925
and 1926, many credited the new cooperative marketing plan for keeping prices
stable. Renamed the Western Cattle Marketing Association in 1927, the cooperative
expanded its membership further east into New Mexico. By the late 1920s, Arizona
beef cattle ranchers were fully integrated into a multi-state marketing system whose
explicit pu was to manipulate the market to stabilize prices at a high level.
[Collins, 57.i
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Because the normal market did not return, this left the federal govern-
ment holding the bulk of the world surplus. The greatest political debate
revolved around the plan to dump surplus American production on the
world market in order to raise domestic prices. This plan, originally
publicized by George Peek and Hugh Johnson, became known as the
McNary-Haugen plan after its congressional sponsors. Farm organiza-
tions rallied around the export subsidy plan and twice bills passed
Congress, only to be vetoed by President Coolidge.’

While the McNary-Haugen debate raged in Congress, another policy
option began to be developed by agricultural experts in the USDA’s
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, created in 1922 by Secretary of
Agriculture Henry C. Wallace. Agricultural economists increasingly
began to identify the farm surplus as the critical problem facing farmers.
They recognized that foreign trade barriers would make the export
subsidy plan unworkable. They also recognized the growing influence
of nationalistic policies that restricted trade, and the potential of countries
like the Soviet Union, Egypt, and India to overburden the world markets
with an increasing glut of wheat and cotton. Milburn L. Wilson was a
leading advocate for the plan and helped to make it a policy option after
1930. Known as the domestic allotment plan, the idea was to segregate
the portion of American farmers’ product that could meet domestic
demand and provide it with effective tariff protection. Any surplus
produced had to be sold at world prices. Unlike the export subsidy, the
domestic allotment plan offered a means to raise commodity prices
without giving encouragement to expanding production.

A second part of assistance for agriculture was an extensive system of
credit to help farmers finance their operations and to help control the
release of surplus crops onto the market. In 1916, the Wilson
Administration supported the Federal Farm Loan Act that established the
Federal Farm Loan Board and a system of federal land banks. The banks
offered long-term first mortgage loans to farmers. In order to participate,
farmers had to belong to an association organized to expedite these
loans. The system expanded in 1923 when the Board became responsible
for organizing and supervising federal intermediate credit banks to
provide short and intermediate credit to farmers. In 1929, the
Agricultural Marketing Act created the Federal Farm Board, which
operated independently from the Federal Farm Loan Board. The Federal
Farm Board was established to support the organization of marketing
and purchasing cooperatives to promote greater efficiency in the sale of
commodities in interstate and international commerce. The Federal Farm
Board could make loans to these cooperatives and establish corporations

‘Rowley, 11-13.
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to stabilize prices of commodities in surplus. The Board created two
such corporations, the Grain and Cotton Stabilization Corporations.'’

THE AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ADMINISTRATION, 1933-36

On the campaign trail in 1932, Roosevelt expressed support for the
ideas in the domestic allotment plan. M. L. Wilson, Mordecai Ezekiel,
and Henry A. Wallace, who believed that farmers had to reduce their
production to raise commodity prices, became important advisers to
Roosevelt, with Wallace becoming Secretary of Agriculture. In planning
a bill to assist agriculture in 1933, the Administration had to consider
other ideas that had considerable support both among farmers and in
Congress. The export subsidy plan still had wide support, there was
support for additional aid to farmers to market their produce, and there
was pressure to expand federal farm credit. Also, inflationists found
renewed political strength in 1933 and pressured Roosevelt into
including it in his plans. Many of these ideas found a place in the final
Agricultural Adjustment Act, which Roosevelt signed on May 12, 1933.
He supported the omnibus measure because many of its component parts
were framed in permissive language that gave him room to implement
his own priorities. For example, the act might have been used to imple-
ment the export subsidy plan, or it might have practically remonetized
silver. Roosevelt chose to emphasize its production control features.

The purpose stated in the Agricultural Adjustment Act was to
“establish and maintain such balance between the production and con-
sumption of agricultural commodities” so as to establish parity. Analysts
in the 1920s latched on to the concept that agriculture was suffering from
a “disparity” of income compared with the industrial sector. Claiming
that this disparity dragged down the rest of the economy, farm interests
demanded “equality” for agriculture, which eventually solidified into the
demand for “parity” pricing. For most commodities, the base period for
determining parity was the five years prior to the war, from 1909 to 1914.
These were peak years of agricultural prosperity in the United States and
a time when farmers’ purchasing power was greatest in comparison to
other sectors of the economy. While much of the act was couched in
terms of emergency legislation, this explicit intention to “establish and
maintain” parity indicated a desire on the part of many of the act’s
framers that the new policy be permanent."

Daniel T. Goggin, Preliminary Inventory of the Records of the Farm Credit
Administration, (Washin%ton: General Services Administration, National Archives
and Records Service, 1963), 1-2.

HRichards, 2.
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The act created the Agricultural Adjustment Administration. Unlike
the independent National Recovery Administration, the AAA was
established within the Department of Agriculture. Roosevelt selected
George N. Peek as the first Administrator. Peek was one of the founders
of the export dumping plan that was the basis for the McNary-Haugen
bills that dominated the agricultural debate in the late 1920s. He rejected
the idea that production should be limited, but was forced to surrender
program priority to the views of Secretary Henry Wallace and Assistant
Secretary M. L. Wilson. This policy disagreement forced Peek to resign
in December 1933. He was replaced by Chester Davis, another supporter
of domestic allotment and production controls.”

Placement of the AAA within the Department of Agriculture
contributed to its relatively efficient operation. Secretary Wallace fully
supported the goal of production limitation and directed the
department’s bureaus and divisions to cooperate fully with the new
agency. The AAA was able to draw upon a large body of experts in all
phases of agricultural production and economics, and could operate with
a national perspective, seeing how production decisions in one region
affected the welfare of others. This differed greatly from the NRA that
had to quickly assemble a staff of experts on industrial production.
Unlike the NRA, which was forced to rely of expertise borrowed from
industry, the AAA drew its top bureaucrats from preexisting government
staff. In addition to USDA officials, the AAA could also draw from thou-
sands of experts who worked with the state extension services. Through
the extension services, farmers could deal with the AAA through persons
they already knew."

To build support and cooperation, and to minimize fear of govern-
ment control, the AAA supported a broadly decentralized program.
Unlike many other New Deal agencies, the AAA had no state admini-
strators. Instead, it tapped the state agricultural adjustment services
which provided personnel with knowledge of local conditions and with
established contacts with farmers. It was the county agricultural agents
who traveled around the state, talking to farmers and ranchers, and
convinced them to sign contracts. The extension services of several states
had suffered considerably because of budget cuts prior to 1933 and the

2Edwin G. Nourse, Joseph S. Davis, and John D. Black, Three Years of the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration, (Washington, D.C:  The Brookings
Institution, 1937), 54-57.

13The Nourse, Davis, and Black study of the AAA for the Brookings Institutions
called it “one of the best administered of New Deal agencies” [p. 246]. The authors
credited this quality to its position within the Department of K'griculture. Finegold
and Skocpol repeat this assertion as part of their theory that preexisting state
capacity predetermines the success of a new government undertaking.
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AAA helped to restore funding with additional grants. To decentralize
the program further, Wallace encouraged the direct participation by
farmers in AAA planning. He authorized state and local committees or
associations of producers to aid in the administration of contracts. Every
farmer who signed an AAA contract automatically became a member of
his county or district production control association.™

To achieve its goals of raising and maintaining farm incomes, the
AAA followed four main strategies. The first was to restrict production
and to remove excessive stocks of commodities from the market. Next,
the agency would directly raise the income of farmers who cooperated
with the production controls by giving them benefit payments. Third,
the cost of the program would be met by a tax on the first processors of
agricultural commodities.  Finally, the AAA would regulate the
marketing of commodities through voluntary agreements among
processors and distributors or through compulsory licensing to eliminate
unfair practices or charges. Initially, the AAA production control
program covered only seven basic commodities, including cotton, with
eight more added by later amendments. The greatest opposition to the
AAA program arose because of the processing tax."

“Nourse, et al, 34-35, 71, 73, 256, 356-57. The existence of farmers’ committees did
not always guarantee each farmer an equal voice in the AAA’s operations. Many
committees, particularly in the South, were dominated by a small number of
influential men.

®Ibid., 27, 32, 41-42, 418-19. The initial seven basic commodities were cotton, wheat,
field corn, hogs, rice, tobacco, and milk and its products. Commodities added later
were rye, flax, barley, grain sorghums, cattle, peanuts, sugar beets and cane, and
potatoes. The processing tax did not pay for the AAA’s program. Significant
appropriations were take from several sources:

dis Aﬁpropriation for administrative and
of

ther expenses under Sec. 12 (a) of the act $100,000,000

2. Appropriation to car:iy into effect the

Jones-Connally amendment to the act $150,000,000
3. Transfer under the NIRA to supplement

grocessing taxes $37,000,000
4. Transfer under the NIRA for administrative

expense in connection with code histories $554,000
5. Alrotment under Emergency Appropriation

Act (1935) for drought relief $86,804,400
6. Transfer from FERA for administrative

expenses in connection with sub-marginal

land projects $1,970,034
7 Afpﬁropriation to carry into effect Sec. 32

of the act of Aug. 24, 1935, in connection

with exportation and domestic consumption

of agricultural commodities $92,111,741
8. Allotment under Sec. 37 of the act of Aug. 24,

1935 in connection with the elimination of

diseased cattle, and other purposes $350,000
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The provisions in the act for marketing agreements met the demands
of former supporters of the McNary-Haugen plan and by the
cooperatives who wanted to further market controls. Unlike the
marketing program of the Federal Farm Board, the AAA marketing
program included processors and distributors as well as the producer
cooperatives. The provision authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to
impose market regulations through licensing was similar to powers in
the National Industrial Recovery Act, and was intended to eliminate
unfair trade practices that encouraged predatory price-cutting. Peek
believed marketing agreements should be the priority of the AAA, a
view not shared by other Agriculture officials. After his departure, the
reduction program took priority. The dairy industry was an exception to
this in that the AAA never attempted to reduce production and relied
entirely on marketing agreements to regulate prices and raise producer
incomes. To strengthen the marketing program after the Schechter
decision invalidated the NRA, the act was amended in August 1935 to
replace the licensing provision with a system of marketing order issued
by the Secretary. These orders covered such things as grade and size
restriction, diversions to by-product use, quotas, open pricing, and some
regulation of marketing changes. Marketing agreements for milk could
also include price fixing provisions.'

The early organization of the AAA dairy section carried it along a
different path than most other programs. The section was headed by
Clyde L. King who was an economist, but not an agricultural economist.
He had no prior experience with the Department of Agriculture,
although he served during the war in Hoover’s Food Administration.
As his background was in marketing, he was one of the more prominent
of Peek’s men and left after Peek resigned. By December 1933, the AAA
had milk marketing agreements in twelve cities. After King left, Wallace
announced plans for a milk production control program similar to that of
other commodities. The agency then held a series of regional meetings
in the spring to determine the level of support. The AAA's extension
service agents held a number of local meetings in Arizona and California
to gauge support of their plan prior to a regional meeting in California.
Over 250 Maricopa County dairymen and women met on April 6 to hear
Ross describe the AAA’s production control plan. He reassured them
that the AAA did not plan to kill milk cows, but would transfer them to
areas in short supply. Also, the government would purchase surplus

9. Appropriation under the Supplemental
Appropriation Act of Feb. 11, 1936 to Erovide
funds for completing the payment of
benefits to farmers $296,185,000

1%Ibid., 44-45.
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milk for distribution to undernourished children. The attendees gave the
plan their near unanimous support. Representatives of Arizona and
Nevada supported the proposal at the regional meeting on April 13, but
were outvoted by the California opposition. The majority of delegates
instead requested a program to increase consumption, particularly with
$10 million for advertising. They also asked for $40 million for removal
of diseased cattle. Opposition at the western regional meeting and
elsewhere in the country led the AAA to drop its production control
plan, but the need for some sort of assistance led the Maricopa County
dairymen to again request some steps by the AAA for relief. The agency
retreated to its earlier strategy of promoting local marketing plans. At a
hearing in Phoenix on July 3, 1934, AAA officials took in comments on a
milk licensing plan. The local dairymen were noted as having made
“reasonable requests regarding prices.” Wallace approved the plan was
approved in September, however, it did not immediately include price
fixing arrangements."”

The AAA also attempted to use marketing agreements to stabilize
and raise incomes for citrus farmers. The AAA approved separate
marketing agreements for Florida growers and for Arizona and
California growers combined. The agreements, which became effective
on December 15, 1933, attempted to regulate market supplies by
requiring licenses for shipment. The agreements established two national
citrus stabilization committees, one for oranges and the other for
grapefruit. Each committee selected a national citrus coordinator to
correlate their work. These agreements failed to halt the decline of
prices, however, and the government again intervened through the
Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation to purchase citrus for relief.
Although citrus farmers were eligible for benefit payments under the
later Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 1936 and the
second Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, the AAA did not solve the
problem of overproduction in citrus.'

Shortly after passage of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, Roosevelt
ordered a consolidation of activities of the Federal Farm Loan Board, the
Federal Farm Board, their subsidiary agencies, and some additional

“7Arizona Republic, December 11, 1933; 1:1; April 7, 1934, 1.7, April 14, 1934, 1:9;
May 5, 1934, 1:7; September 1, 1934, 1:5; Finegold and Skocpol, 110. Finegold and
Skocpol note that the local nature of the dairy industry facilitated producer and
rocessor cooperatives and that many were working efficiently prior to the New
al. Their success had diminished the need for the kind of government intervention
that cotton growers eventually demanded.

®Kotlanger, 79-80; Arizona Republic, December 15, 1933, 1:1, 1:8. The continuing
problems in citrus, particularly with grapefruit, led Florida and Texas to im
minirmmi prices of 32¢ per box for grapefruit at the beginning of 1939 (January, 29,
1939, 1:2).
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lending operations in the Department of Agriculture under a new
independent agency, the Farm Credit Administration. In addition to
these existing operations, the FCA created a new set of lending units, the
Production Credit Corporations. Farmers were required to be members
of local production credit associations in order to participate in this loan
program. In December 1933, the Production Credit Corporation granted
charters to the Arizona Livestock Production Credit Association and the
Arizona Farmers Production Credit Association. The Livestock
Production Credit Association was larger, with $1.5 million in potential
credit compared to $1 million for farmers. The president of the Livestock
Production Credit Association was Wayne Thornburg, who over the next
two years helped to facilitate hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of
loans to Arizona stockmen. Up to May 1, 1935, the Livestock
Association closed 62 loans and disbursed $1,195,354 to stockmen. In the
same period, the Farmers Production Credit Association closed 113 loans
and disbursed $371,895. The Farmers Association served 123 members
by 1937 and operated throughout the state, except for Yuma County and
the portions of Mohave and Coconino County north of the Grand
Canyon. The activities of the Farmers Association grew in 1936 to
$611,395 in loans, on which it made a profit of $6,105."

While the production credit associations offered significant credit to
stockmen and farmers, it was less than what private sources provided.
In 1932, the Salt River Valley Water Users Association created a
subsidiary Agricultural Credit Finance Association, Ltd. to aid SRVWUA
shareholders finance crops, water bills, and taxes. By March 1937, the
association had made 5,622 loans worth $5,945,269, had more than 800
loans outstanding, in excess of $700,000. Tax law changes in that year
meant that the SRVWUA would suffer a tax liability for owning the stock
of the association, so it sold the association to the Arizona Farmers
Production Credit Association.”

The Farm Credit Administration layered its loan program so farmers
were first required to seek credit from private lenders. If they could not
get credit from a private bank, and they were members of a Production
Credit Association, they could apply from that source. Failing these two
sources, farmers could apply to the Emergency Crop and Feed Loan
Division of the FCA. In 1934, emergency crop loans from $25 to $250
were available to farmers who could not otherwise get credit, as long as
they cooperated with the AAA’s production control program. The

Arizona Republic, December 13, 1933, 1:1; May 26, 1935, 1:4; January 29, 1937,
1:10; Januar&r1 30,1937, 2:1. Thombm;g was also a leading opponent of federal efforts
to regulate the public domain under the Taylor Grazing Act (see chapter 8).

1bid., March 21, 1937, 1:1.
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program was originally planned to operate for one year, but as with
‘many New Deal programs, it was extended because farmers
continuously pressured the Administration for increased aid. Feeder
loans were also available to livestock growers in drought areas. By 1937,
the program offered loans up to $400.*"

The various lending operations of the FCA became one of the most
important sources of credit for agricultural operations in the state. In
February 1937, the total of FCA loans and discounts outstanding was
$12,664,990. This included long-term and seasonal financing. The
continued demand for such credit reflected a growing dependency on
federal assistance as depression conditions and low commodity prices
persisted into the late 1930s.”

The Hoover Administration’s Federal Farm Board had initiated
extensive loans to agricultural cooperatives. Since the commodity was
the only collateral for the loan, and because prices continued to decline
below the level of the loan, the government was left holding a
tremendous surplus of commodities. Despite this, Roosevelt expanded
the loan program with the creation of the Commodity Credit
Corporation on October 17, 1933. The RFC provided the bulk of the
Commodity Credit Corporation’s funds and an assistant to Jesse Jones
served as its president. The Corporation immediately began a cotton
loan program, using $250 million from the RFC, offering 10¢ a pound,
again, with the cotton serving as the only collateral. Loans could only
go to farmers who cooperated with the AAA®

The Commodity Credit Corporation’s loan operations subsidized
cotton farmers, since they benefited from any price above the loan rate,
while the Corporation bore any loss if the price remained low. Through
late 1933 and early 1934, the 10¢ loan rate was higher than the market
price. The loan program helped to keep a large portion of the harvest off
the market until the AAA’s crop reduction program began to take effect.
This occurred after February, when prices were in the range of 12¢. The
loan and production loan programs appeared to work well together and
in August 1934, Roosevelt authorized increased loans of 11¢ to 12¢ for the
coming season. As a result of this extension, the government in 1935 was
financing the holding of 6.2 million bales of cotton, nearly twice the
peak level of the Federal Farm Board. The loans were continued in 1935
at a lower rate of 10¢ a pound, but with prices again at the 12¢ level,

ZIbid., March 24, 1934, 2:6; March 25, 1934, 3:1; March 26, 1934, 1:5; March 1,
1937, 2:1.

2Ibid., February 10, 1937, 2:8.

BNourse, et al, 154; Arizona Republic, April 27, 1934. In its first year, the
Corporation gave loans only to cotton and corn farmers.
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relatively few such loans were made. Because of this lower demand, the
loan program terminated at the end of March 1936.%

THE COTTON PROGRAM

The AAA’s cotton program consisted of four parts. The first part was
a system of voluntary contracts between the government and individual
cotton farmers, who agreed to reduce their acreage in production in
exchange for a rental or benefit payment. When the AAA began, the
1933 cotton crop had already been planted, so any reduction could only
be accomplished by a massive plow up of cotton plants. To affect a
significant reduction, farmers were asked to plow under between 25 and
50 percent of their current crops. In Arizona, farmers in 1933 planted on
about 137,000 acres. About 22,000 acres were eventually plowed under.
The AAA offered farmers different forms of payment for this reduction.
Under the straight rental plan, farmers received 6¢ per pound on the
estimated yield of the crops they plowed under. The majority of Arizona
farmers chose an alternate plan. While they got less per acre, they
received an option to purchase government held cotton at 6¢ per bale,
which would provide a greater return if the market price rose. The
actual cotton crop for 1933 was 13 million bales, and the AAA estimated
that without its plow up program, another 4.2 million bales would have
been produced. The cotton harvested sold for an average of 10.2¢ per
pound. The reduction program continued in 1934 and 1935, but the
AAA worked to reduce planting cotton rather than plow it up later.”

Although the AAA’s cotton reduction program was the largest for
any commodity in 1933, cotton farmers demanded even greater
restrictions. Support grew for a mandatory production control system,
leading to enactment on April 21, 1934 of the Bankhead Cotton Control
Act. The Bankhead Act established a national production quota of 10
million bales for which the Secretary of Agriculture issued tax exemption
certificates to farmers. Any cotton ginned without a certificate would be
taxed at between 5¢ and 6¢ a pound. The initial quota of tax exemption

#Richards, 214-19, 225-27; Nourse, et al, 166.

Bgaloutos, 66-70; Richards, 282-84; Arizona Republic, November 1933, Resource
Edition, 6:3; November 26, 1933, 1:3. The market price included the effects of both the
cotton plow up and a simultaneous cotton loan program (see below). The Brookings
Institution economists estimated that without these two programs, the price of cotton
would probably have been about 6.4¢ per pound. The majority of this rise, they
estimated, derived from the plow up. The cotton program also had an additional tool
grovided by the act to help reduce the cotton carry-over. To liquidate the stocks held

y the Federal Farm Board, payments for rentals of land taken out of production
could be supplemented by selling cotton. Roosevelt allocated to the Farm Credit
Administration $60 million from the “Bankhead Fund” made available to him under
the National Industrial Recovery Act [Nourse, et al, 38].
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certificates was for 10 million bales. The largest class of cotton
specifically exempted by the act was Pima long-staple, which was grown
exclusively in Arizona.*

Tax exemption certificates were issued by the Secretary of
Agriculture to all cotton farmers, irregardless of whether they signed
cotton reduction contracts, but each grower’s allotment was for far less
than their base production, making any surplus subject to the tax. Those
who signed contracts would cut their production and receive a rental
benefit payment. To reduce speculation, rules restricted the transfer of
certificates. The AAA issued a ruling that all unused 1934 certificates
had to be returned in exchange for 1935 certificates by the original
producer to whom they were issued, or by those who had acquired
them according to regulated direct transfers. The AAA then sponsored
the formation of a National Surplus Cotton Tax Exemption Certificate
Pool that regulated the transfer of certificates from surplus areas to deficit
areas. The pool helped cotton farmers who received a greater allotment
than their production. They could sell their certificates to the pool for 4¢
a pound. The 1934 Arizona crop produced approximately 117,000 bales.
The value of this crop, about $7,755,000, was less than half the 1930s
crop. The state received insufficient tax exemption certificates to cover its
crops, forcing growers to purchase approximately $290,000 worth from
the pool.”

The terms of the Bankhead Act were mandatory only for 1934.
Continuation of the Bankhead Act depended on the outcome of a
national referendum of cotton producers. Approximately 57 percent of
eligible cotton farmers voted in the referendum held December 14, 1934,
and they approved the extension by an overwhelming 90 percent.
Arizona cotton farmers also supported extension, although by a smaller
margin than the national average, but a majority of Pinal County cotton
farmers opposed extension. This was in large part because the county’s
1934 crop of 15,500 bales exceeded their 11,000 bale allotment of tax
certificates, forcing farmers to purchase certificates from the pool. This
broad support for maintenance of a mandatory system of production
control indicates that cotton farmers understood that only a strong

%Richards, 6, 165-7, Arizona Republic, March 28, 1934, 1:1. The 10 million bale
quota referred to 500 g)und bales, which was equivalent to 10,460,251 standard
bales of 478 pounds. Other exempted newly-grown cotton included that grown for
domestic use and cotton harvested by an experiment station or agricultural
laboratory. The exclusion of Pima cotton was a provision added by Carl Hgayden.

YRichard, 164, 179-82. Texas and Oklahoma accounted for the bulk of the national
surplus of tax exemption certificates. Most states were at a deficit.
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federal presence could prevent a return of overproduction and collapsing
* 28
prices.

THE CATTLE PROGRAM

Cattlemen in 1933 successfully lobbied to exclude cattle from the
AAA’s. Stockmen denied the merits of the domestic allotment plan, and
feared that a processing tax would place beef at a competitive disadvan-
tage. They did not oppose government aid, however, which they
sought in the form of tariff restrictions on beef imports, livestock loans,
and the purchases of beef by the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation. The
situation changed by early 1934 as the full pressure of declining prices
threatened the financial position of many ranchers. The Jones-Connally
Act of April 7, 1934 added cattle to the list of basic commodities, and the
AAA began planning for a surplus reduction program similar to its other
commodity programs. Charles E. Collins, president of the National
Cattle Growers Association wrote to Wallace on April 6 that there “is a
very unsettled feeling among cattle growers and cattle feeders due to the
uncertainty over [the] cattle program and processing taxes.” Cattlemen,
he claimed, definitely opposed the idea of a processing tax. They wanted
only the provisions for surplus reduction and disease control in the
Jones-Connally Act applied. Within weeks, it became apparent that the
West was suffering from a major drought that threatened ranchers either
with desiccated cattle on the range or with collapsing prices, as herds
were dumped on the market. The AAA quickly dropped plans for
contractual reductions with a processing tax and proceeded to implement
a drought purchase program to remove livestock from the range.”

The drought purchase program satisfied cattlemen, giving them
money, removing the surplus threatening the market price, raising
prices, and protecting the range from overgrazing. It did so without
contracts, processing taxes, or other obligations from producers. In
addition to the direct purchase of cattle and sheep, the drought relief
program included negotiations with the railroads to reduce rates out of
the drought areas, a relaxation of crop reduction contracts to allow
planting of forage crops, and the use of relief funds to increase range
water supplies and provide stock feed and seed to needy families.
Between July 1934 and January 1935, the AAA purchased 8.4 million

%1bid., 188-89; Arizona Republic, December 15, 1934, 1:1.

®D. A. FitzGerald, Livestock Under the AAA, (Washington: The Brookings
Institution, 1935), 174-75, 179-80, 189; Arizona Republic, April 16, 1934, 1:2. On
November 10, 1933, the FSRC purchased 400,000 pounds of canned beef, and between
January 5 and March 6, 1934, it purchased 114,260 head of cattle for $2.5 million.
Sheep did not join the AAA’s list of basic commodities, although they were part of the
drought relief purchases.
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head of cattle and 3.6 million head of sheep. At the height of the
program, the AAA spent $67,000 a week on livestock purchases in
Arizona. In mid-September, Ross encouraged Arizona farmers to plant
forage crops on the land original contracted to lie fallow. Cattle
producers received about $111.7 million in payment through the
program. Drought purchases contributed to a decline in the number of
cattle on farms by 6.6 million head, or about 11 percent from January 1,
1934 to January 1, 1935. The result was a 75 percent rise in the price of
cattle by April 1935. The drought reduction program raised cattle prices
practically to the AAA’s calculated “fair exchange value.” Having
gotten what they wanted from the AAA on their own terms, cattlemen
had no further incentive to support it.*

THE END OF THE ORIGINAL AAA AND REORGANIZATION
Processors of agricultural commodities, on whom the AAA’s taxes
directly fell, opposed the program. A few took their opposition to court,
claiming that the act was unconstitutional. The Supreme Court’s ruling
against the NRA emboldened opponents into pressing their cases, which
were slowly working their way through the federal court system. Two
lower court rulings against the AAA in mid-1935 indicated that the
agency was severely threatened. Lawsuits poured upon the AAA,
including one from the Arizona Flour Mill Company, which had
facilities in several parts of the state and from the Hayden Flour Mill.
The Administration responded by pushing through several amendments
to the act in August 1935 that solidified some of its more vague sections.
Carefully defined Secretary’s orders replaced the loosely worded
licensing provision in the marketing program. The amendments also set
out in detail the provisions that might be included in marketing
agreements which clarified the delegation of authority and more clearly
laid responsibility with the Secretary. In October, Roosevelt endorsed
the AAA’s program and encouraged Congress to make it permanent.”
The Supreme Court’s decision came on January 6, 1936 in the case of
U.S. vs. William M. Butler et al., Receivers of Hoosac Mills Corporation.
The Court ruled that the processing tax constituted “control of agricul-
tural production” and was unconstitutional as an invasion of the rights
reserved to the states. While this did not invalidate the entire act, it
eliminated its primary funding source and invalidated the contracts used
to adjust production. Important programs that survived the Court’s
decision included marketing agreements and orders, relief purchases,

FitzGerald, 189, 194, 201, 209; Arizona Republic, September 14, 1934, 1:1;
September 19, 1934, 1.7.

3Nourse, et al, 117, 277; Arizona Republic, July 19, 1935, 1:8; July 22, 1935, 1:6.
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commodity loans, the surplus removal operation, the eradication of
diseased animals, and the allotment of quotas for sugar imports.™

Roosevelt and Congress responded to the Court’s ruling much
differently than it had to the earlier elimination of the NRA. Congress
passed an appropriation to cover the AAA’s obligations previously paid
by the processing tax. The President anticipated that the Bankhead
Cotton Control Act would also be invalidated and urged Congress to
repeal it immediately in favor of new farm legislation, which it did.
Many farmers around the country, including Arizona voiced their
support for a new program and urged their representatives to pass new
farm aid legislation. The Arizona Farm Bureau castigated Ashurst for his
hesitancy to support the Administration bill. Arizona cattlemen, on the
other hand, opposed the proposed new AAA. On February 29, 1936,
Roosevelt signed replacement legislation in the form of the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act. This act was framed to meet
the Court’s objections by emphasizing a federal agricultural program to
preserve soil fertility, promote conservation of land, protect rivers and
harbors, and by omitting objectionable items like the processing tax. The
new act also repeated the goal of establishing and maintaining parity in
farmers’ purchasing power. The Secretary was authorized to make
payment to encourage farmers to follow soil improving practices and to
shift to soil conserving crops.®

The change in emphasis from the original AAA to the SCDAA
represented, first, a change in strategy that would allow the federal farm
program to meet the Supreme Court’s test. It also represented a genuine
change in the identification of the fundamental problems of agriculture.
After nearly three years under the original act, the AAA production
reduction programs, the drought purchase program, and the coincidental
drought that aided crop reduction, greatly reduced the surplus. The
impact of the drought emphasized that poor farming techniques and the
expansion of agriculture to submarginal lands both destroyed the land
and added to unnecessary overproduction. Officials hoped that by
subsidizing good agricultural practices—which included reducing the
production of certain crops—the overproduction problem would
disappear. The AAA reorganized to administer the SCDAA. The process
of verifying contracts was removed from the Washington office to new
state offices. The agency’s reorganized its divisions from commodities to
regions. Contracts with producers specified payments based on adopting
particular soil conserving farming techniques. For example, the USDA

2Nourse, et al, 2, 49.

B1bid., 50; Arizona Republic, January 10, 1936, 1:5; February 7, 1936, 1:9; February
20, 1936, 1:1.
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classified crops either as depleting, soil building, or soil conserving.
Producers received payments by reducing their acreage of soil depleting
crops, such as cotton.*

The revitalized AAA immediately set out to convince farmers to
accept its program. The early operation of the AAA from 1933 to 1935
set Arizona’s agriculture sector, with the exception of citrus, on an
upward trajectory. University experts cited 1936 as the best year for
Arizona farmers since 1930. Prices were higher for cotton seed, alfalfa
seed, and wool, and demand for land was also notably up. The state’s
total farm income for the year was approximately $46 million, of which,
AAA payments accounted for $1,355,000. Nearly 1,800 Maricopa County
farmers signed agreements for the year. Few stockmen took advantage
of the new AAA in 1936 because it was not begun until late in the
summer. To encourage greater participation by stockmen in 1937, the
AAA paid for a variety of range building practices.® Nearly a thousand
Maricopa County farmers signed soil conservation contracts by early
June and 1,600 by the end of the year. However, only about 1,200 of
these actually fulfilled the terms of their contract and received payments,
which totaled $560,000 for the year.

Farm aid advocates divided between those supporting aid to
efficient, commercial farmers, and supporters of government to aid low-
income farmers and tenants. In 1936, certain congressman complained
that the AAA was subsidizing large-scale producers at the expense of
small farmers and requested the Secretary of Agriculture to report on
how many producers had received payments greater than $10,000 in the
AAA'’s first three years. In 1933, out of approximately one million cotton

#galoutos, 237, 239-40.

*Arizona Republic, January 24, 1937, 4:1; January 31, 1937, 1:5, 4:1; April 1, 1937,
1:3, 1:4. Farm soil conservation practices paid for by AAA: Establishment of
terraces—40¢ per 100 linear ft.,; contour listing and fallow—$1 an acre on non-
irrigated land; perennial noxious weed control—$5 an acre for periodic cultivation
and $10 an acre for chemical treatment; green manure crops—$2 an acre for turning
under biennial or annual legumes after two months ﬁrowt on irrigated land. Rates
paid for planting soil-conserving plants: perennial es—$3 an acre for seeding
and a good stand, including alfalfa, kudzo, sericea, white clover, ladino, and others
($2.50 1s the lower rate); biennial legumes—$3 an acre (high) to $2 (low); perennial
rasses—$3.50 an acre to $2.00; biennial and annual sweet clover—$2 (high) to $1
5ow). Range improvements paid by AAA included: contouring—50¢ an acre for
furrowing on the contour; developing springs and seefps—$50 each; construction of
earthen pits or reservoirs—15¢ per cubic yard of fill or excavation; digging or
drilling well—$1 per linear foot; water spreading—10¢ per 100 linear ft. of
permanent ditching; range fending—30¢ a rod; rodent control—15¢ an acre for pocket
ophers & 6¢ an acre for ground squirrels; reseeding—20¢ per pound of seed sown;
ire guards—3¢ per 100 linear ft. for plowing fire guards. The range building
payments depended on the ranfge building allowance for the ranch which was at a
rate of $1.50 per animal unit of grazing capacity of the land.
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production control contracts, 307 involved payments greater than
$10,000. This declined to only 160 in 1934. In 1935, when contracts
numbered nearly 1.25 million, there were only 186 such payments.
Combined, these payments amounted to about 2.6 percent of all cotton
payments. The AAA argued that nearly all of its aid was widely distri-
buted and that small farmers suffered no disadvantage. Large producers
could not be excluded from the program if it was to control total output.
The debate continued throughout the 1930s and a payment cap of $10,000
was included in the second Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938.%
Problems arose again, especially for cotton, in 1937. Without the
AAA's rigorous production controls, farmers planted to their fence lines.
Nationally, cotton farmers planted 33.4 million acres, an 11 percent
increase over the previous year. Combined with improved yields, the
national crop was about 25 percent greater. Experts initially believed
that world consumption of American cotton would exceed production
by a million bales, but this was countered by a decline in domestic
consumption due to the deepening depression that year. The price of
cotton began to drop significantly. Arizona cotton farmers planted on
about 269,000 acres—compared to only 208,000 in 1936. In Maricopa
County, farmers planted on a record 181,000 acres, compared to only
137,000 acres in the entire state in 1933. Their average yield of 438
pounds per acre was almost two and a half times the national average of
184.2 pounds. Total production in the state was about 300,000 bales,
compared to 149,488 bales in 1929 and only 117,000 bales in 1934.  As
the price of cotton fell, the demand for greater government assistance
grew louder. Governor Stanford wrote to the president and the Arizona
delegation for aid to cotton, stating “the cotton market appears at the
mercy of speculators since the destruction of the AAA, and bears are in
control.” Congressmen, in turn, pressured the Administration to expand
its cotton loan programs. As the Congress had recently turned down the
Administration’s request for major farm legislation, Roosevelt bargained
an agreement to provide 9¢ per pound loans and $150 million to the
Commodity Credit Corporation in exchange for fast track consideration
of Administration proposals in the next session. Items included a new

%Saloutos, 239; Nourse, et al, 339; Arizona Republic, June 10, 1936, 1:4; January 17
1937, 1:6; April 28, 1937, 1:7, May 21, 1937, 1:3; January 30, 1938, 2:7. In 1936, the
second largest payment in the nation, $47,682, went to the Arizona Citrus Land
Company of Peoria. Other Arizona gayments over $10,000 went to the Maricopa
Reservoir and Power Co., Phoenix, $19,270; ]. L. Hodges, Buckeye, $10,835; MilEr
Cattle Co., Phoenix $12,621; and Cortaro Farms Co., Cortaro, $17,051.
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Agricultural Adjustment Act, crop insurance for wheat, price
stabilization, and Wallace’s “Ever-Normal Granary” proposal.”’
The second Agricultural Adjustment Act was enacted on February
16, 1938. Its contracting system and method of payments was similar to
the SCDAA, and retained that law’s emphasis on subsidizing good soil
conservation techniques and avoiding planting excessive soil depleting
_crops. The Ever-Normal Granary plan included provisions to store a
greater surplus of crops during good years for use in poor years (or the
war years, as it turned out). In addition to the soil conservation features,
the second AAA controlled excessive cotton production by issuing
acreage quotas, and then imposing a 2¢ per pound tax on any cotton
marketed by farmers from additional acreage. This provision of the law
would be implemented only if two-thirds of the affected farmers approv-
ed. In the referendum held on March 12, Arizona farmers joined cotton
farmers nationwide in approving the marketing plan by approximately
90 percent. The AAA set a national target of 10.75 million bales, or eight
million bales less than the previous year’s crop. Arizona’s quota was
186,627 acres. Most Arizona cotton farmers cooperated with the new
program, and the reduction in acreage, about 44 percent, was the largest
in the country. The state’s total crop declined to 190,000 bales. This
contributed to a slight decline in total state farm income from the sale of
commodities during 1938. However, the AAA more than compensated,
giving farmers over $1.6 million in the second half of 1938.%*

THE IMPACT OF THE AAA

The extensive studies of the AAA conducted by the economists of the
Brookings Institution in 1936 and 1937 attempted to evaluate the
economic impact of the agency’s operations in its first three years.
Almost every aspect of the program could be criticized on one point or
another, but the primary question was whether the agency had
succeeded in its stated goal of establishing a parity of purchasing power
for American farmers. They concluded that the AAA had contributed to
economic recovery. More easily quantifiable was the contribution to
increasing farm incomes. In 1932, average farm income was less than
half the 1924 to 1929 average. Although income had not fully recovered
by 1935, the AAA’s $498 million in benefit payments helped to raise
incomes to about 72 percent of the 1924-29 average. The gross gain to

%7 Arizona Republic, July 9, 1937, 1:2; August 1, 1937, 4:1; August 6, 1937, 2:8, August
10,1937, I:1: Au¥ust 18, 1937, 1:4; August 25, 1937, 1:1; August 31, 1937, 1:1;
January 26, 1938, 1:2; January 30, 1938, 2:7.

*Ibid., February 17, 1938, 1:1; March 12, 1938, 1:4; March 13, 1938, 1:1; January 21,
1939, 1.7; January 22, 1939, 2:7; January 31, 1939, 1:2. Cotton acreage reduction
nationally was about 25 percent.
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cotton farmers from the combination of benefit payments and higher
prices amounted to an estimated $780 million between 1933 and 1935.
The world carry-over of American cotton declined between 1933 and
1935 from 11.5 million bales to about seven million. The Institution
estimated that without the AAA, the carry-over would have increase by
about two million bales, causing a further depression in prices. The
AAA spent $90 million on drought purchases of livestock, which also
prevented widespread dumping of cattle and sheep on the market or
death on the range. The AAA provided Arizona with a large infusion of
federal funds. Up to March 31, 1937, the AAA’s expenditures in the state
totaled $4,097,634. In addition to these benefits from the AAA, Arizona
also benefited from millions of dollars in credit extended by the various
operations of the FCA and the Commodity Credit Corporation.”

Despite this praise, the evaluation also made some criticisms of the
AAA, especially its lack of concern for the welfare of farm laborers.
While the agency made strong efforts to see that tenants and
sharecroppers shared in its benefits, it largely avoided any attempt to
make farmers pass benefits to wage laborers either by hiring more or by
raising wages. The AAA was also criticized for its lack of concern over
the effects of its programs on consumer prices. Everyone expected
consumers to, ultimately, pay for higher commodity prices and the
processing tax. Defenders of the AAA placed their faith in the NRA’s
effort to raise wages. Within the agency was a Consumers’ Council,
created to watch whether processors raised prices above the tax and to
educate the public that the tax was not the only reason why food prices
increased. Some members of the Consumers’ Council saw their role as
defenders of the consumers and they tried to reduce processors’ margins
so consumers would not have to pay the entire tax. This public crusader
role ended after an agency reorganization in early 1935 that turned the
Consumers’ Council to internal agency purposes. There was also a
problem with the method of setting base figures for production and
establishing reduction targets. The Department of Agriculture prior to
the AAA had encouraged farmers to reduce production in response to
the drastic price fall prior to 1933. Many farmers had done so and their
reward was to have their base figures reduced. Farmers who had
maintained high production or produced erratically could receive higher
base figures and so receive greater benefits by reducing production.
There was also the problem than any cotton grower who participated in
the crop reduction program in 1933 was automatically eligible to
participate in the following years, even if they had never grown cotton
before. The AAA faced a dilemma over the question of whether it

¥Nourse, et al, 138, 286, 301, 308-09, 448; Arizona Republic, May 22, 1937, 2:1.
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should seek to maximize agricultural efficiency or maximize its aid to the
farm population. In the end, the latter goal took precedence.*

CONCLUSION

The conditions of Arizona farming differed from most other parts of
the country. Reclamation projects on the Salt, Verde, Gila, and Colorado
Rivers caused a rapid expansion of irrigable acreage from the 1910s
through the 1930s. The number of farmers increased in Arizona while
the national trend was downward. The combination of climate, a
reliable water supply, and increasing mechanization gave Arizona cotton
farmers some of the highest yields in the nation. These factors also
contributed to a massive speculation in citrus in the late 1920s and early
1930s. Tens of thousands of acres were planted in oranges and grapefruit
in the expectation that Arizona could compete with the established
growers of California, Florida, and Texas. Cattle raising remained
important in many other areas of the state where irrigation agriculture
was limited or impossible. Stockmen were affected by periodic droughts
that contributed to significant soil erosion. To stabilize the market and
raise prices, Arizona’s cattlemen in the 1920s joined the Western Cattle
Marketing Association, a cooperative backed by California bankers to
assist the industry in California, Arizona, and New Mexico.

Arizona cotton and citrus growers shared in the national problem of
overproduction. Despite increasing production, lower prices kept the
value of Arizona’s cotton production lower than in the peak years of
1918-19. The citrus acreage began to produce in large quantity just as
prices collapsed. Cattlemen were faced with the immediate crisis of
drought in 1934, which threatened to devastate their herds and force
down prices as cattle was dumped on the market. The response of the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration to the problems facing these
commodities differed greatly. For the limited number of basic
commodities, which included cotton and cattle, the AAA offered
payments to encourage reduced production. Cotton farmers in particular
eagerly participated in the reduction program. They plowed under
about 22,000 acres of cotton in 1933, and contracted to keep acreage low
in 1934 and 1935. Since citrus was not one of the basic commodities, the
AAA could aid only by supporting a marketing plan which included
requiring licenses for interstate sale. The marketing plan proved
ineffective, and Arizona citrus growers never fully recovered from the
collapse in prices that continued through the rest of the 1930s.

Cattle raisers approved joining the AAA as a basic commodity in
1934, but most opposed the processing tax. The immediate crisis of the
drought caused the AAA to drop its plan to offer contracts for stock

©Nourse, et al, 340, 350-51, 390-95.
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reduction and impose a processing tax, and implement a large-scale
drought reduction program. This program removed cattle from the
range through direct purchase. The program effectively reduced the
number of cattle and raised prices nearly to the parity level. Content
with this situation, cattle raisers opposed any further efforts by the AAA
to reduce cattle, which were not included as a basic commodity in the
second AAA of 1938. They were able, however, to participate in the soil
conservation incentives offered by the AAA after 1936.

Millions of dollars in loans and direct payment contributed not only
to stabilizing Arizona agriculture, but also to its expansion. As irrigable
acreage increased, Arizona received larger production quotas. This aid
helped many farmers modernize their operations, replacing horsepower
with mechanical equipment that was especially efficient on the state’s flat
farm land. The AAA also encouraged better farming techniques by
subsidizing soil conserving practices and soil enhancing crops. The
additional work of the Soil Conservation Service and the creation of
grazing districts under the Taylor Grazing Act amplified this emphasis on
soil conservation, topics examined in the following chapter.



8 CONSERVATION AND THE NEW DEAL

By the 1930s, it had become increasingly apparent that human
settlement had disturbed the natural balance of land with its associated
flora and fauna, leading directly to erosion and declining soil fertility.
Extensive droughts in many parts of the United States, including
Arizona, coinciding with the decline of the industrial economy in the
early 1930s, turned the Administration’s attention to the problem of soil
erosion. This was a problem that President Roosevelt identified with
personally, having had long experience as a land manager at his own
Hyde Park estate.] In the First Hundred Days and later, the
Administration created agencies to provide relief and reform by
employing men to repair the damaged land. The Civilian Conservation
Corps, Roosevelt’s forest army, was the most famous of these, employing
hundreds of thousands of young men in forests and on the range,
constructing roads, dams, fire lookouts, and other improvements to aid
in better land management. The Soil Erosion Service (later the Soil
Conservation Service), also created in 1933, provided federal assistance
for soil improvement programs on federal lands, including Indian
reservations, and on private land. This chapter examines the major
aspects of these two agencies in Arizona.

Special conditions in the state made these soil conservation agencies
a far more important part of the New Deal in Arizona than in many
other states. One of these was the drought, which severely affected cattle
raising, the state’s second largest agricultural industry. This was
particularly important on several of the reservations where livestock
provided the most important means of support for substantial numbers of
tribal members. Another important characteristic of the state was the
vast extent of federal lands, at that time divided into major management
categories such as reservations, National Forests, National Parks and
Monuments, and the public domain under the jurisdiction of the General
Land Office. The Civilian Conservation Corps did not undertake work
projects independently. It was a labor source guided by other federal
agencies that used these workers to fulfill their own land management
priorities. The National Park Service, the Forest Service, The Soil
Conservation Service, the Office of Indian Affairs, and later the Grazing
Service, were the major supervisors of CCC work in Arizona. Another
factor that made Arizona a priority region for the Soil Conservation
Service was Coolidge Dam on the Gila River. This structure faced long-
term dangers from soil erosion in its watershed. One of the largest
project areas for erosion control by the SCS was on the upper Gila River
in Arizona and New Mexico, to protect the dam and the San Carlos

llE'.dgar B. Nixon, Roosevelt & Conservation, 1911-1945, (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1957), xi.
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Irrigation Project.? This chapter explores this and other important soil
protection projects undertaken in the state.

In addition to these agencies, the New Deal in 1934 established a
new land use policy designed to curb abuse of public lands by
overgrazing of livestock. The Taylor Grazing Act established a new
system of land management in which the public domain was segregated
into defined districts and permits required to graze livestock.?  The
Taylor Grazing Act brought the era of the open range to an end. It
established a system of federal oversight that left a great deal of control
to the grazers themselves. Implementation of the Taylor Act included an
extensive land improvement program guided by the Grazing Service
using CCC labor. Also, the new system granted limited rights to use of
the land and encouraged livestock raisers to make their own investments
in range improvements such as fences, wells, and water tanks. In
general, Arizona stockmen opposed passage of the Taylor Act, but
thereafter worked successfully in the formation of grazing districts.
Their cooperation with a program that they did not want reflects their
desire to protect their established interests.  Arizona stockmen’s
surprisingly calm acceptance of the end of the open range, perhaps
reflected their consideration of the difficult times their industry had gone
through in the boom and bust of the 1920s and the recurrence of severe
droughts. Stockmen, like most others in Arizona, readily accepted the
New Deal for the benefits it brought to them.

THE DAMAGED LAND AND FRANKLIN ROOSEVELT

In 1901, D. A. Griffiths, a botanist for the Arizona Experiment Station
in Tucson, set out to study forage conditions in southern Arizona. A
scientist familiar with range conditions across the western United States,
Griffiths condemned Arizona’s lands as more degraded than any other
he had seen. Griffiths asked two pioneer Arizona cattlemen, Henry
Hooker and C. H. Bayless about their remembrances of the early
rangelands of southern Arizona. Hooker wrote:

The San Pedro Valley in 1870 had an abundance of willow, cotton-
wood, sycamore and mesquite timber; also large beds of sacaton and
grama grasses, sagebrush, and underbrush of many kinds. The river
bed was shallow and grassy and its banks were beautiful with a
luxuriant growth of vegetation. Now the river is deep and its banks
are washed out, the trees and underbrush are gone, the sacaton has

2 Arizona Republic, December 28, 1933, 1:2.

3James Muhn and Hanson R. Stuart, Opportunity and Challenge: The Story of BLM,
(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1988), 37.
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been cut out by the plow and grub hoe, the mesa has been grazed by
thousands of horses and cattle, and the valley has been farmed.
Cattle and horses going to and from feed and water have made many
trails or paths to the mountains. Fire has destroyed much of the
shrubbery as well as the grass, giving the winds and rain full sweep
to carry away the earth loosened by the feet of the animals. In this
way many waterways have been cut from the hills to the river bed.
There is now little or nothing to stop the great currents of water
reaching the river bed with such force as to cut large channels and
destroy much of the land under cultivation, leaving the river from 10
to 40 feet below its former banks. This it has caused much expense in
bringing the water to the cultivated lands, and necessitated much la-
bor to dam up the channel and keep the irrigating ditches in repair.4

The testimony of several cattlemen revealed the changing character
of the Arizona range lands. The owner of a large ranch near Oracle, C.
H. Bayless, recalled that in the late 1880s:

.. . the San Pedro Valley consisted of a narrow strip of subirrigated
and very fertile lands. Beaver dams checked the flow of water and
prevented the cutting of a channel. Trappers exterminated the
beavers, and less grass on the hillsides permitted greater erosion, so
that within four or five years a channel varying in depth from 3 to 20
feet was cut almost the whole length of the river. Every year freshets
are carrying away new portions of the bottom lands. At present this
valley is a sandy waste from bluff to bluff, while the few fields
remaining are protected from the river at large and continuous
expense. Thus, in addition to curtailing the area of good land, the
deep channel has drained the bottoms, leaving the native grass no
chance to recover from the effects of close pasturing.

On the question of forage conditions, Bayless added,

Of the rich grama grasses that originally covered the country so little
now remains that no account can be taken of them. In some parts of
the foothills alfilaria furnishes limited but excellent pasture during the
spring and early summer. Were stock water is far removed some
remnants of perennial grasses can be found. Grasses that grow only
from seed sprouted by summer rains are small and transitory value.

4Conrad Joseph Bahre, A Legacy of Change: Historic Human Impact on Vegetation of
the Arizona Borderlands, (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1991), 109-113.
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Early testimony from Spanish explorers and missionaries and later
American soldiers and settlers indicates that southern Arizona had been
more of a grassland than in the 20th century. Many human activities,
including the eradication of beaver, “protective” measures such as fire
suppression, and the harvesting of wild hay played a part in altering the
natural balance of the region’s flora and fauna. Tall grasses disappeared
while woody plants like mesquite, acadi, burroweed, and snakeweed
became dominant. Natural fires tended to suppress these kinds of plants,
favoring quick-growing plants like grasses that store energy primarily in
their roots. People introduced new species of grasses that challenged
native flora. Short species that spread by runners were increasingly
favored over grasses that reproduced primarily by seed.”

A significant force in this environmental change was livestock.
Sheep and, more importantly, cattle grazed the Arizona grasslands in
increasing number throughout the latter half of the 19th century.
Between the 1850s and 1880, the number of cattle counted by the census
rose from practically zero to 135,757. In the 1880s, however, the
combination of good rains and the end of fighting with the Indians
allowed livestock ranching to spread across nearly the entire territory.
By 1890 there were recorded 927,880 head of cattle, while the true
number probably reached well over a million. In the exuberance of
boomtimes, territorial governor, F. A. Trittle claimed that Arizona could
carry 7,680,000 head of cattle. In fact, Arizona could never graze
anywhere near that number. When the number of cattle went over one
million (and there was a significant number of sheep in addition), the
conditions for a rangeland disaster were at hand. The first wave of losses
hit in 1885 when drought struck the region. Cattlemen in Arizona and
across the West shipped off what cattle they could, causing a severe drop
in prices. A more severe and extended drought began in 1893. Again,
losses were severe and numbers of livestock did not recover their
previous number until the boom of the 1920s. Ten years after Governor
Trittle’s optimistic estimate that Arizona could support over seven
million cattle, the governor’s report of 1893 commented, “In nearly all
districts, owing to overstocking, many weeds have taken the place of the
best grasses.” Henry Hooker believed the cause of the environmental
change was due “principally to overstocking. In times of drought even
the roots are eaten and destroyed by cattle.” Bayless agreed:

The present unproductive conditions are due entirely to over-
stocking... Droughts are not more frequent than in the past, but
mother earth has been stripped of all grass covering. The very roots
have been trampled out by the hungry herds constantly wandering

5Ibid., 119-20.
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to and fro in search of enough food. The bare surface of the ground
affords no resistance to the rain that falls upon it and the precious
water rushes away in destructive volumes, bearing with it all the
lighter and richer particules [sic] of soil. That the sand and rocks left
behind are able to support even the scantiest growth of plant life is a
remarkable tribute to our marvelous climate. Vegetation does not
thrive as it once did, not because of drought, but because the seed is
gone, the roots are gone, and the soil is gone. This is all the direct
result of overstocking and can not be prevented on our open range
where the land is not subject to private control.6

Bayless’ last point is significant. An important part of the problem
was the nature of land ownership. For land in the public domain, a
rancher had no long-term interest in maintaining its productivity. Where
land could be entered at any time by homesteaders, miners, or other
ranchers, it was actually in the rancher’s short-term interest to take as
much from the land as he could before someone else came along. The
result was a landscape mined of its forage rather than conserved as a
permanent resource. Though total numbers of livestock decreased from
the highs of the 1890s, range conditions continued to fluctuate according
to climatic and market conditions. World War I caused a brief boom that
promoted overexpansion. An agricultural bust followed in 1921-22.
Recovery was temporary as the combination of drought and national
economic depression devastated both the Arizona livestock industry and
the Arizona landscape.

Franklin Roosevelt brought into his presidency a keen awareness of
many issues regarding agriculture and problems with soil degradation.
Not since the administration of Theodore Roosevelt was conservation of
the nation’s natural resources raised to high priority. At Hyde Park, his
family’s estate in the Hudson River valley in New York, and at Warm
Springs, Georgia, Roosevelt observed the effects of years of harsh
agricultural practices that had wrung the land of its fertility and left it
exposed to erosion. “I can lime it, cross-plough it, manure it and treat it
with every art known to science,” he said, “but it has just plain run
out—and now I am putting it into trees in the hope that my great
grandchildren will be able to try raising corn again—just one century
from now.” How to save the ailing land was a question which
Roosevelt took personally. Over the years, he planted thousands of trees
at Hyde Park. Roosevelt’s interest in restoring the vitality of the land
became a prominent part of his political activities. Following his
election to the New York legislature in 1910, he became a leading figure
promoting conservation by the state government. He also served as

6Ibid., 112.
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chairman of the Forest, Fish and Game Committee where he set out to
promote a systematic state effort to conserve the land, water, and trees.
During his term, Roosevelt made clear his interests in natural resources
conservation, public power development, and labor legislation. How
these three areas of interest could be combined would be revealed over
two decades later in such New Deal programs as the Tennessee Valley
Authority and the Civilian Conservation Corps.”

During the emergency of the Great Depression, Congress enacted a
substantial portion of Roosevelt’s program. And where that program
touched upon the conservation of the nation’s natural and human
resources, new laws and agencies of the New Deal reflected his deepest
beliefs. The CCC stands out as the child of Roosevelt’s philosophy of
“Co-operation,” but many other New Deal agencies reflect these beliefs
including the SCS, the AAA, and the TVA, along with individual
undertakings, like the shelterbelt of trees planted across the Great Plains
from Texas to the Canadian border. In 1940, he stated his vision of “an
American whose rivers and valleys and lakes—hills and streams and
plains—the mountains over our land and nature’s wealth deep under the
earth—are protected as the rightful heritage of all the people.” It was a
powerful vision, but one that challenged many existing ideas and
institutions that had guided the development of the United States in the
past.8

Back in 1901, pioneer cattleman Bayless described the legacy of the
previous era of private mismanagement of the land:

Twelve years ago 40,000 cattle grew fat along a portion of the San
Pedro Valley where now 3,000 can not find sufficient forage for
proper growth and development. If instead of 40,000 head 10,000
had been kept on this range, it would in all probability be furnishing
good pasture for the same number today. Very few of these cattle
were sold or removed from the range. They were simply left there
until the pasture was destroyed and the stock then perished by
starvation.’?

The New Deal intended that such hard earned wisdom would be put to
use and that such profligacy with the land would never be repeated.

7Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming of the New Deal, 335-36; Nixon, 3-4.
8Nixon, viii.

9Bahre, 112.
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THE CIVILIAN CONSERVATION CORPS

As governor of New York, Roosevelt found opportunities to develop
conservation as public policy. Particularly during his second term,
when the economic slide was reaching momentous proportions, he
looked for ways to treat the need for both conservation of the land and
relief for the growing lines of the unemployed. In 193