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Progressive Era Influence on West Coast Political Reform, 1931042

For many year after the almost proximate Progressive and New Deal eras, historians acc
strong 6continuityo6 between t hese TheAgeofn
Refoormmdvanced a hypothesis of 0 drélsoking moralityia i
the Progressive era and the forwartented pragmatism of the New Deal. My thesis challen
this discontinuity school of thought, an
theory established a dominant paradigraulthese eras. Historians as diverse as Graham <
Weinstein, Worster, and Katznelson have further stressed the differences between the
Progressive and New Deal eras.

Yet, while the discontinuity message articulated many truths, it obscures an &kevigadon of
the New Deal. This work demonstrates on the West Coast during the later New Deal, 19:
1942, Progressive era influence was substantial. General chapters focusPoogrbesive era,
the 1920s; the early New Deal. Detailed chapters @heutVest Coast, 1931042, look at three
policy areasand include: conservation and national parks; monopoly reform and distributic
electricity from West Coast dams; social justice and responses to Dust Bowl migration. A
ideological reappraisal othe West Coast in the late New Deal is attempted.

Firstly, from a Progressive era ideological viewpoint, issues conventionally judged periphe
the three policy areas areeenceptualized as significant policy successes. Secondly indivi
and or@nizations shaping and implementing policies locally and nationally were either sur
of the earlier era or steeped in its beliefs. Thirdly, events on the West Coas,94@39vhich

reproduced conditions in the Progressive era, tested whether Nderlead learned frotheir

predecessorsoé mistakes. Consequently, t
considered questioning of Hofstadter s p
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Forward

The present is always a negotiation with the past. B@m a persoapparentlyreacts

spontaneously to a situation he or she brings to bear experience or inexperience from the past. If
a politician in an earlier incarnation of their career lived through a previous era, or comes from a
familial and/orpdliti cal tradition established then, thati®ack story which informs their

present dagyhought processes apdtterns of behaviour. No more, | believe, aese

reflections of relevance 1dS history tharoverindividualsfrom theProgressive era, dhose

influencal by thatera who played a significant role on the West Caaghe later New Deallt

is the intention of this thesis to show how, in the years 1982, they sought to #energize

areas of policy found in the Progressive, erdearn by tle mistakes of earlier progressivas

take their actions a stage further.



Introduction

At the end of 1932anobscurepolitician from theMid Westcovetedatop job in theUS cabinet

When he was invited to &sidentelect FrankinDRoosevel t 6s i nggydavirng New
houseon68St reet for a political gathering, he hac
the appointment. After all, he was a 58 year old, unelected politamaiunlike the Democrat

Roosevelt, a Refblican, whose experience in politics was characterized by failure, not success.
Frances Perkins, the future Secretary of Labor,
wasan incongruous figure, lackingeM York elegance and style. In truth, he nhaste been

out of place, and said nothing to the others present. He had never met Roosevelt before. Perhaps,

it came as a surprise thenthas he was about to leave, Rewelt called him into his study and
addressed hi m tamdlsaveeerspeaking thewe Bnguagedan the past

twenty years. | am having difficulty finding a Secretary of the Interior...and | have about come

to the conclusion that the man | want is Harold L. Ickes of Chiéagfith this unexpected
announcemenickeswashandedone ofthemostprestgious cabineposi ti ons i n Roos

government.

This episode creates a deceptively straightforward link between two great reform periods in
American history, the Progressive era (12200, and the New Deal (193R). In effect, on the
eve of the New Deal, FDR viewed Ickes as a political-state, because of common beliefs,
which dated back to the heyday afbgressivism. They would implement their Progressive era
beliefs in the next seven years, while FDR workéith others who held similar beliefs, although
not necessarily veterans of the Progressive era. For many years, histaréatg accepted this
interpretation bthe New Deal. The historiafrthur S. Link, for example, who specialized in
the Progressivera, understandably championed his choseogeass the inspiration for New
Deal liberalism? Henry Steele Commager, thhgh, was equally emphatic thabgressivism,

! Harold L. Ickes;TheSecret Diary ofHarold L. Ickes: The First ThousdrDays, 19331939(New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1954), IX; Graham White and John Mdaegld Ickes of the New Deal: HRrivate Life and Public
Career(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University PA&235), 98.

2 Arthur S. Link,American EpochA History of America Since 19@BNew York: Alfred A Knopf, 1955)
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with its nearcontemporary movement Populism, spawned the New Deal. Commager wrote
0 Adr the lapse of a decade and a half, Franklin Roogeadltup once more the prograshthe

Populists and Progressives and carried it to its logical concl@sion.

I n 1955 Ri c h &he Age bf Réfammaastbrimedruddsrstand) of the
Progressive era, anthe New Deaf. Never again would historians or political scientists breezily
assume an affinity between the two periods. Hofstadter employed highly persuasive, polemical
prose to argue that Ot he s rentfromthatbftheMesv Pr ogr e
D e alAccérding to Hofstadir, Fogressives were essentially conservative reformsrs,
wanted to restoranold morality to American life. They urged aoti to combatvrongs which
they saw as emerging frolate 19" Centurysociety: endemic poverty, unfair competition in
business, and wastage of Americanland | n Hof st adter6s phmase, Pr
mor al a,bsallluavismdg t hem t o @ocowmyd ot ae aii mtsd | It et
opponent$. Converselyfor Hofstadter New Dealers should be viewed as more raginablern
reformers, because they wasgperimengrswith American society, whdid not want to restore
astatus quo ante Indeed their opponents accused thianovativédNew Deal of immorality
New Deal er s pwerganafiviereby asdédireto deliver practical results benefiting
the American people, and themselvéhe influence of Hofstadter was profouindacademia,
colouring the opinion of subsequeggneratios of historians As he was a product of the New
Ded, it perhaps followshat he wished to stress its uniqueness, and repel any suggestion that the

New Deal was in large part derivative.

It i s Hofstadterds o6disconti nui New®eabecah ool of
which | wish to challenge in this theSidNaturally,in the light of moraecent reseaanh,
Hof stadter 6s ar gu meitsmainimassag thatedrsjunctiorgxistshetevebn b u t

the Progressivera and New Deahecause the former was backw#dking while the latter

3 Henry Steele Commagerhe American MindNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1950), 337.

4 Richard HofstadteThe Age of Reform: From Bryan E®R (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1955)

Slbid., 19.

8lbid., 315.

7 Ibid.

80tis Graham suggested the designation 6the discontinui
disconnect between the Progressive era and the New Deal, Otis L GhajfamEncore For Reform: The Old

Progressives and The New Débllew York: Oxford University Press, 1967), 227.
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|l ooked to the future, remains Oc-amnbtioesiit i onal w
attempting a whol esal e c¢ halahdgafmpeeessitypngimise O6di sc
more limited. This thesis does aim stiow continuity between thedqjressive era and the New

Dealat anational level, but its maipurpose is to demonstréateat process a more localized

setting using primary and secondary source matefialerefore, thassuesof conservation,

monopoly reformand social justice, whicbonnect strongly to the Progressive &, be

considered during the later New Deal the West Coagstvith a view to showing continuity.

To beginwith, we need t@onsider the literaterthat has built ufrom Hofstadter onwards,
which hasestablishedand nt r enched t he 6di sconanumberiof y6 ar gt
misconceptionaind confusionthat impede understanding of continuity between the two eras are
going to bediscusgd,along withthe rationaldehind this thesjespeciallywhy particular issues
have beerchosen, in a specific region, during the final yearthefNew Deal. Relevant works
fromthed ¢ o n t schoolioftthpulyht about the Progressive era and Newdbeadviewed,in
opposition to discontinuity arguments, to bring salient points abouhe minority viewpoint,
which | hope to build onBy coveringimportant i ndi ngs @fo rbtoitndi itthyed o6ad i
6conti nui t y ohistoriography,tl wantno estaklish where my thesis will be situated
in the literature. Afterwards, the methodology of the thesis is explafiadlly, abrief digest

of the PhDis included to show the way forward for tfeader.

Ever since Honteménts drtle Pdgessve amahNew 2al, historians of
these periods have tendiedbe devotees of his ideas worked in their shadow. Otis Graham
was a disciple of Hofstadter, andAm Encore for Reforrdemongtated thaby the mid 1930s
survivingoldP ogr essi ves mostly disapproved of the N
preponderance of progressive sentiment against the Newteabecome conscious of
considerable differences between the two reform movements of the first half of this (20
¢ e n t °Theywo Most celebrated general narrative histories of the New Didah w
established a 06benchmarkd for | ater works on

thesis. Successivelgpoks byArthur Schesinger Jr.including The Age of Roosevelthe

%Ibid., 178.



Crisis of the Old Order19191933 ardWi | | i am L e &ranklin B.iRbosevetf &nd the
New Deal, 19320, bolsteredtHo f st adt eud ¢ y @ d id%sLeunheteliony gave
explicit support for discontinuity, while Schlesinger showeatthe Progressive era background
to the New Deal was far removed from its ideological atmosphekater, Kenneth Davis

carefully chronicled FDROGs Progressive era ba
Progressive era ideology and morality carried through to the New®e&onvergly, Frank
Freidel acknowledged the early New Deal included a significant Progressive er& input
However,Freidel judgedNew Dealers, and their leader FD&have beemltimately pragmatic
innovators rather thamolding to the beliefs of ol@rogressivig.*

Unsurprisingy Hof st adt er Ocballenge@das a reduibfurteer rbseagch, bu
even where writers appetarbe making new departures irogressive or New Deal
hi storiography, their wor k f rtengfingeMetvleft bear s t
historians, like Gabriel Kolkpseemed to be 1easting understanding of the Progressive era, with
the concept of oOpolitical capitali sinfameswhereb
Weinsteinbébs description of o6corporate | iberal

line of thought!® Yet, on closer inspectip thework of these historianis an elaboration of ideas
found in Hofstadter. The moral thrugtProgressiissm, in Hofsader, ultimately was defensive,
fighting to reclaimthe past, notnaking way forthe future. Progressives, often from the old

monied class, felt threatened by emerging secienomic groups, likeouveau riche

o william E. Leuchtenburgtranklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal, 198(New York: Harper and Row, 1963)
chapter XIV.

1 Arthur M. Schlesinger JrThe Age of Roosevelt: The Crisis of the Old Order, 1838(London: Heinemann,

1957)

2Kenneth S. Davis;DR: The Beckoning of Destiny, 188928(New York: Random House, 1979), 2237, 344

349.

B Frank FreidglFranklin D. Roosevelt: Launching the New D¢Bbston: Little, Brown and Company, 1973), 64,

65, 71, 163, 304, 340, 429.

* Freidel arrives at this conclusion, (pages 434 to 435), because he sees the Progressive era as producing two
ideological strandé New Nationalis regulation and New Freedom trdmisting, associated with Presidents

Theodore Roosevelt and Wilson respectively. He notes that from the outset of the New Deal FDR was not wedded
to either approach. As FDR pragmatically fluctuated between these tWogiab strands Freidel considers he was
neither a Progressive eigspired follower of Wilson nor Theodore Roosevelt. Yet, it will be argued that in practice
Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson both pursued regulation andbttustt i n g, mahaviioorg FDRG6 s
consistent with Progressive ideology.

14 Gabriel Kolko,The Triumph of Conservatism: A{Reerpretation of American History19061916 (Chicago:
Quadrangle Paperback, 1967), 3.

15 James Weinsteif,he Corporate Ideal in the Liberal State: 190918 (Boston: Beacon Press, 1968), XV.
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industrialists, and socialistlabaur . To contain this O0status r eV
consensus across classes, and reforms in society, which would limit the power of big business,

and remove the need for a powerful labmovement!® New Left historias refined this

argument to incorporate big business as part of a defensive alliance with Progressive politicians,
which aimed to renderlabaur movement unnecessary, amgognizedhat whilecontrols on

big business were unavoidablbeydid not necessarily involve didvantagindig business

againstheir smaller competitorsWiebe further widened this defensive alliance to include the

family and profession¥.

Therefore, Hschéve gigaificandyrsitaged tha tlenking of historians of the
Progressive ahNew Deal eras, either obviously, or in a meubtle manner, as wikolko.
|l ndeed, Hof st adt er 6 s 06 duclsadomirtant mstoriogrgphicaa r g u me n t
ascendancy from thE960s onwards that many historians of the two reform periods have
aacepted its assumptions by default. Whetleting about oldProgressives or Blw Dealers,
they use the intellectual framework of keeping the two periods separate, with dissimilar
preoccupations, and do not explore commonalities, even wtréiagly apparent. ricreasing
specializatiorby academicgencouragedhis trend assistegossibly bytheir reluctance to
become entangled in thickets of controyazsncerningvhether théwo erasare linked, when
eachcan be regarded as satisfactorily sifficient. In the 1970s the study pfogressivism
becameonspicuouslynward-looking Pet er Fi |l eneds article, O6An C
Progressive Movemetd deried the reality of a Progressivdaology, obviating its applicability
to other eras® As a resit, researchers became less iagted in the ideolgical aspects of
progressivism, and more concerned alibavaried experiences of diffent groups within the
Progressive yeardefined byrace, gender, and class. In the next decadebiographerslohn
Milton Cooper, Kendrick Clemes, and Lewis Gouléhdicatedthe importanceod pr ag,mat i ¢ 6
as oppos e,dbehaviour @momngrogréssive era presidential lead€rsHowever,none

of thesehistorians has used his work to argue that, by demonstrating the Progressive era was

16 Hofstadter,The Age of Reforni35166.

1" Robert WiebeThe Search for Order, 1871020(New York: Hill and Wang, 1967)

Bpeter G. Filene, O6An Obi t uaAmegricah Quarteiiyioh 2 N®T (Bpgng é99® i ve Mo \
19 John Milton CooperThe Warrior and the Priest: Woodrow Wilson and Theodore Roog&aattbridge,

Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1983); Kendrick A Clenidr@residency of Woodrow Wilson

(Lawrence, Kansas: Univetg of Kansas Press, 1992); Lewis L. Goulthe Presidency of Theodore Roosevelt

(Lawrence, Kansas : University of Kansas Press, 1991)
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more pragmatic than Hofstadter alleged, the Progressadeserves rocationcloser to the

Opragmatico6 New Deal

Nevetheless, at the outset, it is sensibledokan o wl edge t he force of Ho:
argument.The weight of historical opion has accepted his opiniasthe correct interpretation
of the Progressive eend New [2al even allowing fomajorqualifications Clearly, moral
certainties, espaily overtly Christian ones, wemorepronounced in the Progressive era, in
conformitywithHdst adt er 6 s ar gument s. FDRO6s speeches,
were not announced to the accompani erewmasa of 060
strong moral aspect to the New Deal. It did not merely consist of objective experts, as
Hofstadter suggested, running bureaucracies according to pragmatic prifftiplésed, the
Progressive era, arguabl vy, ateguated totamideoldgye Wi De a l
the New Deal, the need to protect American soil in conservation had a definite moral and
ideological dimension, as did the rectitude of improving the lot of economically desperate small
farmers and industrial workers in sddiastice reform. Likewisemonopoly reformerg the
New Deal still pesessed more than the embermofal firethatburnedfiercely against

exploitative big business during the Progressive era.

Conservationmonopoly reformand social justicare the centralssues which will be
consideredn this study to illuminate understanding of contityibetween the Progressive and
New Deal eras. The choice of these policy areas is not random, or tendentious, and the reason
for their selection deserssome comment. In the Progressive era there were many other reform
areas which had great significance in changing America. Progressive moves to increase
democracy provide a good example. Triteoduction of the initiativendpower of recall at a
state leel were all attempts to make decnacy more direct. Similarlgirect election ofJS
senators, and primaries, came about during the Progressive era. The crowning achievement of
this process of democr at i Zifemgeitowarddtve &l ofthe e wi nni
Progressive ag Yet the New Deal paid littigttention to increasingolitical democracy in
America, and, in the Supreme Court dispute (19870, executive rerganizationcritics of the

New Deal argued FDR was seeking to stifle democracy. In certain cases, the New Deal

20 Hofstadter,The Age of Reforn8203 2 2 . Hof stadter on pa
h i s

e 322 contrasts
oftheNew De al with t e insistent mor al f t

g
m o he Progress

12



indisputably reverseBrogressive reforms, as WiProhibitioni implemented by Pgressives in

1919, repealed by New Dealers in 1933. Therefore, the tbsaes being used to connect the
Progressive era to the New Dea¢ justified adeing fundamental tenets in the thinking of both

eras. Of course, thed Progressivesand New Dealers nt r o d escpeedc idfercad r ef or ms

these are not my concern.

Misconceptiongnd confusionperpetrated by Hofstadter and his folkns, about the
Progressive and & Deal era also demanddequateliscussion; otherwise they seriously
impede understanding bhkage between th£910s and 1930s. istonceptions fate especially
to Hof ftsadr erg@gs i on 6 .dHis fixatiorson the separaténesglaf twb o d s
historical periods, such a prominent featurdloé Age of Refornis a flawed concept.

Historical periods arsurely notdiscrete entitiesbu shoud be regarded as series of

imbrications where one era is partially overlapped by its predecessor, and, in turn, partially
overlaps its successor. Of coursach era has distinctive features, but these are a synthesis of
old and new influencgrather than a free standipgoduct of the era in question. Consequently,
the Progressive era may have been moralistic, but its defining characteristics, as with any age,
were a complex mixture of the old and new. Progressive behaviour exhibited ptipedseof

19" century morality. However, the Progressive era botepted and rejected "1 @entuy

ideas. One could argue thabBressives defiantly refused to acquiesce i @fecenturystatus
guo,both the corruption otie Gilded Age, andjespite its moral certitudé)e exaggerated
individualism ofolder American society, which precludedwgernment intervention. While
Progressivesnvoked the morality of the past, having broken free of traditional party political
beliefs, they looked tthe future with a mae flexible mind. In this way, i8gressive reforms

were as much focused on future pbagies as past certainties. From this state of affairs, we
might expect old Rogressive morality to have lived on into thew Deal, and it shodlhardly

surprise usf New Deal pragmatism originated in the Progressive era.

A confusing aspect o fperibdizdion tbecausechmadaly expandsk r el a
and contracts thieoundarie®f the Progressive eta suit the discontinuitgrgument.At one
stage,ld f st adt er ar gnieeaionalibng ¢spedidlly his desi@ or Ametica
participate in the League of Nations (199D ) , brought to a close the

moral crusade for Americans to abandon thairow selfinterest, in favour ofriternationalism,

13



stretched therpgressive impulse to breakippint?! Hof st adt er 6s judgement ,
Progressive era finished 1920 seems emamtly reasonlale, as it coincides with the end of

progressive presidentieule, and Wilsm 6 s def eat o0 vrmegressave foreignpoljcy i z a b |
issue, dbeit one that bitterly dividedrBgressives themselves.

However,at another stage, ifhe Age of ReforpHofstadterdecides tdackdate the et of
the Progressive arto beforeAmerica entered World War |, Aprll917. He presents an
argument that-gbhier dmenst desf shBeEf Nat (N&A)al Reco
theFirstNew Deal, where big business attained considerable autonomy, was not inspired by
Theodor e RevdatenalsricampagnPrevious writers argued that the New
Nationalism policy of 1912 had been the inspiration behind the NRA, because it tolerated
regulated monopoly capitalisminstead Hofstadter contends that the NRA stemmed from
Wil sonb6s World War | or gl8)ffiAghe howqudgetitaf bi g busi
Amer i caods pWarldWar lifel autsidle ienProgressive era, Hofstadbers
apparentlydisprovedcontinuity between the Progressive era and the NewD#afact, he has
arrived at this outcome merely by changing the endafdtee Prgressive era from 1920 to
beforeApril, 1917 To question furtheHo f st a d t e rniasyhisoriagsargue that
Wi | son6s Wo nidatibn dMhe economy witself derivedfrom New Nationalisn?
In these circumstancgs makes most sense to ube yeas 19001920 for the Progressive era,
therebyavoiding Hofstadted s p r e manatianrokthe tpexiodwihich was imposed, in part,
perhapgo serve his discontinuity argumery making this logical extension of the Progressive
era, a number of continuities between the 1910s and 1930s bezamiiigapparent.

Although misconceptions and confusions are clearly discernifilearAge of Refornthey
have not decisively affected the standingh&fbook. Ho f s t alekite ¢oremphasize the
uniqueness of the New Deal, and his success in pointiingiy to thefuture, still resonate
strongly with current writers caerned with the 1930s. Toanyliberal historians and political
scientists, FDR isvery oftenat the very pinnacle in a pantheon of politisaroes When an
historianas respected as Arthur Schle nger Jr ., designatesofRooseve

Ybid., 277279.

2bid., fn, 304.

23 bid.

24 Cooper,The Warrior and The Pries12.
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US presidential historyye have arightto feel uneasy at thigverentiajudgement® Like

Hofstadter, Schlesimgr 6 s f or mat itvlee yMaw sDesglanna&mnd, wunder s
remarkable pject becameé nt egr al t o Schlesingerds identity
academics who are prodaaif more recent decades should be receptitiggdotheses that might

challenge the uniqueness, and superiorityadRBoe v el t 6 s Ne w bebaecasifor Ther e
saying that much of the New Deal dedvieom the Progressive era, even if, at times, Roosevelt
seemed to be straying from an ideology of consettsare tending towards a polarization of

American politics.In the end, thoughDR does not requiiiatellectual bodyguardsThe New

D e a $odiad justiceor environmentateforms,its emergency unemployment measures, which

hel ped restore belief in democr ac ymporantaf Roose
his presidencyn American history The understarathle desire to protect the political reputation

of FDR and the New Deal lsomeliberal academics should ncdmeatthe expense of

devaluingthe Progressive era.

Therecenttrendby a cohort ohicademis to focus on theignificane of the later New Deal
to post World War IIAmericai both politically and economicalliy while providing a fresh
perspective, at the same t iohadorwardlookirigdewdeal t o Ho
As the later New Deal is the terperiod & my study, their work merstclose scrutinyAlan
Brinkley has shown in a thoughptovoking book The End of Reforrthat the later New Deal
began to revrientate the relationship of interventionist government to big busifie$his
process fially resulted, aftewWorld War I, in government and businessagnizingthe mutual
advantagsof awelfare state and deficit spenditmcreatean affluent mass consumswciety?’
Hopes, dating from the Progressive era, of regulating-shaping, theconomy, Brinkley
maintains, became obsolete in this new economic atmosffherrestingly, and indicating
t hat Brinkl eyds ar gu medstontinugy, he seemsdotimply thagthe f or wa
N e w D gradualemunciation of the ecmmicaly reformist pogressive agenda was a leng

Z2Arthur Schlesinger Jr., 6Rat iRolicatSeienceRuaaterly1@,@ (1B73:: Was hi 1
179190.

26 Alan Brinkley, The End of Reform: New Deal Liberalism in Recession and(Mé&w York: Alfred A. Knopf,

1995)

2Nbid., 268269.

2bid., 6-7.
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term loss to American liberalisf. Reviewers have criticized Brinkleigr underestimating the
lastinglegacy of New Deal antrust powers, curtailing big business, which one reviewer

describedin the context ofne mid 1990sas st i |l | 6a pot énrtrefayence be hi n
to the easing of regulation in the late 1990s thedinancial disaster of 2008ese matters have

a new and resounding relevandéonetheless, adew Deal monopoly reforrpowers were

influenced by Progressive evalues and Brinkley arguesiter New Dealers neglected thém

work tends to strengthethe discontinuity argument.

In the same vein as Brinklegndmorerecently publishedThe New Deal and the Triumph of
Liberaismc ont ai ns chapters that emphasize the New
of the 6regr e¥® MortorekéllerRr ogesessdDThse. New Deal , an
came to be the true watershed dividing the American poldimdlgovernmental past from the
regi me under wh3 Kelker cites thd core New Demld/atey donstituency
composed of ethnic groups and organizeduabaeveloped after 193@s being a crucial point
of departure, carrying enormous import parstwar pluralist society® Crucially, he ignores
Progressive era precederttipugh,and while he might consider them unrepresentative, they

should be taken into account.

In particular, Keller disregards the work of Michael Rogjlre political scientist, on Hiram
Johnsonds election campaigns in California du
discovered, at least in California, Johnson had created a voter coalitiposetmhonWASP
labaur unionists Johnson adbved this voter coalition by introducing social justice reforms.

R o g ifindtng challenges the discontinuity argument about the Progressiaadiew Dea)

and argues for continuity. Tellingly,Beu ggest s: O0The i ncorpbration
2bid., 271.

®¥Thomas K. Mc CrTaesEnd oRReforimdournab df Anderican Historyol. 82 No 3 (December

1995)

31 (Ed) Sidney M. Milkis and Jerome M. Millefhe New Deal and the Triumph of Liberaliéimherst and Boston:

University of Massachusetts Press, 2002)

2 bid., chapter by Morton Keller, o636e New Deal and Pr
33bid., 319320.
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middle class American politics, a major achievement of the New Deal, may have had its

beginnings in ¥he Progressive era.?o

Another chapter fronfthe New Deal and the Triumph of Liberalidoy Sidney Milkis
himself, supplis a sophisticated supplement to the discourse on Progréssiv®eal
discontinuity. Milkis, a polital scientist, is by no meaaspartisan opponent of continuity.
Indeed, he has written an article previously, with David Tichener, about the impdddhee
American futureof Progressive era social justice idgaisring the 1912 election campaithin
The Triumph of LiberalispMilkis explains how FDR was abte embed New Deal social
reforms into American society during the later New Deal, and cceaiditions for further
reform3® He showsliat FDR was respondimgimarily to a particular set of circumstances in
the 1930s, and whatever the influence of the Progressive era in his thinkimgh Milkis
allows fori it wasfinally of peripheraimportance inhis decisions to transform presidential
power and th®emocratic voter base. FD#®ught to increase presidential power after bruising
encounters with Congress and the courts, over Firstrem®&econd New Deal legislation, 1935
37. Although dedated in the firstinstac e, a compr omi s e highgr si on of
controversiaExecutive Organization Bill was passed during 1939, enhancinglpresil
powers in electiond’ The Ramspeck Act (1940Eped preservélew Deal vales in amore
politicized civil service® Essentially successful elections created a reform momentum, carried
out without civil service oppositionin agreement with Keller, Milkis shows Roosevelt
cultivated a partisan lalounion and notWASP voter base, which gave rafast Democrats a
permanent, and growing, constituency foittieliefs. That constituency became the basis of

t he Democratic Partybés future after 1945,

Brinkley, Milkis, and Keller point the New Deal towards the future, not the pAsst

recentlyl ra Kat znel son has produced per-lbokimgs t he

a |

#Mi chael Rogin, OProgr essi Whegdaurna af AmeticaneHistGigol. 55N@2 ni a EI| e ct

(September 1968): 31314.

%Sidney M. Milkis and Daniel Tichener, &i DtyCamgaign De moc r ¢

of 1&xudiesdn American Political DevelopméntFall 1994): 282340.

36 Milkis and Miller, The New Deal and the Triumph of Liberalismc hapt er by Sidney Mil ki s,
Roosevelt, the Economic Constitutional Order, andthe Rewl i t i ¢ s of Presidenti al Leade

¥bid., 42-45.
8bid., 4647.
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New Deal. He has renvisioned the New Deal as effectively sustaining itself deep into the post
war world, upto 1958° Ar guab | y, Br i-driken soyidiysinspiredby thenNew
Deal , an d-pevpetuakng lbéral stage| fédrged by FDR, forced a liberal consensus on
evenright-wing Republicans after World War II. Milkis and Brinkley also accentuate that
hugdy significant changes wrought during the later New Deal, and World War Il, occurred
almost entirely because of what happened in those years, in which the Progressive era was
largelyirrelevant. Katznelson shows the New Deal bestriding Twentieth Centorgrica. In

this way, these writers 1&ate yet again, the discontinuity school of thought for a new

generation of scholars agénerakreaders.

In line with the discontinuity argument, it is necessary to concededhiidan kehaviour on
the partof FDR, partly prompted bgn embittered oppositigman counter to Progrese era
values. For instance, westn Progressives favoured an evdrdyanced voter base of rural and
urban groupsHowever theProgressive eraad ended in defeandprogresiveshad been
forced to stand by whilmany oftheir policieswerereversedluring the 1920sIn this context
we can speculate thBDR, originally a Progressive era politicigmadtime to ponderfor over a
decadenow far he would go to prevent anotheformig erafromfinishingin disappointment
Moreover, althougla similarly counteffactud point, Progressives ithe 1910snighthave
resot ed t o F DfRankontédavithtthelifisulties he faced Setting asidthese
conjecturesthough,we cansaywith absoluteconfidencehat pogressivism waspposedo
polarized politics. At the heart of the new pabtiof pogressivisnwas a desire to place public
trust in 6disinterested | eadershi pkpof da neutr
iclassless politicsod6, indeed, 6a €onsensus.
Progressivism believed in uniting, not dividing, Americahsthis new environment,
government should not pander t orsocalglass, bu | i nt e

take action, maximizing benefits and prosperitydibthe American people.

39 ra KatznelsonFear Itself: The New Deal and the Origins of Our TifNew York: WW Norton, 2013),-%.

40 Frederick Jackson Turnéfhe Frontier in American HistorfNew York: Holt, 1920) chapter el even, 0
and American Il deals; 6 Rogin, OProgressiProjgressivesand t he Cal
Pluralists and Problems of the State: Ittagies of Reform in the Unitede®es and Britain, 1900926(New York:

Oxford University Pres2002), 50.
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Finally, FDR granted preferential treatment to certain groups, and enhanced his own power,
so thathe possiblythreatened the balance of power in Amanigovernance. Howevdi,D R 6 s
new progressivalevelopmentsvere taken out of political logic. They insuréx survival of
New Deal advances, and creatlkd conditims for further reformeven if these actionsere
anathema toertainprogressive belief Yet, these facts do not imply, becal€2R, on
occasionsignoredProgressive era beliefihathe rejected all the lessons of ¢ibgressivism,

especially its core policy values.

Conservationmonopoly reform, ahsocial justiceare identifed in this work as the core
policiesconnecting the Progressive and NeeaDeras. Therefore, it is sensible at this juncture
to ask whether others from tleentinuity school have focused on these issues. Significantly, in
the first major challenge to Hofstadterds dis
1959,discussedhese policies In an article that concentrated on the Progressive Patifpiph
of 1912, Scott argued thitlaid the intellectual and policy foundations for the New DédHe
made two important pointgsirst,Sc ot t | mpl i ed t-dorentratioo bndNeva dt er 6 s
Deal @oragmatisnirested on a misconception. Hofstadtieserved that the New Deal produced
a pauciy of political thought compared with the Progressive era, because New Dealers were
more interested in practical results than theori2tngbo wever , Scott argues: 0
basicthinking had been alreadipne (in the Progressive ethat the general approach to the

(1930scri si s, as distinct from particul®ar progra

SecondScott interprets the Progressive era as being forealdng, notmerelyharking
backto the past. Inhiswords 6 The Pr o gr éthesdbovte theepresent,theo p e n e
Progressives blazed the trail, theW Dealerstuned it i nto a egardmgoughtf ar
the three core policies, Scatinsiderghe 1942 Platform as radicads the w Deal, perhaps
mor e soO. He writes, 6(Iln) the section on ASo
(social justicedemands for positive actipa variety of other demands can be seen:
establishment of a federal commission to supetvigenonopolisticcorporations engaging in

interstate commerce...afi@deral control gfconserva i on . 0 I n connrhection w

“Andrew Scott, 6The Pr dogrnako$ Rolitiesol. A Na4 (NovemBPee 1959p e ct i ve d
42 Hofstadter,The Age of Reforn316317.
“¥Scott, O6The Progressive Era in Perspectived: 697.
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guotes the 1912 Platform as saying: ONatur al

National welfare,soul d be owned or ¢&ontrolled by the N&

Scottdés article, vigorously attacking the di
Hofstadter academics like Otis Graham. He argued that the 1912 Platform was unrepresentative
of Progressiverat hi nki ng, and t her enisplaced a®noapbint.®s wor k h
Perhaps as damagi ng,Stotented ieby dcussinguslidea8en r eput at i
progressivismin a very diffuse way® Had he writt@ a more incisiveonclusion, andollowed
up his article by a book on Progressive era continnitiile New Dealfellow academicsnay
have been won over by his otherwise persuasive.ideas

Hof stadter s mi s c on clesgthan tbennsistemmpthasieofdis f usi ons,
followerson a uniqueforwardlooking New Deal, perhaps can best be cowaated by looking
at the West Coast in the later Newd). Continuity acdemics, like Andrew Scott, woulthve
done well to consider this geographical region to demonstrate dieirey relevance of the
Progressive era to the New Dedlhe thredenets of pogressivism, whiclkarguablyconstitute
its core policy valugsnere of crucial importance ther@nd this tlsis wil remedy a significant

lacuna in the research, relating deology in the later New Deal on the West Coast

Yet mostprevious historians have nevansideredhe West Coast states as a region.
Richard Lowitt, amongst others, createdah i st or i ¢ aWest Caasstatpdbyat ed6 f or
maintaining that Califoria was fundamentally different from other western statégch
immediately presents difficulties when grouping California, Oregon, and Washington State
together?” However,in taking the st Coast states as a unit, valuable comparativk @an
bepursued for the corérogressive era policy areas, revealing commonalitremany respects,
Lowittds analysis was valid, but Chlilosmiawaseat ed
certainly distinct from other western areas because ofritsuitgral wealth, population density,
andlarges cal e o6f act or y,iftlepotcy dreas beiNgdusedtom daring thes

later New eal the three West Coast states showed edeskmilarities. Consequently, a pre

441bid., 688-689,

4 GrahamAn Encore For Reforn222.

#¥Scott, O06The Progress@ilMe Era in Perspectivedo: 700
4 Richard Lowitt,The New Deal and the WéBloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984), chapter on California.

20



condition for embarking on nrgsearch is an acceptance t@atiforniacan be integratehto a

Pacific Coast regional identity, sothang recent historiographig addressing®

Following Hofstadterthebroad swathe of historiah@oking atthe WesiCoast in the last
years of theNew Deal haveconcentrate principally on thepragmaticorganizational challenges
faced by New Dealers, rather thdeology Regarding conservation policy, Progressive era
values afford an invaluable perspective on events in West Coast states dufatg #930s.
Three issues dominated conservation on the We
water, forestry and national parks. As in the Progressive era, federal government action became
severely conflicted over conservation becausethe @ r nment 6 s i deol ogi cal [
pressured by the pragmatic need to avoid alienating economic sectional interests. Rich corporate
farmers wanted to tap into |Hgiving water in the arid Far West from New Deal dam reservoirs,
and irrigation wa a central concern in all three West Coast states, even inneht¥vashington
State east of the Cascades. Yet, Progressiviegpaed New Dealers preferred to utilize water
resources to help the wider community, specifically smaller farmers. fonest partly under
the jurisdiction of Ickes, or supervised by the Department of Agriculture, for example
Washington Stateds economically vital timber
federal government controls and wished to expandyatazh commensurate with market
demand. Against them, Progressiveieraf | uenced New Deal ers suppor
production, to protect forest stocks. Corporate interests pressed for national parks to allow
mining, timber felling, and exploitatioof electricity potential. Progressive preservationists
believed in barring American corporations altogether from national parks as places of recreation.
These confrontations and the resulting accommodations arising out of Progressive era values
providethe most illuminating way of understanding what happened in conservation on the West

Coast in the later New Deal.

Conservation has been a big problem area for the discontinuity school. Significantly,
Ho f s t agetofeReférmmits to discuss caervation for the Progressive and New Deal eras,
perhaps a tacit admission that the discontinuity argument would not be best served by such a

di scussi on. Oti s Gr aham, Hof st adterodés foll ow

48 Bruce CumingsDominion from Sea to Sea: Pacific Ascentdjaand American PowdgNew Haven: Yale
University Press, 2009)
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6conservatitomi mgadat @amadyt herefore, presumabl vy,
presented an obstacle to useful analysis of continuity between the 1910s and th& 1930s.

Graham returned to conservation in his bibliographical essay, and appears fleetingly to support

con i nuity in conservation, saying this view O0s
undermine it>® He quotes Samuel Hays, alleging that, unlike New Dealers, Progressives were

more interested in efficient use of resources than defendingitiie pgainst logging, mining,

and grazing interes®. Interestingly, this argument portrays Progressives as more pragmatic

than New Dealers in conservation, and probably its deployment by Graham represents an
inadvertent contradatti bheofyHof &t adamr absove
Federal Conservation Policy, 192283, to show that the size of the rudimentary progressive

conservation bureaucracy that existed in the 1920s needed to be increased drastically, before

ambitious New Degplans for conservation could be attempted.

Despite the contradictions in the Hofstadter school of thought about conservation, its stance
can be summarized as sceptical about continuity between the old Progressives and New Dealers,
because the formerase more conservative reformers. In the end, the rich often benefited from
the reforms, and old Progressives failed to create an adequate bureaucracy for implementing far
reaching conservation policies. However, it is legitimate to suggest that tie afitie rich to
benefit from conservation reforms applies also to the New Deal, and, as in the Progressive era,
was complicated by economic sectionalisim fact more so, because of Great Depression

economic realities.

Since the 1950s and 196@s, in other areas, historians writing about conservation have taken
forward the research. Perhaps the most radicakeepretation of western history in the 1930s
i s associated with O6new weidrseof Empirepublishedothe an s .
1980s, was the groustareaking work which launched this movement, and it remains highly
controversi al hi st or y -the oterriding womaerk in WésbGoasgr ound s
conservation, and the vitalpree qu i si t e f or velbpmentdurieggandafted s r api d
Worl d War | 1. I n an audacious argument, Wor s

49 GrahamAn Encore For Reforn207-208.

501bid., 223.

51 Samuel HaysConservation and the Gospel of Efficiency: The Progressive Conservation Movemerit92890
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1959)
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Recl amation, part of I ckesd Department of the
West Coast water suppli&s.In a possibly prescigrfiorecast, Worster believes the resultant

water depletion will finally bring about environmental catastrophe on the West Coast. However,
for all its originality, Worsterds O6hydraulic
Hof st adt &etaégain, a libld mew interpretation, when scrutinized, operates within

Hof stadterodés intell ectual framewor k.

Wor ster views the Bureau of Reclamation and
buil dingd, depl oyi n gblishbcenomieppveeu Aacadingly,thevat er t o
Bureau of Reclamation acquired an organizatio
and then to a%gmenitriitgapiower®chemes were admi
of the old Progressivee c | amati on movement 6 and, indeed, t
Valley Project went back to 1919, the end of the Progressive adewever, while the
Progressive era might have supplied moral and
Reclamatbn which realized these water projects through practical solutions and pragmatic
responses. In the end, and agreeing with Hofstadter, Worster regards New Deal decisions as

overwhelmingly pragmatic.

My thesis seeks to show that an ideologicalgsis of conservation discloses strong
continuities in reclamation, forestry, and national park policies. For example, regarding national
parks, recent research by Robert Righter needs to be assirilated.Progressive era
environmentalist, John Muiwho wielded much influence with policy makers, is often portrayed
as a typically idealistic preservationist. However, Righter shows Muir made politically astute
compromise$ proposing limited tourism in the Yosemite National Patk convey the
messagéehat, despite his stand against the Hétgtchy dam development, he recognized the
need for economic benefits from national parkscordingly, Righter strengthens the continuity
argument, proposing that Progressive era preservationists, like modeomerantalists,

appealed to wider interests as well as idealism. In my work, New Deal preservationists are

52 Donald WorsterRivers of Empire, Water, Aridity and the Growth of the American Mest York: WW Norton,

1985), 256.

531bid., 243.

541bid., 270, 236.

55 Robert W RighterThe Battle over Hetechlet chy: Ameri cads Most Controversial
EnvironmentalisnfNew York: Oxford University Press, 2005)
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shown making similar strategic compromises alastéblishingVest Coast national parks.
Over reclamation New Dealers are revealed, notwithstamiliorgter, as staying true &

consistenProgressive era ideology.

From the mid 1930s, New Deal monopoly reform was increasingly preoccupied with large
private utility companies. They were regarded with the type of suspicion that railroads had
provoked in the Progressive age. When the New Deal was forced to abandon the NRA, and
initiated its Second New Deal atitust phase, private utilities became a prime target for New
Dealers. On the West Coast during the late 1930s, the place of prilraés liecame
particularly prominent because a series of New Deal dams was nearing completion. These giant
dam projects were transformative, revolutionizing energy supply in the West Coast states. The
Grand Coulee Dam complex in Washington State becameet wo r | d 6 smallear gest mar
structure® Ar i z on aedrs Baom, dgenerating electricity to
greatest power ) Bevgrabothers, likethetBbnaevilledan, ith Gregon,
added to t he -dleeticpdea G(HER portfbliy. dAs they came -atream for
electricity supply, the New Deal was positioned to pursue ameanibpoly policy over
distribution rights. As Harold Ickes, Secretary of the Interior, was in charge of dam construction,
and the awardingfelectricity contracts, he brought Progressive era zeal to his task.

Generallys peaki ng, historians have interested the
behaviourdo of the New Deal in the dam project
Art hur Sc hThe Age of Bansevellhe Pobtiss of Upheavafor example, regarded
dam construction, and electricity distribution in West Coast states, alongside the Tennessee
Valley Authority in the South, as primarily about federal orgaroratif administrative
agencie$® I n both regions, he r-miae gtitytmesthadtahe New D
Progressive era origin, but does not investigate the way that tradition shaped policy. Richard
Fi c k en 6 s PditcsipthedPosfvar Anrerican Wesinotes Progressive era influence on
local appeals for lower electricity prices to help poor farmers near the Grand Coulee Dam, but

ignores a Progressive era factor in the New D

56 Arthur Schlesinger JrThe Age of Roosevelt: The Politics of UphedRalston: Houghton Mifflin Company,
1960), 377.

57 Los Angels TimesDecember 21, 1939

58 SchlesingerThe Age of Roosevelt: The Politics of Uphea82b379.
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Washington dam?® Instead he views the decision as pragmatic, whereby the New Deal averted
the risk of inadequate demand for electricity from Grand Coulee by organizing power supplies to

large urban centrés.

Missing in the historiography is a strongly emphasideslogical explanation which shows
Progressive era influence on the beliefs and behaviour of New Deal protagonists in the main
West Coast dams during the later New Deal. Again the continuity argument is buttressed by
looking at monopoly reform on the WeSoast in the late 1930s. Rather than agreeing with
Brinkley thatantmonopol 'y policy was Oinconclusived at
battles fought between private utilities and public providers during the Progressive era and
Hoover yeargame to a crescendo in the New DRéaNowhere were those battles more intense
than on the West Coast in the late 1930s, partly because of the earlier legacy of conflict, which
was still ongoing, but also on account of the public power realities creafeddral dam
projects there. Public power advocdtem a state, regional and national bdsisb r ought t o t
tabled hardened ideol ogical beliefs at the en
further complicated by the Republican presigdrandidature of Wendell Willkie, a former
private utility head.

In the social justice fieldthelate New Deal.a Follegte Civil Liberties Committeefor
examplejnvestigatedhe migrant farm labar problems ofCalifornia Several issues relating to
social justie came to a head in ghenquiry (193910). It was prompteby the plight of small
farmers, who havindgdd the catastrophe of the Dustld becamébadlyexploited farm laborers
and food processing workesisrosghe West CoastAlthough the majority of them migrated to
California, sizal® numbers settled in all threeedt Coast states his momentougrisis, even
for Americans today, stikmphaticallydefinesthe ruralGreat Depressiqitargely as a result of
The Grapesof Wratl o hn St ei n b e c k 6 sof thair ortleal dlistaribns zaged a c c o u
viewed the La Follette Committee on the West Coastfaituae. According to Jerold
Auer bachdés monograph onhhéheommi Fbceeb®ast £ a €b mmi

59 (Ed) Richard LowittPolitics in the Postvar AmericanWest chapter by Richard Ficken,
Columbia River, and the Generation of Modéva s hi ngt ond ( Nor man: Univer-sity of
283, 285287.

50 |bid.

61 Brinkley, The End of Refornl74.
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caused B organizational deficiencie¥ Pat ri ck Maney, L afollowed | et t e 6 s
Auer bac h 6% Bahmmguedthat the committee had lost momenhainly due to work

fatigue and funding shortagén the 1990s, KevinStasru dged La Fmiénl et t eds Casa
investigation a failure becausenta s r educed t o O bydhmoutbreakofwari rr el e
in Europewhichcausedafrer gani zati on of Roofomdoeméstcbs gover |
concerns to fagign policy ¢ NeitherAuerbach, nor Starr, nor even Maney has looked at the
Progressive era ideological thrust of the La Follette Committee on the West Coast, an especially
surprising circumstance given that Eallette was the scion of@f oundi ofg f at her 6
progressivismtne r edoubt abl e 6Fighting Bobdé La Foll et

| will contend thafpressures on the West Coesdtaited to unionization, especially concerning
the communist issue and the Progressive era fdabeur alliance brought about an ideological
re-appraisabf the La FollettecComm t t ee 6 s act iconsensueapproadhwasani t s n e\
authentic facet ofqegressive ideologyNew Deal unionization appears to mark a departure in
progressive social justice policy, but, in reality, the affinities between theveragpronounced.
The La Follette Committee was a success in California, if viewed through an ideological prism.
Infacton account of t he kadolette was ak ingre effectivelysa t i oni n
expose the iniquities perpetrated by reactigriarces in California.

Havingoutlined the challenge of this thesistheprevailing discontinuity school, thatseeks
to consolidateertain continuity argumentand dispense withowittd s a p p WestCodst t o
stateshow will | realize thesaspirations? Previous research provides helpful precedents
regarding met hodol bligwestern PRgressive Politithgkied aslargero o k
region than the We&loast, and, though tentatisbout Progressivilew Deal continuity,
demonstrates the feasibility of such regional stude® aul Sil ver és PhD 6Wil s

Ne w Dassebséwilsonian Progressives, and supported theadiinuity school®®* Si | ver 6 s

62 Jerold AuerbacH,abor and Liberty: The La Follette Committee and the New Qadlanapolis: Bobbaerrill,

1966)

83 patrick J ManeydvroungBo b6 La Fol l ette: A Bi og(CadumbiayMisséduri:tRobert M L.
University of Missouri Press, 197818221

64 Kevin Starr,Endangered Dreams: The Great Depression in Califqr(fi®ew York: Oxford University Press,
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evaluation of sipeopleis a manageable number for a doctoratel although Ihave chosen

nineindividuals, they are spread across three policy areas.

Like Silver, | will look atindividualsdirectly connected to the Progressive era, who were still
politically active in the New Deafor example, Franklin Roosel, and Harold IckesAt state
level, the work will look at crosera Senatorkliram Johnson antHlomerBone of California and
Washington respectively, together with Oredmrn public power leader, JD Rodskewise,
Governor Culbert Olson of Californiaill be assessednlike Silver, Iwill be under no
obligation to confine myself to oldrBgressives, because | am seeking Progressive era beliefs
and behaviour in the later New Deal, not necessarily their presence anemgs®f the
Progressie era. Accordingly, some old ®gressives had renounceebgressive ideology by
then, while other individuals, nétom that era had taken up thegressive cause. La Follette
of the New DealCivil Liberties Committee was a politiciambued with Progressive era beliefs,
but notsignificantlyactive inthatera The 1930s communiktoward Costigan, nominally a
Democratn Washington Statayill be discussed becausetwithstandindis revolutionary
Marxismup to 1940, heursued proggssive aims The radical preservationist campaigner, Bob
Marshall is also considered as he drew inspiration from the Progressive era, and exerted political
influence during the later New Deal.

In the Papers of thegprogressive | will explore the istance®n the West Coasthere they
demonstrate®@rogessive era beliefsr behaviouin the corepolicies andalsosituational
similarities between the two erd937%1942 Often progressivewere interested in more than
one of the three policy areas)d thé& interaction across party and state linesfesagure of the
work. Thepoliticians in the list were undezlectoral pressure in the 1938, 1940 or 1942
elections. The 1940 election is pivotal in the study, as it ensured the survival obdedRo
government, and prolonged tNew Dealon the West CoastlLeading p to the 1940 elections,
crises apse in each of the policy areakich testedProgressive ermspiredreformers Those
elections give a chronological fogto the workandtledo¢ or at e 0 s onafintednt r at i o

number of individuals, ithreepolicies constitues a realistic prospectus.
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The PhD is set out as follows:

Chapter oned T h egreBsiveoEra Background, 192020, to the hter New Deal on the West

C o a sansidérsdeologicalinfluence from two perspectives-irstly, the frontier thesis is

shown as an intellectual treatise for both eras regarding conservation, monopoly reform, and
social justice. Secondly, when we look at these policy areas individindlilygnces from the

Progressive era significantly shaped the West Coast New Deal.

Chaptertwo 060 The Republ 192049830WeavsOolbrogveenrcoes decaded i n
One, Hoover, as a progressive provided a O6bri

Two, his actions, or inaction, helped radicalize the New Deal.

Chapter three: O6Progressi v-el93addal niprafclkisén d éh ei rt o
of an ideological New Deal. It challenges the historiography which portrays Franklin Roosevelt

as a pragmatic politician to the exclusiorotier attributes, anchakes the cader an

ideological RooseveltThe links betweethe eras are explained and key figures are introduced

who will be lodked at in subsequent chapters.

Chapt er f owmnanthé\WestrCeasty 19339 4 Bcusies orProgressive erpolicy
influenceduring the later New Deallt shows the interactioof progressives at a federal and
local level in the areas of forestry, national parks, and reclamation. The way Progressive era
preservationist thinking gained an ascendancy over faistrnessand park policy is discussed.
It also shows reclamatigrolicy as more consistent with the Progressive era than current

historiography concedes.

Chapterfive o6 Monopoly Ref or m -I®426compares\ttie sianop@lyo ast , 19
reform issue of public powén the Progressive eraith the years 1931942 Themain aras

covered are: the intestate and federalocal, dimensions divVest Coaspublic power; how the

Progressive era hardened the ideological resolve of individuals associated with this mavement

the New Dealand its momentum into war.

Chaptere x : 6 Soci al Just i eled2daooks at hosv sodlal pidtice Gadiedss t 19
among individuals and groupsthe later New Deal conformed to a Progressive era ideology

The chapter revolves around unionizatiang interrogates the resulting weasses in
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progressive social justice policy relating to communism, the falaber alliance, and the status

of the small farmer.

0 Pr ogr e sifuenveddn WWeastadCoaBolitical Reform, 19371 9 4skeks a new
understanding of develomnts that wereeminalto West Coast states during the late New Deal.
Regarding conservation, it gives attention to preservationist views, which were tolasthega
influence ornthe WesiCoastright up to the present day. Over monopoly reform, it focuses on
decisions about HEP dams that changed the standard of lorixef in West Coast states.
Aboutsocial justice, it emphasizése La Follette Committee imgtigation into Dustbowfiarm
labaur, whosemi gr ati on began the sur gldelievethatldolery West Ci
at these events in the lateeW Deal through the lens of Progressive era behaviour and beliefs
provides the most satisfactory way of comprehending thesnsush, this PhD will strengthen
the continuity argument between the Progressive and New Deal eras, encourage further study of
the three West Csastates as a unégnddemonstrate theital role of thecoreProgressive era

policy areagor maintaining FIR in power at the end of the New Deal
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Chapter One: The Progressive Era Background19001920,to the Later New Deal on the
West Coast

O0Panic in the NewOPamk cRtroack eix d thaeen gqgea.td onds e
busi nesses and i nduTésdsedsaigionsdooat ferdo the inancial door s .
crisisthat began in Septemb2008 andresulted intheso-calledé ¢ r e d i t Neitheraam ¢ h 6 .

they alludeto the notorious Wall Street CrashOctober, 1929, which argualdbd to the Great

Depression of the 1930s. Instead, they refer to an earlier economic catasheptamic of

1893,when stock exchange prices plummeted, leading to a prolonged deppPéss

Unemployment after 1893 stajyat more thari0% for over a decagand judged against the

rest of US history the depression of the 1890s is consideseé c ond only to the G
of the 1930s in severity and duratidf As with 1929, and thstill-unfolding crisis of 2008

onwards the seismic shock of 1893 resulted in serious quedbeing raised about capitalism,
leadingtopopul ar revul sion against ObThei ness as us
O6pogressi vesod, whboththexRepultlicamnand Demdcratgpartes emerged out

of this questioning of the 1890s status quadekd, two leading historian$ the Panic 01893,

and its aftermath, assert 6 The Progressivism of the new cent
oft he 1°BT™é@sshséipint 6 Pr ogr e-4920 proguced ia préfqund argl (o0

term effect @ American history and politics. Mén economic disaster returned with a

vengeanceluring the 1930s,rpo g r e s si v i s rassartedriteelf anewa nce r e

Historians haveecognized that the origins ofggressivism were complex. A single, or first,
cause hardly suffices to explain the genesis of the movement, notwithstanding the significance of
thePanic of 1893. However, a case can be made that a noimiaetors came togethe the
1890s togeneratgrogressivism. More than that, it can be contended that each of those factors
was expresive of a fundamental tenet afggressivism, which endured right through to the New

Deal era, and perhaps beyahdt later crisis Therefore, the Panic of 1893 helped instinany

57 Norman A Graebner, Gilbert C Fite and Philip L WhiteHistoryof the American Peopl@New York: McGraw
Hill Book Company, 1970), 784.

8 Douglas Steeples and David O WhittBgmocracy in Desperation:HE Depression of 1898Vestport,
Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1998), 120.

59 Steeples and Whitteemocracy irDesperation 141.
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progressives visceral dislike of irresponsible high firgnand monopolistic businessgith the
potential tojeopardiseA me r i ¢ a 6 s. Epen sosthe d890s represented more jilnstra

business crisis, sevethough t was.

Agriculture had been in depression for over twefitg years before 1893. This agricultural
depression, as in the 1930se-pated the business slump. &y 1890s, it resulted eventually in
the formaton of a political movement among farmetitse Populist party (1892)led by Jame8
Weaver of lowa, with a voter base in the agricultural West and South. Thisearlt hi r d part
experiment, as ephemeraltas later Progressive party, and inchoatedmpdlicies, survived
only until 1896. In important respects, though, theufispparty was a precursor of
progressivem. While it manifestedntipathy towards big businesscially overthe
exorbitant prices imposed lgrge railroad companiés rural areasthe Populists had a wider
significancefor the future ofprogressivism The Populists proposed to make common cause
among povertystricken farmers, facing foreclosure, and exploited industrial workers, often
struggling to survive in the teemingban slums.Although the Populists failed and faded into
hi story, O6social | ust kidingthe urbdreand rwa pbtbetCamean many
key objectiveofp ogr essi vi s m. Il n par t ieclabturaaliancet he Popu
devebpal into a strong feature of theqgressive movement, notably in the W@st.

A momentous everior the West, and America in general, occurred in I@88%0bequeathed
another influence onrpgressivism The Director of the Census announced tbaetier was
closed. Up to that dat@mericans had the option of goingest to occupyroductive farmland.
Afterwards, they knew that the best land had been settlegfaaride most part, onlgemtarid
and arid land remained. The era of restless migration to new farming territory in the West was
over. The importancef the frontierassumed great significance whHemederick Jackson Turner
reacting to the findings of the 1890 cenaimntendd in hisé f r o Im ¢ $tieth@ Wwestern
movement of Americansad beerhe decisivdormative experience in American democracy and
identity.”* Academic opinion hasubsequentljudged thahe exaggeratéthe importance of that
westen movement of popation and itssupposedbrupt endingwhich arrivedwi t h t he d&écl o

f r o n Howewverphis frontier thesiill maintains its impact when applied to g@bering

0 Gene ClantonPopulism: The Humane Preference in America, 28900(Boston: Twayne, 1991)
" Frederick Jackson Turnerhe Frontier in American Histor§New York: Holt, 1920)
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effects of the closed frontien the American imaginatioand the narrowing of prospsdor

indigent farmersno longer able to find with easew land in the Wesé From then on,

Americans needed to learn to explaitd perhaps more significantpnserveexistingfertile

land more efficiently.Infertile land, which could be made pradive, had perforce be

improved while some land of unusual merit could be preserved in its natural Bteteirge

towards conservation was imisic to pogressive thinking, and had pactlar practical

application inthe waterhungryFarWest. In the Progressive era, and during the 1930s New

Deal, Turnero6s insights | egi t orprotecthefinibov er nmen

resources of American larfé.

Therefore, thelecade of the 1890s had shapeshpessive thinking decisivelyProgressives
believed there was a need for government action aimed at: curbing monopolistic business,
furnishing social justice to a faenlabaur alliance,andintervening to make land productioe
for its protection These aspirations would be corted to concrete legislation and progect
during the Progressive erthe period of moderate reform American history 1900 to ¢.1920
The pogressivaeforms formed the basis of future attempts by governmespecially irthe

New Deal- to create a nre equitable society.

The purpose of the present chapter is to point out continuities between the Progressive era and
New Deal . Hof st adt er -Rirsceqdr e shseindidateshbatglenta tticon 6P
Progressivera should be regarded assing from the Populisige. This work agrees with that
conclusion. However, historians have been far more cautious atriiting the New Deal to
the Progressivera, afteHofstadtedargely rejected that premigé.It will be shown here that
thetwo eras were closely connected. Firstly, they derived from the same intellectual source.
Secondly there was strong linkage between these reforming eras owreébecentral tenets of
conservation, monopoly reform, and social justice. Beliefs, behgvand situations, especially
concerning the West Coast, 190920, were rinrored in the later New Deal. Therefore,

ideological continuities were marked. Equally, Progressive era presidents, and other participants

ZMurrayKane, 6Some Consi der at i aMississippiValldy elist@BicalfReviewol. 23a| ve Doc
No 2 (September 1936); Al an C Bec k@omparativé $tudidsdneSociefyh e me s |
and History(April 1966):363.

7 Gerald D NashCreating the West: Historical Interpretations, d®81990 (Albuquerque: University of New

Mexico Press1991), chapter one.

74 Richard HofstadteiThe Age of RefornfFrom Bryan to FDRINew York: Alfred A Knopf, 1955)
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in reform, often demonstrated pragmsatiwhen pursuing ideological objectives. Accordingly,
Hof stadterdéds contention that the Progressive

his arguments that Progressive era ideology did not extend into the New Deal.
The Frontier Thesis

Frederik J ac ks on T uesiswasa sajof intelectual iefluence on the Progressive
era’® His relevance, though, to theein Deal is far more problematic. Perhaps a first step; in re

connecting théwo erasshould beo denonstrate the importance tife frontier hesis, a

o)

guintessentially Progressiveadract, to the New Deal. ForqgressivesTur ner 6 s avor k r
number offears but, atthe same timeyas a calto action. His closed frontiexoncept

communicated a fear of regression. Withine stimulus of an evahanging frontier,

Americans would lose their enterprising charactesponsible for building aivilization in the

West fromawildernessand see their economy go into decline. However, if new frontiers could
be created, fon@mple, by government improving the countriernally, or expanding

externally, America would continue to progress by meamsdofidualism. The government
could hel p sust ai nbudyanuogtignismd and soating\sbikicifa the s mdé s 6
demands of the new centuryOf coursejn important respectgiovernment intervaionism and
individualism were opposeathilosoph c al | y,  sogresSiveaimricentakie shenpwork

together always represented a formidaakk. Nonetheless, at a praatievel, the frontier

thesis was a catalyst in domestic policy, bec#@ugave impetus to the generabpgressive urge

for improvingsocietyi socially, economically, and environmentally.

Later, in the New Deal, thdosed frontier concept appearechtove a renewed application.
New Dealers used it to legitimize their bold interventionist policies ctmpthe Great
Depression. Gerald Nash, the | eading Turner.i:
perception that the closing of the frontier hiehsformed the US into a closed society with
limited potentials for further growth appealed to New Dealers, because it rationalized their
advocacy of government compensator’§yindeedogr amme

during the 1930s, one di¢ most prominent US economists, Alvin Hansen, advocated a

5 Nash,Creating the WestL1., for a reference to the influence of the frontier thesiBrogressive era thinkers,
Herbert Croly and Walter Weyl.
6 Nash Creating the West1
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per manent regime of high government spending,

stagnat i on 0, closedfiortichadlimplied.e r 6 s

Therefore, the Progressive and New Deakeseemesdtrongly connectely virtue of

Turnerds intellectual i nfluence. However, co
finally superi mposed on Turner 6s work, which effectiywv
Deal. Aroundthetim o f Turner6s death in 1932, and i ncr

heavily criticized, querying its applicability to the New Deal, anadlyiteg the factual basis of the

frontier thesis, and witim it, the closed frontief” The geographer Isaiah Bowmdemonstrated

that frontier conditions had not ended in the 1890s, and still persisted into the’2L330s.

finding undermined thantellectual integrity of the frontiehesis. As damaginglyb ur ner 6 s
lauding of rugged individualisiwas construed by informed opinion in the 1930s, as implicating

him in the disaster of the Wall Street Crash (192)thless individualism had created a selfish
society of maldistributed wealth where eventually in 1929 supply generated by wealthy
businessmen anthrgefarmers overwhelmed demand among poorer consumers. Far from being

the making of Amgaca, as Turner had contended, rugged individualiaohbeen its undoing.

The historian, Charl es Beard bl utadiwithyTurset),at e d:
6of everybody for himself and the devil take
di stress which West érBnthecendwithe il9BasttHe connedtionn d s i t s
between Turneand the New Deal had besignificanty weakened. The frontiehésis was

indictednot simplyasan obsolete, factuallynsafetext, but- in championing unrestricted
individualism- the antithesis of New &al values, which had stressegged individa | i s md s

danger s, annterdejendence.c ans o

Only in the hst couple of decades, has the frontessts beeshown to be more nuanced

about rugged individualismh an Turner 6s detractors give him

" For challenges to the frontidresis, consult: Arthur M. Schlesinger Rise of the City, 1878898(New York:

Macmi |l |l an Company, 1933); Paul Wall ace Gat eASmericénThe Ho m
Historical Reviewol. 41 No 4 (July, 1936); Carl Wittk&Ve Who Built AmericéNew York: Viking Press, 1939).
For chall esgas fronther®cls@ e ciThe Rioaded FsingéNeweYork: Armesidara h B o wma

Geographical Society, 1931); Walter Prescott Wélhle, Great Plains: A Study in Institutions and the Environment

(Boston: Ginn and Company, 1931)98

®Bowman,The Pioner Fringg 139.

®Charles A. Beard, 6The Mgt he@ecénsb& 93P ed | ndividuali sm, d
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Faragher states: 01 n t hWorlkeVdaslaTureer degan tovarguetbat d u r i
the new era called for a new sgitit.His original frontier essay...had celebrated the spirit of
individualism...A quartercet ur y | at er h ®he satiomal prdblem isvimo tohiger. . . i
how to cut and burn aay...the forest; it is how to save and eljsuse the remaining timbeér®%

| f Turner és doubt s eheshownrasngore eviddipsed thanvaraghea | i s m
suggest$ in fact relevant to all three copmlicy areaghat link the Progressiveaand the New

Deali Turnerdeserves reategorization aan intellectualinchpin between the two reformist

eras.

The frontier hesis wagnunciated originally in a lectusmntitledThe Significance of the
Frontier in American Historydeliveredto the Anmerican Historical Association duriri393. In
1920 Turner publishe@ihe Frontier in American Histonhis assembled ideas the theory
amassed between 1893 and 1920, with the 1893 work forming chapter one of the book. Critics
of Turner, and me reutral commentators on the frontibesis, have not given adequate
recognition to how is different versions of provide afullybainced account of Tur
theory Indeed, they reveal an evolution of his views tgtmut the PopulisProgressive ge.
Turner, oO6al ways sensi t iskiledatewolvinghisthesinipthe light y e v e
of new trendsfor a generational period exceeding twefig years®? In a Dawinian manner,
he adapted the frontienesis partly to ensure its survilianfusing it with the lessons of the

Populists and Progressives.

Although the ending of the frontier was not as abrupt as Turner portrayed in 1893, even so by
then new fertile land was inshottp p | vy . Consequent | igjmmeddatalyr ner 6 s
recognizedimitations on the exercise ofigged individualism StemmingfronTur ner 6 s ¢l os
frontierwas a doubt that larggcaleinternalmigration, stimulated by economic problems, and
imbued with individualism, could discover new productiverfiands as in the past. Durirtpe
Progressive era, Turnero6s ideas inspired gove
farmers,constricted by poverty and the closed fronti€he essential accuracy of the closed
frontierwas confirmed wheratge numbers of Mid \8&t farmers fled the 1930s Dustvid and

80 John Mack FaragheRereading Frederick Jackson Turnédew Haven: Yale University Press, 1994 and 1998)

8-9.

81 Turner,The Frontier in American Historchapter elevend The West and American | deal s
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failed to find new land in the Far WesAppreciation of theiplight, in the context of the closed

frontier, informed New Deal policy responses.

Faraher, of coursgp oi nt s o uoubtsahout theunadlms/ed ddvantages
individualism concernindprest cmservation. However, more extensively and earlier than
Faragher suggestsurnerin the frontier hesis envisagea role for government intervention
when the limits of individualisrtbecame apparent. For example, in 1909, Turner praised Henry
Clay for Obreaking the All egheny Bauringteer by a
1830s federal government undertook, or aided, faogée civil engineering projects, cutting
through mountain barriers, to facilitate the sale orfes t 6 s f ar mi ng sur pl us i
states. Turner had understood that westerners had sought, and would seek, recourse to national
government financial resources, which alone could overcome the harsh physical and climatic

problems of the West.

In 1903 and doubtlessly influenced by the work of John Wesley Powell, Turner applied this
same rationale to the Far WéstHe a s s e v een thetagddands.dofthe Fareét were
reached, no conquest was possible by the old individual pioneer methextsexXpensive
irrigation works must be constructed-aperative activity was demanded in utilization of the
water supply, capital beyond the reach of the small farmer was required. In a word, the
physiographic province itself decreed that the destirtizisfnew frontier should be social rather
than infdAwpldiuad .o West Coast conservation pol
as much an agenda for future government interventionhigdaring the Progressive era, and, even

more so, in the late9BOsi as a record or explanation of the past.

Aworko f T ufrom &91®wdich eventually heised inThe Frontier in American History
articulated growing fears abathte power of mnopolistic capitalisni whose rugged
individualismwas a dangeo democracyTurner statedddth e r evélving such a
concentration of economic and social power in the hands of a comparatively few men as may

make political democracy &nn191pid Tuaneraneredeintor at her

83 Turner,The Frontier in American History ¢ h a p . five, 6The Ohio Valley in Ar
84 John W. PowellThe Exploration of the Colorado and Its Cany¢New York: Dover Press, 1875)

8 Turner,The Frontier in American History c hap . nine, O0Contributions of the
8 1bid., 261.

36



the contempory debateon monopoly refornabout federal gaarnment regulatig big business

He passed judgeent on proposedrpogr essi ve reforms, by-saying t
President (Theodore) Rooseveltd demermded O6i nc
interests, the powerful. monopolies, for the sake of the conservation of our natural resources

and the preservation of American democré€ySignificantly, Turner identified the voice of the

0i ngant west d as slioegovergmmebtetionagaidstid leusireess dike

Progressives and New Dealafter them he seems to have accepted that there was a case for

federd government to r@rdersociety In Turneran terms, the rugged individualiszhthe

majoiity could be threatened by tinegged imividualismof the few. Itcould not prosper if

monopolistic big businesstifled competition and shifted political /economic power irrevocably

towards their special interests.

Tur ner 0s in&mirdnteisin Asnerican Historyn the limits of rugged individualism
was, perhaps, every bit as significant as his laudatory comments on ttseafninis attitude of
mind. In his first lecture on the frontignesis in 1893, hsaw presciently thahe dosed frontier
would curtail and place in jeopardige rugged individualisrof small farmers. Thposition of
impoverishedProgressive eramall farmers and thexperience oNew DealDustbowl farmers
in West Coast statdmre out his gument powerfullywhateveracademic criticisrs were
directed athe closed frontier theoryTurnerexpressed misgivings about the bebaviof
monopolistic capitalismyith its ability to oppress anctush the rugged individualisof others
in the West and elsewher&urthermore, &concluded that the harslonditionsof the Far West
necessitated eoperative efforby groups, oaction by federal garnmentso that individuals
could benefit from an improved environmeiithese $sues of help to small farmers, whose
rugged individualisnihad been constrictday Nature or large operatotie politico-economic
dangers of monopolistic capitalism,dathe need to improviarminglandandconservdorests
first assumed importance in tReogressiveera. On the WesToas in the 1930sin harmay
withTur ner 6 s f ul | yhesisthesearial justitemanapobly referm, aind

conservationssueshecamdeadng political objectives for the New Deal.

8" Turner,The Frontier in American History c hap . t wel ve, 6Soci al Forces i n An
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Consequentlyin this revised reading of the frontidresis,over a particular seif issues,
Tur ner 6 sbewgeenrak bestavimg tire Progressive and New Deal eras a shared
intellectual foundation The frontier hesis was not the outmoded shibboleth that academics and
politicians needed to strike downdisregard n t he New De alhesis,inRrRat her , T
important respects, firmly underpinned fgressiveandNew Deal enterprisg and acted as a

har binger for FDRO6s New Deal on the West Coas

The Progressive era (19@0), which helpedqualf y Tur ner s viweass on i n
dominated by two politicianghe Republican, Theodore Roosevelt, and the Democrat, Woodrow
Wilson. Through government action, during this péyat a federal and state level,
progressivism aspired to bring greater fairness, demogcaacyprosperity to American sety.

An early history of the gressive movement considered William Jennings Bryahgeiil890s,

to have been a profwogressie , because he had believed o6gover
few, but foHowevehatthertimaBgyandailed to achieve high ofie, whereas in

the new centurynogressives attained the presidency, and implementeddahing reforms.

Theodore Roosevelt was a man of charisma, impaileive s s, and, i o1t he su@sint y
on the subject of improving American sociét$.He occupied the White House between 1901

and 1908. Woodrow Wilson, éxstory professor anerstwhilePresidentof Princeton

University, combined scholarly ability, with a strong instifat political survival, which, at

times perhapsalled into question his high moral stan¢te wasUS president in the years

191321

Under theseeformist presidentdmericafaced seversocial,environmental, and econic
problems As late as 1919, neanionized US Steel workers labouraal84 hour, sevewlay,
week® In 1901, environmental deage had become so widespréfaat Roosevelt was

prompted to devote one quarter of his first annual Congressional Address to this®8ubjext.

88 Benjamin P De WittThe Progressive MovemeiNew York: Macmillan, 1915)
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push towards monopolies, meant over 4,@@xompanies, in the seven years after 1897, were

transformed into 257 corporations, considerabbucing competitiof?

Progressive actionwasnevi t ably circumscribed by the pre
limits of governmenin a capitalist societyas well as pressure frono@gress, business, and
states, opposed to federal interferendeo net hel ess, &éref ormers beli e
of government intervention...would adjust the inequities of society, without disturbing the
fundamentab al ance of & HbweepdurmngtioerPmgnessivé age, what appeared
moderate refrmto one group of politicianseemed extreme to another. Therefore, thiege
190020, initiated a debate about government interventgspecially regarding where, and how
far, it was appropriate for federal government to readfich hascontinued untithe present day.
That debate took on addsinificance during the New Deal, the next period of major reform in
American history.In both periods presidents needed to weigh ideological considerations

carefully against pragmatic factors.
Conservation

In the Progressivege, Theodore Roosevelt vigorousthampionedjovernment intervention

over conservation. Heelieved Americaonfronted a critical situation whereng-term

economic securitywas being jeopardized.oFmore than a century, in pursuit afick profit,
Americans had profligately despoiled the country of ratemmals, timber, landand water
resources. The individuals involved often paid little heed to the threaati®ins posed to the
future prosperity of AmericaRooselt took thestrategic decision to end the policy of
indiscriminately selling, or giving away, government land. The old policy had resulted in huge
tracts of forest being felled and left as wasteland. American water reshaccksgely passed
into thehands of priate monopolies whictvere able to charge the consumer inflated prices for
water supplies and power. Oil, and other mineral, extra@tonformergovernmentdnd

brought vast wealth to sonmadividuals, but the general publieceived few direct benefits
Roosevelt decided that) future, highly productivgovernmentand wouldonly beleased to

those who wanted to log, farmxtract minerals, osuppl water and powerRevenue from

92 | ewis L Gould,America i the Progressive Era, 1891B14(Harlow: Pearson Education, 2001), 25.
%bid., 39.
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leased public land the president intended to spend on the need#\ofdghiean people.
Essentially, Roosevelt wanted to stop, wherever possible, damaging exploitation of land,

recognizing it as a finite and valuable resource.

In the course offiis presidency, Roosevelt adopted three approaches to conservation. He
intervened tareserve from irresponsible exploitation mainly foregiallic land, but then
pragmaticallyoften allowed it to be used in a regulated mafhdRoosevelt withheld land for
national @mrks,anord ut i | i t ar i ané \&oplghbeakddo dnjoy, notlexpit, thic a n s
national resource. Finally, in his reclamation schemes;@dxjuct of conservation policy,
Roosevelt improved land for the use of western&rese decisions were characteristic of
Rooseveltds 6st e wantiatrgld)inwhich e mtereeneg to duftherghe besti d e
interests bAmericanpeople, includindgandthat Washington held in trust for thefh Although
the theory was most clearly enunciated in speeches during 1910, and covered several types of
policy, it had been &eitmotif of Theodore Roosevelt throughout his presidential ¥uléhe
stewardshigheorystrongly influencedhe ideological stance bis cousin Franklin D. Roosevelt,
whose ambitious plans during the late 1930s on the West Coast, whileegartiplifying this
approach to government rule, also strove to learn by its mistakes. The example of forestry,
demonstrates theolitical dangersnherentin Theodore Roosev| todsegrvatiompolicy. Itis
particularly apt becaus®&DRg in the 1930swould beinspired, like 6TR§ by thearguments of
forestry expert, Gifford Pinchot.

At the outset of the Progressive &€ra900- four fifths of US standing timber was in paite
hands, and supplies wereing rapidly dpleted®’ Theodore Roosevathaintainedhat only
Gustained yield producti@m forestry caild preserve the foresés a viable industryand for the
recreation of future generatianélthoughthere were responsible operasva the lumber
industry, TR and the Chief ForesteGifford Pinchot felt justified in placing vast tracts of forest
under fe@ral government control, on behalf of tenerican people. Accordingly, in his two

presidential terms, Roosevelt withdrew almost 150 million acres of forest from further

94 Bates,The United States, (189828),85.

9 Gould, America in the Progressive Era2.
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unrestricted pvate use.Theforests were, almost without exception, in westates, and
Roosevelt ds a c-nierdionsdprodaded ahlundaergtandablfercel reactiorfrom

many westerner¥. These critics of Roosevelt marshalled their argumentsypaithin the

framewor k frortier fiesis. ey féased thatambination of the closed frontieand

federal government withdrawals of land, would halt economic growth in weleioped

western states During Roosevieil tofdmic sedtminmil $ tsmat igan e r t
strengthamong western politiciang both political partiesdespitepolitically pragmatic

assurances from Pinchot that he wesy prepared to b#lexible about access tand use of,

government land®

In 1907 relations between the president and some western politiciansdaadsis-point.
Congress was poised to passappr@riation act, which forbade presidentsaition to create
new forest resengzwithout Gngressional consenfudaciouslybefore Congress had time to
enact the legislatigrRoosevelt, supported Binchot rushed forward the creation of new forest
reserves in six Rific Northwest statesthrough an executive ord® A1 t hough Roosevel
opponents had focused their angethis instance, on the setting upfofest reserves, a wider
criticismwas also direedatRoosevel t 6s i ncur si od-schlanmds.o agr i c|
Over his two terms, Theodore Roosevelt withdrewall, 234 millionacres of land for various
purposes® Economic sectionalisimvolved many western polifigns who considered
themselves ogressives. The fact oppositiomsvnot confined to reactionary politicigmeves
that sectional, or statprogressive perspectivesud frequently clashwittWa s hi ngt onds v
on the reach of federal governmanhether in the Progressive era or the New Deal.

On the West Coast during the New Deal, federal government needed émiakenic
sectionalismnto accountand avoid provoking it, as Theodore Rooseveltdmadetimes been
guilty of. The New Deal administratiodmad to be sensitive about Bddnterestswhen it pursued
sustained yield productioand youth employmerstchemesnWa s hi ngt forestsSt at e 6 s

beaing in mind thetimbem dustry was crucial to the stateods
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SometimesTR was able to carry through consation policies in the West thaeemed
relativelynoncontroversial. Reclamation projects, which formed part obvesall
consenration agenda, were particularly popular in the Far Wiédsty legitimized government
intervention because they brought tangible economic bengksnitting the goveiment to
unite pragmatism withrmpgressive ideologin the parched Far West. BhheodoeRoos ev el t 6s
National Reclamation Aqt1902), revenue from any futugevernment land sales in the West
would be channelled towards irrigation purpos@$.great significance, access to water from
these federal irrigation schemes would be confined tdl $anmers.As a direct result of the
Reclamation Act, the Roosevelt Dam wadthom the Salt River in Arizona. It transformad
desert into one of the most fertile farming regions in the wiketeby giving a huge boost to
the local economy?? TR hadeven more ambitious plans for federal funding of a rutéte
scheme on the Colorado Riyéo provide irrigation fostatessuch as Californidbut Gngress
refused him funds because of the high costs inval%@uring the B30s,the Colorado River
sclkeme was realize@nd dherirrigation schemes, lik€ a | 1 f wvast@entealdvalley Project

becamecrucialfeatures of the New Deal.

Perhag T Reatsenttofrnational @rks including the Yosemite National Park in
California raised the greatepbtential for sectional controversy and oppositidohn
Burroughs and John Mulrad won Roosevelt over to withdrawing land permanently for
recreatbnal purpose&* In this caseProgressivism was interestedpnoviding Americanswith
prosperity ® aspritual, rather than mateal, kind. It was, in some ways, surprising that a
unsentimentaman of action, and keen hunter, likeeodore Roosevelbelievel people needed
spiritual enrichmentrom being in the presenad nature. Howeveml powerful motvational
force in Rooseveltés politics was directed to
Americansand charactewvas developetly spiritual, as well amaterial experience®
Subsequenth DR st r ongl y soudtlgnsoralstic #athe. tAlthoughRiere was a
constituency for such views in the West, asso

western trait favoured practicalities. Land should be used, not contemplated. AccofdiRgdys
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attempts to wean westerners awayrfran exclusively material attitude to land soon ran into

difficulties.

In 1907San Francisco municipality planned to build a dam at Heltchy in the Yosemite
NationalPark.1% After the devastating 1906 earthquakes tity required a additionalsaurce
of water and power, in order tecover andgrow. Initially, Roosevelsupported the plan. He
then tuned it down, persuaddry the environmentalisargumenbf keeping @ational parks intact.
Finally, Frank Lane, th8ecretary of the Interiarnde President Wilsongave government
backing to ©@ngressional legislation allowing the dam1913 Wilson and Lane were
convinced the economic interests of San Francised political realitiesshould take precedence
over any other considerationglltimately, for these Progressive era policy makers, pragmatic

concessions to sectional interests won out aged adherence to the nationalri ideal.

Moreover, as the environmental historian Roderick Frazier Nashex] the HetchHetchy
controvery created a O06schism 0%0Wmee i caar sdnsleirkvat
Pinchot, a major influence across the two periods at a national level, and William Kent, a
progressive Republican in California, stressed the need to satisfy the economiciand so
demands of the majority in San Franci sco, Nor
60Preservationistsé, including John Muir and R
exceptional circumstances, national park land should be protected fvetoglaentad
infinitum. They felt passionately that Americans had a moral duty to preserve the remaining
endangered wilderness inviolate as a spiritual space, of the beausfiblime. The defeat of
the preservationistsy the more utitarian wiseusersover HetchHetchy created two strands of

progressivism in conservation poliashich carried over into the 1930s.

Until the last few years, historians have regarded the battle over-Hetchy as a binary
struggle consistig of wise users alliedith economic sectionalisnropposed to preservationist
idealism® A recent book by RobeRighter,though, hashown preservationists, like John

Muir, broadened their appeal to the public and federal governrikentvasprepared to make

106 Bates,The United States18981928, 146.

107 Roderick Frazier Nasmerican Environmentalism: Readings in Conservation Hisfohjyrd Edition) (New
York: McGrawHill Publishing Company, 1990), 90.

108 Bates,The United State$18981928), 146.
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pragmatic concegmsi proposing development aburist infrastructuresincluding roadsin

the national park to demonstrate nationafgks brought quantifiable economic benefts
Muirds pragmat i ¢ anaattempt o milusneespoliapakers against the kid
Hetchy dam developmenthe HetchHetchy controversytherefore, indicateBrogressiveera
preservationists werersingly committed to preserving nationarfs against economic activity
and for the pbutbetognized@ppeats to consetion atome,woulchot suffice
Therefore, they presente@dconvincing economic countaarrative against resource developers
although they lost the argument in this particular insta@eerthe creation of two West Coast
national parksn the late 198s, the New Deaimilarly followed a preservationist approach,

tempered by economic compromises.

Duringthe New Deal preservationists pursued ideological aims in forestry and national parks,
but, to be successfuhadepragmaticconcessionsLikewise, over reclamation policy they
limited water access from government irrigatiohesnes to small farmers. Therefore, New
Dealers exercised a conseroatpolicy based on Progressive era ideology, despite coming under
severe pressure to emphasize skarh economic solutionsTheir achievement was in some
ways more impressiveluring the hard times of the Depressitian Progressive era reformers
who were not under the same economic pressures, because the US economy grew almost
continuously, 190{1920.

Monopoly Reform

Monopoly refornmfollowed a common ideological path during the Progressive era and the later

New Deal on the West Coastheodore Roosevelt, Woodrow WilsonddfranklinRoosevelt

share seriousmisgivings about the unbridled powerrmabnopoliesim American societyIn

both the Progressive and New Deal perjdug business endangered US prosperity by absorbing
small er companies, t o thememfoly coald ditate priteg\ing mar k e
eliminated potentially cheapeompetitors.One historian has notetch connection with

Wi | s on 6 s eddersei Congressiorsupportfor the building ofa dam at Hetch Hetchy

by the San Fancisco municipal power compary:l f t he Paci fi ¢ Power and

19Robert W RighterThe Battle over Hetehliet chy: Ameri cads Most Controversial
EnvironmentalisnfNew York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 2@67. Muir and the preservationists proposed
summer and winter tourism in Het¢tetchy, and a road into, and leading from, the valley.
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private utlity monopoly 6 had been the initiating party res
h o s t'1P Asiglefrom monopolstic practicesn banking,primary industriesfood processing

and manfacturing, pogressive were concerned abgutivate utilities which contrééd supplies

of water, gas, and electricity, to tdn@gedc onsum
the public, h towns, and the countrysid&egional monoplees, particularlyrailroads also
receivedconsiderablattention from pogressivesbecause they often set exorbitant rates for

passengers and freigh©n the West CoasGovernor Johnson of California stopped a further

abusé Sout hern Pacific Railroad CcloeodoraRobsevely hi s s
made hi s ntbosed asby btlargekiwaygnonopolyimthe Pacific

Northwest(1904)- Northern Securities Companyhich the House of Morgafinancial empire

controlled!!?

Thetrend towards monopoly during the Progressive atsed government tmnfront this
growingproblem. Gabriel Kolko disputed this opinian aboldy-written book that takes an
altogether different perspectiv€ Heformulaed t he i dea of 6épolitical
a o0conspiracy t heor yorogrebsee eeahutilizedmatiomalppoliticktet s i n
attaintheirbus ness goal s . the Honse & Mbordgao, éspecially, s portrayed as the
éminencayrise of Progressive politics, desiring government regulation of business in order to
achieve stabilit in the market, and the elimination of its competitddso we ver , Kol ko6 s
interpretation, in which TR colluded with the House of Morgan, is probably a misreading of the
overall situation, although it identifies an important truth, that big businesseatbtbiantages
in government regulatory devices. A more pla
concede that he was suspd cyieotush eo falostoh ed ihsupglea yse
his behaviour towards thettt If possible, TR prefeed to work with, rather than against, the
largest monopolies, so long as they abided by the law, because of their sheer strength. For
example, the House of Morgan by 1912 controlled $22 billion of capital across the US economy

including banks, stegdlectrical industries, merchantipping, farm machineryand insurance.

110Bates,The United State$18981928, 146.

11 Gould,America h the Progressive Er&6., 33.

112 GabrielKolko, The Triumph of ConservatismA Reinterpretation of American History, 190B16(Chicag:
Quadrangle Books, 1967)

113 Bull Moose on the Stump: The 1912 Campaign Speeches of Theodsexétip&dited by Lewis L Gould
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I n fact, the House of Morgan was O0the | argest
excepting the'BB68ogevelhmenpragmatic approach
the US economy by merely placing Moasgehrewed comp
in the Northern SecuritigsSompanycase accorded well with ppgressive ideology, which

believed in consensus rather than confrbah in US societylt is reasonable to assuneving
6crossed swordso6 wi t hsomdbody asshrewdNas JPtMorgan decid&ed c u r i
to co-operate with the US governmerdther than allow any repetition of conflict, and,

moreover, derive benefits from that-operation. Significantly, cordinated financial

intervention nvolving the House of Morgan alongsitiee US governmeraverted an economic
catastropheluring the Panic of 1907, often compared in gravity to thécRdri893%°

Whether through Elih&Root, earlier in his presidency, or George Perkins-tme Morgan

partner and later Chairman of the ProgresBamy NationalExecutive Committee, TR kept a

valuable line of communication with the House of Morgan. A reciprocally beneficial working
relationdip between TR and Morgan did not imply that TR was subservient to the interests of

the House of Morgan, or that he viewed their prodigious power with equanimity.

Significantly,the policy preferencesf progressive presidents regardimgnopolyreform
were not consistent wittheir presidentiapractice The policy preferencesf the two
progressive leadetsad beerefinedin the keenlycontested 1912 electipwhere they vied for
control of America Roosevelt presented hims#dfvotersasa proponent of negotiating with,
andd@egulatingdmonopolies rather than destroying thenindeed, his New Nationalism (1912)
was aimed at that objectiveutNew Nationalism remained an untried programme, because of
Rooseveldb s e | e ct i o reard®artindaanentallyRoogevelafelt that large corporations
had become fait accompliof American business lifeHowever, earlierduring his presidency,
the Northern Securities Company eass the most famous example of a monopoly being
destroyed in the Progressive eta.contrastthe victor in the 1912 electioklyoodrow Wilson,
was commitedelectorallyto breakng up monopolies . e . -b u & t Uondgubtédly,

114 John Milton CooperpPivotal DecadesThe United States, 19aB20(New York: WW Norton and Company,
1990), 12.

115 Cooper Pivotal Decades113.

118 Gould, America h the Progressive Er&7-58.
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Wi | son6s NpmolicyoF I9Edidpoomote thaaim.*’ Wilson advised by Louis
Brandeis, viewed monopolies, inaccurately perhaps, as ineffictatf.eventually during his
presidency Wilson allowed regulatetbnopolistic cartelso controlUS industy during World
War |.

Theself-evidentsizable discrepancy, between the policy preferences of the Progressive
leadersand their presidential practices, is puzzling, aredits an explanation. To some extent,
the discrepancysiexplained byolitical realities. For exaple, the 1912 election caused an
exaggeration of policy differences between Roosevelt and Wilson over monopolies, as they
sought to present voters with clear ald@ernat.i
to create 0i sdempolitisappartamc® dd i, v ii tfi Enepsolinioffice, thé .
two presidents discoveraaevitably thatCongess acted as a major constraintpresidential
power. Although TR developed his ideas on New Nationalism between 1819H2 he
maintaned he was merelys®t at i ng the policies he had expre:
president!® Therefore, histatedpreference for regulation, rather than destruction, of
monopolies should be clearly discernible in his presidepsiars, 1901.908. Howeve trust
bustingwas the most prominent featwemonopoly policy during his two terms in office. In
that time, apart from the Northern Securities
actions oftenusing the anttrust Sherman Act (18903gainst fortyfour corporations?°
George Mowry has arguexbnvincinglythat Rooseveltised anttrust measures default of a
recalcitrant Congress granting him the regulatory or supervisory powers over monopolies he
want ed. 0Ther e ovarst rsaopnertthaln,g iadh mMdesdseveltds

his demands for®federal supervision.©o

Similarly, despite W | sonds pr on o-busthgdarengthesl918 electiom u s t
campaign, and, as presidéng prosecutiomf anantitrust programra, he was not able to

translate his electoral commitments into successful action in his presidér@gce more,

17bid., 65.

118 Cooper,The Warrior and the PriesR08.

19bid., 147.

120 George E MowryThe Era of Theodore Roosevelt and the Birth of Modern America; 190®New York:
Harper and Row, 1962), 134.

121 |pid., 1383.
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Congressional political realities, as witRbefore him, preventéd/ilson from following his
chosen antmonopoly pati?® In 1914 Congressnd amendments to the Claytontatrust law
greatly weakened the legislatibif. Therefore, Presieht Wilson switched from bairig this act
to promoting government parvision of monopoliedy setting up the Fair Trade
Commissiont?® Later, thisregulatorytrend was accelatedduringWorld War | which caused
federalgovernment cebperationwith regulated big business deliver increased production

during the national emergency.

It is accurate to say thathatever their policy preferences over monopelprm, (as stated,
re-statedor perhaps ovestated, in the 1912 election), the Progressive presidentgvegared,
admittedlyunder duresgp use thaliametricallyopposite policies of trudiusting and regulation
of monopolies when in office. Dumj the New Deal, FDRa Progressive efiaspired leader,
followed a similar patternswitching emphasis in monoly reform,from regulation to trust
bustingbetween the First and Second New Deals, in the manner of his Republican and Democrat
Progressive predecessaas,political pragmatisrdictated. Franklin D Rooseveit s dr amat i ¢
volte face from ceoperation to confrontation with quasionopolies can onlige properly

understood in the context of an ideological framework inherited from the Progressive era.

Therefore, TR, WW, and FDR showed wide policy fluctuations in monopoly refoom
collaboration with regulated emopolies to destruction of trustén order to make sense of their
behaviourwhich allowed them to adapt so readily to political realiiigis,important to
emphasizehe ideological flexibility of pogressivism.As progressivism was not confined
within the constraints of traditionBlemocratic or Republican orthodoxies, it could exhibit
greater innovation and opportunisiAs a consequence,amy of its practitioners displag a
commensurate flexibility in policy. Beforeaching the White House, theogressive leaders
had been pregred to change with the times. In power, they continued to adapt to prevailing
conditions, unlike traditiondRepublicans and Democrats, whogressives considered to be
ossified in their viewsTheodore Roosevelt, like Frederick Jackson Tynvas gretly
influenced by Social Darwinism, and the need for adaption to changing conditions. Woodrow

123 Gould,America i the Progressive Agds.

124 ewis L Gould,Reformand Regulation: American Politics, 190®16(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1978),
158.

125 |bid.
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Wil son, often portrayed as a donnish professo
avowed regard for expediendy® In July, 1916, he utteredaamx i m on pol i ti cal st
sorry for any President of the US who does not recognize every great movement in the Nation.

The moment he stops r ecogni? FDRghowet gimilare bec o me

regard for adaptabilitgnd political surival.

There was a rising demand in American society, at the start of th@e&@ury for checks to
be placd on monopolies, which threatened economic and deatioc freedoms. TR andilson
were prepared to respond to that demand, but were flexibllee means to achieve it. That
demand was renewed with the onset of the Great Depression. TR was a man of action, favouring
workable solutions, instead of formulaic responses to problems. Wilson, from his university
years, had been less interesteth&ory, than ideas which were rooted in reality and practical
applicationt?® This progressive cast of mind applied equally to FDR, and partly exgftésn
eclectic approach to monopoly refgrand much else in governmeritike his two predecessors,
he wa prepared to depy several policieto deal with monopoliesome concurrently,
emphasizing what was most politically practicabdResearch aboutrggressivism has probably
not placed sufficient streson the policy flexibility of pogressivepresidents, across the
Progressive and New Deals erastably in monopoly reformThatpolicy flexibility indicates a
progressive ideology interwoven with pragmatisAs reguation of monopolis andtrust
bustingboth formed part athe ideological lexdon of pogressivism, Progressive era politicians

could flexibly respondn a pragmatic way to changimegalities.

NotwithstandingKendrick Clementsattempts to minimizée nconsi st enci es i n Wi
position, several historians have noted the discrepsibetween the policy prences of
progressive presidents in monopoly reform and their presidential pr&icgeorge Mowry

focused on the discrepancy in relation to Theodore Roosé¥édennethDavis and John

126 Cooper,The Warrior and the PriesR53.
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Milton Cooper made the same observatou Woodrow Wilson*! They concentrated

exclusivelyon political realitiesi Congressional opposition and World ¥Wa to explain

presidentiapolicy fluctuationsand inconsistencies. However,p gr essi vi smos i deol
flexibility over monopolyreform provides an additionaixplanation. It enabled these presidents

to deploy radically different policies, with apparent easeesponse to political realities

Therefore, althoughrosspressured by Congress or viame conditions, ppgressive presidés

were able to employ a pragmatic ideology in monopoly reform, which FEprodiced on the

West Coast in the later New Deal.

Like the Progressive president s, FDRG6s monop
political realitiesi i n F D R 6he actioa o #he SupresrCourt in striking down the
monopolyfriendly National Recovery Administratiorin a Progressive eraanney hewas able
to change course, with apparent ease, towards atrasttapproachAs well as regulabn, and
0 t rbuusstt i his ¢@ond New Dealhealsou s ed t heaiblciomgt power 6 met h
conspicuous successmonopoly reformagainst private utilities. For exaneplit was
implemented in decisions over HEP distribution to West Coast statestfeovast NewDeal
dams in the lat&930s. The concept obuntevailing powerss very much associated with the
later New Deal, and has continued to be a popular option available to-paliers after Widd
War Il. However, its beginnirsgggo back to th Progressive era, and it was a typical product of
progressie thinking. The termcountevailing powerwas coined by the economist JK Galbraith
in the 1950sbut thisdoctrine originated witiTheodore Roosevelt, and Herbert Croly, his major
intellectual ollaboratort*? Countevailing powerswere employed whefederalgovernment
actively encouragegrowth in other sectors of the economy, as a coumééghtto monopolistic
corporations. By attempting to equalize the influence, for instance, of corpoyridioms
unions, and public bodiestqgressives were consciously following their ideological aim of

creating a balanced society where no group would predominate.

Consequently, the Hetddetchycontroversy (1913) was not exclusiveglated to

cormsenation, or the needs of San Francis€ertainly, it became @ausecélébre on account of

13XKenneth S Davis, FDREhe Beckoning of Destiny, 188228(New York: Random House, 1979), 3386;
Cooper,The Warrior and the Pries211-212, and 261.

132 John Kenneth Galbraitthmerican Capitalism: The Concept of Countervailing Po(@aston: Houghton Mifflin
Company, 1952)
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its environmental impact on a National Park. Looked at from the guetrgp of San Francisco,
HetchHetchy was always a water and hyalectric power project. Fromhe viewpoint of

Wi | sonds thoughethene was antadditiohdimension to HetcliHetchy. It
represergd an opportunity to encourageuntervaing powers By supporting the San
Francisco municipal power company, Wilson was helping to makeutblec body an economic

force against ovemighty rivals, the private utility, Bcific Power.

Therefore in monopoly reform, continuity between tReogressive era and the latezW
Deal on the West Coasst clearly apparent. In the Progressive ereegnments followed a
flexible ideology in monopoly reform, allowing a range of pragmatic policy responses to
political realities. That ideological flexibility was to continue in the New Dieiatl it had the
unwavering objective of reining in monopoly pti@e. In this manner, regarding monopoly
reform, pragmatism was written into Progressive ideology. Indeed, between 1937 amuh1942,
the West CoasEDR may have completed a policy paradigm reminiscent of Progressive era
president Wilson, in moving frommustbusting, througltountervailing powersonspicuously
over public powerto full co-operation with regulated monopolies, producing abatigdor a
wartime emergencyThe Progressive erafd6s use of public
devicebegan a process that was greatly expanded
Coast dams, 1937942.

Social Justice

Strong parallels exist between the Progressive and New Deal eras in conservatioonapdly

reform, ® what of social justicpolicy? In this areaespecidl/, a note of caution should be

sounded, asomparative history, even for two closeblated eras in one country, can sometimes

indulge in strained comparisons, to serve tendentious outcomes. It is important, therefore, to
acknowledgelear differences betwed®001920 and the 1930s, where they are appareQver

social justice, with some notable exceptions, the aim of Progressive era presidents to provide
Americans with social justice, in furtherance of a fairer socretyained largely an aspiration.
Rather,itwas BnkinRoosevel t 6s Democrat government in t
social justice aspirations, by passing federal laws and creating New Deal agencies to carry them

out. For example, the calamismaconomic blizzard following 1929 forced politicians to come

up with reliefmeasuresn a hi t hert o uni maginabl e scale to
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government also turned to social justreform in the mid 1930s tdfect a longterm re

structuring of eciety and the economy.

The issue of unionization amply demonstrates the ltraita of Progressive presidents.
Faced with a business culture thalievedun ons woul d sti fl e capitalis
federal government found itself unabledtinginto beinglabour unions, which could apply
sustainegressure on employers to improve pay and conditions for peseitken industrial
workers. In the Pennsylvania coal strike (1902), for instance, Pne3ideodore Roosevelt had
failed to persuade employers that trade unions should be recognized. His dramatic intervention,
an early illustration of ikadtogteecalminérsand per sona
management to Washington, as equal gsyfior talks with him did, though help to win the
coal miners concessioh® Yet, it wasonly afterRooseveld s S e ¢ r e tEhhu Rootgnet Wa r
financial titan JP Morgan on his luxury yachhe Corsair- a world away from the grime and
conflict ofthe anthracite mindsthat the financier prevailed upon the coal owners to agree on
mediation'®* As a result, eventually, the coal miners secured short termigesasiced hours
and an increase in pay, but the greater prize of being able to join aelunied thent>®
Similarly, Woodrow Wil s ominthe antirgstoClaytan &s(1914), e o n
was equally ineffective. By section 6, the a
provisions of the Sherman At However, in practicethe new legislation hardly altered the

position of labar unions, which remained banned throughout much of US indtitry.

Incontrast, Roosevelt 6« Na&ieal babat BlatiansvActiMLRA) enac't
of 1935, giving industrial workers thight to unionizeand empowering them to negadéa
legally binding agreements, including on pay.the same manner, tl&®cial Security Act
(1935),the othermaor component of Reaws wal beyoddstheSecond N
tentative steps of the Pnagsive era, towards realizing social justice goalprolided
industrial workers with welfare payments @hunemployed, and in old ag€aken together, the

NLRA and the Social Security Act represented significant progress towards social justice. They
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permitted many poorer groups to achieve a degree of financial security throughout their adult
livesi in and out of a job, and whendollt is clear these bold Newdal laws surpassed
anythingthat Progressive era presidents had attempiexksist, or empower, industrial workers.
The differences are real between Progressive era perstarakmtion by TRon behalf of coal

miners,orWi sonds i nefifectl egi pIrdt i onreacingd t he New

interventionist laws, under FDR, to help ursdirial workers.Even so, there were strong
similarities between the two periods over social justice, which, if investigadesldeeply
reveal weaknesses in the practice of progressive ideology. They retaentaunism, the

farmerlabaour alliance, and the status of the small farmer.

Both during the 1910s and 1930s, communism presented a major problem to administrations
and thosattached to themAt a surface level, )@gressivism seemed to be an answer to
commuism, because of its commitmentstocial justice.l n K oiltekpeetatsm, progressives
brought about moderate reform to avert more radical reforms by socialistaimucists'®
Likewise, in the 1930s, the New Deal acted, to some extent, as a bastion of dembbeacy.

Great Depression demoralized American capitalism, and, in the resultant power vacuum,
communism or fascism might have flourished, had it not been fRr B N e.vEle®ozah |
support for the far left was smaith the two periods, but communisand its nemesis, anti
communismponethéess, posed a multitude of dangerseformistprogressivegovernments,
1900-1940.

In the Progressive ereeformig governments took initiatives and passed rafowhich
perhaps lessened the needrfmre extreme politicaolutions For instanceTheodore
Roosevelt declared that an important motive behind his reforms was to head off political
extremismt3® Obverselythe actions ofhe pogressivepresicents whetted the appetite among
many working class people, and their supporters, for further change in American society.
Instead of calming society, thraugighting genuine grievancesogressives iay have
inadvertentlystirred up feeling fomore thoroughgoing changendare-structuring of America.
While Republican and Democratggressies in the 1904920 periodand New Dealers in the

1930s, often sought to stop injustices and heal class divisidnsr t her ance of 6cl

138Kolko, The Triumph of Conservatism
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progressive ideologytheir actions might have achieved the opposisellt. In the Progressive

era presidential demonizing of monopolists, seizure of land by federal government on behalf of
60t he peopl e d-sanciord enguoieseervealimgediret living and working conditions
among the exploited working classll served to foment antagonism towards capitalists. While
radical working class responses were largely a result of themioti workplace environment
duringthe Progressive erthey were also, almost certainly, stimulated by a political climate
which raised expectations for sweeping change in American sobmetiye same way, the New

Deal tried to preverpolitical extremismbut, whether through federattion or government

sponsored enquiries, New Dealers often exacerbated class animosities.

In the Progressive erd was no coincidence theddical working class organizations emerged.
During 1905, artly as a result of the atmosphere engendergldeéblProgressive eradocialisb
union, the Industrial Workers of the Woll#wW), broke away from the Aarican Federation of
Labor, (AFL),r ej ect i ng i ts O0con swlues Buringt99Handbrihe f r e e
IWW became assodied with violentstrikes, and faer World War |, extreme IWW activitywith
communist objecties on the West Coast, resultedaivil disorder Likewise,during theturmoil
of New Dealreform the Congress of Industrial Organizations, (Ci@presenting unskilled
workers,broke away from theraft-orientedAFL, and staged violent strikes. These culminated,

prior to World War Il, in civil strife on the West Coast, involving commutest CIO unions.

Notwithstanding these fact$eleadersof the IWW and ClCheld very different political
convictionsand aims 6Bi g Bill 6  hHvaohadobegdn work in & Wtah silveWww
mine at the age of sevemas a committed communisHelateremigrated to the Soviet
Union 4% Firebrand CIO leder, John L Lewis, of the coal miners, despite his willingness to use
confrontational communist activists, believed strongly in free enterprise, and, indeed, for most of
his working life was a Republican. Undenialihpugh both union leaders heightenedss

tensions during their respective periods, which produced fraught situations on the West Coast.

In 1919 America experienced the largest number of strikes, before or since, in its Hstory.

A combnation of events caused thiglirstrial unrestincluding a spiritof changdostered by the

140 Bates,The United State$18981928, 231.
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Progressive erdhe ending of watime regrictions, and the example of communist revolution in
Russia at the end @B17. Appalling longtermworking conditionsalsohelped generate the
strikes and violenceE.g. In the Progressive era, approximately 20,000 American workers per
year died because of accidents at work, in heavy industry and the transportisgdtather

half a million per annum were injured or maiméti.During 1919, the biggest strike toplace

in the steel industry, centten Pittsburgh (PennsylvaniaPnly a small proportion of the strikes
of 19191920 involved the IWW. Yeemployers widy condemmd all strikers as communists.
Wil sonds government r e sdmooniahevaly. Attorney Geeerab Red Sc a
Mitchell Palmer launched the Palmer Raagfter abomb planted by a political extremist, had
exploded in front of his home, (April, 191%% J Edgar Hoover, head of the nevitymed

(Federdl Bureau of Investigation, irhe Justice Department, used the General Intelligence
Division to round ughousands ofommunists. Often suspects were held without regard to their

constitutional rights.

With conditions verging on mass hysteria, a successioniofisencidents ocurred on the
West Coast. In February, 1919, a shipyard dispute in Seattle (Washington State) escalated into a
general strike, led by the IWAMYominated Central Labor Council, which brought the city to a
standstill. The mayor of Seattle calleditanratet t o 6dupl i cate the anar
called in federal troop¥* Lumberowngsi n Was hi ngton Stateds key ti
the Wilson government to deport foreigorn IWW leader$ especidiythesec al | ed O Red
F i ninusd@r the terms oht Immigration Act (1917%*° The law had given the federal
government authorization to deport any alien who advocated destruction of property or
overthrow of the US government. State authorities in Washington State and California closed
down the offices bextreme left wing organizations, while vigilante violence against communists
and socialists became widespread in the Weshg 1919 In the most infamous incident at
Centralia, (Washington State), famembers of the American Legion, a right wing veeen s 6
organi zation, were shot dead t r'% WhegWasley st or m

Everest, one oefsbwahse pluwWwW ionmuGednetrr al i aés jail , a8
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and cut the townds el ect seized Evergst, drav@quiofytown, | n t h
and lynched him from a bridge over the Chehalis River. They then riddled his body with

gunfire4’ Two days afterwardsn Oakand, California, rioters, embolded by events in

Centrala, demolished several buildisgwneal by left wingers48

Commentators on the Red Scare have found Wil
record of moderation in lalbo matters. Yet he allowed tlextreme response of the Palmer
Raids, and vigilantism. Admittedly, Wilson wasdaly incapacitated because of a stroke by
1919. However, John Milton Coopean historiarotherwisesympathetic to Wilson, found this
explanation inadequate. Hetwre s : 6 Wi | s o n @lmer éraen Hinuim ignottfully st op P
explicableevenbyths ever ity of his il |l nesd*®®urelythdhe di str
explanation lies elsewhéteBefore the Palmer Raids, Theodore Roosevelt had praised vigilante
actions against the IWW, and advocated a government campaign against Bolslreviks
articipation of the Palmer Raid8? Perhaps both Wilson arRbosevelt felt communism,
encouragd by the success of the Russian revolution, posed a thisaietacan valuesand
approved of vigilantismin extremisto defendhem. Turner had written supptively of
6front i,edefence of Amecicardvaluess a manifestation efigged indvidualism,
when discussing earlier American history

Almostcertainly T RO s a ni-comWidBtstaneenwamrtially linked to the
upcoming US electionsf 1920, in which both hoped to be presidential candidateln the
event, Roosevelt died before the electimnd Wilson was too ill to consider a third telth.
Between 1918 and 1920 a wave of amaimmunist sentiment was gripping the American public,
one of the first of many such examples in thé@entury. Ther ef or e, TRo6s forth
(19181 919) =against communi sinvavemeatmdhe Réd Bcare (198 st u

20), need to be seen against the backdroptocammunist feelinggmong the pblic, and the

147Tom CopelandThe Centralia Tragedy of 1919: ElImer Smith and the blieb(Seattle: University of
Washington Press, 2011),-53.
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forthcomingpresidential election. Roosevelt and Wilson could derive political advantage in the
imminent election from their stances on the extreme lafthat sense, bothrggressive leaders
responded to the Red Scare pragoadly. For exampl e, Wil sonés politi
involvement in the Red Scare neither jeopardized his liberal credentials, nor condemned the

popular Palmer Raids which he hoped would redounal his advantage in the 1920 election.
Meanwhi | e, Rooseveltods cAmeasmpi camd scouddbenu minatl $ s

interpreted as pragmatic, and certamwint down well with the patriotic American public.

Of caurse, the two gressivepresidents were also ideologically opposeddammunism
Progressivism preached a classkEssiocratigolitics, commursm accentuated class divisions.
However, there werdisquieting affinities between progressivism anchmunism. Bth
progressives andommunists had contributed to class tensions (419ED). Progressivisniad
attackedhe abuses of capitalis@and raise@xpectations among the working class; while
Marxists consciously inflamed class divisions. Possildggeveliand Wisonwere contehto
keep a safe distance from communists, who, after all, espoused some of the views that earlier
they had firshelped popularizabout the misdeeds of capitatis A final outrage, by anarcho
communists, thragicbombingof # Mo r gan d s dSfrdeti(1920% in which 48a | |
people diedneatly, but uncomfortdp, unitedearlier Progressive censure of the House of

Morgan, with tlis late murderous o mmu ni st &6dire®¥t actiond agai ns

Cooperhasnoted that the antommunist environment of 191@wsed a change of behaviour
by progressive leaders. Hiserved that fori@gressive era politicians thee® Scare made their
indictmentsof capitalism i n t he years before |LAoitcaly cads ent
unfashionablé®> However, there iscope for further development of this pointa Progressive
eraandNew Deal contextywhich showshow anttcommunisncausedederal governmerand
its representative® modify theirpolicies andoehaviour In both eras, progressives negde
balance their ideological beliefs abdiping the struggling working classagainst political

pragmatism aneélectoralsurvival.

154 Cooper Pivotal Decades330.

%1 bid., p322; Cooper makes this comment on 1919: 6The
rights that (Theodore) Roosevelt, La Follette (Snr.), and other progressives had mounted befoosv1917
di mini shed in respectability and attractiveness. 0
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A subsequent chapter will explore h@®rogressive ermspiredpoliticians on the West Coast
in 193940 reacted to aet of circumstances whiatrondy paralleled191920. They too faced
foreign policy pressuraavolving Communist Russjan imminenpresidential election, arah
antrcommunist movement combatingionization CertainlyyF DR6s New Deal er s,
addresmg these realities, were forced to modify their policies and behawatwye will
discover in due course whetttaeyalso forswore their enlightened poldigositions, as
happened withqogressies during the Red Scare. Undeniaplgriodicbouts of anti
communism among the American public seentecaluse great difficulties forqgressive
politiciansin both periodsand threw them onto the defensiRrogressives held a profound
sympathy formpoverished working class people, and willingly addressed their grievances, so
there was a danger the public would conflate them with othewprker groups, like socialists,
or even communists. That danger could be intensified through maliciotsantiunism,
which sought to bracket all reformist politics togetheverthelesswhatever their reservations,
progressives believed tapitlism, while socialists wergceptical about jand communists

antagonistic.

In truth, progressivism was always at a disadvantage bed¢aweseer created permanent
third party alernative, or seized enduring contréltioe Democratic or RepublicaraRy.
Progressivism remained an ideology in search of a party. Therg$orews could not be
clearly delineated to the electorate over timeintellectual tensions resolved among
progressives themselvet the reductive language of American politics, where parties polarized
before elections, progressivismas always in dnger of being labelled extremist by reactionary
forces!®® Onthe other hand, as Lipsett ancMs make clear, the creation of a third party
might have been disastrofag progressive aims, by permanently splitting the reformist vote and
preventing the elction of liberal presidents’ During 193919400n the West Coaslew
Dealersfaced another wave of ardommunism, but they had the distinct advantage of being
able to apply the lessons of the years 19920, which endbd them to help FDR a

progresw/e president survive the 1940 elections.

156 Clyde WeedThe Nemesis of Reforine Republican Party in the New Déalew York: Columbia University
Press, 1994), 19200.
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The farnerlabaur alliance, originally deriveffom the Populists, wassocial justicebelief
strongly associated withrggressivism Duringthe Progressive era and New Deal, the &arm
labaur alliancealso suffered from the absence of a partetonbed t hi s concept in
political consciousness, and clarifg ideologicalcomplexities to pogressives themselves.
Perhaps wer-optimistically progressivelselievedthey couldunite peoplefrom different classes

and groups within classes.

Progressive politicians (19€#D) had prided themselvem their classless politics. In social
justice reform, hey contendd it was perfectly possible to create a wide voting base, supporting a
fairer saiety, composed of the middle and working class, farrmedsndustrial workers.Hiram
Johnsona pivotalRepublican pogressivewasgovernor of California, 1921917 and
California senator, 19145. Hepersonified these beliefdilis political careespanned the
Progressive and New Deal erasd arguably, showthat he adhered the fundamentals of
progressivismacross the erasrhe historian Georg®lowry viewed the maintenancé
J o h n sampléxtarmer-labaur voting coalition on the West Coast,the Progressive era, as a
fallacy.'®® However, Michael Rogin, the political scientist, persuasively showed that Johnson
was able to convert a largely rulifornianvoting base in 1910nto a predominantly urban
one in 1914while by 1916 he createatle farner-labour voting alliance, which woultlave been
his ultimate aint®>® He held together thatliance during the 19204.ike the Populists before
him, with their corefarming voter baselohnsorwanted to broaden his appeal to urkaking
classvoters, partly, no doubt, because he believed they deservetjssiite provision.
Additionally, he understoothatUS society was moving inexorably towards urbanizatiomn
that contextJohnson recognized there was a mutuality of interest betasam§ and industrial
groups based pon their impoverished statu As a consequende hisfirst gubernatorial
administration, 19104, Johnson passed a series of laws to benefit the urban working class,
includingwok me n 6 s ¢ o mp e n sfa workglace dceidpntss dnca child laibo
statute'®?

158 George E MowryCalifornia Progressive¢Berkeley: University of California Press, 1951)

Mi chael Rogin, OProgr essi Vhe 3JoommabhohAimerican élistyd/all 56 Noo2r ni a EI| ec
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A corresponding farer-labaur voter base was developed in other western states during the

Progresive era. Forinstancé,Fi ght i ng B o b énothesmseminalpropressie e Snr .

figure, estabkhed the same type wbting alliancen the Mid West state dVisconsin, which

his son, SenatdRobertLa Follette Jr., inherited (19247). The La Follette political dynasty,
once againas with Johnson, straddléue Progressive and New Deal aga®viding continuity
between the two erasdiowever,regarding the farer-labaur conceptwhile small farmers and
industrial labarr could ceexist amicably, if they worked in discrete areas of the economy, e.g.
Wisconsin steel workers amidiry farmers, there was alwassope for conflict if their interests
clasred. During the Progressive age, the interface between farmers and industrial workers was
already causing problems in the area of social justice. Industrial workers were vital for
processing and transging food from farms. Yeif they improved their pay or conditions,
through strike pressure or state léagisn, farmers feadthatfarm incomes would suffeas
wouldthe food supply to consumerdhis situation presented ammdrum to Progressive era
politicians, namely how to satisfy the needs of tltugtrial worker and farmer, where their

interests ovefapped.

An example from the Progssive era, involving FrankliRoosevelt, typifies the quandary
that confrontegbdliticians. While Roosevelt was a New York state senatv®12, a bill was
presented in the state legislature limiting to 54 hours a week the work of boys a2fethl16
canning sheds, and regulating tivork of childrerin food processing industries:DR was
Glow to support & because the bill had the potent@interfere with the processing of farm
goods, which would harm economically weak small farm&rsronically, he was prompted to
back the legislation by Frances Perkins, who was then Exe&ittve r et ary of t he
League, and later, during his presidency, the US Secretary of t%bdowever, the ambitious
young State &natorRoosevelrelied heavily on upstate farmer votes. Subsequently, secretary to

the president, Louis Howe,-rerotethe history of this event, realizing it projected a st

perfect image of Roosevelt. He invented the story that the bill needed one more vote to pass, and

FDR had filibustered heroically until the vote was found. The reality showed a far more

%1 Frank FreidelFranklin D Roosevelt: A Rendezvous with DestByston: Little, Brown and Company, 1990),
20-21.

182 Frances Perkins to Rooseveihdated, box 14, file 272, Franklin D Roosevelt Papers, Roosevelt Library, Hyde
Park, NY
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intriguing date of affairg the future president grappling with tt#ficult choice of assistinghe

social justice needs of small farmers, or thoseaofly exploitedindustrialworkers including

(@)

childrenbelowageé en wor ki ng 0 % Aga rdpresentasivieragtessivd ecah t .
politician, FDRwas torn between pragmatism and ideology. Support for the small fanaers
the pragmatic choice to securetes, but pogressive ideology abotlte farnerlabaur alliance
and his social consciendéectaed he shoul@id the industrial workers.t is unclear whéter
FDR,in the eventidentified withthe apprehensioref the small farmers, or if he sougbt
persuade them that there wasa#ternative perspective dheir problem. Certaly, the complex
progressive argumenthatcreatingharmonious working conditionfer food processing woeks

woul d hel p g ufedsupplieg was €lifacultrtoecomaminicate

Even during the Progressive era, California possessed the largest foodipgaoesstry in
America. In the 1910sWest Coast politicians faced a similar dilemma to FDR, on the East
Coast, when the interests fafrmers and food industry worlsawverein perceivedpposition By
the lae 1930showever,acrosgshe West for examplejn Mid West statelike Wisconsin,
conflict between farmers and industiggoups had multiplied severfdld due to changes in
farming and the transformation of unionization. wA# be describé later, Progressive era
inspired politiciangliscovered that what had been embryonic problems, causing divergence
between farmers and industrial workers in the Progressjgehad reached a critical junctbse
the late New Deal, espatly on the West CoasfThe stratagems and subterfuges that
Pragressive eranspired politicians employed at that time in order to protect thegfaiabor
alliance in the Westeveals how close to breakupgint this concefin progressive ideology

hadcome.

The status of the small farmer was the third fadtat taused progressivism difficulties.
Small farmers were of immense importance to western progressivism, and their predicament
deserves attention, when considering a region like the West Coast, in both eras under
consideration. The small farmsince the founding of the American republic, was presented as
the central figure in American democracy. Certainly, in the Jeffersonian tradition, with its

emphasis on O0statesd6 rightsé and the agricult

163 |bid.
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mystique, which endured into the 1930s. At the birth of US democracy, Thomas Jefferson
viewed the O0industrious husbandmendéd, who woul
America, as the most valued sector of society. Jefferson declared, in ad exafta n n e r : 6Tho
who | abor in the eart hWhlepograssives, aftheol®eand peopl e
1930s, did not hold them in quite such high esteem, nonetheless, small farmeisdoacup

special place in westermqgressive ideology, assuppdse par agons of Turner 6s
individualism, and independent American democracy. Their western values could be contrasted

with the Hamiltonian tradition of powerful central government, and Eastern business capitalism.

The standing of the small farm&unffered as America changed from a rural to urban society.
By 1900, if the South is excluded, the US was already a predominantly urban society. From
1920, for the first time, the majority of Americans lived in urban environments. Politicians
pragmaticlly sought votes from this numerically dominant group, which became economically
more powerful e.g. through unionization. The success of American agriculture irfthe 20
Century also told against small farmers. As the problems of US farming were cdroenter
production, the small farmevith lower yieldswas viewed as an almost expendable element in
the American economy. In these circumstances, small farmers, 19400 struggled to compete
with the expanding production of large farmers, and theg wereasingly displaced by them.
After the Progressive and New Deal eras the prestige of the small farmer was further eroded by
Hofstadter, who wrote ifthe Age of Reform devastating critique of the small farmer in
American culture and politic€* Bydoi ng so, he demolished the o0a
vision of small farmers as sedtifficient, incorruptible, ideal citizens, who shaped US society.
Hofstadter reveals commercial farming dominated US agriculture by the end of the Civil War,
makingthe small farmer tantamount to a businesstiainLate nineteenth century settlers in the
West generally purchased land, rather than being granted it free in 160 acre lots, as stipulated
under the Homestead AY€ Land speculation, not raising crops oelitock, became their

prevailing way of [|ife. Even when the smal

164 Hofstadter,The Age of Reform
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Hof stadter unsparingly c.oanmlragedehst.. sudpicibbusands ol a't

almost suicidal individualism for which the Ameaic@  f ar mer w@d's | ong noted.

Hofstadter provides a refreshing corrective to esaartimentalizing small farmerand tears
apartthe factual foundation of the agrarianmyth  However, once Hofstadte
dissected, and hpuondamMarxism, which preached hatred of {hetit bourgeoisis discounted,
a less unsympathetic interpretation of the small farmer can be constructed. The fact tHat the 19
Century small farmer was forced to buy land rather than receive it free hardlgtelistehis
reputation. He may have indulged in land speculation himself, but the scope to do so greatly
diminished after most fertile land had been occupied by the Progressive age. Finally, the
evidence indicates that in politics during the Popiigigessive age and New Deal era the
small farmer was prepared to temper his haodking individualism with collective actiohthe

farmerlabaur alliance.

The small farmerdéds worth i s ofstigtheel@OOsor mpor t a
1930s. For pogressive politicians, though, in Mid West states like Wisconsin, or throughout
areas of the West Coast, the small farmer was part of their everyday experience, not a mythic
figure or an outmoded concept. He was a significant presence in stat€sdijon, Washington,
and even parts of California, where small farmers struggled to make a living. Moreover, in the
1930s, the Turnerian nightmare of destitute farmers, unable to find land, had materialized on the
West Coast, especially in California, @rethousands of landless, dusivensmall farmers
arrived from the southern Great Plains. Their arrival created a socio/economic and humanitarian

crisis.

A

Hof stadter s attack o n-valuedghe avagth af smalafarmemay t h e f f
had socieeconomic developments contemporary to these periods. Moreover, according to
Hofstadter, the small farmer interé&sivhich exerted considerable pressure for reform in the
PopulistProgressive agewas irredeemably reactionary, and therefbgeassociation, so was
the Progressive er a. Hof stadterés opinion of
Al t hough Hofstadter delivered some incisive t

reaction, he omitted to maon their invdvement in progressive reform across the Progressive

187bid., 45.
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and New Deal eras. As will be explained in chapters four, five, and six, where comparisons are
made between small farmers on the West Coast during the Progressive era and New Deal, their
progressive caxities vere very real. Theyigorously backed irrigation schemes which

consenred or improved farming langvere often the drivers of public power policy in monopoly

reform, and pushed for social justice provision.

In fact, presidents in o eras viewed them as fellow progressives. TR framed hisriditi
Reclamation Act of 1902 in a blatantly ideological way so that water from federal irrigation
schemes would only go to small farmersheTradical social justice inteat this act has been
largely overlooked regarding the West Coast, wheemd kengrossing in California, for example,

was more advanced than any American state. R
supportfos mal | f ar mer s by s ayi ndsintegrateithe menopolistic o f t hi
holdings of | and t ha t% @nrthe etleei hand,oMilsort coutd oityatake f i ¢
actiontobacks mal | f ar mers when pragmatism all owed,

an unpragmatic Progressive erdack of capital was a root cause of the problems small farmers
confronted in trying to compete with large operatdgmuld has observed thats president,

Wilson acted on higleologicalbeliefs about assisting small farmers, only when the need for

western votes became imperati?@.For instancein 1916, an election year, and the year before
Americads entry into World War |, Wi lsonds go
Federal Farm Loan Act, and the Federal Warehouse Act. These laitatéatcredits to

farmers, for crops and farm improvemetifsin the New Deal, FDR continued to expand credit

to small farmers. For example, the Farm Security Administration 1937 onwards helped small

farmers to avoidoreclosure and tenants in buyingeifr farms.

If small farmers are viewed as progressive,can see howhe fall of the lPogressive Party
(19121916)impacted negatively on them and progressivinerally Similarly, during the
1910s, the rise of onihtee Farm Buegal adverselynadfecedmalo r gani z
farmer interests. The importance of the Progressivty Blaould be considerdist, before

assessings specific consequences for small farmers.
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Not long after Hofstadter established the paradigm of disuaity between the Progressive
era and the New Deal during the 1950s, Andrew Scott challenged his hypothesis. He claimed
that the Progressive Partyo6s PlOtstGrabamdr.,@af 1912
Hof st adt er adh e racegticism of thei discontirsiisy sciool Py saying thes
Progressive Party Platform in 1912 was unrepresentative of Progressive era 3eliafs.
judgement is a prime example ofigse dixitargument. The evidence is substantial for saying
that the 1912 etion platform and, naturally the Progressive Party, voiced Progressive era

ideology.

After TR refused a third presidential term, the Republicans led by Taft ruled between 1908
and 1912. Taft was a more activist trbsster tha Rooseveltbut was accused édiling to
maintain a progressive policy momentum. Therefore, TR stood during 1912 as leader of the new
60 Pr ogr es sformed frdmadissidgnd Republicans and Demodratgainst Taft, and
Wilson, the Democrat progressiv8ignific a nt | y , -présRiénsial candidage was Hiram
Johnson,he Californian governor, whorought together a farmdatbor alliance in California.
The Progressive Party Platform cannot be viewed as the manifesto of a fringe party. In the
presidential elg@n, Roosevelt actually won more votes than the Republicans, and only
narrowly lost to Wilson.

The Progressive Party Platform was not an aberration in Progressive era thinking. In fact, it
constituted current, and futug@ans for progressive prelgnts. The Progressive Platform is
often considered a blueprint for the progress
19121916.1"2 It also envisaged social security legislation that looked forward to the New
Deall’® In content and popular apggéhe Progressived?ty Platform was representative of
Progressive era thinkingzurthermore, as the Progressive Party was dived, 19121916,
there is a temptation to judge its significance as transitory. Ickes was on the National Executive
ofthePr ogressive Party in those years, and there

workings. Even after Progressive Party members had suffered defeat in the 1912 elections, Ickes

MAndrew Scott, 6The Pr dogrnako$ Roliticsol. A Na4 (NovemBPee 1959p e ct i ve 0
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conveys their great expect at iedwameofthedvwenhjore vi n g
political parties of the country, they were confident that in the elections of 1914 and 1916 the
Republican party would be swept completely off the map, leaving ... the Democratic and
Progressive parties to contest for ... natianél f 1°c e . 6

I n Ilckesd 1941 account of the Progressive Pa
happened, and believed the partyds demi se was
never forgot this traumatic experience, and hestilge-living it at the end the New Deal. In
|l ckesd opinion, the Progr essi vbundera rFirstly, attear s band
the 1912 election, Roosevelt repeated a pattern of behaviour when faced wgbralpenpasse.

He impulsvely sought solace in action, on this occasion an expedition to Brazil, which wrecked

his health and the future prospects of his nascent Jar§econdly, without their inspirational

leader, the National Executive became largely an East Coast organideastrously failing to

keep lines of communication flowing with the Wé&t.This development represented a serious
setbacKor the small farmer interesfTR was highly attuned to the West, havingd and

workedthere. He hatkd the rebellion against the Republican party in thrall to Eastern business
interests. ks cousin FDR was intellectually engaged witesternsocial and environmental

problems. TR wouldprobablyhavesustained he partyo6s westhemtaestor gani z
of small farmers Thirdly, leading up to the 1916 election, Progressive Party members became
internally divided, and wereventuallyre-incorporated into the other two partté€Had a series

of errors not occurred, progressivism might have ladvin enduring partyyhich might have

given small farmers higher priority in policies. Wh its 1912 platform the Progressives had

wide appeal, rather than as Graham contended expressiniggrgmews. Franklin Roosevelt

remai ned wproghs®Wi vseoBPémocrats in 1912. He | ea

andt he Progressivesd failure to hold together t

Without a national party to represent small farmers adequately, they were attheome

feder al g o v regmpaiitroa prioribes in thédgfessive and New Deal eras. The

Harold L I ckes, 6Who KhelAmeridan HistogicalReviepl 46Ne 2 (JaeuarP ar t y ? 6
1941)
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Democratic and Republican parties, between 1900 and 1942, were complicated coalitions of
voters and interests. The Democratic party, for example, invtheras, relied heavily on the
support of southern states. As a consequence, Wilson, a southerner, but also a Democrat non
southerner like FDR, had to give prominence in policy to laiggde southern farmer interests.

Both the Democrats and Republicahso recognized the economic power of western corporate
farmers. Expressing their views, the Farm Bureau was formed in the years 1911 to 1919. This
Progressive era organization exerted enormous political leveuaie the New Deal, and
demanded largeafmers should be given the highest priority in agricultural policy. Therefore, it
is instructive to bear in mind the lack of an enduring Progressive Party in the 1910s and 1930s.
Political realities often precluded small farmers being given a hightyriaragricultural and

social justice policy, and certainly they were pomus inter pares Overall, regarding
problemsabout communism, the farmkbaur alliance, and the small farmer interest, a

Progressive Party might have provided a surer defagamst these ideological weaknesses

More than the historiography showlsur ner 6s frontier thesis esta
foundation for the Progressive era and New Deat thethree tenets of progressivism.
Regarding conservatiom practice Progressive era presidents encouraged wise user sustained
yield forestryproduction, but wergenerallysympathetic to preservationist thinking over
national park policy.However preservationistdike Muir, were prepared to make pragmatic
concessions wheaittempting to attain ideological goaser HetchHetchy During the late
New Deal, peservationistsconcerned with the West Coast eaped this pattern of behaviour, as
reclamation followed Progressive precedemismonopoly reformguring the Progressive era,
regulation and trudbusting were not considered ideologically opposed, and the flexible ideology
of Theodore Roosevelt and \&Wdrow Wilsonwas reproduag by FDR along with
countervailing powetsin the later New Deathe West Coaspublic power movemergrovided
particularly strong crossra ideological continuityOverthesocial justice policyf unionization
the Progresse erawas less ambitious than the New Deal. ldwer, during the Progressive era
governments contended with businessmen possessing overweencanfdiénce at a time of
economic prosperity. The New Deaglvernment hekpdimpose unionization on capitsts still

reeling from the effects of thedpression. Nonetheless, progressives in both eras faced severe
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problems stemming from communism, the fariadrour alliance, and the status of the small

farmer, whichmight have been alleviated had an endyrié o gr es s i v e Theanmtit y6 e x|
communist violencef 19191920 exemplified byhe Centralia episodeturned on the West

Coast, 1939940, and tested wether New Dealers had learned frdme mistakes of their

ideological predecessors.
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Chapter Two: The Republican Resurgencén the New Era, 19201933

In 1920 pogresivism,internationallyand domestically, seemed a spent forkkegative
imageryaboundedaboutthe unwise Carthaginian peace against Germany at Versailles, where

the possibility oimutuality among nations had soon given way to narrow vestagshtand

regardingthe waning of idealisrwithin America. The English economist, John Maynard

Keynes from the pogressivewingofBi t i sh pol itics, remar ked t ha
the dead s eas &%hintbefUSHitam Johneon,looking & the.gtavar situation

from anotheperspective, stated 6t he war has spedpleforagdneratidne ( Ame |
They have bowed to a hundred repres§ive) a ¢ 8% Oné outstanding indivighl appeared,

though, to offer ppgressives a way out of this impasse, emehregeneratiofi Herbert Hoover.

Hoover represented, in many ways wery best of the old and new in American life.
Orphaned at a young age, he had become a wemldvned mining engineer, amassing a fortune
in the process, by dint of individual talent and hard work. During World War |, he showed
another side of his pgonalityi a capacity for public service and a strong conviction that co
operation rather than selfish conflict was the answer to the problems of America and Europe. At
the start of the war he had headed the Commission for the Relief of Belgium, whadh sa
Germanoccupied Belgium from starvation. By the end of the war he was in charge of the
American Relief Administration that similarly averted mass starvatibis time across the
length and breadth of waavaged Europe. In between these tasksehiemned impressively in
America itself, organizing agricul t rood l produ
Administrator*®! He played an active part at Versailles too, on the world stage, and because of
his dmagnani mi ty ayned codsiderdd hitn the sels gadiagipanevehs 6 Ke
emerged from the conferencétvan enhanced reputatidft.

179 John Maynard Keyne3he Economic Conseguces of the Pea¢dlew York: Harcourt, Brace and Howe
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When the 6Grheatetbmaeiene ¢ mgressivesridokeduponhim asgh2z 0 p
great hope for the futuré?rogressive journals likE(heNew Republicirged him tobecome a
presidetial candidate Intellectuals who had helped shape the ProgressiveHéggoert Croly
and Louis Brandeis lent their supporvhi | e | ckesd Chicago ally, th
Addams championed Hoovexs did @st and futurenogressive political luminariés Franklin
Lane, Wil son 6 hterBreand RDR himsgl® élthoughHeover alienated some
progressives when rentered the race for the White House as a Republican, andisapped
out of contetion, the new RepublicanrBsidentWarren Hardingn 1921, hardly a progressive,
was keen to capit ayhybsfferinghm altabmet gositors Hpoeep u | ar i t
accepted the post of Commerce Secret@yring the unrivalled prosperity of the Newva in

the 1920s he not only made lgispartment a signal success, both under Harding and Calvin

Coolidge, but was so government al |-Secetaryefr get i c
al |l ot her ¥drarthermarenHoover seb out fien political creed in the book
American Individualismpublished during922. It elaboratedhat one historianhasal | ed o6 c o

operative individual i s mgndSohtesinger Jrdeege ndent pr o

O6progr essi v e® Essedtlly Hodver adlidved that individualism should be

tempered by social responsibilignd a commitment tthewider community. Responding to

Hooveb s book at the ti me, Frederick Jackson Tur

on which all genuine Amegans can stand, a noble statement of the fruits of our past and the

promi se of® olug Seagmirregloy unstoppable upward tr
culminated in his gaining thetirhate US political prize, therpsidency, 19293, aftera

victorious election campaign, which saw tlew EraRepublicans win a third successive

presidential election.

Posterity recorsl that soon afterwardthe Wall Street Craséind the onset of the Great
Depressiorbroke Hoove 6 s g ov er n mergputat omi, s ampall ipteirdhaalps even
steely seliconfidence. It also presented FDR with a uniqueodpipity. Later, in 1937 when a

183 Schlesingedr., The Age of Roosevelthe Crisis of the Old OrdeB4, and Hoff WilsonHerbert Hoover:
Forgotten Progressiver475.

184 Hoff Wilson, Herbert Hoover Forgotten Progressivers.

185|pid., 57, 123; SchlesingeT,he Age of Rooseve8s.

18 Richard Norton SmithAn Uncommon Man: The Triumph of Herbert Hoofi¢ew York: Simon and Schuster,
1984), 98.
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firmly ensconed President Roosevélegan the late New Deal on the West Coast, Hoover

pleaded pitifully in a lettertothewilef a c el e br a tPleateddnBt2®mnse amaut hor ;
whi ppi ng dewErafl8 rwad nkiteer the inventor nor the promoter nor supporter of

the destructive currents of that period. I w
Therefore, wvereH 0 0 v wardd a futile attempt to extricate his tarnished reputation from the

disasters of the Wall Stre€rash and the Great Depression®, dlternatively, do they reveal a
misunderstood man whose brand odgressivisnwas discredited byhe capriciousnarch of

events, and the machinations of FDR, an adversary who possessed a superior political brain? In
answering those questions, this chapter will estahbilsttherHooverwas a link between the

Progressive era and the New Dexltheir antithesis.

In pursuitof that objective, th&lew Era years 1921 to 1988l be surveyed in order to
arrive at an understandingofwhaeJn Hof f Wi |l son has called the
Hoover 6s r ec or gnomopol reformmandseaal justecd is going to be assessed
for whether a continuum in enlightened policy and ideology exists between the Progressive era
and the saalledo Ent r 0 a ct e’ PerfiapstHbower a8 jpdyed harshly by proponents
of the New Deal, and he haglaim in the three policgreago providing andeological link but,
at timesHooveradhered to ideas which the New Deal later rejecleth.e r e f or e, Hoover
in the continuity argument will be discussed in two ways. Firstly, Hoover represerisrai d g e 6
between the Progressive and New Deal eras, whereby he continued or developed Progressive era
policies that found expression also inthe NewDeal Secondl y, FtogressivesmOs br &
sometimes proved idaquate, and helped radicalizegresive thinking in the New Deal,

leading to a greater degree of federal government intervention.
Conservation

I n 1912 Hoover, the businessman waRéa O6Bull M
Progressive arty electoral campaign. h& fact is a useful startingoint in any consideration of
Hooverdos | ater political career during the 19

resolveto turn the Republican party into the kind of Progressive party Theodore Roosevelt had

187 Hoover was writing to the wife of Sinclair Lewis, October 22, 1937, Herbert Hoover Préaiiddmtary, quoted
in David BurnerHerbert Hoover A Public Life(New York: Alfred A Knopf, 1979), 330.
188 Richard HofstadteThe Age of Reform: From Bryan to FQRew York: Alfred A Knopf, 1955), 28@00.
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once @avisioned*®® As a consequence, over certain policy aieastably conservation

continuity between TR and Hoover is clearly apparent vamgally unmediated by other

influences, although often Hoover had to wait until he assumed the presidency lrei®2%he

could act effectively on his ideological beliefs. Then, for example, in conservation, Hoover

achieved considerable success. The environmental historian, Donald Swain judged Hoover to
have been 6the first c 0% eltomato foresmy nationagpkse si d e n
and water reclamation projects inthe W&twai n call s Hoover &% key coc

To a great extent, in conservation Hoover re
government. During his presidey, national jarks and monuments, for the physical and
spiritual enjoyment of the American public, increased by three million acres, or 40%, including a
new National Park in Death Valley, Califorri&. The new president appointed Horace Albright,
a leadingconservationist, as Commissioner of the National Park Service. Hoovérathdtis
ambitious expansionist@gressive programme with a park service budget increase of 46% in the
first three years of hiadministration and numeras executive orders suppiog national
parks®® At the same time, and reminiscent of TR, but enuzhsmaller scale, Hoover
appropriated forest land for the national preserve. Altogethery i ng Hoover 6s pres
national forests were expanded by over two and a quart@makres.®

However, Hoover@s mor e t han an i mi t grogoessivienf HE heodor e
showed, for muchfchis career, a formidable facyifor seizing control of criseand major
problemsto solve them. Whether in the role of the Gieagiineer or the Great Humanitarian,
or a mixture of the two, during and after World War I, and in the 1920s, he was able to bring
divergent people together in the best Progressive era traditiche purpose of reaching

common goals. Some of his masiccessful work as a crisis manager occurred in conservation,

189 Smith, An Uncommon Man: The Triumph of Herbeidover, 97.

199 Donald G. SwainFederal Conservation Policy, 19211933 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1963), 165,
qguoted in BurnerHerbert Hoover: A Public Life

11 swain,Federal Conservation Poligyi61, quoted in BurneKerbert Hoover: A Pulic Life

192 Herbert HooverThe Memoirs of Herbert Hoover: The Cabinet and the Presidency;1928(London: Hollis

and Carter, 1952), 242,
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especially water projects in the West and elsewhere, where he followed in the footsteps of

Theodore Roosevelt, but went further.

Hoover relied on the formula of tryinfgt 0 a w a k eemed.partiefite a coromoe
interest... (and)suggesting a method for pursuing ihamely ceo p e r a% The Golofado
River Compact of 1922 exemplified the efficacy of that approach, and is especially relevant to
this study because of its impact on California in the 1930s. The seven states of the Colorado
River wanted to benefit fully from the water supghg river provided. Yet, any attempt byeo
state to t awpateibydanocoristhuetionrwaswendeted null and void because of
narrow self interested opposition from tiers. When Bover was appointed by Harding
chairman of the Colorado @amission, heshowedan ability totakeup innovative ideas that had
previously been suggesteahd the resolve tput them into practice. He was able to achieve the
Colorado River Compact, an interstateoperativeagreement between the states, with only
Arizona refusing to sign it, and an equitable 5@tdvision of water supply among the Upper
Basin, and the Lower Basin states. When he responded to the concerns of Hiram Johnson about

specifications for the future Hoover Dam, construction on the daand&

It is worth remarking that over such water schemes, which were especially needed in the Far
We st , d¢belefs, and past and futunogressive ideology entirely convergéul reference
to the past, at the turn of the century Theodore Ratis@s mentioned previousliyad sought,
but was refused, funds from Congress to develop the Colorado for irrigation, and other,
purposes?’ Hoover described his ow@olorado River Compact as a perfect example of
6construct i veLike tTumer berecogrizedahatécapital projects for major dams
were beyond the financial capbies of individuak, andHoover believededeal government
expenditure wasecessary for their completiobecause even state funding would be inadequate
If Hoover aceptedprogressive government intervention for dams to irrigate the dry Far West,

theharnessing of /Aasooften direci@dtowardivod preventivaasd averting

BKendrick A. Clement s, 0 He r H O r3T3éAhmeocancHistoreal RevieMol.i8% er vat i o
No 1, (February, 1984): 73.

1%Cl ements, O6Herbert Hod®¥8Bob6and4Conservation, 1921
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the social distress flooding caused. In that respect, these projectedppddbover, the

humanitarian.

The Mississippi floodof 192i n Amer i ga®e 8outhgewateycourse HO 0V €
schemeslt remains the most disastrous flood in American Histd#gover was galvanized into
activity to prevent a humaniian catastrophe as chairman of the Special MississlppdF
Committeet®® However, he saw beyond the immediate crisis, and used his position to exert
leverage over a Republican Congress and presidency which had made low spending and small
government in the 1920s their watchwords. Hoover succeeded in converting them to a
expensivelong-term flood control programme for the Mississippi. Significantlytriesl topress
home his advantage urgingother longrange river projects oftenon the WesCoasti for the
Col umbi a Ri ver B@entranvaleyHissobemd § f @a Inli afbes! |  vi ct i

parsimoniousand parochial attitudes wft hin the Whit

However, significantly, only after the Mississippi flood did Congress pass in 1928 the-Swing
Johnson law allowing the Hoover Dam. The extent the project was initiated by Hiram Johnson,
the Glifornia senatoris worth discussingThe dam project aginally arose from damaging
floods in thelmperial Valley, 19051906, which esulted from dependence on a crbesder
irrigation system with Mexicaising Colorado River watéf? Throughout the 1920s, Senator
Johnson and Congressman Phil Swing, the foohef counsel of the Imperial Valley Irrigation
District, attempted to pass a law giving the Imperial Vallegf@rsource of water from the
Colorado River. Ina&h of the four Congresses between 1922 and 1928 a Swaintson bill
was introduced. Senato Geor ge Norri s commented that Johns
anything else and woul d®?#saovief i06s ecalld@Rv@t Cohgr f o
Compact was vital forealizingthe SwingJohnson law, and construction on the Hoover Dam
beganduring his presidency in 1930. Even so, Johnson, a politician from the Progressive era,
should be acknowledged as the most dogged proponent of this project completed in the late New

Deal.
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If Hoover was forced to wait untiehbecame president beddauncling suchschemeshis
Memoirsmakeit is clea they attracted his notice parthgcause of # engineering feats they
encompassdi for examplethe Central Valley Project (CVP)After the death of his parents
Hoover spent his childhood ateknage years in Oregon and California, where he was part of
Stanford Univer si t y9He ddsdribessta yaungmankdeing vakcatisit ud e nt
work for the US Geological Survey, ahdw he had been intrigued at the prospect of a vast civil
engleering scheme to solve the irrigatiéh and f
Il n the early 1920s plans were deferred Obecau
i mp | ?P® ¢élow@ver, once ithe executiveffice Hoover appointed Goer nor Youngos
Commission, which recommended twerk shouldbe undertakeander joint federal, statnd
private agencie®€® Sq the @ntral Valley Project (CP) was forwarded ur i ng Hoover 6s
adminstrationand, according to his versiarf eventsthe CoimbiaBasin scheme, based
principally on a dam a@Brand Coulegwould have been implemented had he breeglected in
1932207

Therefore,d over 6s conser v atarkeand fprestryiwedgrived directlyat i on a |
from TR, while his flood and iigation plans contain a greater element ofdws ogressive
thinking. All of them indicate a high level of canuity between the Progressivgeaand New
Era.Clearly,i n t he dam p rrogressivd ideglogy-hodhuneanitarign nporality,
worked with, not against, his pragmatic organizational concerns as areengHofstadter
suggests that the idealistic morality of the Progressive era was somehow at variance with the
pragmatic organizational traits he associates with the New Deal. However, in Hoover, at least
regardingaspects ofhe conservation field, thewvotr ai t s wer e not O6era disc
exclusive, but mutually supportive. Consequeribrhaps theseombined traits, as exhibited by
Hoover, were not c onliadapadamong potitibiams obtkent r 6 act e 6,

Progressive and New Deal eras

203 off Wilson, Herbert Hoover:Forgotten Progressives-10.
204oover,The Memoirs of Herbert Hoovet1, 118.
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Finally, regarding conservation, in the years spanning-19d@, the limits of federal
government need to be r ec dantoiprbneoting natioDaeépargsi t e Ho
events at a state level could determine the national debagetetchHetchy controversy
punctuate the Progressive, Hoover, and Newd eras. During 1913 Wilson backed this dam
developmentlocatedi@a |l i f or ni ad s Yak® bemdfittSan FiraciscoNise a | P
users like Pinchot and the Californian progressitiel | i am Kent hoped that t
Dam at HetckHetchywould become part acfwater and power systeamder state ownership
However, after Worl d War ctiefailddenhe Gatiforrbai | | t o ac
legislature?®® Worse still in 1925the San Francisco private utility Pacific Gas and Electric
gained control ofhe dant®® This developmenwvasbeyondfederal governmerdontrol, but
became inextricably Iinked with Hoovero6s deca
users beaae more receptive to preservationist views. Preservationists, who had lost the
argument in 1913, felt developments at Hettdtchy vindicated them and weremmtivated to

achieve their objectives in the future.

Monopoly Reform

The extent of continuityddt ween Hoover 6s cadingandsuceecedingalasishe pr e
further demonstrateoyt he i ssue of monopoly reform. I n o
towards businesgovernment relations, the effect of his World War | experience on the home

front must be fully appreciated. It was, after
Administratord ur i ng t he period of o6war s o dromawhichs mé cr
henever henceforward deviatedo begin with, he fearecdhay r epet i t i o#timeof Wi | s
0l eviathand state would stifle individualism
War | years: OFederal Government became a cen

powers, and took over the busine$gitizens...However justified at the time if continued in

208 william Francis Deverell and Tom Sitton (E@alifornia Progressivism Reisited(Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1994) , Anne F Hyde chapter, &é6The Pu:
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peace time it would destroy not *dAtthgsameur Amer
time, the warconvinced Hoover that government campaigns could educate and shape public
opinion towards good ends. For example, so s
US food stocks during World War | that the te
Ameri cads v ol uf?tHoweyer, Heover vas mistagen in thinking that government

publicity could nurture in business during the 1920s the same sort of altruism which had

delivered voluntary ratining duringthe wartime emergency.

In 1967, JP Gliiord, the psychiatrisidentified two types of mind the artistic and scientific.
The artistic mind is characterized by o0diverg
are envisaged. A scientific mind tends to be convergent, so, as imma#tte one solution to a
problem is expectk?*? Hoover, by all accounts, was an argipétal convergent thinker.
Influencedbyhi s engineering background he assumed t |
guestions, and then, making use of his-tirae experence in disseminating ideas, it was just a

matter of convincing essentially rational people of incontrovertible truths.

In relation to major criseHoover employed this approach with conspicuous supted929
because interested parties weregisposed towards consensus in order to achieve a single,
overr i ding objective. Consequentl vy, Hoover s f
manager were deployed winning over acquiescent groups ltavdleafor instance A mer i ca 0 s
war-time foad crisis, or the 1927 Mississippi flood. However, in monopoly reform the groups
involved had widely divagent interests and, cruciall§rugged individualisnduring the boom
years of the 1920s,onf i dent |l y conf r onti esdmredityfanggand ssi ve i I
small business was often in conflict, lab@and management seldom agreed, consumers
frequently viewed both business and labas their foesbig business looked upon government
with suspicion. Therefore, pogressive consensus agreemehichv was possiblever national
and regional crisebecame a much harder task withfractiouselements connected to business
NonethelessHoover, the convergent thinker and engineas convinced that theggressive
strategy of consensasd the watime tactic of government publicity could alter American

210 Herbert HooverThe New Day Campaign Speeches of Herbert Clark Hd@tanford: Stanford University
Press, 1929), speectade by Hoover on October 22, 1928
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business nor ms. I n Hooverdéds universe, Orugge
Oprogressive i ndi-bittedanddeasenedpdlitician wauldnhave leeenh a r d
sceptical about usg this approach as the mainstay polioyavoid the monopolization of the US
economy. Certainly, it should have played a part in a variegated system aimed attberbing

worst effects of big business | nst e ad-reliadog orvhis buSirsess oefo method

was a hostage to fortune. It only stood a chance of succeeding in an unprecedentedly prolonged,
benign economic environmenthere gradual change could be sustain@then, with the onset

of the Great Depr essi on waskband wanting gs faduvedélpecht ar i s

radicalize New Deal thinking in the monopoly reform policy area.

Prior to becomingresident, Hoover, wheBecretary of Commerceav  hi msel f as a ¢
c at adapaldetobinfluencing Americarusiness to evolve voluntarily towarprogressive
individualism?*® At Commerce, and as president, Hoover organized three thousand publicity
conferences desigddo gain business support farogresive individualism encouraging the
pursuit of fairer corpetition, higher wages, lower prices, and efficiefiéyRather than
government forcing laws on businesnto control them, government campaigns would win
over businesses to Hooverodos Odassociationali st
thenreform itself through trade associationsl dmcal committees. Thergumenthat the
mai nt enance of -Aiven prospedtydeperndedrossimgneagesthrough
managementvorker ceoperation, and business combating predatory practices/droelieved

wasunanswerable

Furthermore, he considered that, in any case, on account détpiktcompanies America
was evolving towards a more responsible capitafSnis business was held increasingly
accountable by shareholders, business wabrtgriowards a coperative exercise, rather than
the ruthless individual struggle of yesteryear. Therefore, government had only to channel

business along lines it wasready starting to follow for progressive individualigortriumph.

However,faf r om Hoover 6s benign government propag:

business, the 1920s accelerated that process. Power utilities had long been identified as a

213 Hoff Wilson, Herbert Hoover: Forgotten Progressivé5s.
2bid., 82.
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| ooming monopoly threat to the Americ@an consu
providing electricity to whole population areas, due to the logistical impracticality of creating

local consumer choicm this sector Moreover, even during Progressive times, electricity was

expected to be the dominant energy source in the futureodbre Roosevelt warned that the
prospect of power monopoliggas &6t he most threateni Agpet hatdba
corporate history*® In line with expectations, during the 1920s electricity sales soared, (they

more than doubled), and theresasconcomitant engrossing of power companies by the largest
concerns. In 1929 ten great utility companies controlled three quarters of US elegtricity.

These ten utilities were all holding companies, parent companies with numerous subsidiaries,

and the ype of big bsiness that had stimulated thegressive8original anttmonopoly drie.

In this atmosphere, utility leaders should not have been sgemaass i ve receptors of
public relations campaignssho wouldcompliantlyintroduce governmersgchemes promiotg

progressive individualismRather, they amounted to an oppositional bloc, engagedan

ordinated countecampaign for the protection of their vested interests.

Significantly, Samuel | ns ultlibergville, Chicagot y empi r
raised the Progressiesahackles of Chicagoadar ol d | ckes, regarding th
widespread malpractices. He overcharged the public, bribed the lllinois utility commission, and
helped corrupthite Chicago police. Moreove, | srllmaisICbndmittee on Publidtility
Information became the model for an organization represeutiiity companiesacross America
the National Electric Light Association (NELA), which lobbied on behalf of the indétrin
these circumstaes,Hoover was di singenuous to consider t
relations and advertisirtgchniques he used to promote progressive individualard not be
employed with equal effetty those espousing unrestricted rugged individugltemullify his
efforts. Consequentlyhe NELAwon over, for instangestate legislators to reduce regulation of
large utilities, and funded university research which argued in favour of commercial electricity
distribution, rathethan bymunicipal, sta¢, or federal competitors.

2165¢cHesinger Jr.The Age of Roosevelt21.
2bid.
2¥pid., 123124.
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Hoover exaggerated the potential of his publicity campaigns to influence big business, at least
in the short termlronically, post World Warl| federal governmesiusinesso-operationand
exchange of information wete become standard practi€€. At the same time, Hoovehould
have expected recalcitrant opposition, for instance, among utility magnates, whosetpersp
ongovernmenbusiness relations was verijfdrent from his own. Insummary Hoover 6s ut
policy gave too much scope for private power companies to extend their economic and political
influence, althougtthat is not to say Hoover was entiréy a n gl os si andwardsn hi s a

utilities.

Consistent with his view that federal government hawtuged too many powers during World
War |, Hoover began devolving decistaraking in seval policy areas to statesn monopoly
reform, he encouraged state regulation of corporatmitear divergence form TRThese
initiatives were aimed at creatimgmiddle way between intrusive and unresponsive federal
control, and a situation where exploitative individualistic behaviour held sway. However, in the
monopoly area Hoover underestimated the capacity of utility companies to corrupt local and
state authaties. Senator George Norris, admittedly a partisan opponent of private utilities,
remarkechonethelesaccurately of the powertryst i . e. the private utilit
and sol d #ddiesli stswree 4. deporinvmlitics teaches 4 dimak nt er f e
during the 19308lew Deal, and the corrupting infloee of utilities wadlagrantin California at
the end of that decade.

Conversely, there is abundant evidence that Hoover was alive &wonomic dangers of
monopolies, includingoverconcentration by private utilities. As Commerce Secretary, Hoover
set up an andirust division in the Justice Department in 1920Vitally, after the 1929 Crash,
Hoover continued to oppose trade associations advocating a relaxatienStferman antrust
law.2?? Indeed, when he was president the US government pursued a number of high profile

casesunder the Sherman law, forexam@eg ai nst Hoover 6s ferof end Owen

219 Clyde WeedNemesis of RefornThe Republican Party in the New Déblew York: Columbia University Press,
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General Electrica major supplier of electrical prodwsito utilities and consumeré® As several

hi storians have made <cl ear, Hoover, Otrue to
abandoning artirust legislation, because monopolistic corporations would be able tefiprate

will.?2* Consequently, Hooer 6s monopoly reform policies sho
anticipating the New Deal 6(SRANwahere goveesnmenRecovery
business cmperation involvedvidespreaduspension of the arttiust laws to assist business

recovery durig the Great DepressiGf

Hoover 6 s mo rpdigycréatedhe mdstpolamzed viewabout him, even more so
than his response to the Great Depresisimtognized as either misguided or woefully
i nadequat e. Il n t he edieysnnomopoies nepedcaek®i®laed, Ho OV
to others, his policy stance was enlightened. A number of fathatsgh,make a definitive
judgement on Hoover and monopoly reform problematic. New Deal scholars, like Schlesinger Jr.
were intent on portraymHoover as one of three Republican presidents in the 1920s who
allowed business to career out of cohtproviding a significantontributory cause ohe 1929
Crash. Alternatively, iogressives, like Charles Beard had a bias in favour of Hoover, wkio th
consiceredtrue to their valuesr domestic and foreign policyMe anwhi | e, Hoover 0s
of himself in hisMemoirsis sometimes how he wished to be remembered, rather than an

objective chronicle of events®

Vi ews 0 n reldtorshipawih theFederal Power Commission (FPC) amply
demonstrate these contrary outlooks. The FPC was established by Hoover to reguistizénter
power company practice, while state regulation looked atatate utility matters. Schlesinger
Jr. intimates Hoosr made the FPC subservient to the private utifie<harles Beard
considered it impartial, staff®ddodveg 6greyd me
unsurprisingly emphasises his enlightened statesmanship in thismaeaeealing passage

from his Memoirshe describelow for three years, as Commerce Stke he prevented the

223Byrner,Herbert Hoover: A Public Lifel73.

224 Smith,An Uncommon Man: The Triumph of Herbert Hogvis3.
225 Byrner,Herbert Hoover: A Public Lifel73.

226 Hoff Wilson, Herbert Hoover: Fogotten Progressive293.

227 Schlesinger JrThe Age of Roosevelt60.

228 Burner,Herbert Hoover: A Public Life228.

81



FPCgranting licences for private utility development of the Colorado Rifelnstead, Hoover

persisted with his federal scheme, in the form of the Hoover Damhatrole, Hoover used

westernp ogressive rhetoric to describe the i1ideol
belong to the people, developed #y them, owne
However, despite hisrheo r i ¢, H o o v éendivddsalispndicongtrallows e to go as

far in utility reform as many westerrrggressives wished. In monopoly reform, during the
Progressive eravestern pogressivism had beenostpreoccupied with the issue of railroad
companies which, across thetetaof théWest, created captive markets parssengerand farm

goods Argualy, in the 1920s and 1930s westerngressivesvere equally exercised by the
6capti ve con ggeottiescduld explaitt Untdehnsandabtigese issues

radicalizd western qgressive politicians, and, responsive to their electorate, many believed in

a O0statistod solution to wutilities. In 1912,
Progressives to public control of raiads, before his more radicabgressivism was largel
subsumed by TRysInP24olg FolledtesSram & arPunsuccessful presidential
candidate foa briefly reborn ProgressivaaRy. Akeyfeatw of La Fol | earty ebs Pr
platform was public conttmf railroads and HEP generatiéit As early aghe presidential

electionofl 912 Wi | s o nonsntHixust wolidy,rsteod th oppositicl@ T R6 s Ne w
Nationalist regulation of corporatioasnddivided pogressives. However, in 1912, another
bifurcation occured, between thosaqgressives whéavoured public ownership of vital

economic activities, in which the publicchbeen deprived of choice, anbgressives who

wanted to retain private enterprise wherever possible.

A

Hoover considered La Follet®&ar . 6 s agenda on public owner shipg
antagonism towards¢h concept i s pMempre8He wni Hesveobba

Follette...raised the issue of government operation of utilities in the Presidential election of 1924.

|, therefoe, t ook a crack at the whol?*Htohendy wor @és
are indicative ohis differentvisionofpogr essi vi sm, but Hooverds re
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how much pogressivism had become a contested term, which it remains prdsent day. As

pointed out earlier, the absme of an enduring Progressivary helped fragmentrpgressivism.

However, even withigovernmerg consisting of a single partjuring the Progressiveya great

ideological flexibility in monopoly reformvas noteworthy, with fluctuations betwetunst

bustingand businesgovernment cabperation. Therefore, the disparitiypolicy betwen La

Follette and Hoovels not unexpected wi t h one representisn@ta sd ot a
solution; of greater moment was whether thesey different progressive visions could be

reconciled

Hoover s antipathy t o Uitgesdhauld beaundergoodsimthedé s st an
context of Hoovera fellow westernerbeing dong-time opponent of & Folette Sr., the leading
western pogressive Moreover, public ownership, whether by state or federal authoraies,
counter to Hoov eprogressiasmphis progtessiye ingividudlisme d
associational i st vi lewa betwedh mdiwdealismaral nolleetidismp a mi d
bet ween monopoly capitalism and sociali smb.
Foll etteds 6s ociiawsbnsutilibtes. Coutl he) thaugfimde wdyofv i st 6 v

preventing monopolyapitalism in utilities triumphing over the interests of the American people?

Grant ed t Wissemindtmroof egn@®/ernment propaganda about progressive
individualismfailed to supplant aggressive individisah among utility owners, headother
schemes for impressing on utilities their o6mu
proposed a O0superpower projectd, where the na
into a national grid®* In order to make this a functioningtéy, state regulations would become
more uniform, giving the public greater electricity access, choice, and lower prices. Hoover
believed such advancing t*edoweverlthe ggnsedftties sol ves

superpower projedederal governmdrmruled prohibitive.

Nonetheless,diso unt i ng Ho oV eschemes,imahmelti-igsweHobvartDanv he
achievedothtangible success curbing private utilitiesd reached a comgmise with La

Fol | et tregresSimism.HOower passetkgislation for the Hoover Dajwhereby federal

234Burner,HerbertHoover: A Public Life 141-142.
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government was committed to build the powerhouse at the dam site, but California
municipalities would o6install theZhfepimessary m
beneficiary of this law was tHeos Angeles Bureau of Power and Lighteaded by Ezra

Scattergoodwhich the House apprapting subcommittee approved of becausefifisiency
recordcompared favourably with any private sector concern. Therefore, as a pragmatic solution,

Ho ov er 06 smapepaliticad serese, against the backdadpa strongly prebusiness

Republican Congress. In the end, 91% of the water power from the Hoover Dam was allocated

to publicly owned corporationslemonstrating that this projegas an outstanding example of

countervailing powers

Hooverds attitude to public power has caused
considered Hoover was sympathetic to municipal public power. The most recent biography of
Hoover by Kendrick Clements, however, judges tltabagh he supported at the Hoover Dam a
6l i mted application ... of public powerd inv
it.23” Significantly, Clements decides Hoover had allowed public powevin over Johnson.

Another constructionan b e put on Hdhathewarel arbagréement wiiahr ;
permitted future flexibilitywi t hout bei ng bound by Johnsonds p
saw it aeessential to creatgreater competition against private utilities which opposedeie n

dam with lobbying and politad corruption. Inthe 1920s,lset at ed o6 We 6emstup agai

powerful ... and influential trustinteo r | d, the el?®ctric power trus

Over the Hoover Dam, Hoover both attempted a consensus solution in moredpoh, and
pointed the way for future federal government HEP schemes. He offefedllal et t e Sr . 6s
radical westernqogressives electricity distributionyhich waslocally controlled and publicly
accounable,a compromise betwednis6 s t a t i asdtpdvate dtildymd@emination At the

same time, federal and state government was excluded from the electricity evaakéhg

236 bid., 229230.

237Kendrick A ClementsThe Life of Herbert Hoover: Imperfect Visionary, 191%8(New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2010), 349.

2381 ower, A Bloc of One234235.
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Hoover to promote the progressive individualismh 6 c ommuni t y p,atratocac i pat i

level,individuals would ceoperate to achieverosperity?>°

Thus Hoover merited condemnatidtny New Dealersand laterrommentators, for grossly
overestimating the willingness of bussies t o r ef or rrich-gtusiecl kfd icnl itnhaet ed g
1920s. In other respects, though, he was a true andifgated inheritor of pogressivism, as
Turner realized. Regarding the practicalities of HEP distribution from West Coast dams
certral to the monopoly question dime West Coast durinpe late New Dedl Hoover
represerdd continuitybetween the Progressive and New Deal,dnasncouragingitility
6count er v goinithe mapnepodbWilsanFsom a wider perspective, his associational
beliefs have affinities with the Progressive Biew Nationalismandeventhe First New Deal.

However, desipe the governmenrbusiness cmperation ofassociationalism, Hoover was not

prepared to suspend afrust laws, as FDR did in the NRA. Looking further into the future,
Hoover ds i nnovat i vels ofecentmanicationanawiegigbveronientand a n n
business entaitl a longterm contribution to pgressivism that matured after World War 11, and
possibly mitigatecdsome aspects aiggressive capitalisiin this respect, the New Era was
forward-looking, indcating that théater New Deal, despd the characterization of Brinkley al,

was not exceptionah settingpostWorld War Iltrends. Lastly, it might be added that Hoover
exhibited thesamemixture of idedogy and pragmatism ovenonopoly reformin his casewith

utilities, which was strongly evidemturing the Progressive eraontradictingHo f st adt er 6 s
strictures aboutpo gr essi vi s moés s wen pooteaeisinotitorsdylHeoxer vilas | i t y .
invariably flexible in responding to policy choicasd crises, as the Great Depression was to

show with devastating consequences.
Social Justice

Hooverdos inability to respond adequately to t
eciped Hoover 6 s marogsessipepahievemenendeed, i rendgred wetligh

impossible a dispassionate judgement of his record in office. In no area is this consideration

more apparent than in social justice. After all, the Great Depression was the dominant social

justice (and economiaedsue inthenterwar years across the Western

239 Hoff Wilson, Herbert Hoover:Forgotten Progressive281.
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to supply the necessary leadership and massive aid for milligkreericans afflicted by
debilitatingunemployment and grinding poverty remains a major indictment of his presidency.

It is the ma@e ironic because, up to 1929, Hoover had excelled when confronted by major crises.

In relation to the Depression, unlike previous crises, though, Hoover wasttiagpe logic of

his homespunnpgressivismand he largely ignored wider o g r e s gssaentialragmstism

and flexibility. For Hoover, massive federal government intervention to ee¢cbg economy

would undermine gressive individualismmong the populace, and inaugurate a tyrannical

|l evi athan state. | tmamneatly damageddepdtation that,ehrotighoutH o o v e
the whole 1930s, 1931, during his presidency, was the year the US economy received the biggest
injection of spending®® Consi stent with Ho qandfedersl expenditure i e s ,
shared the spendirioad?*! Instead,® most Americans Hooveemained the man who had

gratingly re-iterated that finding the path to economic recovery was their regpdags while

they looked in desperation to Washington for solutions. That view of Hoover had become

peval ent in West Coast states too by 1933. | 1
there, as &alifornian leaderand, to the inhabitants of Washington State and Oregon, a

sympathetic western presidefi.

In fact, duringmost ofthe 1920s Hoover was a true disciple of the Progressive era over social
justice. He supported labounions, and peaceful picketiitf. Throughout the Prosperity
Decade he had opposed the use of injunctions to prevent strikes, and, as president, signed the
Norris-La Guardia Antilnjunction Act?** When president he also reformed income &ang
progressive lines, whereby, over the heaéndrew Mellon, the reactionary Treasury Secretary,
Hoover reduced income tax proportionately more for low earners than the wé&SIfs.

Hoover s dam projects in the Far West | ooked

240bid., 146.

2bid.

242Edgar Eugene Robinson and Vaughn Davis Bakhethert Hoover: President of the United Sta8¢anford,
California: Hoover Institution Press, Stanford University, 1975), 48.

243 Hoff Wilson, Herbert Hoover:Forgotten Progressivet2.

244bid., 131, 136.

249Dbid., 135.
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Social Trends, accomlig t o Ri chard Norton Smith, ol aid th

i nsurance, Soci al Security, af#d other refor ms

If Hoover was a pgressive, and provided continuity, between the 1900s and 1930s in social
justice generally, up to 1929, what of his record over specifics that we are focusing on for the
Progressive and New Deal eras? Regardingcamimunism, Hoover learned by the ralsts of
the Wilson government in 1943, as did the New Dealers after him. The wave of strikes which
gripped America during 1919 was widely attributed to communists. As a MSult, s o n 6 s
government halted itsrpgressive policieqiocial justice, andmposedoppressive measures
over the allied area of civil liberties. Unequivocally, Hoover condemned the government
reaction, and stated: o6Bolshevism is not to b
justifiable discontent until we eradicatestimisery which ruthless individualishas imposed on
a mi n%Tiug ty his.words, Hoovesubsequentlyook action for steelworkers, who had
been in the vanguard of the 1919 strikes. As Commerce Secretary, Hoover used his information
dissemination mébds to expose the iniquities of thed@ur day in the steel industry. The steel
owners finally concededantBour day in 1923, after Hoover ha

presso fé¥ two years.

Moreover, Hoover resisted the sirerioas of farright wing commentator® relaunch Red
Scares, so useful to American politicians in difficulties, who could divert public discontent onto
left wing scapegoatsHoover appreciatethatA me r i c a 0 s psefranttoodhmunisng p a s m
also posd a threat to pgressive democratic valueshroughout 1929, during his presidency,
Hoover refused to sanction federal gover nment
the right wing periodicaNational Republicand, much later, in the 1950s, as a privateeitj he
spoke out against McCarthyist?.

Nonethelesdjke Wilson befoe him, Hoover was probably forced into Jaffeursed politics
post1929,becaus@fpr ogr essi vi smés desire to maeftandai n el
Right Officialgoven ment pol i cy u radyefrLabéloNilliarm Daaks hadbeenr e

246 Norton Smith,An Uncommon Man: The Triumph of Herbert Hoqwi$1.

247 Hoff Wilson, Herbert Hoover: Forgotten Progressivé2.

248 bid., 94.

249 Burner, Herbert Hoover: A Public Life, 21Bpff Wilson, Herbert Hoover: Forgotten Progressiva74.
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to deport know Communist aliens, and such a policy headedigift wingaccusations that the
government was tolerating foreign undemaic elements. As a resuh, violation of thér civil

liberties, some communist aliens were held in Buffalo and Cleveland for as long as eighteen
monthsincommunicadpwhile negotiations were pursued witteir reluctantcowntries of origin

to accept them back. When the story leakedldabver expessed outrage about this illegal
behaviour by the federal government. Just as there are strong doubts that Wilson, on account of
illness, was unawarefdthe Palmer Raiddexcesses n 1919, s o Hoload@urings he a\
the Deprasion probably doasot sufficienly excusehis lack of knowledge about the

incarcerated commungt David Burner, a prbloover historian, writes nevertheless with

s c e pt itispugzimg thai Hoover did not receive information about the aliens in Cleveland
and Buffaloi or, if he did receive it, it is disturbing that he failed to institute some kind of

ingui®ryo.

Over the position o$mallfarmersi a crucial group in West Coast stateldoover
acknowledged that they had struggled economically since at least $@@ifficantly, many
leading westernnogressive senators, veterans of the Progressive era, like Borah, Johnson and
Nye, gave their support to Hoover in the 1928 presidential election. They did so even though
they harboured reservations about Hoover wéud $truck hard bargains with farmers as Food
Administrator during World War 1. In return for farming support, Meg after his election,
called a special session of Congress to discuss thoeilagral problem and social justice for
farmers®! Asaconsquence Hoover 6s government generously
million, farm price supports between 1929 and 1931, and loaned faopecatives money to
purchase basic crops? However like his pogressive predecessors and successors, he did no
morethan alleviate conditions, especially among poorer farmdeswas working within the
tradition of federal government furnishing farm credits, begun by Progressive era President
Wil son, and | ater continued by-operBiiRscanbédoover 6s
situated within westernrpgressivism, which persisted into the New De&$ Hoover put it
himself, mindful of how the policy combined his beliefs in localism and countervailing powers:

6 We s u p p o-optratide moveraentdyfarmers..dlieved it to be one of the most

250 Byrner,Herbert Hoover: A Public Life214.
21Hoff Wilson, Herbert Hoover: Forgotten Progressivie34.
252 |pid.
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hopeful undertakings, for according to my social theories any organization of citizens for their

own welfare is preferable b the same action

Nonetheless despi t e Ho o vogresdiws attempis  hetptfaemdine Amerjra,
he was never as conited to the causes of westemogresivism as the group of western
progressive senators including La Follette Jr., who unequivocally supported the small farmer.
many respects, Hoover stoodtire tradition of federal governmigleaders from the Progressive
age and New Deal, whose support for small farmexs more qualified than westerrogressive
politicians rooted in farming communitidd.o o v e r des to soined dedgree, was praiseworthy.
He detected thahe clamorous demand for increasing agricultural redmild be attribigd to6 a
radical fringe seeki fgThesfrapgenenting bf Ainenidarespoie/into | e gi s
jostling groups competing for prefertél treatment racountertop ogr essi vi smés phi
fairness and consensus. On the eve of the New Deal, Walter Lippanpalitical thinker much
concerned with the future of democrabgd articulated similar sentiments to New Dealer Felix
Frankfurter, saying thagroups like farmeracteda s aortidgd in$i uenced on gover

were O6selfisf® and dangerous?o.

Yet, Hoover also served in Republican administrations that ovebsdorethe catastrophe of
the Great Depressipa severe decline in prospeats the farner-labaur alliance, and
consequentlyhe small farmer Certainly farm or union representatives were not indulging in
spurious callgor federal government help. Ato ugh Ho ov er 0 &rumsonsgsmotr t f or
at issuepetween 1921 and 192inion membership dropped from 5 to 3.44 million. So great
was the fall in trade unionism that the growth of a farfabaur movement was blighted, while
6uni on membership dr oppedurconlddotfnctign@sant wher e
countervailingd or ce i n #%hsd theesanteniroenfsord 1921 up to, and beyond, the
Wall Street Crash, agricultural income continued to fall. Hoover was certainly not responsible
for these developments, and indeed opposed thenwith their intensification, E#1929, the

New Deal was emboldened to renoudeeisivelyt hi s a s p e c togresdivislHoover 6s p

253 Herbert HooverThe Memoirs of Herbert Hoovet10.
254\Weed,Nemesis of Reforn22.

259 bid., 126.
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Accordingly, FDR6s government embarekseadd on r ad

eventuallyimplemented major legislatidio aid labair unions.

Although it would be unjust to questionHo@ r 6 s i nt e g r irdgressiedhioess de s i
for American society involving a balanced ruralrban population of small and large operators
on two counts he was subject to influences which werganistic to that aim. The reactionary
Republican elements that held such a swdgderalgovernment and Congress often sided
openly with the large business interest over other competing groups. Additionally, as a
Californian politician, he was drawntmthe complicated politics of his home state. He received
robust support from Harry Chandler, the urkating publisher of theos Angeles Times’
Not only did Chandler vigor ous |l-unioncityavinepeithe n L os
6opend solpoer at ed, but as a Southern Californian
against the farer-labaur al | i ance. I n these contexts, bot!l
Chester Rowell, anold Progtes i v e, o0 pp os e drogressivisninpledigedortihe onds p

small farmer, the farsabaur alliance, and the unionized city of San Francised.

Whereas ldover did not subscribe to tlaatisocial justicebeliefs of reactionary Replicans
in Washington DC an8outhern Cafornia, nonethelesdyy proximity, he became identified
with them. Furthermore, the businasgented Republicanism of the 1920s must have exerted
some effect on Hoover, for instance, in his attitude to small farnhesummary, Hoover took a
progressive approach in sodgiastice over antcommunism, small farmers, and laibanions.
However, he was not willing to use fagaching enough interventionism to stop the decline of

small farmers and lalio unions, an attitude which proved his undaoilugingthe Depression.

There were distinct continuities between the Progressive era, the Hoover decade, and the New
Deal. In conservation, Hoovercontndd TROs pol i ci espaky,end f or estry

reclamationthusrepresenting O br i dgedé bet ween the Progressiyv

257 Robinson and Barnetjerbert Hoover: President of the United Statég.
258 | bid.
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Regarding monopoly reform, Hoover followed Progressive era orthodoxy trasttaction,

and, indeed, was one ideologicallycommitted to litigatioragainst monopoliethan Wilson

during World War ] or FDR over the 1930s NRAAt the same time;oover was wary of an

intrusive leviathan state, but his associadimt ideas show he anticipated p¥gorld War |l

developments. With countervailingwers, his support of municipauplic power at Hoover

Dam, which was renamed Boulder Dam in the 193@spresented bridge between the

Progressive and New Deal eras, even if, unlike Johnson, he underestimateal palitic

economic corruptioamong private utilitiesSuperficialyHoover 6 s soci al just.i
alsoa bridge between the Progressera and New Deal. He demonstratédson-like

behaviour over the Buffaland Cleveland incidents, beschewed R&Scares.He continued

Progressive era support for lalbanions, which fed inttlew Deal unionization policy, and

i mproved on Wil sonds crHodavdr, wiea the Epressianbis t o s ma
America, the downsi deiewsWas ékposedioa oesr s cri eall u g tuasn c
use largescale federal government intervention in the Great Depression was based on his fear it
would deprive Americans of thegarogressive individualism, arid New Dealers formed a

pattern of behaviour. Theyleged that, in a similar manner, he failed during the New Era to

reverse declining union membership, and the prolonged agricultural recession. Consequently,

Ho o v e r 0 sltimatelyraalidakzed the New Deal in social justice policy.
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Chapter Three: Progressive Era hfluence in the New Deal, 19331937

The magnitude of the financial and econonfigaster that gripped Amerié@m 1929 onwards
obscur ed rdgressiviseny addsfoupd wanting all those who attempted to overcome the
crisis with conventional methods. ke the Panic of 1907, the house of Morgeas unable to
reverse the Wall Street Crash of October, 1929, lvbecurred when a collapse in company
profits led to a loss of market confidencEhe intervention of Richard Whitney, Mog a n 6 s
broker, on the New York stock exchanga&lding high fo US Steel stocks in bulk, delivered
only a temporary respitand did ot produce the hopefdr decisive halt to the downward spiral
in shareg. Instead, without the lubricant of investor capital the US economy seized up, and
unemployment soared. Two years latethvdespair stalking the landiPMorganJr. perceived
the enormity of the Great Depssion. In Progressive times, his fathad seen no apparent
contradiction in helping to end a prolonged and bitter coal strike while taking a cruise on his
palatial yachtThe Corsair However, in Oaiber, 1931, shaken by evenhis sorwrote to a
friend with newfound humility, that he would not be sailinbheCorsairin the immediate future,

because 06it i s wiser...not to fl aurtt such | ux

When the American people decisively g Hoover in the presidential election of
November, 1932Franklin Rooseveltvas faced with the herculean task of restoring America to
prosperity. Thesheer scale of the soegzoromic disastet h at R eio®minge |l t 6
administration inherited over aquarter ¢ the workforce unemployedhational incomen 1929
halved by 1938 and his response, involving federal government intervention on an
unprecedented scale, conveys the exceptional nature of the New Deal era, at least superficially.
Moreover, inthe shodt er m, Hof st adter 6s ar gumearsdrface e mphasi
validity. Roosevelt confronted in the Great Depression a supreme crisis that demanded
immediate, practical responses. The New Brsah 1933 did not have the advantagéeing

able to formulate policunpressured by momentous events. Atthe sametim@& mer i ca 6 s

1 SchlesingerThe Age of Roosevelt: The Crisis of the Old Order, 18433 (London: Heinemann, 1957), 1-453.
2Tom H. Watkins The Great Depression: America in the 198Bsston: Little, Brown and Company, 19933.

3 Michael BaroneQur Country: The Shaping of America from Roosevelt to Re@idgew York: The Free Press,
1990), 44.
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political culturedid not supply to govement a readynade remedgapable of curing the

unparalleled economic malady afflicting the economy. In this chargessptrare, of necessity,

FDR6s solutions were borrowed, i mprovised, an
consequence, Hof stadterds observation that th
contains some tith, but also ignores a crucidétermim nt of F D R*%Roosévelthaa vi our
not preparedtgambl e wi t h Amer i cads hyenmployingwidapblicyand eco
experiments.Rather he stayed within the parameters of Progressive era interventionssifar

as he emphatically uphet@pitalism and strove foa democratic consensulslew Deal political

thought although &times veering towards statiswas never socialistet alone communist
Furthermorethe New Deal lasted seven ygaandherefore an everlearerideology had

sufficient time to take shapd&hat ideological direction was naturally born of the New Deal

finding methods of survival when confronted by economic, constitutional, legislative, sectional,

and electoral difficulties Arguably New Dealers concerned witihe three policy areas found

Progressive era ideology most effective in meeting these challenges and, as significantly, that

ideology dovetailed with their own political preferences.

This chapter sets out to O0urbDpahEiktly, Flakim concep
Roosevelt is often portyad as a primexample of a pragmatic politician, with little interest in
ideology, especially one based on moral principles. It will be contended here that that viewpoint
represents a miscoggtion, and= D R &ragregsive ideology is explained and instances of it
enumerated. Secondlghe chapteconsiders each of the tenets of progressivism being focused
on: conservation, monopoly reform, and social justiCennections with the Progressive era are
discussed, with arye to showinyVest Coast dimensions. Key progressiveso will be
considered at greater length in subsequent chapterbrought into the analysBob Marshall
in conservation, JD Ross over monopoly reform, Robert La Follettenlrerning social justice.
Accordingly, the following chapter seeks to prove convincirggiideological continuity
betweenhe Progressive era and the NeeaD(1933c1937).

4 Richard HofstadterThe Age oReform: From Bryan to FDRNew York: Alfred A Knopf, 1955)305.
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The ldeological Franklin Roosevelt

Franklin Roosevelt was bo into a famouspld stock East Coast familya branch ofvhich also
produced Theodorgoosevelt. Hedda privileged upbringingt the &imily home inHyde Park
abovetheforestedHudson Valley nortlof New York City. Two factors havdoubtlessly
predisposed opinioaboutthe political beliefsof FDR, leading to the conclusion that thecked
intellectual and ideologicalepth even thougliew historiars doubt higalens asa prodigiously
effective practicapolitician. Firstly,despite being a state senator at Albdgw York (1910
1913) during the Progressive era, and Assistagtr8tary of the Navy in Washingt@C (1913
1921), theyoung Roosevelt was as much playboy as politigi@econdly, aising even more
seriousquestions about hideologicalgravitas, the muckhangedmatureRoosevelt who
became president in 1933 presented an image of affable charm, but, it seemed teapkny p

manifested little constancy of belief or depth of knalgie. Keynes visited the Whiteodse in

1934and witheringly remarked, o661 dono6tabotuthi nk

economic&® Indeed along with Hofstadtemtherhistoriansfrequently associate FDR with
pragmatism rather than ideological resolarl, moreover, judge him uninterested in theoretical
matters. Therefore, quite clearly, in the interests of establishing him asteciwiisignificantly
shaped by pogressiveide| ogy, FDROs presidenti al,bdacauseg e
perhaps it msked unexpected piundities. Moreover, for hisrpgressivism to become apparent
FDR6s bel i ef s manddistingwsheiformthe &ew Dead ideas, that were

provided to him by his coterie of intellectuals, advisarsld speechwvriters.

The impression widely held by historians and his contemporaries, that FDR lacked a clear
moral and ideological purpose has misdirected thinking on the political complexioa ldéw
Deal, especially Rooseveltds checassethoseut i on
observing and studying Roosevelt have often mistaken image foy iadiis character. FDR
faced an uphill struggle if he were to lead the United Sthtesigh the Great Depression.

Another Western leader, Ramsay Macdonald, the British Prime Minister, facing the same

5 Patrick Renshavkranklin D. Roosevelt: Profiles in Pow@rarlow: Pearson Longman, 2004),-158.
8 Schlesinger JrThe Age of Roosevelt: The Politics of UphedBaiston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1960), 406.
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economic catastrophe, descr i’blalite Matcdbnald, dr ead r e
though, Roosevelt was not overawed by thesearcumstances, so that he seWe

compromised his beliefs. Actualyyte A me r i ¢ a perspnalstery hécecruellp s

equippechim to cope with great cses. In 1921 Roosevelt wstsuck down by the griews

effects of polio, andbst the use ofik legs. When president, leading New Dealers never ceased

to be amazed at the extent of Rooseveltds inc
from O6the Secret Service det ai P Boodeveltwagabley hi m
to withstand the Great Depression with a personal style which had served him well against the

other daunting battle he endurietis crippling physical disability. Partly on account of that

earlier battle, he had acquired an invineibbnhomieto conceal the helpless vulnerability he

must have been alwa in danger of conveyingThe image FDR projected, honed by his earlier

personal crisis, proved invaluable against the towering problems of 1930s Anieailsa.

meant that as a pitician, FDR was difficult to take the measure of.

Evenh s wi fe, El eanor, descri bed RoDR&Gs etldamdse nc
speechwriter, Robert Sherwood, found him i mpe
i nt erHoveveGmrar e occasi ons wmask Ea exangoe misthdaff DRO s
at Campobello,* a few months after Roosevelt had become presedgmiing reporter and his
girlfriend cameupon Roosevelt)y himself hands held to his facettig on a tredrunk
FDR6s hands fell, and he is described as star
trying to see somet hil%DR,inalatdr artcle wiitemdythend suf f e
reporter,isalleddb The Eni gma, 6 a ntibuted tgtmeanyth tbabh Roesaveltovas ¢ o
ultimately an unknowable political titaiMore mundanely, perhaps FDR sometimes gave vent
to feelings in privaté about his disability and the almost insuperable problems of the
Depression which otherwise he kefidden. Significantly, the moment FDR recognized the

reporter his face reverted to its quotidian geniality. Consequently, with FDR more than most

7 Letter from Ramsay Macdonald to Walter Citrine, August 21, 1931, The Records of the Trade Union Congress,

file on the é6Financial Crisis of 1931606, Nhaaf \Waswick | Expenit
8 Kenneth S DavisEDR: The New Deal Years, 193337 (New York: Random House, 1979), 2005.

9 RenshawRoosevelt2-3.

*The Rooseveltds owned a summer home on Campobell o I sl
10 FrankFreidel,Franklin D. Rooseelt: Launching the New DeéBoston: Little, Brown and Company, 1973), 283

284.
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people, we should not be misled by the imhgeresented to the woyloh contrast to his

authentic chacter.

Judging fromF D R gesialimage, he seemed extraordinarily amenable to different political
i deas. Freidel describes Rooseveltdés ol i mit]l
entertained, a wide range of opinidisin this ontext, Freidel refers to the New Deal as a
6l aboratoryodo of '?jThesefoleinastgfthe mihcipal histodahs of thee dlews .
Deal era, even where they allow for definite Progressive era influence in policy, as for example
with Freidel orDavis, view Roosevelt as fundamentally different from the conviatibren
politicians of that period, insofar as FDR was experimental, opportunistic, and pragmatic. Davis
writes: ORooseveltds | egislati verespgnestati ons w
unforeseen challenges, very seldom were they expressions of his owln deiepd pOfan s 6 .
course, such views agree with Hofstadterods <co
architecti Rooseveli was at root pragmatic and inimical& moral ideology derived from the
Progressive er a. Therefore, according to thi
trait of cheerful, opemmi nded fl exi bility was <carnakinggd over
Yet the achievements of tiNew Deal in the three key policy areas belie an image of FDR
largely characterized by an ideological void. Only a president with very decided objectives, a
clear ideological pathway, and much strength of will, could have changed America so

considerably, ad in ways congenial to Progressive era principles.

Indeed Roosevelt himself was quick ttaim Progressive era antecedents forNke Deal.
His Commonwealth Club address in San Francisco during the presidential election of 1932
showed that the New Deal would be strongly informethieypogressive historiam ur ner 06 s
closed frontiet heor vy . FDR stat ed: ..weWerérbachinbaurldstur n o f
frontier; there was no more free land...Our task now is the soberer less dramatic business of
administering resources...of distributing wealth and products more equitably. The day of

enlightened adminlfihistvarda are booken Hoars to showrteedolicy areas

pid., 75.

bid., 435.

13 Davis,FDR: The New Deal Years, 193337 211.

14 Gerald D NashCreating the WesHistorical Interpretations, 1891990(Albuquerque: Universitpf New
Mexico Press, 199141-42.
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they coverRoosevelt engaged government interventioner @Gesource§(conservation),

avealthd(social justice), anth distributingé p r o d u gettirgy dairness ®r.consumers from
monopolies These viewsarein line withthe continuity argumenton the direct applicabilitpf

thethree Progressive era policy aréashe New Dealand their connections with the frontier

thesis Of couse, they might have come fraarRoosevelt speechwriteathe than his own

mind. However, there is good reason to belidvat Roosevelt had more than passing familiarity
with Turnero6s i1 deas. When he was at Harvard
6Devel opmenitcan Whusérdmidgd come Harvard for a year from the

University of Wisconsin on a visiting professorship. One New Deal historian notes that
Roosevelt missed the first six weeks of the h
lectures could have had a lasting irpan FDR, and the New De&l.A casecanalsobe made

for the opposite conclusiorFurthermore, the frontiehte si s f or med part of an
Americans intellectual consciousnes@owledge of Turnegave Roosevelt reasom reference

his frontier tkesisduring a major West Coast speaxhthe eve of the New Deal

Of course, to some extent, FDR may have been usirfgaifitger thesis to provide
6intellectual c o \Deal. @ sof he conforme Prpdreasivenezadoehbue w
Gerald Nash, the most prominent Turnerian dbgpwrites:6 | N a manner remi ni sc
Progressive era, politicians (of the 1930s)...now utilized the frontier thesis to justify increased
government interventian’® Equally, FDR might have been abgely sincere in seeing the
applicabilityof the closed frontietheory to the 1930s. Mhich case, while he, like his
progressive predecessors, was employing a theory which tended to overstate American reality
that point does not disqualifis relevane as a major influence in both the Progressive and New
Deal eras.Moreover Turner himself conselr ed Hoover 6s Awmericint i cal t est
Individualisman expressen of his ideas.Consequentlythere isevidene for saying that behind
the Progressivege, Hoover ereandNew Deal lay a cmmon philosophical source. iftdicated
above all els¢hat thestatus quo was inadequate fome r i ¢ a,@thoughkow taisfederal

government should intervene ttevitalize America caused incessa®bate acrossiése periosl

S Kenneth S DavisEDR: The Beckoning of Destiny8821928(New York: Random House, 1979), 139.
16 Nash,Creating the Wes29.
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If Roosevelt considered his New Deal woundolve government intervention to further
conservation, monopoly reform and social justice aims, where, apart from Turner, had FDR
derived his ideas? It imkwn that the young FDR visitéitR several times in the Whiteddse,
and hewas suitably impressed by the dynamic personality of his older cousin, and almost
certainly TR infuence F DR6 s pol i t i cesingerJrHa isemos percepd/e dbout
Rooseveltoffers an intriguingpeculation othe burgeoning iddogy FDR acquired during the
Progresive era, which relates alsowesternpgres i ve preoccupations, and

argument.

Schlesinger pointsutthat FDR was acutely consciotimat 19" Century defoestation athe
Roosevelt estate iHyde Park, followed by overultivation of corn, had led tdisastrous soil
exhaustion and erosion on the property. He s
A me r inataad resources, above all eitsesoil, stemmed fom his Hyde Park experiences.
According to Schlesingeris interest, in turn, probably led ta avolving conceriior other
resources e.dqiumanresairces, andhe resource olvatergeneratindiydro-electric power.Yet
again, pushed tthe fore, in a discussion of tyeas 19001940 are the policy areas of:
conservation (soil resources)pnopoly reform (watepower companies), and social justice
(human resourcs!’ Furthermore, Schlesinggoes ontomumeratee x amp |l es of Roose
beliefs in practice durin§912, the pivotal year for oldr&gressivism. For instanceta®e
Senator Roosevelt showed early political radicalism by asserting in a speech at Troy (New York
State) that farmers who failed to implement soil conservationdlitimately ke forced to do
so by government. He maintainécc o mmuni ty | i bertgedomest 6t akevp
| i b e rindiyidigl redkléssness endgred the common good\s radically, yet agaiim 1912,
FDR argued, without success, for a power bill in the New York state legislature whereby the
state would builgpower stationsto produce andiistribute hydreelectricity. Furthermore, in &
radical tradition of westernrpo g r e s s i erHalsoumallsncd, Boosavelt, who sat for an
upstate farming constituency, supported industrialdakegislation, though such a stance was
unnecessary for his electoral purpo¥en effect,FDR unifiedProgressive erpolicy areas

under the heading r e segduadlaim substantiated kgpecific examplefom 1912.

17 Schlesinger JrThe Age of Roosevelt: The Crisis of the Old Or846349.
18 1bid; Thomas D Fitzgerald, Chairman of New York State Federation of Labor to Roosevelt, November 1, 1912,
File 137, box 12, Roosevelt Papers
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Schlesingerthoughs t r e s s e s PRgrassve ereideas@sessdiyta personal

philosophy, rather than part of a wider ideology.

Yet, there i s anot herresswsm. Perhaps his mdology was bhased F DR 6
more fully on an awareness@fc o mmu n i t y Sthiedinger assedd.hat bebehshaped
his views on social justice, monopoly reform, and conservation, even if his greatest affinity was
with the latter. 8 gni fi cant !l vy, R dakies asvtestattinpant wiorkingyclass p e e ¢ h
discontent, not conservatiohHe menti ons that o6liberty of the
out of working class difficulties. Liberty of the communstyould be understal as a state
where the majority are not dangerously confined in their liberty by individual action. Roosevelt
contends that in modern America individual I i
i nadequate to soci et y 0 sizatior, arbagization, Bnel thé setpeméne s t h
of America have necessitated egotiation between individual and community liberty.
American democracy will only succeed, and indeed survive, with an accommdaksttieen
these notions. Otherwise, individudidrty will finally destroy community liberty, or
alternatively, a revolutionary seizure of power by the community will result in dictatorship of the

proletariat.

In the Troy speech Roosevelt ranges over the three tenets. Over conservation, when

individual farmers ruin the solil, that impacts on the community at large, and the government

should é6compel every cul ti v &tinamonopolyreformya s o met h
trust, in Rooseveltods view, iist noonetvi di ms tal
of the community. 6 For this reason, oO0it wild.l

f e at % Remarding social justice, an employer must not trample on the liberty of the

community bydenyng his workersany powe. The employer and employees shoulebperate

to ensure mutual succe€sThereforea good case can be made for at
the Progressive eralated to the threetenets However examples of Roos

three tenetsmust be detectable later in his political career, if they represent a set of genuine

PRoosevelt Address before the Peopl es 06 Pdughkeepsiec NeWs oy , Ne\
Press p3, March 5, 1912, New York State Senator Speeches, box 1, Roosevelt Papers

201bid., 7.

2! bid., 7-8.

221bid., 4.
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political convictions, and weneot merely the outpourings of someone caught up in the general

ideological euphoria of 191i2that seminal Progressive era year.

To be sur e, Rooseveltds actions after 1912,
New York State (1928 9 3 3 ) , remained O0freighitnddldoveri t h Pro
conservation, StateeBator Roosevelt introduced ansuccessf | bill for the O6Pro
Lands, For est 2avnah goRarmiorof New dfkeState, $DRstill championed in
monopoly refornpublic production ohydro-electrico o we r , 6.3 Duringchis d b e 6
governorship, where urbarather than rurakupport was more critical, he was known naailby
regarding social justice s a o6 f r i e rnfatmers, fsufferingefrong lewnpaded for their
prodiitedseems FDRo6s radical Progressive era b
the 1930s.

Nonethelesghe contention that FDR held longstanding Pesgive era belief®equires
further development. In particular, why were the radical ideas that FDR hblkel 1910s and
1920snot translated unexpurgatedo New Dealpolicies? The j@art played by Progressiesa
consensus i n pebdoracialthdéreasik both the Hrogressive andwWDeal
eras the need for democratic consenatia presidential levedctedlike a filter on radichideas.
For FDR consensus was nhot grimportant to unite Americans, but alsy winning electons,in
the creation of an effective reformist political parti/hat is more, democratic consensus was
al ways an objective of RDR@SYokSthte Sefache, at wha
repeatedly statedh at 6éyour Senator s hoX0fdoursegaponsessesnt t h
was much harder to achieve nationally than locdllff Roosevel tdés policy id
and 1920s werurthermodified durng the 1930s, the objectieé cultivatinga democratic
consensusationally, and avoi di ng ahelpespredace thateesdult. 6 pus hback

FDR, as presidenexpressea preferace for Progressive era consensnasmuch as he
believed thaprogressvasbased on harmonizg the inerests of the American peoplele said

mid-d ec ade: 060The science of politics...may prop

23 Freidel,Franklin D. Roosevelt: A Rendezvous with Destiy

24bid., 58.

*bid., 57.

26 Roosevelt speech reportedHmdson EveningRegister October 28, 1910, New York State Senator Speeches, box
1, Roosevelt Papers
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group interests...in the interesfisthe largest group of all...(the) one hundred and twenty five
milionpeod e i n whom reposes the ¥ dhisstateniefoft y of t h
consensupolitics was surely more than judtetoric, even if by 1936 opposition to the New

Deal made its sustainability increasingly difficuthrouglout the 1930s, Rooseveliatel
repeatedly his intenti on? Ihtheshnemadnerhigvisiordoé nt o f
government involveéusingnew ideas fronthe presenwith the past. Ihas already been

argued thaProgressive eraule combined elerants of thepast and presentDR calledNew

Deal government a O0combination of the old and
new structure is a parAttmeésofdnstdbility, 190WME i | ment o
Americans wanted the reassuranteadition, as well as problessolving innovation.

Therefore, the New Deal looked to the past theeProgressive erisself, and Roosevelt

recognized he was building oeformistfoundations The moderate tenor of this approach to
groupconflict in saiety, and between the old anewwn though, should not obscure

pr ogr essi vi s maisn toecBange,mather ghan indtieaidefeemce tahe existing

order.

Moreover, here is ample circumstantial evidence that Fike¢ many New Deals, reached
into the Progr essi v eabeutcansensus putimoteffect ducitgéhe f or | e
1930s. Insofar as he learneshlutary lessons from thedgressive era and the 1920s, he was
typical of many 1930s progressivede wishednotdny t o emul ate t hese era
also to avoid their mistakes. In so doingplecame thenpgressive leadgrar excellence As a
New York state senator durinige 1910s, and later as gowor of New York State, in the late
1920s FDR had seen lovital consensus was, especiallytiie seond case while negotiating
the volatile ethnic politics of New York City, and Tararm y  Heatderiched corruption.
Converselyhe had witnessed two occasions in his life when the Democrat party had become
polarized factions, during 1904, between the conservatives and the Bryanites, and 1924, over the

McAdoo and Smith grouping®. Both times internecine warfare had made the pamglectable,

’Rooseveltdos address at Rollins Coll ege, ThelPolitcalda, Mar c'|
Philosophy of the New De@Baton Rouge: Louisiana State iMersity Press, 1970, originally MA dissertation

written in 1940), 56.

28Davis, FDR, 435436.

¥ pid., 373, FDRo6s fifth O6Fireside Chaté, June 28, 193/
30 SchlesingerThe Age of Roosevelt: The Crisis of the Old Order, 183433 100-103.
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and these were objelgdssms in the absolute necessity of achiewiogsensus his party, and

the country.

Inasimilarveindur i ng the 1930s FDRO&6s constant awar e
Americans of his policies, and carryeth with him, was a prevailing characteristic of his age.
Before becoming president he stated clearly 0
Rooseve 't 6 s di dact i esahdedtepesuade vatersiofrhid bekets,trather than
simply satisfyng populistdemandsF DR6egul ar r adi o uéafedpokces de <c ha't
thatwere readily articulated and at owéh the needs of thAmericanpublic. In his press
conferences, he disarmed hostile pressmen by dispensing with writteiomgigstrmitting him
to be interrogated closely by journalists over policy areas. As a result, presidential press
conferences O6served...as a classroom to instr
pol i*tlicspart FDROS p tiohsiagpyoach wad prangtéyrthe mistakes of
pr eviroougsr edspsi ve 6 pr e ssiateohWilson and Aidower imparticaladt r o i t
showed FDR the folly of policies which were not, or couldby®tnade, sympathetic to the
temper of the American ppd e . Wi | s o n 6 srushdadr anentelivantgonigb e r s o n a |
America in world affairs through membership of the League of Nations had been a commitment
too far forAmericaafter the sacrifices ohte Gr eat War . midstootorneaked s mi st
federd government interventionism a nheid of last resodlomesticallyin the name of
Oprogr es s i v ewas autdfstep witidraat Degresgion Americarying out for
government etion. Over these areabgtbehaviour of Wilson and Hoover had been a
subversion of Progressive era consensus politics. In theheydhad tried to lead where the
American public was not prepared to followt one stage in his presidency, FDR had expressed
a wish to be a 0pr ¥ Haovhvernegvaspterenmead dodea pieacher wkhe TR.
retained his congregati on. The el ectoratesd
highlighted the need in a democrdoy progressive policies to be in keeping with the mood of
the American people. &f, wherethepublicremained behiné#DR, heshowed pogressivism

should nogenuflectto tradition In 1940 Roosevelt soughtedection as president for a third

SlRoosevel t 6althCub®peech, Beptember 23, 1932, quoted in HumphneyPolitical Philosophy of
the New Deal54.

32 william E LeuchtenburgFranklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal, 19320(New York: Harper and Row,
1963), 330.

%3 bid., 346.
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time, rejecting a longtanding political convention against third term presidencies. In large
measure, he was rect i fyitangelyacdiies comentisntaaddel i n 19

not seek a third term, thereby perhaps distortiegithole evolutiorof American pogressivism.

Fi nal | y, srdadiondoghe edortordic catastrophthe Great Depression had a moral
dimension. There needed to be a reform of American behaviour, as well as a change in the role
of government.Fr ei d el remarks on: O6The earnestness of
(FDRO6s 1933). 0¥imaugut hle acdar epsesi dent tal ked
preci ous robthepdst vifRRbosegedt was indulging in pious rieeic about the
New Deal, therspeeches by Progressiva éeaders can dikewisetermed morally sententious
Perhaps more plausibly, FDR felt his fellow countrymen should change their ways as a result of
a manmade economic disastethe Depression. Of course, that change could entail bringing
back dd values as well as introducimgw ones. In the same manredterthe Panics of 1893
and 1907, mpgressive politicians considered a change of attitude was required by Americans for
their new reality. Cosequently, pgressivism remained throughout the 1900 to 1940 period an

ideology animated by a moral purpabat looked both backwards and forwards.

By this analysis, Hofstadterds préagmatdeol Ngw
wasmoti vated by his conceptualization of the t|
Turnero6és frontier thesis, and the Troy speech
president, he retained his strong belief in consensus, and an ideologgiogrniadition and
innovation. He possessed the Progressive era attitude of moral outrage ovsigbhenit
individualistic behaviour leading to economic catastrophe. There is merit in the contention that
we should not judge kRShomdeologicalaragegHisidedlogicab mp as s
outlook was qualified bpragmatism, because he had sixideological warfare among
Democrats made them unelectable in 1904 and 1

three tenets of progressivismtire two New Deals?

34 Freidel,Franklin D. Roosevelt: Launching the New Dga#0.
35 Norman A Graebner, Gilbert C Fite and Philip L WhieHistory of the American Peopldew York: McGraw
Hill, 1970), 1057.
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Conservation

Conservation policy during the New Deal was imbued witigRassive era concerns about

T u r natosed societywhich conveyeth ow t he frontierds demi se mic
Americans. The experiencef America in the 1930s confir med
warnings, serving to strengthen thegressive case that federal government intervention was
essential to avert an unfolding economic and ecological disaster. For example, under two years
intoMR6&s administration the | ast® Thiddevelbpmenpubl i ¢
represented the final death knell td"X®entury notions of America as a land of limitless space

and opportunity, where recklessness over land usage carried few nationamic risks. For a
growing number of Americans, the US was a o6¢cl
and economically, a situation worsened by trade barriers of its own devising, which had resulted

in retaliatory responses from former tradpeaytners. In this atmosphere, the Progressive era

clarion call about preserving, improving and reclaiming the finite land that Americans had power

over assumed a new and irrefutable relevance. TR had signalled the primacy of conservation in

histhinkihgdur i ng a 1908 presidential conference on
of all our natur al resour ce s’ Consenmtiohwasalspr eat m
central togressvBRRenphaw writes cohisterevaltiosnsueéw@

to FDRO ¥ Yéteaaltt.dddugh FDROS conservation polici
genuine conservationist sensibility, very often they also offered to the electorate tangible

economic benefits, th@ne qua norf all federal gvernment domestic policy during the

Depression. In fact, the characteristiodus operandisf New Deal conservation policy

comprised action against the Depression with action for conservation.

Forestry exemplifie DRG0 s ap pr oac hAufood the gagressivev at i on.
preoccupation with improving land was involved with the soil, whose health was vital to prevent

erosion and ensure fertility. Within three years of coming to power, Roosevelt had increased

36 LeuchtenburgFranklin D. Roosevelt and the New Dg29.

37 (Ed) Roderick Frazier NasAmerican Environmentalism: Readings in Conservakitstory (Third Edition)

(New York; McGrawHill Publishing Company, 1990), chapter on Opening Address by the President at Conference
of Governors, 8@87.

38 RenshawFranklin D. Roosevelt62.
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federallyowned national forest land by avB00%3° Much of this land was specifically for-re
forestation, @awveirtdt ¢amgdt whutcdhd h@adutbeen reckl e
erosion and ruinatioff. However, to make forest conservation directly relevant to depresgion

Amen cans Roosevelt, after consultation with TR
congressional approval for the Civilian Conservation Corps (CE®etween 1933 and 1939 it

employed two and a half million young men in forestry, who by 1936, undeetie @ the

Forest Service, had planted nearly a billion tféellany members of the CCC were

unemployed who came from the eastern urban wastelands, and most were employed by the New
Deal in western states. this manner, the CCC satisfietbgressive mtuality between the East

and West of Ameri ca. Bearing in mind Ameri ca
to be overcome before federal intervention by the CCC gained widespread acceptance. The CCC
needed to fer local economic benefits, tine prospect of them. Therefore, from the outset of

the CCC, Roosevelt authorized hiring o6l ocal e

this decision resulted rapidly in 24,000 people being empltied.

Many contemporaries recognized Roosevéls st rong i nterest in cons
abound about his Ilively participation in the
projects is considered to have been*BDRecisive

was so committetb the CCC that head of the Forest Service Ferdinand Silcox, in 1937,

remar ked that Rooseveltds 6kn“ Selfevidepty,thef i ts d
centrality of conservation in his intellectua
West Coast in the later New Deal especially significant. Even so, as faokidg politicians

in the Progressive era discovered, FRth t o bal ance his O6environmen

pragmatic O0economic sectionalismd he encounte
sectionalismd arose not o rlsoylatedvaeforest€iC Qympie pl oy m
National Parkh ecause forestry was vital for Washingt

3% Leuchtenbuy, Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New DghT4.

40 Freidel,Franklin D. Roosevelt: Launching the New Dezb7.

4 bid.

42 Nash,American Environmentalisnchapter by Robert Fechner, head of the CCC, 1936, 142.

43 Freidel,Franklin D. Roosevelt: Launching tidew Dea) 265.

44 Anthony J BadgeiThe New Deal: the Depression Years, :9330(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 1989), 9.
45 SchlesingerThe Age of Roosevelt: The Coming of the New,[324.
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The issue of national parks highlights a Progressive era moveimepteservationists, and
how they were able to achieve ascendancy over their progressive rivals, the wis@sisers.
resut, theygained great influence with New Dealers during the 1930s. The Hieticiy
controversy in the Progressive and New éadcreated such a legacy of bitterness for
preservationists that they were motivated to develop are@floned strategy thgave them
decisive intellectual clout in the West Coast in the late New Deal when national park issues arose.
Significantly, the two national parks established by the New Deal on the West Coast at the end of
the 1930s were intricately connected to fogesin aspect of conservation which the
preservationists focused on particularly, and something we know was of great importance to
FDR.

Several factors enabled preservationists to exert considerable influence on New Deal national
park policy. Fistly, the New Deal was receptive to the ideas of preservationists, in large
measure, because events on the West @aastindicated them. In the origirtdétch-Hetchy
dispute, wise users felt by granting San Franciscans a necessary water resenmieartthm
during1912 hey had achi eved 0t he.dhitile§thersstofthese of na
Yosemite National Park untouched, and blocked private utility development there. However,
their Progressive erargument was largely invalidated 192 when Pacific Gas and Electric, a
private utility, gained control of the déns e | e This outcame hgjped radicalize N&eal
thinking over protecting nationahgks on the West Coast. In effegttlam development at
HetchHetchy, to benefitSanrFan ci sco & s p otpaunldaitnigo nt,h en oatrwei atdhss s
national @rk, had smoothed the path for a utility monopoly. On account of the-Hetchy
saga, wise users themselves were more receptive to the preservationist argument over national
parks,as events had proved their position a mistake. By 1933, the leading representatives of

these graps, Pinchot and Marshall, wemenicablyexchanging letters

Secondly, preservationists organized themselves into an effective pressure group, the
Wilderness Society founded in 1935 with its power base in Washington DC. Robert (Bob)
Marshall, the leading light in the Wilderness Society publisfteelLiving Wildernessa

magazine that proselytized for the wildernessiddar s hal | 6 s Wistemimedness So ¢

46 (Ed) William Francis Deverell and Tom Sittad@alifornia Progressivism Reisited (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1994), 49.
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from the defeat over HetdHetchy, whichf or ced O pr e s -@roup duringtheli920 s 6 t o
and evolve a coherent set of beliefs based on the intrinsic worth of the American wildérness.

The New Deal permitted the Wilderness Society pressougpgwhich had fashioned itself into

a countervailing poweto impact on policy decisiemaking. At the end of the 1930s,

preservationists were ready to seize control of the progressive discourse when the New Deal
founded the Olympic National Park, Waston Stat€1938),and Kings Canyon National Park,
California(1940) Chapter four considers, at greater length, the Wilderness Society and

Mar shall 6s contribution to | ate New Deal poli

Thirdly, among the tactics Marshall deployed, the Wildesr&sciety harnessed its
preservationist message to Turneroés frontier
among New Dealers. Turner had concluded that the closed frontier demanded federal
government intervention to carefully husband finite natiesources. Re nt er pr et i ng Tu
ideas, the Wilderness Society argued the wilderness natural resource of national parks deserved
maximum federal government protection. They maintained it was irreplaceable because
undeveloped land provided Americams t h a &6 f r o natcoreing todwnerhe i ence 0,
main building block of American character. This dimension of the preservationist message,
connecting it forcefully to the Progressive e

emphasis in the Erature of the New Deal. Typically, an articleTimeLiving Wildernesstated

that wildernessvas6t o t hose in whom the pioneering spir-r
(and) . . 8 Amediocares mthe 1980s faced a time of heightened anxlathis
at mosphere, the New Deal wished to alleviate

of Americads pi oneer i ngpossilplitieswhchthenGdeat®epessiommi ¢ p
had reinforced. Therefore, what could be moresedang than the prospect that Americans

would always be able to rekindle their frontier spirit in the pristine wildernesses of the National
Parks?

Accordingly, forestry and national park conservation should be understood as an ongoing

discourse widh emerged from the Progressive era. The wise user utilitarian approach in forestry

47 Roderick Frazier NashVilderness and the American Mitiourth Edition) (New Haven: Yale University Press,
2001), 200.

48 Editorial, December 1937 he Living Wilderness/ol. Il No 3, Marion Koshland Bioscience and Natural
Resources Library, University of California, Berkeley, CA
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remained ascendant at the start of the New Deal. Already, over national parks preservationists
were winning the argument against wise users due to developments in¢héletethy

controversy during 1913 arid25 However, they needed to wait until the late 1930s on the

West Coast to see their ideas implemented. Reclamation was also dependent on a Progressive

era foundation and developments during Hoover

In reclamation, if TR was the originator of f
Herbert Hoover, in the 1920s, possessed the technical and local knowledge of the West Coast to
make them a reality. ivebofdedam&@ionealti cEWn.gi ntea e rwias
Colorado River Compact (1922) achieved agreement over irrigation among six of its seven
Ori pariand states, whproviding Califdrnia withwdted, pdvertand Ho o v e
settlement. In California, Hoover also brought togetbderal, state, and private funding to
forwardthe Central Valley Project (CVP), which would overcome the flood problems of the
Sacramento Valley, and supply water to the parched San Joaquin Valley. The CVP was first
proposed during the Progressive @@19)* Cal i f or ni ads | egi sl mture g
1933.

Yet, having acknowledged the Progressive and New Era background of 1930s reclamation
policy, the New Deal ds own contribution was d
continuity, rather than departure. The ol d Pr
Interior, firmly put his stamp on reclamation policy, andméagorated it. He reconstituted the
CVPin 1935which became #argescale federaschemeandcompleted the Hoover Dathe
following year. In so doing, he took significantedisions on access to, and v§ewater and
power for these projects during t hbegadndaring 1930
1933the Bonneville and Grand Coul®ams in Oregon and Washington State respectively
reali zing Hoover 6s obj ecThese damowereaom@aiedatthe i a R
end of the New DealThe extent Ickes attainedqgressive aims these ambitious projects
deserves examinatipas the New Deal came under pressure from different groups to favour

their particular interest.

49 Donald WorsterRivers of EmpireWater, Aridity, and the Growth of the American W&&tw York: WW Norton,
1985), 236.
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Although, ostensibly irrigation was politically neutral in offering water teldnds across the
West the policy had multiple aims. Practicadlyeaking it was hedged about with all manner of
regul ations and traditions, making irrigation
appropriationd gave first settlers rights ove
by the watersurcei 6 r i pari an ri ght séo. Under the Homest
encouraged Jeffersonian small farmers to open up the West. Therefore, 160 acres was to be the
maximum sized farm granted to a settffeventually doubling in size for mardeouples).
Crucially, during the Progressive era, TR decided in his Reclamation Act that only small farmers,
defined by the 160 acre rule, would have access to water from federehmewt projects.
Effectively, progressives had broadened the scopgightion in conservation policy, so it was

connected to social justice, afy discouraging land engrossing, monopoly reform.

In New Deal reclamation projects, water could be used to improve existing farming land. For
instance, approximately a qter million acres of land that mainly prosperous farmers owned in
Californiads Central Valley could be irrigate
promised radically to improve poorer farms in East Washington Statee bulk of water from
these sbemescoulddomoré convert desert | and to fertile f&é
CVP, creating three million new acres, and by
reclaiming a million acre® However,at the end of the 193@swas uncleawho would benefit
from the farmland created or improved. In essence, the New Deal had to decide if irrigation
schemes should be used as a promoter of social justice aims, or whether the economic and
political importance of large farmers would be accoraéagher priority. Certainly, as a
politician conerned with all three tenets ofqgressivism, from early in his presidency, FDR
envisioned that reclamation as a conservation measure should be used to further wider objectives,
conforming to his radical Bgressive era backgrounth 1934, when he visited the Grand
Couleesite, he expressly connectsektlement opportunities on reclaimed land with helping
solve the Depressi onogvingamew leed (g fu sltiifcéontipar oTou reme

Heassurel hose in the depress¢é¢dredamed ahddmpant soygbl

50 John OpieTheLaw of the Land: Two Hundred Years of American Farmland P¢limcoln: University of
Nebraska Press, 1987),-63.

51 Worster,Rivers of Empirg241., (Ed) Richard LowitPolitics in the Postvar American WegNorman:
University of Oklahoma Press, 199281.

52bid., Leuchtenburgiranklin D. Roosevelt and the New Debb7.
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shall have the opp o Byuheendgfthedecadef Rodséveltgaiditheg We s

Grand Coulee project was the answer to resettling Dust Bow! misgra

To summarize, New Deal conservation policy in forestry, and national parks should be
understood as a Progressive era discourse between wise users and preservationists. Over forestry,
wise user beliefs remained predominant during the early Newvleen economic imperatives
were uppermost in political considerations. Regarding national parks, preservationists had
already won the argument with wise users because of prior developments surroundigigithe
Hetchy controversy in the 1910s at@R0s. However, preservationist thinking achieved major
success in the later New Deal, not only concerningt\Weast national parks but also in forest
wilderness areas. At the same time, the influence of a progressive past was resilient in
reclamation schemesrhe New Deal scaled upegan, or completéd/est Coast projects, and
mai ntained the Progressive era pusded&iagidiprsoadh
which encompassed the three tefietgs continued during the late New Deal. As the nex
chapter details, both the Wilderness Society, and Progresstiespiaed individuals were vital

on the West Coast for continuing an ideological purpose to New Deal conservation policy.
Monopoly Reform

Monopoly reform policy during #n New Deals viewel by historiographicalvisdomas counter
ideological because FDR seemed to switch from one type of policy to another in response to
political, economic, or constitutional pressures, rather than ideological convittidioing so,

he showed the supplersad his political brain, but not consistencyhe Progressive era had
givenNew Dealers choices about how to tackle big business, which tried to rig the market, over
charge the public, and eliminate smaller competitors. At the time of the 1912 piiasident
election, Wilson had argued for New Freedommsing the law to break up big businesscatied
trustbusting Alternatively, TR believed in New Nationalism, to regulate monopolies, which
was aimed at changing their behaviour. At the start of theD&ad; within the administration

there were adherents of both types of opmly reform. Felix Frankfurteaind hisprotégés Tom
Corcoran and Ben Cohenere Brandeisians, followers of LisuBrandeisWilsonb s ec onomi ¢

53 Worster,Rivers of Empirg270.
110



advisorover the New Freedom option. Presidential aide, Raymond Moley, and economist, Adolf

Berle, represented New Nationalist thinking. Both sides vied for the attention of Roosevelt.

In the First New Deal19331935) New Nationalist thought seemedtie in the ascendant,
with the business sefovernment of the National Recovery Administration (NRA). It even
went beyond the governmebtisiness ce@peration of the Hoover era, because mosttaumtt
measures were suspended during the NRA. This midse New Deal is considered-un
ideological because it made practical sense for government to work with business, as breaking it
up woul d onl y redplbynemt woksn€onvecsay)tse Sacond Neal 0935
1938) resorted to the trubtistingoption. The historiography judgehat the change of direction
had been motivated by pragmatic considerationsh e Supr eme Court dés rul in
the NRA was unconstitutional, which forcedchaige of policy. Alditionally, a more radical
edgetda he New Deal was introduced becaulse d¢gWRsO 0
of political opponents, like Huey Longho advocated a stepping upgafvernment intervention
in the 1936 presidential electiorfs.

Typical of New Deal historiangreidel suggests, from the outset of the New Deal, FDR did
not view New Nationalism and New Freedom as mutually antagonistic, and kadaial
preference for either. For these historians, writing at a time when there was a strong awareness
of howinflexible 20" Century totalitarian ideologies like Nazism and Stalinism had inflicted
such harm on the worl d, Rooseveltds purported
have seemed modern and liberatitg effect, pagmatic reasons dictated the pol€yR chose.
According to Freidel, Roosevelt failed to appreciate supposedly inherent contradietiwastio
the twomonopolypolicy approache®. Therefore, apparently, FDR was cast adrift from the
Progressive era, and the politicians of that time,winthis reading of the situatiohad

resolutely followed one monopoly reform method and abjured alternatives.

Indeed, contemporaridike the New NationalisMoley,e x pr essed exasperatio
apparent lack of ideological consistency. Moley ledidgovernment by the time of the Second

New Deal, bustronglydisapproved of its seemgrabandonment of New Nationalist orthodoxy

54 Davis, FDR:The New Deal Year493.
55 Freidel,Franklin D. Roosevelt: Launching the New Det84.
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Like some member of an extreme religious sect
indignation Roose e | t 6 snessvtd $witch fnmgone monopoly reform belief to another, or

worse,mix them promiscuously together. He judged FDR incapable of pursuing a coherent

policy over big business. Wén Rooseveklipparently forsook New Nanalism and intensified

his New Freedom approach in the final years oiNbe Deal, the historiographgonsiders he

turned opportunisticallggainst big busines# order to make it a scapegoat for gmnomic
downturnofthese al | ed & Ro D e B & ¢1D38* Bhé exulting Temporary

National Economic Committee (TNEC) (April, 1938) set up to investigate monopolies was
headed by FDRO6s preferdrMadh onkreyi.ce O6darmhbetnery o o
ai med t o 0 sfeommbnopbiyn easnsd fgreavsmtement efrseéedingly opposed
objectivesI n di sgust at this clinching proof of t hi
commented that the TNEC constituted®%d,he fina
Mo | eopedtrack approach to monopoly reform had little in common with the Progressive era,

which gave FDR his intellectual template.

I n fact Roosevelt never vi elwardi sntohoped gyp & etf io
Nationalism or New Freedom. Itsad, the ideological understanding he inherited from the
Progressive era allowed him to accommodate both in his thinking. As we hayvepseefrom
the 1912 presidential election where Wilson and TR exaggerated the New Freedom and New
Nationalistposi ons i n order to create O0issue spaced €L
mutually contradictoryn the Progressive era. Rathérey were, and remained, simply two
ways ofdealing with a central probleprogressivism identified, namely how to buhe
excessive economic and political influence of qumashopolistic business in American life. Itis
notnecessary to reiterate the detaill& and Wilsom s acti ons i n the monop
suffice to say that both presidemidlingly employedeac h ot her 6 s moliniespol y r ef
having failed to gain Congressional condenttheir own policy preferences. In the light of
what had happened in the Progressive era, FDR judiciously decided not to adopt a fixed view on
monopolyreform. At no timedid he viewNew Nationalism or New Freedom as mutually

hostile antimonopoly methods, and in that conclusion he reflected the pblitiactice of the

56 LeuchtenburgFranklin D. Roosevelt anithe New Deal, 193294Q 258.
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Progressive@ e . Consequentl vy, FDR6s opinion that th
mutually sugportive was entirely consistent with Progressive era practice, and connected him

with that era rather than settingrhapart from it. Opinion whichisot f i xated on 0o0i d
part i cterldsato bea oudthis contention

Hubert Humphrey, writig in 1940, without the influence of subsequent historical
reconstructions of the New Deal, quotes FDR and endorses his opinion that the two monopoly
reform methods were not at wvariance. Humphr e
seven yearsdve been, n 't he wor ds thefulflindnteof pPogressivie deasi t , i
expounded by Theodore Roosevelt of a partnership between business and government and also
the determination of Woodrow Wilson that business be subjected, through the power of
government, to drastic legal limitations against abasgsProgressivism in practice bequeathed
to the New Deal a flexible ideology on monopoly reform, although obviously theorists of New
Nationalism and New Freedom like Moley Frankfurter respectively often ramed loyal to
their strand of ppgressive ideology. However, rather than presenting New Dealers with a stark
choicebetween business regulation or trhasting if they were to be consistent with

progressive thinkingProgressive era practice had shown the advantages of both methods.

The NRA in theFirst New Deasought business eaperation to facilitate economic recovery.
Although NRA codes regulated companies, they ceded much power to big business sigthe de
of the codes. True to consensus values, the
policy comprised a Progressive era balance of the enlightened left and right. Rexford Tugwell
wanted to use the coercive power of government to reform busiwagsr@m acquisitive
capitalism. Raymond Moley had a Hoovige faith in persuading business to reform itself
towards social responsibility. He even organized dinners with businessmen (1934) in the manner
of Hoover 6s meet i ngs®Accordingly, the First Blew Deabwasiee w way s .
Progressive era exercise in consensus polltiesso reassemd another expression of census
TTR6s and Wi | shonopdlgreforwpolicy, tismguaixkure of New Nationalism
and trustbusting In this ontext, itis necessary to dispel the impressihat the First New Deal

was occupied exclusively in businegsvernment capperation. As in therBgressive era,

58 Humphrey,The Political Philosophy of the New Deall 9120, quote from FDRQn Our Way pp *Xi
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regulation and trudbustingexisted side by side, although trlststingduring the First Ne

Deal was on a considerably lesser scale thameitater 1930s, due the temporary suspension
of most antitrust measures under the NRA. Like the Second New Deal, though, tteusinti
action that did take place frequagnithvolved utility companies One of he most importantase
in the early New Deal was taken against the Stone and Webster utility cartel, which was
dissolved by federal arirust regulations in 1934. Stone and Webster weigiamal company,
but it was perhaps beshown for itsownership of Puget Power, the main utility pietes in
Seattle, Washington

As elements oNew Nationalism and New Freedom-eristed in the First New Deal, so the
Second New Deal transition from goverent regulation of business to trlmtstingin 1935 was
not the straightforwal process sometimes portrayed. Leuchteglstirewdly detected the twin
tracknature of the Second New Deal, stating that, as well as Brandieiflimces 6 many o f
t he NRA e mp h &Beasing m enindProgsessie grésidents accommodated both
New Nationalist and New Freedom irteir thinkingthen once morerBgressive era continuity
is apparat in the New Deal. Likewise, trubusting conducted during the Second New Deal,
arose from a gradual butlab of presare for this policy, not an abrupt policy shifthe issue of
holding companies exemplifiesishpoint. We saw in chapter otteat TR broke up the first
holding company the Northern Securities railroad company in the PacificiNd/esti and
also expressed misgivings about the es@ncentration of utility companies. From the 1920s,
holding companies became dominant in the utility industry, and caused much public and political
disquiet, because thieevelopmentoincided withthe electrificiion of America Consequently,
the most celebratedustbustinglaw of the Secontilew Deali the Public Utility Holding

Company Act (1935) was far fom being a spontaneous acttakenby FDR6s gover nme

Of all the measures frorhé Second New Deal, 193936,the Utility Holding Company
A ¢ had the longest gestation period, having begun to be conceived at the very height of the
New Economic Er&°' Although Hoover during the 1926smained sanguinaboututility
holding companig, appreciating their contribution to modernizing the U8%, American public

and their representatives became increasingly disturbed at the corruption of legislatures by

50 | euchtenburgFranklin D. Roosevelt and the New Dgh63.
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utilities in the 1926 miderm elections, and the oveoncentration of companiesrtoolling
Amer i c aod s eé\s arestlty investigatipns into utility holding companies, inaugurated
by the Senate and House in 1926, were conducted by the FBdela Commission and Federal
Power Commission. These 1920s investigationsclwvhige still ongoing 1933, uncovered

further serious economic and political corruption during the 1934tenid election$?

The rise of large private utility companies needs also to be seen in the context of federal
expansiorof hydro-electricity frommajor dams in the West and Sotitlat politicized electricity
issues. Even before the New Deal was underway, Brandeisians and New Istdioealized
thatcontrol ofelectricity, especially HEP, would be a major poétibattleground in the future.
Prophetically, the Brandeisian Felix Frankfurter wrote to FDR in 1929, setting the scene for the
HEP struggl es of t h-electri®@m@wesraises witleout a doabt tkednost 6 Hy d r
far-reaching social and economic issues before the American peegkenly for the next
decade&$* With the Depression deepegi, even peoplsympathetic to large business, like New
Nationalists, saw the need for actionagafsPut i | i ty hol ding company®és
and political influence. Two days after FDR®
Berl e wrote to Moley of the urgent need for 0
c o mp a % Signdidartly, the Public Utility Holding Company Act also illustrated
RoosePebgbessive era ideological intent, beca
sentenced cl ause i*Bythisdamse®, all utilityioltirecompmagjes wdda t i o n .
be automatically broken up in 1940, unless th
body, the Securities Exchange Commission (SEC), a rationale for their existence at a local level.
Therefore, the Public Utility Holding Company Act, the miastreachingtrustbustingmeasure
of the Second New Deal was not just introduced as a pragmatic response to the Supreme Court
strikingdownthe NRApr as a way o f mocehagdital opporgentsnimgthe RI3®R 6 s
presidential elections. On the carly, whether the NRA had still been in place, or not, the New
Deal,was bottresponding to auild-up of support fogovernment actioagainst large utilities

among the public, and taking action ideological grounds.
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Ideology is vitally importat in the thirdNew Deal solution to monopoly reform
oawmt er vai liiinspyedpyshe €nogsedsive efdlunicipal power companidsad
functioned as a countsveight to private utilities iIHEP since Progressive time&rom tre
HetchHetchyDamdecision of 1913progressives had encouragiehls to the big utility
companies$ in this instance, the &a&rancisco municipal companyccording to one
interpretationHoover, as shown in the previous chapter, favoured municipal power companies.
He sawthemaslocabf t en pr ef er abl e t o O6sandwithat 6 or pri
progressive concern for the extension of popular-wikmocratic Theefore,theNew Deal
reached back into precedingsifor its countervailing powgolicy. Secretary of the Interior
Ickes activéy encouragé the growth of municipal electricityompaniesn the 1930s, antis
agenda showed clear policy contindityFor example, early New Deal action against Stone and
Webster (1934) should not merely dstegoized as trusbusting becauseét can be placed inta
wider context. After its breakup, the Stone and Webster subsidiary Puget Power on the West
Coast needed to be-oeganized under local ownership. City Light, its municipal rival in Seattle,
benefied enormously from this outcome. There is the strong suspicion that New Dealers had
acted decisively to dismantle Stone and Webster to help its local municipaWtiveth had been
struggling in the early 1930s. Continuity in aiding municipal power emes is illustrated by
the fact thatlD Ross, the head of City Light since Progressive tinlXl1i and a leading
advocate of public power developmemdsecured bi&out funding from Hoover in 193@
tide City Light over the Great Depression.uiing the late 1930shewent onto assume a

leading positiorfor Roosevelin the HEP field on the West Coadiscussed in chapter five.

In summary, monopoly reform in the First and Second New Deal can only be fully
understood with greater recognitionf 1t s Progressive era ideol ogi
of New Nationalism and New Freedom thinking as mutually supportive during the New Deals
was in keeping, not at variance, witte practice oprogressive ideology. His use of
countervailing powes over the electricity power issuwas inheited from the 19041920 period
and the case can be made for an unbroken public power lineage that includes the.New Era

Moreover, in privileging municipal power companies, the New Deal connected itself to

Wi lliam M Emmons |11, O6Franklin D. Roos ewvielddunal EI ect r i
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ideological preoccupations withinrpgressivism about extending democratic control, and
avoiding the socieeconomic extremes of untrammelled capitalism or state comigothapter
five shows, these viewpoints were strongly held on the West Coast, and hecgmedevant to
the big dams there which began producing electricity in the late 1930s.

Social Justice

Social justice in the New Deal was inextricably linkedhe firstnationalpriority i the economy

Therefore, it idest understoodsan expression afociceconomic policy.Faced by the

unparalleled economic downtuofithe Depression FDR i mpl emented i n t he
extraordinary programme of government intervention. While this response was aimed

principal y at the economy, it implied from the out
bound to supply a measure of social justice for the poadrigken unemployed. Accordingly,

Harry Hopkinsé Civil Wor-k934, ahdltineiWork Breggsat i on ( CW
Administraton (WPA), 19351940, provided direct relief and work creation schemes. Harold
lckesd Publ i c Wor k sreeingloyedrskillsdtworketsuilading highvilaygA

railroads and dam<0ld Progressives like Ickes and Haps led this Nes Deal response.

Politicians from Progressive era dynasties, FBRI La Follette Jr., weleading expaents of,

6bi g g o spgendmgoa relie® Thisunheardof federalintervention was, in soe

respects, a policy departure, even if it paled imgarison with government spending during

World War 1I.

FDR used the mantra oOrelief, recoverief and re
measureso help the unemployed were largely inations of the 1930s, then Newe&lrecovery
and refom initiativeshave a greater kinship with the Progressikee The policy ofdirectly
aiding labaurr unionsin New Deal reformgan be readily locatedithin a progressive tradition
In the Progressive agéR unsuccessfully mediated to give coal miner®n recognition, and
Wilson ended a legal impediment to the formation of unidsing the New Era, Hoover
succeeded, by government and press propaganda, in securing steelworkers improved conditions,

and Congress outlawed injunctions against peap&fkéting However, labor unions lost

58 RenshawFranklin D Roosevelt: Profiles in Powes5; Patrick Maney,6 Yo un g B o b:0A Biographyofl | et t e
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membershimluring the 192Q0sand this process wa@reatly accelerated b@reat Depression
unemployment In these circumstances, the New Deal actively stimulated unionization, as a

social justice policyand to incrase purchasing power in the economy

Even sgthe méhods the New Deal usguoved especially controversial. In the Progressive
and New Erasprogressives tried to pguade employers that very limitadion demands should
be met, and moreover rermexybarriers which had made union activity illegal. During the New
Deal government interfered directly in the workpladbee personal domain of the employer.
Employers were told by New Deal regulation and law to accept uniomzatis not oppose it.
Section 7a of NRA codes during the First New Déa933)obliged employers who joined the
programme to recognize unions. When the Supreme Court struck down the NRA, the Second
New Deal National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) of B®&ent further Section 7a ilNRA
codes had sometimes just been ignored, or circumvented by employezacduvaged
company unions thahey controlled, rather thaallowing independent unnswhich could
foment stikes among workers. In contragtie NLRA stipulated every employerustgrant
exclusive negotiating rights the union that the majorityf their workersvanted. Actually
New Deal measures were mgrah extrad r at clthpped i onfg punienizationy irethef o r
progresive tradition. Even so, fonany American empla@yrs, they were an attack on their
property rights and the epase of rugged individualisyrespecially as the NRandlater the
NLRA set off a wave of unionization strikes, threatening company priffitét the same time,
New Deal unionization helpaddustrial labar achieve a level adccial justicee.g.winning
higher pay because of their strengthened negotiating position.

Nevertheless, is wider contextimplications of unionization that concern us here, because
they exposed potential weakns&ss in pogressive ideology. The originatqggressives had feared
political extremism caused in part by a sense of injustice among the urban and rural poor.
Progressive era politicians set out to build national unity through removing social justice
grievancesandpersuading voters th#tis outcome would benefit everyan€onsequently,
pr ogressivismbs philosophical urge was to make

purpose. However, its political imperative was the utilization of thay of purposeacross

89 Watkins, The Great Depressiori70.
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society, and among particular groups, toxmmaze electoral support. Forggressives, these two
urges went hanth-handi ideology alwaysended to marcim step with pragmatism. In
Progressive times, a national consensus appeared posdinta included the rural/urban
farmer-labaur alliance. During the New Deal, though, unionization threatened to wreck the
national consensus behind Rooseugltstirring up politicalextremism, fragmenting the farmer

labaur alliance, and furtherjeopardz i ng t he small farmersd status

The first ideological weakness thationization brought to the suriaevasrelated toantk
communism, and the damage it might inflict on a national conselsespectre, or reality, of
Red Scargalways threatezd b forcetheNew Dealinto retreatastheyhad the enlightened
policies ofthe Progresive era Complicatingmatters, in snilar fashion to the original
progressives, the reforms of the New Deal were inevitablyggmirset in trairextremist
demands for more sweeping changes in American sdosgtycommunists, and others
Reactionary elementsere ready to labélew Deal measurggo-communistespecially
unionization, conflating reformers with revolutionaries, becausediatlienged the status quo
ignoring the New De aanddemoaracyhAd theestat af thdleovDeah pi t al i
Rex Tugweldb s  w otleRgriaultural Adjustment AdministrationrAAA ) wascompared tahe
state socialist schemes 8ft a IRussi® Is December, 1933he journalist Mark Sullivan
wrote a series of colummssinuating thathe New Deaivas precommunist’® In April, 1934,
the Wirt affair alleged that a conspiracy was being hatched within the Nevidfaallitate
FDRG6s f ail ubeeplesed byfe adawnl d i gur e. Though Wirto
refuted Schl esinger writes: o0t he Wihetheorpoftheai r hel |
New Deal as a s ublefad, the New Ratwasiregplarly axaused of
hatbouring,and excouragingextreme left wing viewsin an Americgeculiarly susceptible to
ant-communism throughout the 2@entury. Therefore, as with previousagressives, New
Deales were vulnerable to antbommunism deflectinthem from reform, or targeting thems
suggested earliethe absence @&n establised Progressive partio normalize reform ideas
among the publidacilitated accusationthat rédormist governments were subversive of

American values, and this lurlgrdanger was nowhere more apparent than over government

70 Schlesinger JrThe Age of Roosevelt: the Coming of the New Digt.
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sponsored unionizatiorf-urthermoreduring the Depressiamany employers quite
understandably believed strikes and higher wages caused by unionization would wreck chances

of economic recovery.

In 1984 thenational consensus was threaemecausof events on the We§toast This
time the communist smear had a greater chance of stitlanghe Wirt affair On account of
Section 7a of NRA codes, there was an upsurge in unionizattety. The International
Longs hor e me n 0 s (ILA)s man af theanbrmallyndoal AFL union movementyas re
constituted as a result tfe NRA and arged the case for representing all dock workers in the
ports ofthe West Coast? However, the emplyers hacho intention of allowing theipliable
companyunionto be replaced by the ILA, whose leadbe hard bitten Australiadarry
Bridges,wasa committed Marxist® For eleven weeks fro May, 1934 Bridges held a ske
in the San Francisco dockserunion recognitiod* Br i d ge s 6 s t-wavekthroughe nt s h o
the I ndustrial Association, the employerso6 or
the West Coast The situation degenerated into héited violence when the Industrial
Association attempted to open up the docks at Sartism, and two strikers were Kill@a
clasheo n 0 Bl a c k° [Talsaplased BDR in an invidioymsition for at the end of June
he was drafting an executive order to set up the first NatiadadriRelations Board (NLRB)
which would help oversee unionizatiander the NRA’" Clearly, if praunion regulations
resulted in atate of affairs amounting tdass warfare the policy mightflict a heavy electoral
price on the New Dealt the 1934 md-term elections The crisiscame toa head in July with a

general strike breaking oatross San Franciséb.

Widespread revulsiowas expressed about this unfolding crisisluding from old
Progressives Conflict between the politicaixtremes of communism and antmmunism

represented the antithesis of Progressive era consensus pélitas Johnson sém telegram
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to his fellow old Pogressive Harold Ickes, describing the San Francisco general strike as a
6di sast er 6blaendr utihne o6fp dshisioridghs fave rfotecchov; anmsgtthé .
empl oyer c¢lass, o6all along the Pacific shorebo
Progressive era Seattle general strike of F811& 1934 extreme violence flared agairSeattle
when clubs and tear gas were used against pitk&@srious damage to the New Deal was only
averted when aftdour days the strike ended, and concessions were made on both sides
Howe\er, these Pacific Coast strikes1934 represented an Bawarningto the New Deal of

how its social justice reformpolicies couldunleash fores which were anathema twgressive
values and New Deal electoral chancebe National LAor Relations AC{(NLRA) i the
Seconddw Deal 6s sol ut idsn umnongpolicgr aeied similart NRA
problens for Roosevelt, in anoth@rcendiarycommunist crisis for the New Deah the West
Coast, 189-1940, that featured once agéimr i dgensd uni o

This later crisis waappreciab} worsened by a developmeasdeval with the passage of the
NLRA in 1935. That year the Communist Party of the United States (CPUSA) changed strategy.
Up till then, the CPUSA had viewed other fafitng parties as capitalist collaborators
Afterwards American communists worked tdge with them in a popular or united front.
Attracted by Second New Deal radicalism, commurustgertlyenteedfederal government
agencieslike the NLRB,and were an overt presence in tfiewing labar movement. Earl

Browder, the CPUSA leader, attempted to appeal to a wider electorate by arguing that his party

was an authentically American movement. He ¢
national experienced, a mdheMassswasedbodyforeeo ser vant

ordinating global communispwhich had ordered his change of strat&gyAlthough the
popular front phase of communism was superficially more moderate, ultimately it endangered

t he New Deal 6s nati onal consensus.

In the mid 1930s, the accommodation of popular front comrheléments within an

expanding pogressive consensus, whether in the Gitnsor New Deal appeared relatively
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innocuous, even though many old Progressives never lost their stromgtdi$ commuaism.

Moreover, expressing the public relations dangers of communissSe nat or La Fol | et
newspapel he Progressivprescientlystated n 1936: o6it is to be hoped
does not become the monkeyr e n ¢ h i n . of the fdnmerabddir mgveremt wedtern

pr ogr e skeyeledtosahgiosping and a potential Ot ®ird force
Finally, at the end of the decade, developments in unionizatiothamdversion of the CPUSA

to divisive politics helped revivefaerce anttcommunism, particularly on the West Coast.

Accordingly New Deal forbearance towards popular front commuiistt, least that perception

among the publicand the cumulative effect of specious-pmnmunist accusations agst the

New Deal, asumed a newignificarce. Anttcommunists attemptdad conflate théNew Dea

unionization andthe divisivepolitics reemerging within the CPUSA.

The second ideological weakness that unionization highlighted was the fragility of the
Progressie era farmerlabaour alliance. Although eventually 1930s unionization helped hasten
its downfall, at first governmergponsored unionization seemed to strengthen falaheunr
unity. New Deal measures for poorer groups stressed the mutualityfafritexlabour alliance,
by encouraging industrial worker unionization, and assisting small farmers. In raising both
groups o6 pur,echnamsia recgverpnoighiteoe achieved, and the unity of the farmer
labaur alliance consolidated. Only later in th@30s did unionization appear courpeoductive

to farmerlabaour unity.

Roosevelhads ai d O6our economic bBbiféeotaddgegresoaesbaa
citizens were interdependent, as they confronted the depredations of the Greati@e{jress
The phrasevas more thaan oratorical deviceserving to unite Americans artifadly against
adversity. There is every indication that he, and other leading New Dealers, sincerely believed it
to be true. Appr ec i antsocrety, like theeinddsahant ageculturaly 6 o f
workforces they believedwas vital for economic recoveand the furtherance of social justice
At the start of the New Deal, Roosevelt acknowledged his hopes for reducing chronic urban
unemployment depered on a rural measurethe Agricultural Adjustment Act, 1933, which was

designed to increase t he foérgaodsprbdacedbygbapower &6 o
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workers®® Senator Robert La Follette Jrepresentative of 1930s westenogressivism,

stressed that his support for large scklest New Deal relief programmes to aid the industrial
unanployedinvolved a rural sultext. By increasing the spending power of the urban working
class, he asserted, the relief programmes would help recover ageiftilitis work on the
Second New Deal Civil Liberties Committgeincipally assisting industrialnionization, was

not only aimed aboosting urban workinglass pay,but also raising farm incomes by expanding
the consumption of agricultural goodsherefore, economic and sl justice interests were

congruent, along witthe interests of the small farmer and industrial worker.

Indeed, Senator La FolletteJb s appoi nt ment to head the new
1936 was particularly apt. Hieome state of Wisconsin, by 1930, was 53% urban, and the fact
that Wisconsin was an almost equal mix of the agricultural and industrial sectors meant he was
well placed to carry out the mandate of the commftteleurthermore, Wisconsin had its own
revived Pr ogressive party during the 1930s, | ed b
Philip La Foll et t wportforShe famatlabour allismce Bnol hid seand e 6 s s
progressive credentiaghanced hisustability to lead the Civil Liberties CommitteeSenate
Resolution 266, (March, 183, proposed an investigationimiou ndue i nterference
of |l abor to or gani Z%Thela BollebeaQiviyLiberties Comrittee ct i vel y
lookedat attempts byemployers, between 1936 and 1940, to thwart the right of workers to join
unions,especiallyas guaranteed undiétre NLRA of 1935. Its most acclaimed work was
concerned with industrial unionthe direct beneficiaries ¢fie NLRA. During the final phasefo
the commi tt eedsaniwidD40k comcentrated @athrurad &rtyand the food

processing industriegncluding a major enquiryn California.

To agreat extent, the La Follette Committee was a propaganda exercise on behalf of
industrial labarr, to retain public support for unionizaticat a time when violence consequent
on it was causing controversyccordingy , Robert Wohlforth, the La

secretarywho had a background in journalism;@alinated itsactivities to achieve optimum
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publicity in newspapers about dire industrial conditiohke progressiveparallelswith

Hoover 6s n e wsipfavpue afoppressedpdastrigl workers are sedvident Heber
Blankenhorn, the liaison between theRaletteCommitteea nd Roosevel t s gover
assisted t hess mmaoagemert dperaidms/Norld War IBlankenhorrwasa

founder of O0psychodpghecchel hadpipreered tiitbane dréps ¢f 6 p s y
moralesapping leaflets behinehemy lines.During the New Deal, he suggested mass

psychology techniques to the La Follette Committee.

However,while La Follette, his c@hairmanSenatoElbert ThomasandWohlforth, often
massaged the facts to strengtki@n case for industdianionization, the stark and sickening
evidence that they unearthed about widespread employer ajaisstavorkers was not an
invention In many American wogiaces, and several of the most lugichmples were in La
Fol | et West thereMiasdan atrsphere of brooding violence and intimidation towards
those who joined unions or attempted union action. Gangsters were employed 45 eshilkees
by management at the Black and Decker plant in Kent, 8hRepublic Steel owned ten times
more tear gasumsthartCh i cago 6 s e n tGeneral Mptard in Deteoit Sysiematieally
destroyed industrial espionage filesther than hand them over to La Follette, who was
investigating the extent the automobile company used spies to disrupt union actoaty.
owners in Harlan County, Kentkie, 6 o wn e d 6 t h e dtlouebehtheipunliniorized a n d
workforcelived like feudal serfbehind a gatewvhich barredhe only road going into town.

Permission wasvenneeded from the coal owners for theirrfh@rs to have outside visito?$.

In response to such conditions, tbengress of Industrial Organizatior3lQ), the unskilled
and semsskilled union movement, began a campaign of unioriratnarked by violence. CIO
numbers ree to a claimed 3.million by the end of 1937 Their militant behaviour was
reminiscent of the Progressive era International Workers of the Vémiddhe CIOwere
suspended by the moreoderateAmerican Federation of LaboAFL) in September, 1938.
Certainly, the conciliatory AFL union movemenosiid have been preferable tor@gressive

8 Testimony of R.M. La Follette Jr., Senate Education and Labor Comn@pgeessive Labor Practices Bill
Hearings 76" Congress, ® Session (1939)

®Maney,6 Young Bobd8lLa Follette

91 Graebner, Fite and Whité, History of the American Peopl&067.

92 McElvaine, The Great Depressior290.
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like La Follette. Then again, at the end of 1936, the CIO began using-tlusvsitstriké

occupying factorieso gainunionrecognitioni a method that often seff pitched battles with

t he e mpledguardSsContiarit o L a F wdrdssive ldelefs aboup compromise,

the ClIl Ob6s action verged on the r evoobjectvessonary,
The recruitment ofommunistorganisersespecially in the automobile astéeldisputes further

conveyed immoderation in the ClQa Follette might be expectéd have distanced himself

from this CIO campaigngspeciallyas its aura of anarchy was viewed with revuldgris

bedro& supporterslaw-abidingwestern farmersinstead, he despatched La Follette

investigators into the thick of CIO disputes.

However, La Fol | mordcemprehersiblaimwee of the elawmairsand
beliefs of CIO leader, John L. Lewi$n important ways, thenspirationalLewis, who was able
torousecr owds with his evangel i cal passion, and 6
still o, was fundament al |%LikaLafoletd, though, ®hadt he Pr
beenfurther radicalized by thBepressionandbothbelieved it could ol be averted agaiih
there was greater 0 pndostiddakforcey Leovwe o uamomg ztah
workers was predicated on, givngthemargikttohave O6i ndus
representativeshat corresponded with their political rigifs. This concept hadrpgressive
overtones becaugeogressivismhadinvariablydesiredto extend democrady all area of life.
Lewi sb6s O0i ndust r i arlfirstpastinemost alectiois awa s nb éAsned i ca b s
political systeni giving power to the union that won the majority of vot€grhaps
significantly, Lewis citedAFL failure inthe Progressive erdS Steektrike of 1919 to rally
support for the CI3? Conversely, dring the New DealUS Steeld escr i bed by Lewi s
crouching | ion in dykracegedtohtvaackéCOdemaradn a98378, t am

93 WatkinsThe Great DepressiQr277-289.

% 1bid., 278.

9 (Ed) Sidney M Milkis and Jerome M MilleThe New Deal and the Triumph of Liberaliéimherst and Boston:
UniversityofMas sachusetts Press, 2002), chapter by Nelson Lic
Model 6, LichtensteincdnsgcmpgsiesniNewdé Dela¢odiustderwho bel i e

power through unionization was synonymous with theier est s of the o6nation as a who
%John L Lewis, 6 WhRublicQpnioroQuarterivsl. 1TNb 4 (@dtober 1087): 27

97 1bid.

98 euchtenburgFranklin D. Roosevelt and the New Dg240.
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Even soL. e w sitsdd@wn strikeunionization drive was only tacticallgvolutionary, whereas
strategically it located itself in the Amerit@rogressivepolitical tradition. As the sociologist C.
Wright Mills writes of Lewis: 6dEven as the | a
organizes discontentand thensitsoi t . . . He makes regul ar What mi
Or, as Lewis expressditis progressive goal®t her e must now be new econ

controls...established in Ame ¢ a ; 06 reforms mu$t beumorked @ut in accordance with

Americanpecedent s Ydnd ideal sb6.
I f La Follette could accommodate Lewisod tact
uni oni zation in the end created -labourshelipfpor t abl e

The CIl1 O6s uni oni z adthedRL tocsemitapedforts, during thé latex1930g ie

order to survive as a unignovement against ClO succeds.particular the AFL Teamsters

union, representing truckerand alliedgroups, becamsynonymous witlaggressively

successful organizationlimmy Hoffa of the Detroitruckerswasinfamousford st r ong ar mo
tactics'®* On the West Coast, the Teamsters were headquartered in Sdattdagh AFL/CIO
competition to unionize American workers is no longerstered to have been as intense as
oncethoughtt he wuni on 0 c upuhe tate of aniodizatiopne Eeelirgs ran high on

the West Coasf?

Both the CIO and renergized AFL regarded the food processing industries as the next stage
in the unionization process during the lat@0® Yet small farmer$eared unionization would
disrupt movement of produce and hit farm incorireProgressivéimes, as already noted,

F D R &agregsivism had been pulled in opposite directions when he had been slow to support
humanitarian New York &te legislation to help food processing workers, lest he offend his
upstatesmall farmer base support. During the New Deaty largely due to federal
governmentondoned unionization, conflicts of interest between small farmers and industrial
workersmultiplied asfood processing unionization spreafb the westernnqogressive La

Follette such a situation could spell political disaster, because there was a direct correlation

99 C.Wright Mills, The New Men of Power: Ameritas L a b o (New ¥oek:Harcosrt, Brace, 1948);%

guoted in McElvaineThe Great DepressiQr296.

0] ewi s, O6What Labor is Thinkingo: 24.

101 1rving Bernstein;Turbulent YeargBoston: Houghton Mifflin, 1970), 413.

102 Christopher L. Tomlind AFL Uni ons in the 1930s: Jolrhakdf Amefanr f or mance
History Vol. 65 No 4 (March 1979)
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between the depth of poverty\@fisconsin dairyfarmers for instanceand their strength of

support for him. Wisconsin was a major food processimge a, b o tbiggestmigkr i c a d s
producing stateand, ly the end of World War JIresponsible for a fithof h e ¢ ocanmadr y 0 s
vegetables® If La Fol | et t eQiviLibdriies Committee nequitett lém to look into

the rights of food processing workehg would be placed in a very awkward predicament

regarding hikeyfarming base. Precisely this situation occurred, 18340, when the La

Follette Committee inveigfatedC a | | f tabou pr@blérss as described in chapter six.

California waghe biggest and most diverse food prodgatate in the USA. By the late New

Deal, unionizatiowas embroiinRoosevel t 6s government in a ser

controversiesandhadundermind the farner-labour alliance.

The third ideological weakness unionizatmontributed to surrounds the political loyalty of
the small farmer socieconomic group. As noted previously, the lack of an enduring
Progressive party sind&rogressive times meant small farmers wergerdbapgranted the
undivided governmental attention that certain groups enjoyed, like large farmers, big business,
and increasingly in the New Deal, big laibo Although westernnegressivism saw small
farmers as the timonoured receptacle of American values and an extant crucial voting force in
western constituencies, right through the years 11910 presidential leaders did not subscribe
to their centrality in policy.In these circumstances, incremdiyteas the NewDeal unfolded,
the small farmer group grew increasingly restive, and prone to desert the New Deal for more

extreme alternatives.

True to Progressive era values on Omutuality
assist the reaery of the industrial Eastom the Depression, andce versa He envisaged a
socioeconomic and geopolitical consensus, if you will. Roosevelt stdételbth e East has a
in the West and the West has a stake in the East...the nation...shallideredrnss a whole and
not as an aggr eg a? elowever, hé was pcatelynconscibusgfithe u p s . 6
limitatonsp| aced on t he West thgory The intellectud thread ruon;xg d f r o
through the Progressive, New, andWDealerasTher ef or e, the West, Amer

heartland, was no longer a segfgulating organism, where struggling farmers could find new

103Richard Nelson CurrentVisconsin(Chicago: University of lllinois Press, 1977),-73, 8889.
104 Davis,FDR: The New Deal Years, 193937, 384, FDR speech at Glacier National Park, Montana, 1934.
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and better land during economic troubles. Instead, it was viewed as a place in need of outside

assistancea societyin stasis.

Consequently, Roosevelt was mindful of a strong constituency among western farmers which,
more than any group in society, had vociferou
programmes to remedy their conditions, including federagégowentnterventioni®® In using
intervention t o ad edecoamng diffichltees, Rapgewelt wa¥fespdnding tos o C i
broadbased democratic pressure, but crucially heebeti government programmiesnefied
the national communitypecausédoosing agricultural purchasing power would andlustrial
Ameri ca. On this bassspsibdezHNdwsbPaaki 6goévero
reduced farm production to force up prices, as in the Agricultural Adjustment Acts (1933 and
1938) and th&oil Conservatin Act, satisfied both westermqgressive electoral pressure and

Progressive era consensus politfts.

However, another Progressive era congecnuntervailing powers disadvantagedmall
farmers. Since the 1900s, Progressives wereqaupied by the disproportionate influence big
business exerted on the economy and polifideerefore, strong farming organizations had been
encouraged to rbalance society and counteract big business. Almost inevitably richer farmers
came to the far in progressive calculations.h& Farm Bureau, set up in Chicago during 1919,
represented large farmers and was important across the West, lobbying vigorously for the
farming interest.Large farmers had the time and money to organize effectively.

At the start of the New Deal, no farmers wprespering, due tGreat Depression contraction
of the domestiecnar ket , pr ot eaninteroationa madketand overpraddction in
farming®” As with big business eoperation in the FirstNewDeal Roosevel t 6s gove
believed large farmers were the most capable im Huegiceconomic sector of drivingational
recovery during an unmatched seeiconomic emergencyl herefore, the Farm Bureau held
greatersway over New Deal farm pgrammeghanthe more devolved National Grange,

representing small farmers. Similarly, the Farm Bureau pressure group constituted the most

105 McElvaine, The Great Depressigr21.

106 1bid., 148.

107 Badger,The New Deal: The Depression Years, ¥393Q 67, information from Van L. Perkin€risis in
Agriculture: The Agricultural Adjustmertdministration and the New Deal, 19@erkeley: University of
California Press, 1969)
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viable and robust prospect within rural society for a countervailing power to He$arece the
US economy. Humphrey citestlFrirst AAA to demonstrate its pressure group politics, whereby

the New Deal responded to t¥®e agenda of O6o0rga

Despite FDROs |l ongstanding political support
farmers, on ideological arqtagmatic grounds, dictated that New Deal farm programmes were
6cut to their clotho. T h eationallyswon auteopeawes$tegn e c 0 n o
pr ogr essi vi s mo sseistenests $uffefeddn aneunt of Netw Deal agricultural
progammes giving most help to the strong rather than the vpeaker farm ownergere
compensated less generousiycrop reduction payments, so they increasingly sold up to banks
and large farmers. Moreover, large farmers, in taking acreage out of pood@iequently

dispossessed small tenant farmner

Bearing in mind these factqmdirect help to small farmers, although ideologically well
intentioned, was grossly inadequate for the magnitude of their problems. For example, New
Deal attempts to impwe credit faciliies for poor farmers followedrpgressive precedents, but
like them were insufficiently fundedwilson had passed legislation during 1916 to gsamll
farmerscredit Ho ovreorgr etshsei voegpé i n 1923 e®Bankspl i shed t
supplying credit to poorer farmers grappling with the 1920s agricultural sittnfyom 1937
Tugwel |l 6s Farm Security Administration (FSA)
so they could purchase their farms. However, only 1 in 22capyé received federéindingto
buy farms under ' As with earlier pogressive schemes, help to small farmers was a palliative,
instead of a remedy, partly because ideologically\Niae& Deal would not contemplate the faga

spending necessary, whichoae could make a significant difference

Of course, heavy spending was not required to further industriilewonionization. As a
consequenceaunionizationi constanly expandinggovernmentsanctionedand successfl
contrasted starkly with thdwindling fortunes of thersall farmer. It spoke to a gy belief in

rural communities that the New Deal gave preferential treatment to urban, industrial America.

108 Humphrey,The Political Philosophy of the New DgdD.

109 Kendrick A ClementsA Life of Herbert Hoover: Imperfect Visionary, 191828(New York: Palgrave
Macmillan,2010), 249.

110Badger,The New Deal: The Depression Years, :393Q 185.
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|l ncreasingly, Americab6s rur al heart | aocetys vi ew
with consternation. There was widespread resentment in the countryside that the farming
community was being sidelined by the growing demographic and economic significance of urban
workers, which the New Deal had stimulated through unionizatforin these circumstances,

by the late 1930s small farmers were in danger of deserting the national consensus behind the

New Deal. As a political volatile group they might turn to political extremes, in the manner of

the early New Deal léfving Farm Holidaymovement, othey might seek shelter within right

wing organizations. The Associated Farmers of Califdrmatablished in 1934 was miitantly

ant-New Deal. At the end of the 1930sadapted its policies to win support among small

farmers in the Wst Coast states of Oregon and Washington.

An added factor made a complicated situation on the West Coast more complex at the end of
the 1930s.Déclassésmall farmerdiad become, by @umstances, migrant farm lalo
Families forced off the land bhyechanization, New Deal farm policgndthe Dust Bowjoined
the rural multitudes that poured westwards into the Pacific states during the T888s.small
farmers faced in the Dust Bowl an apocalyptic disaster. Farmers had ploughed up the soil
binding buffalo grassvhich originally covered southern Great Plains states like Oklahoma and
Arkansas, and for years pursued single crop wheat farming. The Great Drought 93832
turnedthe degraded soil to dust, accompaniealijgh wind with a sinistab | ow r oar i ng
resonanc€? It was likean avenging angel visited on reckless farming methrarathlew away
the topsoil and left farmers destitutéhey withessel ar ms r epr esenti ng year ¢
beingdestroyed, and ftedtkSmalbskofaomet bat|l edsdHhi s
and soughhew lives on the West Codst.

Their desperation was only added to by tdnsaited them on the West Coasgeneral, and
especiallyCalifornia. They first discoveredital confiirmaton of Turner s c¢cl osed
theory. The western migrants were not able to find new, fertile land. Instead, as migrant farm

labaur, they needed to compeate quasimonopolized farmsvith mainly MexicanAmerican

111 James T. Patterso@pngressional Conservatism in the New Dgaixington: University of Kentucky Press,
1967), 330.

12vance Johnsoie avenos Tabl el an dNew YorkeFarian Straus &d @ompaByt 1947y 149.
113 John SteinbeckThe Grapes of WratfHarmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1951: first published in the
USA, 1939), 81.
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farm labaur in field work, andoften indgenous whitdabour t hr ou g h osddod Cal i f or n
processing industries. Largely becaagGreat Plains migration, half of field workers were

white by 1@®r3alp o rétainan t den't inthe exegnsitedruiti coton, and s e 6 .
vegetable farmef California the supply of lahw, swollen by Dust Bowl migratioriar

exceeded demand, driving down W&kgesod wWEomrsequ
frequently pitiful. The contrast between the farms where they might find Wwarkornucopiaf

lush grapes, oranges, apegache$ and their own dire circumstances must have been almost
unbearable.

In this state of affairgyoliticians feareaxploited workers wouldgravitate to political
extremism unless their acute social justice needs weke@vledged During the early New
Deal, the Communist Cannery and Agricultural Workers Industrial Union (CAWIU) organized
strikes for the predominantly Mexican American fieldworkers. In the later New Deal, the
Communistled CIO union the United Canning, AgricultyrRBacking, and Allied Workers of
America (UCAPAWA) began a unionization campaign among the fieldworkers, who were
increasingly Dust Bowmigrants. Likewisethe Associated Farmers of California were trying to
recruit members among small farmers in Wagtan and Oregon. When La Follette began his
Civil Liberties Committee investigation of the West Coast at the end of 1939, small farmers, or
déclassé&mall farmers, were perceived as in dangeatesierting the New Deal and tumgito

political extremism.

New Deal social justice policgheds light omdeological weaknesses withimqgressivism
explored further in chapter sixAt the end of the New Deal, La Follette Jr.hia Civil Liberties
Committee, which concentrated on unionization, confrorfiedd weaknessesan extreme
form on the West Coastf he were successful, his Civil Liberties Committee must contain anti
communism, hold together the farmabor alliance, and help prevent small farmers, or those
formerly in that group, from embragrextremist politics. Should Hail, 1930s progressivism

mightfail, and with it the New Deal enterprise.

115Bruce CumingsDominion from Sea to SeRacific Ascendancy and American Poyiew Haven: Yale
University Press, 2009), 240.
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This chapter haattemptedo re-interpret the N& Deal by looking &it from a Rogressive
era perspectiveFDR has emergegiuch more ideological than the tusography admits, and
his ideology was athored in the Progressiveer@ar y Ger stl e, in his art.
Character of Amer i ciabne rLa lbiesr mad'¥ Fomadampledi@erstles sf.i e s
argues Progressive era moral beliefs underwent a transformation into the econesmimalgd
New Deal''” However, from anotheperspective, therBgressive era gave the New Deal its
belief gystem. From thel910sRoosevel t conceptualized progr es:
regarding h e m as ,daree eamnomicabywiented viewas areas emphasized in the
drontier thesihs so6bdamdeads yaded lothétleeetteoetduniaogn i t y
the Progressive eand New Deathere werenormallytwo strands of beliefone more
ideological,andtheother an accommodation between ideology prag@matisnbased on
recognizingexisting economic realitiesConservation policy witnessed avowgdtieological
Opreservationistsoé | ost | iomisguskré Overimoropolyence wi t
reform 6t rbuusstt er s wer e more itodecléoo @il dadlwedwheoread:
somemeeting of minds between reformists and big businessocial justicethe more
conciliatory AFL union movement, which matured in the Progressive era, was matched by the
CIO with at least resemblances to the WWo wever , it would be inaccu
user so6, 0 the AFlL mavemenweré devoa of an ideological thrusteither the
Progressive or Bw Deal erasThe postHofstadter historiographpund pragmatic reasons for
policy in the New Deakven whent pursued a blatantly ideological path, say over thusiting.
An alternaive viewpointacknowledgethe existencef an ideological Newbeal whose policy
options and apprehensions wderived from thd’rogressive eraThe next chapters concentrate
on the West Coast in the later Nevedl, (19371942), with a chapter apiecencerning
conservation, monopoly reform, and soqistice. These areas chacomprehended more fully
with an appreciation of their 8gressive era background.

Gary Gerstle, 6The Pr ot e anTheCAmarican Elistaical RevieWd.®%® Noidc an Li be
(October 1994)
117 bid.: 1044.
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Chapter Four: Conservation on the West Coast, 1937942

In 1940 John Huetlonk a legendary logger on thdy@pic Peninsula in Washingtoriefe,

where he was known as the oO0lron Man of the Ho
Olympic National Park. He was reacting to the proposed absorption of the richly fayestad

slopes and valleys of the area into a national park, which would prevent the trees from ever being
logged. Bringing his logging experiencet bear , he commented | aconi c:
preserves anything permaneritliywhen it is ripe it fallsand tha t i mber 'iOsecani pe now

almost picture him, rubbing his hands together, raising an axe, ready to perform the task.

Huel sdonkds comments focus attention on a co
and American land. As in the Progseve era, so in the New Deal, there weregheiso
believed forestry, national pgr&nd reclamatiopolicy should always be driven by economic
imperatives, and others who felt social, gpal, or environmental valseshould be given
significant, equalor greater weigting. Progressives wanted to give gedo those additional
values. The following chapter looks at the later New Deal on the West Coast,@ddsde
whether, at that timérogressive eraaluesi in any meaningful sengeshaped conseation

policy.

In 1955 Richard Hofstadter rejected the strong link between the Progressive and New Deal
eras, and argued instead that the New Deal was defined by a fdoekirnty pragmatism, while
the commanding characteristic of the Progressivensiaied an ideology rooted in $€entury
morality.?Accor di ng to Hof st atditee r®psr o geraeds snigaliosf ma hoef
was very different from that of the Progressive era. Over conservation policy, however, even a
devoted disciple of Hstadter, Otis Graham Jr., was slow to deny a Progressive era influence
during the New Deal, when it seemed so apparent. In the years that followed, though, the further
in time the historiography moved fr deliefHof st ad
that indeed a disconnect existed in conservation between the Progressive and New Deal eras.

! Port Angeles Evening Newdlarch 26, 1940, box 58, Warren Magnuson Papers, University of Washington, Allen
Library, Seattle, WA
2 Richard HofstadterTheAge of ReformFrom Bryan to FDRINew York: Alfred A Knopf, 1955), 315.
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This trend is further proof of Hofstadtero6s h
Donald Worster, and his new western history followers,oemfc e d Hof st adt er 6s co
New Deal organizational pragmatism, and minimized the scale of Progressiveleradgafon

conservation policyregardim reclamatior?. More recently, prhaps the last redoubt of the view

that a significant continuity beeen the periods in conservationisvédlidthe i ssue of Ame
forested wildernesses in National Forests and National Pdrks | | t o péaeadiggpnt adt er 6 s
Sutter, in the new millennium, has largely refuted a link between the eras over conserving

wilderness? So, conservation, on the West Coast during the later New Deal, is a good place to

begin challenging a historiography that is still expanding consgiooistoincidentally, in the
direction of Hofstadterds thinking. With tha
and reclamation will be successively discussed, showingamoegieological continuum persisted,

which allowed individual$ both in the political background and foreground of the New Deal

to influence policy towardBrogressive era beliefs.
Forestry

Since the Progressive ethe conservation issue of forestry constituted an abiding concern for

policy-makers. In the 1900s, Tised federal government to set aside forested lands, prompted

by Turnerdéds warnings that | umber men were in d
That policy continued dur i nsgivehlifoeshungetssindgre ar s i
Roose el t 6s presidency. As pointed out in the |

in forestry derive from his Progressive era pastluding his awareness that-tlgestation was

a major cause of soil erosion across America. He consultéddGifd Pi nchot , TRO6s C
on forest conservation during the 1930s, at a
radical on account of the Great Depression and developments in the timber industry. Throughout

the 1920slogging interests failedtpractice selfegulation or agree on federafrdation. Even

before theDepression large surpluses were produced. By the time FDR was elected to power,

the collapse of the building industry and domestic consumer demand, consequent on the
Depressionteat ed a Osuper satur at i on@reserfationisi mber i n

3 Donald WorsterRivers of EmpireWater, Aridity, and te Growth of the American Wedtew York: WW Norton,

1985), 256.

4 (Ed) Michael LewisAmerican Wilderness: A New HistaoiiMew York: Oxford University Press, 2007), chapter by

Paul Sutter, OPutting Wilderness iinl dCeornneesxst :|I dlehae. d nt er |
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and wildernesadvocate, Bob Marshahknd t he Progressive erads mos
oOwi se usero6, Gifford Pinchot, coeewaaii cated ab
Rooseveltdos presidency. Mar shall was an i mpo
conservation policy up to 1937. Summarizing the recently published three thousand page

Copeland Report from tHeorest Service, Marshall wrote 6 P r i svoavbeeshipf hasrbeken

down completely and ... the great and immediate need is public ownership of a large share of our

t i mb e r ®Pinehot dgseeddand requested more information from Marshall on the report,

adding 6Roosevelt iins fiommesngegl y ainmt ¢r ¢ Ati ek we

Pinchot and Marshall represented different strands in progressive thought that dated back to
the Progressive era, but, as their correspondence suggests, in fundamentals they were on the
same side Both men recognized the Progressive era necessity of limiting private and public
logging to a level which would not destroy forest stdcksistaned yield production. Since
Progressive times, Pinchioddbelieved government should control and regulatedt land on
behalf of the peopleAlthough Pinchot and Marshallere radicalized by the Depressiogither
deviated from a strongly government interventionist position over foreBiying the
Progressive erdhoughPi nchot 6 s O wi spemaursee rastd omed s ivsdtrgh ad pr
advocates ovidmedwicladsr we s ssd public | and. The
pragmatically allowed some development of forest wilderness, for compelling economic reasons,
whil e O6pr eser v a teiideongically sgoroup antleselopntent atance presisting
ti mber company demands. However, that differ
usesd 6 and O6preservationi stsodod conlkemse the mmi t men
Depressionof he New Deal era, which reduced demand
political clout, probably narrowedthed e ol ogi cal space between O6wi s
Opreservatoivemi s$tor esti nwirlechesrerde € h.e plrto plexd s of

gaining influence over policy. Significantly

5 Marshall to Pinchot, February 28, 1933, Robert Marshall Papers, box 9, Bancroft Library, University of California,
Berkeley, CA
5 Pinchot to Marshall, March 8, 1933, box 9, Marshall Papers
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moved into the New Deal s political foregroun

S e r v first Bir@ctor of Recreation and Lands.

Marshall is worh discussing at some length as an influence on New Deal policy. Like
Roosevelt he came from a privileged East Coast family, and as with Pinchot he had a university
degree in forestry. Prior to the New Deal, Marshall had worked in the Forest S&8gtaeen
1933and 1937 hewast | ckesd Department of the Interior
depar t me ndflodaan Afairs. eFasuestless wilderness idealist thought nothing of
hiking forty miles in a day through the mountainous anddtad interiors of the West. The
heavy rucksack he carried on these expeditions, which towered above his shoulders, marked him
out as a man who was not easily discouraged. Mamskexthplified many of the criteria which
will substantiate Progressive drepired connections witthe New Deal. Firstly, hkelped
found a major pressure group, the Wilderness Society, that worked purposefully for the
preservation of the Westds forests and which
in the later 1930s. Secondly, from early on in the New Dealsihdirestablished good contacts
with leading New Dealers like Harold Ickes, whose continued support throughout the decade was
essential for promoti ng Mmaogreshiahinkidgs Thiddiyr e ser v at
Marshall conceptualized his consation views within the philosophical framework of the three

tenets, aligning him with other Progressive-ixspired reformers.

Although many types of terrain existed in wilderness areas, from the inception of the
Wilderness Society (1935), its joutrnihe Living Wildernessingled out forests as its main
concern. It defined Owildernessd to be an ar
Oextensive wildernessd areas as where a wal ke
crossig hisownt r a € Ma r. © h aillelnéss Soviety was interested principally in two
categories of forested public land, designated as wilderness in the vastness of the American
continent. By far the bigger share was held in the National Forests, run by theSeovest, a
Department of Agriculture agency, and the rest came within the dlat a | Par ks, part
Interior Department. During the 1930s, Marshall gained experience in both government

7 (Ed) Lewis,American Wildernes<79.
8 TheLiving WildernessVol. 1 No 1 (September 1935), p2 Marian Koshland Bioscience and Natural Resources
Library, University of California, Berkeley, CA
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departments that weneterested in forest wildernessloweverwhen hewasappointed Director
of Recreation and Lands in thereést Service (Mdy, 1937), hehad har ge of 80% of A
forest wildernesg Therefore, as thprotection of forest wildernesspresented the Wilderness
Soci etysOs t opwasinagoodipasiyion to Mbiltheirmaenk. IHe articulated the
i mportance of forested | and in Wilderness Soc

where the majority of wilderness areas must be established if they are going to be established at
all.d°

For our purposes, it is necessary to establi
motivated by the same concerns as its Progressive era counterparts. During the Progressive era,
wilderness advocates were worrigabut the blighting oforestwilderness, most obviously by
the timber industry Recent literature biPaulSutter has stressed, though, that the Wilderness
Society came into being in the mid 1930s mainly as a response to a separate set of reasons. Most
importantly, theinterwa sur ge i n automobil e owmevhichhi p | ed
stimulaked road building and the construction of tourist facilities in National Parks and National
Forests!At t he same time, the predominangti negtbhos o
forests, e.g. firdreaks, lookout postsand truck roads, helped to degrade wilderness areas.

Finally, the New Deal itself accelerated these processes by placing emphasis on road building in
Great Depression job creation projects, and usin@ihiéan Conservation CorpCCO) youth
employmentforce o suppl ement the For est!? Swetrtvd rcéesd sr amaen
on 6émotorized recreationé, and the |like, has
renewed wilderness moventaf the mid to late 1930s came aboEurthermore, by showing

t hat Nasho6s s emi n Ailderaessin thie dmemam Miraldatechaifadsé o r y

pol arity between 6wise userso6 and Opreservat.

especially during the New Deaf

Even so, Sutterdds distinction bet weseunce Pr ogr e

developmerg andinteftwar progressi ve Opreservationistso

9 Marshall to Ickes, December 8, 1936, box 7, Marshall Papers
10 1bid

11 (Ed) Lewis,American Wildernes470.

lbid., 173.

Blbid., 178179.
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r e c r e aperhapgodstaik.sOf carse, motor car ownershijiecame a new and highly

significant threat to wilderness areas between the wars that had not existed, to any extent, in
Progressive timesln 1910, there wasnly 1 automobile for every 265 Americgirby 1929 the

figure hadallen tol in 5. However, this threat was added to that of resource development, and

did not substitute for itindeed, Wilderness Society literature deems the old issue of resource
development the greater menace to wilderness, at leagiranafaciebasis, giving continuity

between the Progressive era and the New Deal. The first cApedfiving Wilderness 1935
presents the Wil derness Societyodos platform.
claims that manosdermeenstsad irse saosurwiet aolf avws ldevel
(physi@)r esour ces. 0 Therefore, the Wilderness So

ethic in opposition to timbaresource developméha backhanded compliment to resource

devel osgenealtioty as a wilderness threat. 06Mot ot
afterwards, andnplicitly. Pointtwo referstavi | der ness as a O6public uti
protected from all 6commerciali zatiewndé, an in

recreladti oamldbso O6res@urce devel opment .

Pl acing Sutterod6s argument within Hofstadterod
was merely an alternative t ypeonsequenttyeaccordingt i on
toSuter 6s perspective, pragmatically the New Dee¢
conservation policy. However, in the Progressive era, there was an ideological divide between
Oresour erd Gdwvwesdsomponmg ¢ i mperatives iwafiooreisst svd
or Owise usersd who were, to a greater or | es
Sutterbés own polarity b étildemesqrecieatidis questiozed,d r ecr
and the O6Progressive @3 adndid&r aleo bbred avekav @lr e
there was ideological continuibetween the eras. Furthermamnforang thecontinuity
argumentHof st adt er s rej ecti onulsefnthaNewPeaaldsgr essi v e
disprovedby 1930s preservatisst RobertSte | i ng Yar d0s ae xdhgoorstpaetli corf ab
wildernes$®® In truth, the language of moral uplift present in 1930s wilderness literature harks

back to Progresge era wilderness advocatehn Muir. For example, a preservationist in 1937

¥ The Living Wildernes¥ol. 1 No 1 (September 1935): 2.
15 Roderick Frazier Nashilderness and the American Min@ourth Edition) (New Haven: Yale University Press,
2001), 207.
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wote of wil derness: O0To those who have eyes to
enacted the sublime drama of creation ..., a realm of ever changing beauty, a stimulus to creative
thought &nd effort.o

Other considerations hefprtherclanfy WildernessSociety thinking. Whethe timber
industry was wakened largely due to the Depression, posshigthreat to wildernessf
omot or i z e dwhichevasineraasingonrai@y cabecame relatively, but not absolutely,
more important.Also, perhaps ¢6é mot ori zed recreationdé, or New
althoughthey posegbotential dagers to forest wilderness, did not represeite 6 aut hent i c
enemyof wilderness advocates. Instead, they might be viewed as part of ajriggesssive
consensusyhich the Wildeness Society sought to work wilgainst their aaal opponersti
private resource developerthe timber industry. This aspect of the Wilderness Society will be
exploredmorefully in connection with national pask At this stage, though,dfsuggestion can
be tentatively madthat the Progressive era divide was maintained in the New Deal beaween

conservationist alliancend interests representing private resource development.

Yet, for Marshallto influence governmentonservation policy, heequired a politically
sympatheti@atmosphere within the New Deal. Indeed, when Marshall became the Forest
Ser vi c e 6 sRe@eatioe and Lamgbeonfote a valedictory letter to Ickes, which shows
that during s time at the Interior Department, Marshall had influelc&es towards a more
Opsreer vati oni stwi Ipdadrthnessri f omatsiton al par ks. \Y
backed me personglin every proposition in defeaof wilderness which | have pup to you,
even though it ment on several occasions oveimgl your own Park Servicéb Therefore, by
1937,within the government departments responsible for forest wildemvesshallhad
securedhe allegiance of Ickeat the Interior Departmenighile hecontroled this policy area

himselfin the Forest Service.

At a macrelevel, there were strong signs tmol937that Roosevelt was poised to introduce a

more coeordinated plicy on conservatiol= DR pl anned to hold a Govern

18 The Living Wildernes¥ol. Ill No 3 (December 1937)
" Marshall to Ickes, May 4, 1937, box 7, Marshall Papers
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Consrvationin that yearto help formulate environmental polié¥. This conservation

conference can be plateithin a progressive tradition. With mutie same objectives,

Theodore Roosevelt held the North American Conference on Conservation at the WisgarHo

1909, and, similarly, Hoover convened the National Conference on Conservation in 1924.

Moreover, still riding a wave of popularity from his triumphant 1936 presidential election,

Roosevelt forwarded a ReorganipatBill in 1937, to converhis government departments into
stronger units. As a resul t, Harold I ckes6 D
Department of Conservation. Under this proposal, he would retain the forests of the national

parks, and acquire the Forest Servicerfithe Department of Agritture *® This plan was

controversial, drawing the fire of Henry Wallace, the Secretary of Agriculture, and Gifford

Pinchot. Wallace wished to keep his departmetaict, whileex-Chief Forester Pinchpeven
though he criticized he serviceds 1930s record on forestr
overbyanovee xt ended I nterior Department . likkNonet hel
Marshall the prospect of having all forestry matters in a conservaticaruegt, especially if

Ickes weremindedto promote moréorcefully theirbeliefs, had the great advantage that a single

forest wilderness strategy could be implemented.

In the event,te high hopes of progreises during 1937 were nrealized, at leash the
shortterm. The Reorganization Bill suffered congressional dedeathad to bee-drafted,
whil e the Governorsd Conference was O0si delmened
Beyond these setbacksh e 6 Ro o s ev el t193B,ard ¢he sumerausdtroysidfd 3 7
FDR6s second term, threatened to derail the g
believe that in the late 1930s the New Deal lost momentum, or even came to a halt. Not so, on
the West Coast, whemenMaobhhtkés ahobnpgra more
bore fruit, 19384 0, and Mar sahthel FbréssSeraigdd3iF1939yieldedstangible

results for the Wilderness Society.

Marshall s wor k, at fir st jnandSilcox, agrongalyoft hat o
FDRi n forestry. Silcoxd6s Forest Service had a

¥ Harold L Ickes,The Secret Diary of Harold Icke$he First Thousand Days, 193339 (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1954), 389, 59.
¥bid., 41-43.
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West Coast. During 1934, it set aside as a primitive area one million acres of wilderness in the
Cascades mountain range of WasjtionState.2° Again, in Washington, the following summer,

under the same designation, a large section of the Olympic mountain forest was résérved
Oprimitive aread was the contempor a-20y Thkame f o
regulation strongly favoured protecting areas from development, unless compelling economic

needs couldbeprovéda t ypi cal arrangement under the For
During 1937 alone, though, with Marshall and Silcox at the helm of policy, tlest®ervice

established three new primitive areas in the West. For instance, the Three Sisters Primitive Area

set in the Oregon stretch of the Cascades consisted of 191,008 adresg 1939, in this

sympathetic politicabnvironment, Marshall wédally able to placé-orest Service wilderness

policy decisively ona preservationist pattrRei nt r oduci ng the term owild
area, under his {Regulations, henceforwamhat was designated aslderness would be fully

protected from timér development, forevé?. Importantly, for continuity between the 1900s

and 1930s, Mar shall showed in this measure th

O0motorized recreationd, to be his chief targe

Consequently, within the Forest Seesic t he Opreservationistsd hat
forest wilderness policy in the later New Deal. The narrowing of ideological space between
Opreservationi stsé and Owise usersod, essshat res
helped thenjointly commit to greater protection for forest wilderness. However, the ideological
sympathetic environment created by the New De
and attain power, over forest wilderness politjoreover, their ideologal enemy remained,
foll owing on from the Progressive era, O6resou
O6motorized recreationd became a significant <c
applied equally to national parks on the Weseast in théater New Deal. Furthermore, national
par k policy sheds |light on progr essthevnammends | on

in which New Deal progressivism learned from the Progressive era in order to survive

20The Living Wildernes¥ol. 1 Nol (September 1935): 10.
21 The Living Wildernes¥ol. Il No 2 (November 1936): 4.
22The Living Wildernes¥ol. Ill No3 (December 1937): 15.
23 (Ed) Lewis,American Wildernesd79.
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National Parks

Harold Ickes, head of the Interior Department, exercised a guiding hand on national park policy,

and was inclined t owa Mhedivirg Wikdprmessppeovinglgnoiedb ni st 6

|l ckes saying, 061l am tr e me nydndhose kegtionis ofthenm véhight e d |
are wilderness. | think we ought to keep as mudtiesmess in this countrya.s we can. 0 T
extent Ickes was influenced by Kaall is a matter of debate. ueh of Ickes sympathy for the

wilderness ethic was possibihduced by FDR, oself-generated, because of his Rexsive era
background, and, moreovére i nheri ted a department more ope
attitudes. However, that I ckes was influenced
stance theg is no doubt. Besides, regardlesthefprecise originsofke s 6 pr ef erence f
Mar shall s wil derness approach, it did Iink h

tradition.

|l ckesd vision for par&presereatsieadnit hted | a e d
not in favour of building any more roads in the National Parks than we have to build ..... So long
as | am Secretary of the Interior ... | am going to use all of the influence | have to keep ... (them)
inthermat ural state. o |l ckesds comments on state
eqgually revealing He wrote: O6state parks mayar centres
recreational, but thosertaer removed should be cherished for their wildee s s c*h@fr act er .
course, development of roads and tourist facilities in state parks close to urban centres would
help divert some Omotorized recr eetnsebtmdb fr om
state parks dedp the countryside shoulae protecte@ds wilderness possibly indicates a wider
commitment to wilderness, beyond his immediate departmental responsibilities. Certkedy, Ic
sustained his interest in forest wilderness throughout the New Deal. For example, Marshall
wrote to Ikes in March, 1937, asking himt gi ve out a oprspiesdiddremadse ase o
in behalf of wi # #leveverostse West Ecmnst was ldetw iDeahnational
par k policy in the | ate 1930s abl amsioo t ransl at

reality?

24The Living Wildernes¢ ol . 1 No 1 ( Sept eerbhdorCCQ, Febrdry,19352. | ckesod sp
25 Marshall to Ickes, March 10, 1937, box 7, Marshall Papers
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Two national parks were founded on the West Coast in the later New EeaOIlympic
National Park, WashingtonSat e (1938), and Californiabds King
They are often regarded as isolated examples oésador the New Deal, belaboured by
opposition. Indeed, only the active support of Republican minority leader Senator Charles
McNary of Oregon, who strongly approved of tree preservation, ensured their legislative success.

As national park measures, Suittypically considers them exceptional for a Park Sestitie

unsure whetherto accefplly 6 pr e s er v at i ¥ HdwsverdronmtbesWildenness .
Societyds perspective, the foundaitsainspputof t hes
cental to them. Furthermore, in terms of their®yressive era past, their evolution during the

New Deal, and the issuesthraise about progressivisan analysis of these national parks

contributes to the continuity argument.

The Olympic National Parkvest of Seattleexpanded the existing Mount Olympus National
Monument established by TR in@®. During 1935, Washington Congressman Monrad
Wallgren attemptetb steer a bill through the Hous®create a national park time Olympic
Peninsulabut it was held up in Congres important respects, the stall®tympic National

Park Bill helped inceiti ze 6preservationistsdéd to set up th

was inno doubt that the bill was delegy becausé | oc al | ppobserdidien whi ch at
alertsust®@r esource devel opment 62 Ehereupoh,@Theldavinqn wi | der
Wildermnes® preservationistsd declared a O6msalda i onal ¢

forest wilderness, and argd their case from a number of angles. For instance, one article at the
end of 1937 justified the importance of the Olympic forest because the majority of Roosevelt Elk

T 8,000 animal$ grazed in its boundarigsOregon and California accounted for the

remainder® The original Mount Olympus National Monument was established in large part to
protect this endangered species, and its natatitat during the summeérthe Olympic

Mountains. Extension of the national monument into a national park wotthdngass the

mountains forested western slopes down to the Olympic Peninsula, where the herds of Roosevelt

Elk wintered.

26 (Ed) Lewis,American Wildernes482.
2" The Living Wildernes¥ol. Il No 2 (November 1936)
28 TheLiving Wilderness/ol. 1ll No 3 (December 1937)
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However, an article titled O6The Third Greate
importance of the Olympic foresttinpr e s e r v a t i*0Tihe Wiltleéness Bocietyk i n g .
elevated forest wilderness above other wilderness typles.Living Wildernesarticle singled
out three tree varietiemnd their locationfor greatest ptection: the sequoigiganteafoundin
Yosemik, Sequoia, and Grant National Paiks well as elsewherthe Coast Redwoods of the
California State Parks, which were under special restrictions; the Ddugtas o f Was hi ngt o
Olympic Peninsula As the Redwoods wer e oanlirsetadd yp opl rioctye c
priority was consolidating the sequoia forest holdings, and placing the Douglas fir forest in a
National Forest or National Park. Of the men who set up the Wilderness Society, Marshall,

Leopold, and MacKayall had degrees in forestry, andchworked for the Forest Service.
Robert Sterling Yard, the other founder of the society was keen to protect only the best examples
of US wilderness$ in order to validatéts unique statu® The preoccupations of the founders of

the society inevitablydd to the Olympic Peninkuforest being given their higkepriority.

In fact, for Marshall especially, the Olympic National Park represented ameagit of his
ideas, whichthe Wilderness Saety duly reflected Like Muir before him, Marshall waan avid
wil derness hiker. He argued Sequoia and Redw
across in at most a few hodalrt.ibs &€mhyehesréyin
where one can escape for days in the glory of the mostimagnc e nt f or é'drtee ever
late 1920s, Marshall had added a PhD in Botany to his forestry degree. Ecology, a branch of
Botany, had become a prominent academic disci
Ecological Society of Americe ESA) went back to 1915. The ESA
representative areas of 3pThe QympiuPerdnsuladougldiso gi c a |
forest was a good instancejo$ts uch an ecol ogi cal community. S
influenceon wi | der ness p3 However, the tersor obamies mniThe kiving 6
WildernessMar shal |l 6s own intellectual i nmmeedests, a
Aldo Leopold in the Wilderness Society, suggest ecological concerns wergantporthe

Olympic National Park campaign. An articleTihe Living Wildernesshowed the biodiversity

22The Living WildernssVol. Il No2 (November 1936)

30 (Ed) Lewis,American Wildernes<81.

31 Olympic National Park memorandum by Marshall, 1937, subseries3.2, carton 3, Marshall Papers
32 (Ed) Lewis,American Wildernesd77.

33 |bid.
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of the Ol ympic Peninsula forest, two thirds D
each at its maximum height, color and bead®yMarsh al | and 1930s O6preserv
inherited a Progressive era O6natural beautyo
Historic Preservation Society (ASHPS), which became a national movement duringj 18G0.

wider cultural cotext, the awestricken wonderth88r ogr essi ve era Opreseryv
Marshallexperiencedb e f or e t he mo n u me n tsaQoasbiryokeddativet r e e s 6
American traditiorcenturies old Writing about the Olympic forest areihe LivingWilderness

descri bed, 6éthe unequalled splendour of ... vi
through ... foreststoe r i ng 250 f3%Axdordingyt o Mahe hailt 68 intere
wildernes, unique tracts of forest, apdstine,beautitil setting1 ideas which connected him

with the Progressive eiacame together oveéhe Olympic National Park. e wilderness ideas

which inspied himwere embodied ipolicy.

The legislative path to founding the Olympic NatioRalk was tangid Wal |l grends f
in 1935 had called for a 735,000 acre park. When this proposal provoked widespread local
opposition, Wallgren, whose constituency included part of the Olympic Peninsula, compromised.
In his second Olympic Park bill, Februar@3r, he envisaged a national park of 648,000 acres.
However, this bill failed to meet with federal government approval. Jonathan Pebworth has
shown how the New Deal administration both manoeuvred Wallgren into introducing the first
bill, anddissuadedhim from sticking tathe second biff/ Therefore, in March, 1938, Wallgren
introduced a third bill which eventually reproduced the smaller park of the sechndthikthe
O r i thad FD&® was given the power, by proclamation, to increase the natiokab 898,292
acres® This bill became law, and, asbsequent events proved Roosevelt fully intended to use
its proclamation powerskEarlier in his life, Wallgren won the US amateur billiards

championshig? In the national park legislation that the NBwal secured, Wallgren would

34 The Living Wildernes¥ol. Il No 2 (Novanber 1936): 6.

%l an Tyrrell, o6Transnational Cr e aThdJoumnal offAmedean Studiesal Sp a c e
Vol. 46 No 1 (February 2012): 8.

36 The Living Wildernes¥ol. 1 No 1 (September 1935):11.

37 Jonathan Pebwortto, Ever gr een Struggle: Federal Wilderness Prese
Washington State, 198369846 (PhD thesis, Universi9y of Oregon, Jun:¢
38 |bid., 95-96.

*1bid., 33.
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have appreciated the preservationistsodé skildl

T the popular smaller paikto strike the ball they wanted to pockehe larger park.

The policy outcome of the OlynpNational Park Act was an example of Roosevelt,
(arguably the Progressive erligg-makihgpmWeoigthee) , dep
later Ne w D e &9 Pelmworth sti@sses both the commitment of FDR and Ickes to preservation
throughout the Olymic Park episode, but also the role of M&w York City-based Emergency
Conservation Committee (ECC) in helping to shape pdficyhe ECC provides another
perspective on the Olympic National Park, although the Wilderness Society, which Pebworth
does notiscuss, enjoyed an expertise perhaps lacking in the ECC. RatherehethiCC
idealiststhe leadership of the Wilderness Society, while equally dedicated preservationists,

possessed direct forestry or national park experience.

Local opposition rmained intense to both the 1937 and 1938 bills, and issues rehearsed in
1937 were repeated in 1938. As a generality, the opposition charged that Washington DC and
rich Easterners were imposing their will on Washington Stdt®y preservationists reactéal
this opposition tells us much about what they conceived to be the principal threat to the national
par k. |l nevitably, any major feder al gover nme
one critic of the Olympic National Park pointed outthatalady o6t he Feder al Gov
hol ding more than a t*%Warsd ionfgttomed sl arndnbecefr duwrdu
el ement i n t h &vesdfter eeadles of @xteasivelogyging 22.3% of Washington
was still foresin 193743 Action whichjeopat i zed t he @dustryieléspite@ r e mi er
Osupatrur ati ond of 71 tnieashed a stoomof protest fromadumieeinterests
Crucially, logging was banned mational parks, so the creationtbé Olympic National Park

would have immediatampact on the timber industry.

The Washington Pl anning Council voiced the o
St at ebs Pl aastategayerrnent organizitiodated back to the early New Deal,

when economic plannghwas the vogue in federal and state government. It held hearings on the

401bid., 91.

411bid., 4042, 9691.

42 State senator James Dailey to Magnuson, May 7, 1937, box 11, Magnuson Papers

43 Forest Service statistics sent to Magnuson, March 9, 1937, box 20, Magnuson Papers
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proposed Olympic Nathal Park, in an attempttopeempt Wal | gr efiles second |

hearings expressedi mber i ndustry opposition, but then
developmen 6 t he me. Reference was made to Onumer ol
within the borders of the pposed park. ie hearings recorded: O0Manga

A

called strategic metals essential to theckaltoy industry and vital to nationakdf e A*Oa . 6
top of intractable economic depression, late 1930s America confronted disturbing foreign policy
dangers. The rise of fascism in Eurpespecially Nazi Germangaused apprehensions. On the
West Coast, though, perhaps a greater menaceemesiyed, across the Pacific Ocean, friw
aggressive militarim of Japa, and antcapitalistcommunist Russia. Against this background,

the Planning Council advised prohibiting potential manganese mining areas from inclusion in a
national park. As most US manganese supplies were imported, the point made by the Planning
Council was not frivolousand continued to be pressed in 1937.

During 1937 after Wallgren introduced his second halitacks onfhe proposed park
broadened At first, in March, 1937, state senator James Dailey reinforced the Washington
Pl anning Counci lhGées 6aemmpluaicret d eavbed falipgdednt 6 1 s s u
manganese mining® However, h May, the Northwestern Conservation League charged that
influential Olympic Peninsula residents attached to the Planning Council were pushing-the anti

national park ageds of o6t hose who want ti mber, those wl
want roads ... to e X%By®0dtober, théWastingtonrPiarming possi bi

Coundl had added yet another demand to underrttiegoark, say n g , nicigahand

industrial ... water power (dams) ... should be permitted even within the park area, if

n e ¢ e s*s Summarizing these variop®ints in November, the PlanigrCouncilstatedthe

national park should haveen mor ea nt haanmp | & a r ardlit explecteddi cgo nttrreoel sl , edd

useofot her r®sources. 0

Marshall 6s response to this array of O6deconom

the principal threat to the proposed new park. Two memorfameiel937by Marshall about the

44 Hearings of Washington Planning Council, October 17, 1936, box 11, Magnuson Papers

45 Daileyto Magnuson, March 18, 1937, box 11, Magnuson Papers

46| eague Secretary Margaret Thompson to Congressman Rene De Rouen, May 5, 1937, box 11, Magnuson Papers
4T Washington Planning Council to Magnuson, October 27, 1937, box 11, Magnuson Papers

48 WashingtorPlanning Council to Magnuson, November 6, 1937, box 11, Magnuson Papers
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Wallgren Bill providethe evidence. In the first, he discussed the merits of establishing the
proposed park area under Forest Service or Park Service enagwiy In doing so, he suggebt
Congress should strengthen Forest Service powers over the Olympic wilderness, thosatch t

of the Park Service. Provided that happened, though, he judged either agency could effectively
run the park, because they were both capable of fulfilling his number one requirement, to keep

the park area *%free from |l ogging.

Earlier in the mem@ndum, Markall considered timber worker job losses resulting from the
new par k. He argued: O0The 6,632 people who w
the proposed forest were withdrawn would, from a national standpoint, be unnoticeable when
compared with the 9 million peopleung@ | oy ed i n t h° Thevdalolseessofcthisnt r vy .
remark $iould be noted. Inarguitghat t housands of redundanci es
nati onal Matshallomiifed to say they would lmkeeplynoticed by those affected
Marshall, in fact, knew that any substantial Olympic Park bill would have significant
consequences for the timber industry. On the Olympic Peninsula two timber products were
important. Aberdeenn Grays Harbqrwas the cetne of wood production, angawmillsthere
relied on Douglas fir. This traditional industry was severely weakened by the Depression. In
Port Angeles pulp and paper mills had been set up in the 2B used western hemlock.
Despite the adverse economanditions, this new industry was flourishing. The timber industry
was united in its implacable opposition to all the park proposals. For example, the final
legislation of 1938 establishing the Olympic National Park, obviously threatened Douglas fir and
western hemlock logging. More insidiously, the powers given Roosevelt to enlarge the park,
creded economic insecurity, jeopardizipgper industry investment, while Douglas fir loggers
suspected the president would appropriate large tracts of Olynipfiaresst into the parkThe
Port Angeles Chamber of Commerce compl ained:
locate on the OlympiPeninsula .by the US forestry department ... to have available a
continuous (timber) supply . . f o P! Ofcbursetheilange lundber companies attacked the
proposed law. More worryingliy from a New Deal perspectivethe Olympic Peninsula

Lumber and Sawmill Workers local, an American Federation of Labor (AFL) affiliate,

49 Olympic National Park memorandum by Marshall, 1937, subseries 3.2, carton 3, Marshall Papers
50 |bid.
51 Seattle Postntelligencer April 13, 1938
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representing sawmill workers, alespposed it. Conscious that wilderness advocates were often
wel-tod o Easterners, they protested: O0The passag

with the |l aboring manés payroll .o

However Marshall was notncaring of the timber workes 6 .pHe waghhtimane
reformer Just before 1937, Marshall had written to Ickes referring to the three tenets of
progressivism &sHeob tchoen sti dreeree db a thtel edsp.réeser vati o
essential to achieve social justiceyas| as thinking socialism should replace monopoly
capitalism, andhatwilderness areas must be preserved. He laeddraked on these beliefs in
his treatiséA Practical Program for Economic Recovenyd confirmed them during an
interview he participatkin with Ickes>* In essence, he was greatly troubled by the societal ills
expressed in the three tenets of progressivism, and wanted greater protection for the working
class. However, preservation of forest wilderness was his ebeé. bTherefore, iseems likely
that he was prepared to compromise other principlé® social justice aims to secure the

principle he clungo most fervently that of wilderness preservation.

The historim Mowry contends that Progressive @aologyi which enbraced different
classes, economic interestghnic groupsand US geographical areasvas fatally flawed,
because it claimed to speak for conflicting interests and loyattiele maintained that if
progressives achieved power they would have to fasoerside against another. The example
of Marshal from the 1930s demonstrates™Mo y 6 s cont enitnotthateveryn pr act i c

progressive would have made Marshall s choi ce
between foest wilderness preservaticands oci al justice, acted | i ke t
to English Catholics during Elizabethan times, anbdis decisiorMar shal | 6 s truest |

were laid baré.

52 Lumber and Sawmill Workers to Magson, April, 1937, box 11, Magnuson Papers

53 Marshall to Ickes, December 8, 1936, box 7, Marshall Papers

54 Treatise by Marshall, series 2, carton 2, Marshall Papers; Transcript of interview with Ickes and Marshall,

December 30, 1937, box 7, Marshall Paper

Mi chael Rogin, OProgr essi Jdumahof AnmedcantHisteryaC 85INo2 or ni a EI| ec't
(September 1968):313; see George E. Mowaljfornia Progressive$ Berkeley: University of California Press,

1951)

*A question posed to English Cetlics: whose side would they take if a Catholic Power invadijir own

Countryés or Romebs?
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Certainly, the issues were not straightforward. Many Washingtonians weite toothe
timber industry. Not only had the lumbermen often ruined, witfogat land, the aesthetic
quality of the environmenbut also its economic potential. As Wallgren knew, the Olympic
Peninsula experienced serious flooding partly becausefofestation. Consequently, the New
Deal was able to build up a progressive consensus, which accepted that, as a result of creating
the park, the timber industry would be weakened. Washington Sehaiorser Bone and
Lewis Schwellenbach supported the@ark. Congressman John Main Coffee was an enthusiast
forit. He illustrated how preservationisttighta nd | i mi t ed O motemoti zed r e
incompatible approache<offee promote the new Narrows Bridge roachki to his constituents,
becausé would maked Tacoma ... the gateway .Theurbaro . . . t
and radical Democrat Washington Commonwealth Federation (WCF) backed the park, while the
rural Washington State Grange, representing small farmers, endorsed it. EQ&mipe
Peninsula local of the timber worker Intational Woodworkers of AmerigVA) championed
the new park® The IWA was a Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO) affilldtay
Dealers actively encouraged the breakaway ClOuabmvement, whicltompeted with the
older, more conservative, AFL for membership. It is possible that research might establish that
CIO sumort involved a hidden agentiathe Olympic National Park. Perhaps New Dedlers
including Marshall were less concerned about josses becausedhimpacted more heavily
on AFL members, rather than the CIO.

Furthermorethe second memorandum from 1937 furnigheslinching proof that, in the
case of the Ol ympic National Par k Wilderoesswi t hst a
Society regarded ti mber o&éresource devel opment

forest wilderness. In facdrguably Marshall was willing to contemplatenited motorized

recreationd in the viacilmristserofevtihe thrampads end ep
devel opment . 0 The memorandum i ssued by Mar sh
stated: 6 It is highly probable that a consi

taxes which will be lost to the Olypics through reducing ... sustained yield forestry ... will be

made up by the additional tourist trade which an Olympic Nationald$Pariid bring to the

56 Grange letter to Senator Homer Bone, November 19, 1937; letter from Wallgren to Bone mentioning IWA support,
May 17, 1938, box 24, Homer Bone Papers, Colesnorial Library, University of Puget Sound, Tacoma, WA
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region ... he Great Smoky Mountains National Park has probably brought far more money into

that regim than the operations of the lumbercompanies®6 Only some compromises with

O6mot ori zed r e c rthesssignificand ecanomiclbeneficelb i tv eirnter usi ve
dr i v e gudgedureacceptableOne such road, dominating the skyline, stall had blockd

in the Great SmokNational Park. Mar s hal | 6 s s e rhimidireetinto IohndMain nect e d
his progressiveredecessor, and demonstrate Progressivil@naDeal continuity. Over the

Yosemite National Parlgs Righter has recently iditedMu i r made concessions
recreatiorm He did so, in order to argulkattourist revenusvould offset the economic

corsequences of banningthe HER esour ce devel o pDam®? Sirdilarlg,t Het ¢ h
over the Olympic N#onal Park, Meshall was preparedto consideo ncessi ons t o &6 mo
recreat on. 0 Hi s posi t ithatmourigtireveoemveutl oftset the etmomica r g u e
consequencesofcurbig t i mber o&éresource devel dherefesyt 6 on
New Deal peservationist opinion, and timber industry protest, 19988, demonstrated that

ti mber O6resontr@ ec adrvteil toytortbedOlympiceNatioraliPark, hoh r e a t

6motorized recreation. 0o

The Kings Canyon National Park (1940), like the Olympic National Park, took years to
become established in the final years of the New Deal. As with the national park in
Wa s hi n gt o nMosantai@d apdPepirisuda, the idea to found a Caliigan naitonal park at
Kings Canyonabout midway betweeBan Franciscand Los Angelesstretched back to the
Progressive era. During 1911, the Acting Superintendant of the Sequoia National Park suggested
inclusion of adjoining National Forest land within thekp@ s b o uaudi@A mesrsi c a 6 s
main giant sequoiagrovésl n 1918, Stephen Mather, founder
country carefullydincluding Kings Canyon and the TehipNalley, the latter considered the
0l ov eahyore.sdafterY®eemi te in the US. 0 He o6fought for

area fa its aesthetic value and protdice stands ofiant sequoidt held °

57Wilderness Society memorandum by Marshall, 1937, subseries 3.2, carton 3, Marshall Papers

8 Robert W RighterThe Battle over Hetch Hetchy Amer i cads Most Controversial Dan
EnvironmentalisnfNew York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 1067.

59 Memorandum for Silcox by Assistant Chief of Forest Service, subseries 3.2 Folder 26, Marshall Papers

50 The Living Wildernes¥ol. IV No 4 (March 1939)
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Eventually, during the New Dedhe old Progressive Senator Hiram Johnson of California
introducel a bill to create a national park1935 which consolidated the giant sequoia forests.
It left the contiguous Sequoia National Park separatenbut importangroves of giant sequoia
nearby were placed within a new parkheTdefeat of his Kings Caag National Park Bill the
same year as the failure of Wallgrends first
preservationists to set up the Wil derness Soc
national parks followed a similar trajectoryhefailure of the two bills in 1935 to found parks
jolted preservationists inttampaigningthrough their Wilderness Sociefpr new legislation
aimed at creating national park¥he national parks were a top prioribycause they comprised
forestscontani ng two of the three 6giant treeso6 of

national park built on existing federalbwned parlor national monumenand.

In February 1939, Representative Gearhart of California introduced the JohKiNtysr
Canyon National Park Bill. The legislation brought together into one national park giant sequoia
forests that extended from the Kings Canyon to teévi®od Mountains. They included
between the two perimeter points tAeant National Park groves,dn t he wor | dés | ar g
sequoia foresn the Redwood Canydtt Like the Olympic National Park Act the previous year,
the timber industry was loud in its denunciation of the proposed warkh prohibited logging
Howeverthehot, sunnyclimate ofCalifornia added extra complications to the Kings Canyon
Bil |l . WOt gmpgcokrPésinsula was a | and of grey
Cal i f or ni alkyand gry seils dondequenty, Californians, for their survival and
prospeity, needed to trap water in reservoirs, or pump underground water to the susfage
power fromhydro-electric powerflEP)damsia pr ocess known as O6suppl e
Al t hough water Oresource devel o,itbukedtmichwas an
larger in relation to California economic sectionalisiuring the 19109Viathe had identified
power and r ecl asrmdtoipore nd rbe asu rbeeed ndyge meéghpor t hr ea
Kings Canyon are® In 193940, the preservatiortiss 6 abi |l ity to reconcile
claims on the Kings Canyoncounttyy f or gi ng a O p& ogmrsuwrsd dv et lceoinrs

national park came into being.

51 Department of Interior press release, February 14, 1939, subseries 3.2 Folder 26, Marshall Papers
52 The Living Wildernes¥ol. IV No 4 (March 1939)
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The details of the Gelarar t Bi |l | showed how shrewdnl y New LC
boarddé potenti al opposition from water Oresou
press release fr om FHFebrkae, sl93pdxprassed theseraspErdhear t me n t
proposed Pine flat irrigation reservoir on the Kings River wi®igside the parkyhile
pl anned O6power damsd and their Osuppl ementary
of the park. o I f the dams went ahead, they w
abandoned, President Roosevelt couldtaddand to the park by proclamati®hBearing in
mind the damaging early ¥@entury Hetch Hetchpamc ont r over sy, and progr
user 6 support for reclamation, these sensible
Accordingly, the Interior Deparhe nt 6 s pr ess r e lrrigaienéterastsisuppori c e d
the Yark. o

Similarly, preservationists wedimitingadadse®o t o con
the valley of the South Fork ofthei ngs ( Ri vere)r6 .l i mihey fouretcr eat i
devel opment 6 by stipulating tourist Obuilding

f u n% At.thé start of 19401 Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce attacked the Kings

Canyon Bill, accusi ng |natkral sesoardes by gettingehenpinto ng t o
the National Park System ... so ... Ickes ... will have a whip hand on all matters touching dams,

power sitesmi ni ng, f or e®anthy contraryickeshadmade toncessions to

water Oresomtrc@ ldeaelmwmgmeand designated for i
recreationd was minimized, but the possibilit
These decisions might be viewed as i nthey ne wi
can be considered as constructing a progressi
user 6 recl amat i o ncouldde weldedaeogetherdotpretdniqguedfarests s m

against imminent, or fut uprneentt.hér e altn otfh et ienvbeenrt
appell ation of 6John Muird in front of it, th
March, 1940.

63 Department of Interior press release, February 14, 1939, subseries 3.2 Folder 26, Marshall Papers

54 1bid.

55 1bid.

56 Frank Doherty to Hiram Johnson, January 8, 1940, box 35, Hiram Johnson Papers, Bancroft Library, University of
California, Berkeley, CA
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Californiads two senators, Sheridan Downey a
legislaion. Both wee responsivé quite possibly electorally beholdérto agricultural interests,
which stridently opposed federal government restrictions, or bans on doga®s;ious water
rights. FrankDoherty, attorney for the Los Angeles Chamber of Commercanbean
increasingly influentiafigure in the political background afohnson. He lent his supporttte
park®’ By the late 1930s, the old Progressive Johnson had fallen out with Roosevelt, judging
himoverp ower f ul and too willing to use his power
therefore, amounted to an exceptat a time when he was opposing picadly anyNew Deal
legislationn.J ohnsonds and Dohertyédés support was test
concessions to water Oresource deveDolregynent 6 i
far more right wing t haadvisbrs,atterdedrli®40Los Angeles ous C
Chamber of Commerce meeting at which the national park proposal was att#ekdue
repudi ated the Chamber of Commercebds attitude

national park®

By 1940, he New Dealers on the West Coast could be pleased with the advances made for
forest wilderness through the realizationtwd Olympicand Kings Canyon National Parls
Washington and Californigespectively Th e pr e s e r ytloughwastinged with | oy
sadness. Bob Marshall did not see the cul min
1939, Marshall had enjoyed a convivial dinner with keen New Deal supporter, GardnenJackso
He was recovering from a heathc ar e, whi ch Jackson put down to
coupled with his & datesthaamght, henlefladcksod s alcd me i ity . 0
Washington DC, and took the midnight tr&ainNew York. On the train h&uffereda heart
attack, and wafound dead in hisleeping car the following morning. Marshall had loved to
roam freely over tnaestralje tsvistdfaidwevdied oh e crampesis e s .
sleeping berth on a train bodrior the crowded Eastemetropolis of New York.John Main
Coffee,the prepreservationistWashington Congressman articulated esteem Mahall was

57 1bid.

58 |bid.

59 Gardner Jackson to John Main Coffee, October 3, 1939, Gardner Jackson Papers, box 15, Franklin D Roosevelt
Library , Hyde Park, NY
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held in by many West Coagtr ogr essi ves for his wilderness wa
the finest fellows into which Godree r b r e &tDleescp i It ief eMad shal | 6 s deat
seemed secure by 1940, and, in many respects, the New Deal consolidated preservationist gains

that year.

The Queets Corrida Episode

In January, 1940, the fears of the lumber industry materialized. Roosevelt added 187,411 acres

of rainforest to the Olympic National ParkKhen & the end of Marchthe same month the Kings

Canyon Bill became lawgckes used residual powers from the defisational Industrial

Relations Act NIRA) to enlarge thearkagain Along the Queets River, he created a narrow

two mile wide, sixteen mile longorridor of parkland, which widened when it reached the

Pacific Ocean, and took in a fifty mile strip of coastline. The coastal area included scenic Lake
Ozette, and envisioned a 6parkwayd up to Cape
accessto the Olympic National Pafilecause of the parkwag nd al | owed | i mi ted ¢
recreatagam. BheYebncessi on t oasthamitepaidfozabid r ecr e
preservationist gain this timethe Queets Corridor.

These Olympidark extensions were, nonetheless, high risk. Swgrsast the park on the
Olympic Reninsula were chiefly concerned with economic improvement for their loc&ldy.
instancethe Port Angeles Evening Newfsilly endorsed by its publisher Charles Webst
backedboththe 1937and 1938 Wallgren bills, but thesupport was predicated on the need to
accommodate wilderness, timber, and O6motori ze
appeared unsympathetic to t hand &leyemgpshoovedPeni nsu
althoughWe b s t e r Gaged gupppreve of the New Datlvas more critical than on
previous occasiondn an election year, the Administration was naturally apprehensaxeif

its local alliesbegan criticizing New Deal indtives.

Significantly, he Wilderness Society had urged full federal protection over the Queets River
area since, at least, November, 1936, when an arti@ledrLiving Wildernesdiscussed the

0 Coffee to Jackson, November 25, 1939, box 15, Jackson Papers
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issue. At that stage, prior to the successful Olymiaitonal Park Bill, discussion concentrated

on the Forest Service, which had reserved in 1935 a large part of the Olympic forest. The article

di sclosed, however, that the reserved area wa
On the westhe entire supeforested valleys of the (adjacent) Bagachi&h and Queets, vich

show the Douglas fir in ...full perfectiona.r e conspi c uo (t Marshallkeptup i ncl ud
the pressure, when he became Director of Recreation and Lands imndbeSevice. A

memorandum dated Jut®37, from or influencedbyMar shal |, stated: 61 wo
north west corner of the primitive area on the Queets, north and in a direct line to the present
monument including the largest body of frapdrsuce | ocated in the entir
Therefore, l ckesd action in 1940 to incorpora
responded to a specific demand by the Wilderness Society pressure group. (Later in the 1940s,

the BogachieValley was taken over by the Forest Service, and during the 1950s became part of

the Olympic National Park).

In this way, the Olympic Natioh®ark extensiomof 1940 fulfilledWilderness 8ciety aims
and concedoed olrii mietde degrepreseatédiapenultinagampbe, to cite
agai nst Sut, thatforésst wildemess veas lieingopreserved primarily from timber
6resource rdaetvled ro ptmteanrt 66 mot ori zed recreation. 6
the Progressive erareservationists during the New Deal were willing to make some limited
concessions to O6motorized recreationd to achi

important wildernessi n t hi s case prize Dougl adiondlfoe f ores

remained the timber industry. OMotorized rec
enemy, and, if | imited by r eisbecauseodfiiseconemic coul d
benefitsi fort hei r act ual gdtal onob6dvi |l derness recre

However,the Queets Vallegxtension assumed a much larggmnificancel albeit briefly-
which placed in jeopardy not only preservationist objectives, but also the New Deal itself. 1939
to 1940 were years of unusual ideological tumin foreign affairs, the NaZoviet Neutrality
Pact, August, 1939, astounded democnatidical estdlishments. Théwo diametrically

opposite ideologei Nazism and Communisinreacledan agreement to avoid war. Having

" The Living Wildernes¥ol. Il No 2 (November 1936)
2 ForestService memorandum, June 4, 1937, subseries 3.2, carton 3, Marshall Papers
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apparentlyreconciled theidifferences, Germany and Russia were united against representative
democracy Amer i cads p bdndftee to expandsvitheut leeimg countered by the

ot her . I n September, 1939, Germany invaded t
gave Poland access to the sea. Germanyo6s rapi
of blitzkrieg, plunged Europe into war, and reverberated around the world. Two months later, in
November, 1939, Russia invaded Finland. Airborne troops leattifoek, the first time in history

troops had parachuted into battf€The war in Finland was inconclusive over the winter of

193940, but during thepring came fresh offensivey both aggressordn March, 1940, the

Russians seized Finnish territorgan Leningrad. On April 9, Germany invaded Denmark and

Norway. These events had repercussions even in distant Washington State.

Meanwhile, domestically, the presidential election of November, 1940 would d4éSkhen

a momentous ideological pat Either the New Deal would suve in essentials, or expand.

Alternatively,a Republican, or conservative Democrat, president might dismantle coatie

of it. In the spring of 1940, it was unclear whether Roosevelt would run for an udieand

term. If he did, and worAmerica would havearguably the same ideology, and certainly key

personnel, like Ickesoldingpower for over a decadd.hrough newspaper and radio reports,

193940, the public were conscioosf Hi t | er 6s bl itzkrieg in the 6
invasion of Finland, and the ideological uncertainty hanging over American politics. In this

febrile atmosphere, |l ckes incorporated the 060Q

Icked action soon became a f ofomdMarchto Aprli1®4ce pr o
In part, the opposition was due tihl issues, but additionaléhot through with the foreign
affairs and domestic tensions already mentioned. As accusatiornbift&vand fast against the
national pak extension, we can observe the ideological problems the New Deal was exposed to
duringthis election year. For example, opponents of the Queets Corridor were adept at turning
against the New Deal its own progressigieas.The Queets Corridancident wasabout
o0contest wellasadl @ @ars 0 e fads¥edunlikepthe Pregressive era, 1920, reform
was not halted in the closing years of the New Deal. In a number of crises that occurred, 1939

40, over thethree tenets of progressivisidew Dealers did not lose the argument, or surrender

73 Steven J Zaloga and James LoBpyiet Bloc Elite Force€xford and New York: Osprey Publishing, 1985), 5.
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to unprogressie policies. Instead, in the instancetw Queets Corridor, they made small
concessions for bigger objectives, and were able to withstand attacks, alledhmto question

the New Deal 6s public i mage.

New Deal reformerdike those in the Progressiveemas e d Tur nees8as fronti er

intellectual justification for federal intervention toopect wilderness Wilderness provided the

archetypichfrontier experience, so preserving these conditions allowed modern Americans to re

connect with their O6rugged individualism, 6 wh

However, this argument could be turned against the Diead. In the Queets Corrida snall
number of pioneer settleopposed their territory being taken into the national park. They
ownedl and, whi crvedbuhaf the wilderdessat gaeat personaldanol hardshig*
The settlers feared being evictiedm their homes, sthe federal government could create

wilderness conditions along the Queets River. The message was abundantly clear. These

opponents of New Deal reform believed they we
spirit, not the preservationistswhwoe r e of t en affl uent Easterners.

to selll their homesteads back to Uncle Sam idf

i t">.Indthis manner, the frontier thesighich was employed to lé@nize New Deal initiatives
over forest wilderness, could be used telégitimize them.

ThePort Angeles Evening Newsported how hostile local papetempted to subveather
stereotypsof t he New Deal . Rooseveltds New Deal,
placedgreat emphasis on helping the poor and unempleyed e 6 f or grathetrtbtan man 6
the more affluent. Likewise, from TR onwards, progressives were interested in uniting the
sections of America, bringing Easterners and Westerners togespecially ahistorically the
East wagicher than the WestFDR was particularly proutthat the young men of the CCC,
mainly from Eastern cities, hramnerd. FForexamptted i n
between 1937 and 38 there were fifty CC@amps in theforests of Washingtont&te!®
However, undoubtedly, the Olympic NatiorRark resulted in thousands of job lossedm t
timber industry, and the Queets Corridor might lead to settlers in that territory being .eWicted

74 Port Angeles Eveninyews March 21, 1940, box 58, Magnuson Papers
S 1bid
6 Press release from Robert Fechner, head of the CCC, February 15, 1938, box 20, Magnuson Papers
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these circumstances, ahew Dealers parodied the Wildeens s Soci et y, and New
Emergency Conservation Committe@ehich were shaping national park poliesg, privikeged

East Coast organizationgVhen Dan McGillicuddy, Secretary of tlérays Harbotndustrial

Councilin Aberdeenaddressed the Queets Corridor settlers, fusd® dripped with timber
industryvenomagainst the New DeallThe Washingtoniasagerly quoted McGillicuddy saying

that the settlers were being made refugees by
sociey (1l adies) who wouldnét get out of Yheir ca
Obviously, duringan election yeathere were serious dangers in New Deal enemies sulyert

the public image of the New DedRather than the New Debéingfor the poor and the

cohesion of theconomicallydispaate sections of the USA,might be transmuted inta set of

policies against ordinary AmericansherebyEastern valuewere imposean the West.That

latter interpretation ofhe New Deal found eeceptive audience among peoplediberdeen, the

Grays Harbor timber towrwho watched events involving the Queets settlgits keeninterest.

The Queets situatictmok on morencendiarydimensions whe the local press compared
New Deal actions witlihose of foreign dictatorsThey reported howQueets Valley setts,
with a whiff of the frontier, or possiblythe2Cent ury 6Tea Party Movemen
organizingg hems el ves o6f or a .fdffgderalg o v er remdpanddeddh e | o n g
through Aberdeen in a caravanrouteto Olympia, the state capitdl. Once there, they
demanded Governor Martin, an enemy of the New
them against federal officer so awstategoveingtvas sei z
commandein-chief of his Nabnal Guard units. fess stories suggested that, as in the Soviet
airborne invasion of Finland, the New Deal mi
Aberdeen newspaper detailed that one settlerdra s hed a pl acard <faying 6
That message would have resonated with the sizable FiAmghican community in

Washington State.

" Port Angeles Evening Newslarch 26, 1940
8 |bid, March 22, 1940
9 bid
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The next daythe Queets Corridor was likened to fhalish Corrido®® We b st er 6 s paper
relayed the inmmatory local press claim th@ueets Corridor settletsf ear t hey may b
victimized in the next 8lOock mme)a higphtghdrgekforéigpng on t
policy analogy, involving dictators, was used to stoke up feeling against the dew D
Roosevelt did not wisbuch views, suggesting the Neve [ | acted | i ke an o0el e
to take root with the puldliand close down the prospeéta third term presidencyindeed
Ro o s ev el tad&isns againstghe Depressiamobablyheaded off dictatorship, by
sustaininghe belief of most Americans in democracy. America remained a bastion of
democracy, when across the globe countries succumbed to violent dictators. Yet, during the
Queets Corridor episode, the New Deal found itseffipared with dictatorial political systefis

Nazism and Communisinthe very ideologies had combated in thedpression years.

NevethelesstheNew Deal had extended the reach of federal government, to tate acti
against the Depression, and fmnservation. In the process, the New Deal often challenged
statesé6, and Il ocal, rights. I n 1935 most of
Court, because it impinged on O0stateso6é rights
the NIRA to extend the Olympic Nahal Park in 19462 Opponents could claim he was
enforang an act associated in the minds of the public with the New Deal overstepping its,powers
to enlarge the national pariSuch araccusation was damaging to Roosevelt, gnredsreports
specifically named not simply Ickes but Roosevelt as being behind the creation of the Queets
Corridor®® FDR did not decidénally until May, 1940, to run agafor the presidency. Even
then he wa slow to tell the Democratic Party and the public of his controversial decision. He
knew his enemies would accuse him of actitita vires Therefore, he did not wish the Queets
Corridor, and similar incidents to encouratfee opinion that he was becorg dictatorial.
R o o0 s e MewlIDeabhad portrayed itself as the liberator of the people from the Deprasdion
other oppressive forces. Contrariwides Queets Corridor protess formed part of a loosely
kntopposition whi ¢ h ggvermment as g grdnt, Bxteodsgite retdifad s

over their lives.

80 port Angeles Evening Newelarch 23

81 1bid

82\Warren Magnuson letter, April 2940, box 20, Magnuson Papers
83 Port Angeles Evening Newdarch 26, 1940
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On March 26, Webster publ i BohAngeles Bvaningheesn | et t
about the Queets Corridéfr.While hestill backed the Queets initiative, and was dubiowsiab
the wilder accusations hurled at Rooseveltos
mishandled matters. He suggested twatsmhs, to rectify thi® unf or t un &tFestlysi t uat i
the feder al government 6 s pataend toot hbeu yi notuetn steh eat
devel oped by (them) for | ands which Wthey have
the European crisis in mind, he remarkdttse people. do not want to leave their homgsd)
are just as naturally distresse a s r e f u gCensegquerdlyy Weabsted urged that when
Ickes purchased their land for the Corridor, the settleosildbe granted lifetime leases so they
would not have to move. Bteectimbedindystry répéatedt ar e a 6 s
maintaired despitebeing told otherwisegthatthe Queets @ridor constituted a barrier against
hauling logs to Grays Harbor. Webster believed an official statement from Ickes that lumbermen

86

retained rightsof-way across the Queets Valleywoald unt er act t hi s® 6unnece

That issue returnsthe arguménb r esour ce devel opers as the p
enemy. The timber interests strenuously opposed valuable timber stocks being liheitisoff
by theOlympic National P&k, and @largemerd to it They additionallyclaimed the Queets
Corridor would impede hauling logs tonber mills While it wouldbe wrong to impugn the
motivesof the settleropposedo the Queets Corridptimber interestsvere active in stirng up
their opposition.If we strip away extraneousay er s, an under |l ying argunm
devel op me n tLeéenaFlsichewhase Husbandohn Fletcher headthe settlerg
organization, whicliorty settlershadjoined inthe previousveek stdaed thathe neighbouring
densdy forestedd Hoh and Baga@so)ad larvreldl dys 8ot | opment s
Huelsdonkirom the Hoh Valleymentioned at the start of this chaptsserted thdimber in the
Queets Corridowas O r i p e 0% Herepresentagimberinglustryinterestsihe settlers,
and alsd-innishAmericans. Lena Fletcheras O out spokenly opposed6 b«
Corridor and more generally tbe Olynpic National Park. Sheshi t hat O6subversive

interested in having the strategic resources of the nation locked up, might be behind the park

84 |bid., Webster open letter to Ickes
85 |bid

86 |bid

87 |bid., Editorial,

88 |bid
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p r o g # anrtheideological tension and confusiofthe late 1930sonspiracy theories

abounded. LenBletcherwas suggestinthatthere were elements withthe New Deal in league

with hostile foreign powex The stategic resources she alleged they might loclvere timber

stocks and manganese depositthough she possibly hdohks with resource development

interestsit was uindeniable her views reflectéldeirs Consequently, the opponents of the

Queets Corridor, like the original enemies of the Olympic National Rhnkatelyattacked the

New Deal preservationistso6 plansoueen the basis
devel opment . 0 At ,Gdrhes emrdc ®fddvhel dNepewe D@@&,] not
was the undeviating constantdpposition toWest Coashational park wilderness policy

whatevemtherattacks were levelleda Roosevel tt6s gover nment

Thesettle@ and t he t i mimghthaverdidented the goveminentafronk its
progressive path in the Queets Corridor. In a wider sense, the thredtséo New Deal 6s s
image could have destroyed theotilen prospects of a liberpltesidential candidate. However,
as with oO6motorized r ecr eatandmorebverNarificth€re al er s m
position,to furtherthe protection offorest widerness The New Deal reiterated thanber
industry rightsof-way across the QueCorridor would beipheld, nullifying a contentious
issue. The progressive Senator Warren Magnuson wrote to Webdtez ®brt Angeles Evening
News April 2, assuring him that the government wogtent thesettlerdifetime leases® Final

public confrmationcame fromthe Seattle Postntelligencer the most inflential newspaper in

WashingtorSt at e . On April 28, t hegesterdaythat someeoptleer t e d :

old settlers who would be loathe to leave thewiide s s of t he Olymapitc fPemi:
wi || be all owed to | i ve o dtohnBoettiger ownedwieost i n t h
Intelligencet He was married to Anna Roosevelt, FDR

ofthe NewDe, he hel ped, with others, to put out p
1940, the presidential election year. Each o
and destroy the prospects of a progressive being eleasidi@nt. PerhapdNew Dealersere
acting withthe consciousness in 19¢tatprogressivism must not surrender its gains, as

happened under the old Progressives, 1819Appropriately, on the raidrenched Olympic

89 1bid
9 Magnuson to Webster, box 20, Magnuson Papers
91 Seattle Postntelligencer April 28, 1940 box 58, Magnuson Papers
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Peninsula the Queets Codampeddown. éloweerdoverthea e d cr i
other two tenets of progressivism, as will be seen, crises occurred which menaced the New Deal

with even more combustible material.
The Preservationigs Adapt to War-Time Conditions

Although many pieces diew Deal legisition survived 1940, for example the two West$oa

national park Actsmost historians would argue that the New Dedl $tapped advancing, as

FDR, fram that year, became increasingly preoccupied with preptotrwgar. There i€n

alternative interpreten. In the lead up to, and start, of WorldakNl progressive policies were

precipitated or consolidatedrorestry and national park policy provide useful examples at a

federal and state level. Dedicated New Dealer, Culbert Olson, the Democrat gaverno

California, used the imminence of war to achieve an objective in conservation that the state
legislature had blocked during peacetime conditions. Therefore, the New Deal in California
continued to advance. Hi s itealsg¢neec Heistated: concer ne
6California i stacwonheawotntewer rwaltlh ftihree suppressi c
In response tdis situation, whichplaceli n j eopardy the state park R
acts of the ... State Board leorestry, appointed by Governor Olson (during 1938) , was to
sponsor..aStat@i de forest fire control pl an. 6 6Seve
Legislature and rejected. Nonet heless, O0this
1941, as alefense measurthe city, county, and State fifighting forces joined in creating the

Statewi de i@ or ni a Fi ¥ &wab orgaaized centrallyflora an.officé in

Sacramento, the state capitahigh supervisedifferent distrcts,both rural and urban areas that
voluntarily offered each other filighting aid. Equipmentwas6 d esi gned f or use ac¢
forest fires, but alsoompletely useful on city fire8.In January, 1942, the statgiglature

appropriateds4 million for the Fire Disaster Plafi. ThereforeOlson had used trergument of

defene toachieve a preservationistgdéagb r ot ect i on of Cali forniads R

Nationally, preservationists also adapted to war time conditions, consolidating national park

gans for forest wilderness. TheQue&tor ri dor i nci dent had shown h

2Speaker sd manu a l-elettionrcampdigs, cartdns, Cilifert Qlson Rapers, Bancroft Library,
University of California, Berkeley, CA
93 |bid.
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opponents could lay claim to the frontiéesis. In March, 1942, an artigteThe Living

Wilderness6 The War and t he Wil deservatosts Wereddetmo nstr at e
regainownership of the frontiehesis, thereby justifying wilderness at time of Wait argued

that war had entered a new phase. Wofr | d War
position. 0 ouloerchadhctevic’edsb b wawf are of movement, O
was an exampl e. The former required o6regi men
0initiatrievlei aamade .séel fForest wil derness was the
attain selfreliance . It became 6second nature to the ma
conveniences ... of city life and ... gams to face nature on hiswn . 6 The writer ar
gualities which the wilderness develops ... are qualities of value to all, from théelstiprivate
to the greatdsyeneral, and among civilignwa r  wo r k €rThi$ argarsentwave | . 6
wilderness national parks wame relevancé for developing American charactiexwhich

would contribute to winning the war.

In governmentickesappreciated that national parks must adapt to the war. However, he was
not pragmatically altering national park policy to suit the war emergency. Instead, he was
maintaining the preservationist policy of forest wilderness, but justifying it with newnangs.

He feared the war would become a threat to wilderness. As he wildte itirmyNavyJournal,

Apri |, 1942: o6Under the ... war program, publ
establ i shment %bNational parkstcauld pgevastatedjby Becoiing sites for

military manoeuvres, shelling, and bombing practice. When Ickes wrote to the Secretary of the
Navy, November, 1942, he suggested a purpose for national parks entirely consistent with forest
wilderness. He wroté | t s s enelrat such a park as Yosemite ... would be an ideal place to

send soldiers and sailors for rest and convalesceanogadvised that the Navy already proposes

to make use of Timberline Lodge on Mount Hood in Oregon. tlak of no better place to

serve such purposes ... than *%hatever nationa

94 The Living Wildernes¥ol. VII No 7 (March 1942)

% bid.

%] c k e s dArmyrNavy dolrealApril 10, 1942, box 114, Harold Ickes Papers, Manuscript Division, Madison
Building, Libraries of Congress, Washington DC

97 |ckes to Frank Knox, November 4, 1942, box 222, Ickes Papers
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In these ways, New Deal forestry and national park policy abided by Progressive era
preservationist aims over forest wilderness, and survived thetQCorridor crisisand even the
war-time emergency Gary Gerstle wroteabb 6 The Pr ot ean Character
Li ber & By tsanphrase he meant progressivism, which he said was synonymous with
liberalism, could reénvent itself, applying diffenat policies to Progressive era concefnsm
1900 to the 1960sHe was especially persuasive as to how progressivism, or liberalism, changed
its policies over ree, aiming to achieve a more coheseeiety. However, progressivism was
protean in anothegense, at leshin theinstance of forest wilderness. It showed an ability to
change arguments, not policyreBervationist$ notwithstanding Hofstadter and Suttewanted
the same policy in the Progressive era, the 1920s, and during the New Diballate 1930s
and early 1940s, they had more urgihce, for the Besons already explained. At thise, hey
finally achieved thie dream to protect the finest foresitsit containedhe three giant trees of the
West Coast.Even when they made conciesss, as in the past, the essentials of forest wilderness
remained. During the lead mtvar, though, they needed to adapt their arguments to preserve
forest wilderness. Then their protean character consisted of a facility for new arguments to serve
an dd policy. In the later New Degiheyhadfounded and preserved the Olympic and Kings
Canyon National Park forest wildernesshut justified them with new arguments at time of war.
Under the guise adwar time defeneargumenttheir New Deal allyGovernor Olsongave the

California state park Redwoods an effectpretectionagainst the evepresenhazard of fire.
Reclamation

Ickes was also in charge of the conservation area of veati@mation on the West Coast during

the later New Deakhrought he | nt eri or Departmentds Bureau
forestry or national park wilderness, | ckes?od
Socioeconomic issues took priority in irrigation schemes because ultimately lives and

livelihoods depended on securing sufficient water supphese considerations left soope for

a preservationist approach, in an area of policy which was based around transforming, not
preserving, land. Although irrigation schemes were necessary in p@tsgon and Eastern

Washington, Californiabds hot <climate and dry

®Gary Gerstle, 6The Pr otbheaalhetAmancen tlistaical RevieMoA®eNo 4 can L
(October 1994)
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once its soil was irrigated, California could prodtive greatest variety and abundan€terops

in all America. Since the Progressivearad TR6s Recl amation Act (19
reservoirs were locked into a multiplse agenda. Wateupply hydro-electric power, social

justice, agriculturaland industrial purposes were all promoted. However, the environraeatal

related scio-economic aspects of reclamation provide the most meaningful continuities between

the Progressive and New Deal eras in a conservation policy context.

Californiads $265 million Central Valley Pro
inthe hi st o% Despite thisrambitioud reclamation scheme having Progressive era
origins, it was officially begun as a federal scheme, with significantaeninding, in 1937.
DonaldWorster acknowledged the Progressive era lineage of the CVihehtoned that in
1919 Robert Bradford Marshall of the Reclamation Service came up with a blueprint for the
scheme, which was eventually started during the Neal1°° However, Worster impligthat
theQ/P6s devel opment devi atsostechusecenentpallydBgreae s si vi s
of Reclamatiob e mpi r e 8 ¢ o mp r o mmeseéta of the Certiral Valey. Through f a r
utilizing water, theyointly dominatel its environment, erding the bg farmers to entrench their
socioeconomicascendancyver other group&! In giving water access to the agribusiness of
large farmers, the New Dealsohastened the day when Californian water supplies would be
catastrophically depleteddowever other dimensions of the CVP support Progressive era/New
Dealideological continuity Fur t her mor e, al t hough tadgwnentiti s muc
can be challereg.

With those thoughts in mind, it is necessary to understand what the CVP entailed. The CVP
encompassed the twin environmental goalseofamaion 1 to irrigate dry areas, ands
importantly, to prevent elsewhere damaging floods. The water problems of the West did not
merely comprise a lack of wex, but inequitably distributedater. Located inland, and south of
San Francisco, the Ceal Valley included the San Joaquin andr@axento Valleys. TéSan
Joaquin Valley was very drand, becawsof intensive aggulture, 200,000 acrdékererequired
irrigation to prevent it reverting tdesert. In contrast, the smaller Sacramento Valiey

®Speaker sd manu a l-elettionrcampdigs, cartdns, Olsénsapers e

100 Donald WorsterRivers of EmpireWater, Aridity, and the Growth of the American Wg&w York: WW
Norton, 1985), 236.

109 bid., 256.
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afflicted by floods'®?> To resolve these problems, the CVP bedmnRriant Canal, February,
1937. That canal, and the Contra Costa Gdmeajun inOctober, 1937, woulbelp relocae

water in the Cen#t Valley. The centrgiece of the CVP, thgh, was the Shasta Dam, started

in September, 1938° It would collect huge quantities wfater from the Sacramento River,

near its source. The extracted water would then be stored in a vast resepreventloods in

the Sacramento Valley. Water reledd§rom another dam, the Friant Dam, into the Friant Canal

would replenish the water supply of tpbarched San Joaquin Valley.

Culbert Olson, the Democrat governor of California, 2838was a archdisciple of the
New Deal, but his general approdolthe CVP revealed a Progressive era line&tgpresented
his New Deal, and progressive, credentials to the voters in October, 1938, when he declared:
60Ours is the | arger purpose of bringing the N
governmentwil serve al | t h'® The€&€vPowaszoneof several federat, ar me . 6
state, interventionist schemes underway in California during his administration. Yet, throughout
his term as governor, Olson was hastatda ed and h
legislature, which opposed largeale government spendingvhether federal or state.
Essentially, Olson took a moral stand whereby government intervention was a duty that would
transform lives. In the case of the Central Valley, he alleged thee o n o my Bl oc6 was
of private power interests, which did not want cheap governownitolled HEP, produced by
the CVP, competing with them. In 1940, Olson stated during an NBC radio addieds.e CV P
was delayed by private power inteeswhich succeedegkar after year in killing ..movegs) to
get it under way ... they have fought every move by the people of California to get flood control,
irrigation, ar cheap hydr@ | e ¢ t r i'% Olgow, and mostdCalifornian progressives,
repregnted a political tradition that believed government intervention to create water projects in
the West would deliver brodaased benefitsin 1942 anOlsonre-electionbookletconveyed
how he believed the CVP would release theéachingsocial and eawomic potential of the
Central Valley, as well asansforming its environment. #t at e d : Obenefits wil

terms of ... increased employment, new lands brought under cultivation, freedom from flood and

1020lson address on NBC radio, October 21, 1940, Carton 1, Olson Papers

103 Compendium of Information on all phases of the Central Valley Project, carton 3, Olson Papers
104 Olson radio talk, October 29, 1938, carton 1, Olson Raper

1050lson address on NBC radio, October 21, 1940, Carton 1, Olson Papers
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drought, heavy increases in farm protion ... (and) industries ... based upon theated
istrategic metal so il Theteivash maant sodieeconoria i s s o
purposein advocating thagovernment had a duty to finance a scheme to transform the lives and

environment 6the Central Valley.

However, und e idpological viewg onGhe €\darthe fater New Deal was his
Progressive era ptasAt the end of the Progressive era in 1919, Olson was a state senator in Utah,
thewestern stateast of California.A local newspapera@nmented inJanuary 1919, 6Ol son
Salt Lake is fast gaining the reputat@rs t he fAr ecognized radical | ec
Senatéd'®” During the spring of 1919 a number of bills were tabled atemlamation. The first
measure of the water rights bill aimed to provide government to irrigation districts, empowering
them to construcriigationworks. The bi |l 1 6s second measure relat
were sanctioned touild flood defaces®® An accompanying bill in the house would have
appropriated state government money for dams
from the flood waters of Pleasant creek. 0 Th
severely from floodl a ma g e s | &% Thess pieces ef tegistatiavere in keepig with
Tur ner 60s agiony that indsvidual water schemes would be insufficient to solve the
West 6s water probl ems. Only group, state, or

substantial projects.

|l f Ol son was the O6recognized radicald in the
be termed the érecognized reactionary. 0 He v
Olson sponsored or supported. For exampith the water rights bill he attempted to obstruct it
with 6a I ong |i st Y Yet euenavpea theebil to dunveflood pnagectiors . 6
for Mount Pleasant was passed by the house and senate;pheguessive governor vetoed it.
GovernorSi mon Bamb er g e rovedhe gliu.ewduld meah mperiny.pthe doors

of the state treasury to similar demands from scores of other towns and communities in the

MSspeaker sd manu a l-eletionrcampdigs, cartdns, Olsénsapers e
07 3alt Lake Utah Tribunelanuary 22, 1919, Scrapbooks Vol. 1, Olson Papers

108 3alt Lake Utah HeraldMarch 8, 1919, Scrapbooks Vol. 1, Olson Papers

109 3alt Lake Utah TelegranMarch 24, 1919, Scrapbooks Vol. 1, Olson Papers

110 salt Lake Utah HeraldMarch 2, 1919, Scrapbooks Vol. 1, Olson Papers
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f ut d'tirethed930s0lson encountered the same pattern of behaviour,ths Rrogressive
era, from his political opposition. They desired low government spending, and were alert to the

electoral advantages of that stance.

RobertBur ke, Ol s o mliided tb hiseglreraPpressive era career as a Utah state
smat or when expl @eliefdargno@poly ceforéty Hes averlaoked
t hough, Ol sonds Progressive era |lineage in th
a hardened ideological resolve to the late New Deal CVP, partly becausdPobgressive era
political career when reclamati projecs to create irrigation schemes and flood defences were
delayed, blocked, or vetoeds evidence of their significance to him, Olson kept clippings of
these earlier events in his politicatagotooks. He faced in the CMRe same type of ideological
strugglehe experienagduringhi s ear |l i er Ut ah political i ncarr
user 6 et hos of recamationmpolieynvds cdnsiskeet with ia Rrogressive era moral
purposé that government intervention could transform environments and lives. Furthermore,
the later New Deal pattern of behaviour of their opponents in reclamation policy, intent on an
economically reductionistrgumentwhich emphasized economy in governmeletnonstrated

continuity from the Progressive era.

Wo r s tcantradccusatin against the Bureau of Reclamatiamereby the CVP eventually
consolidated the power of the largenfer elite, deserves analysis Ev en oown Wor st er O
reckoning, New Deal reclamation on the West Coast often worked towards promoting the small
f ar mer 6 s Ad paiitegloutenghe kst chaptespmetimes-DR envisioned &Vest Coast
reclamation project embracing social justaasi something Wosternotedhimself The
Grand Coulee Dam on the Columbia River would reclaim a million acres in an arid area of
Eastern Washington State. Roosevelt considered in 1934 that small farms could be established
on this land, for victims of the Depression fréime East coast stat&'s. By the end of the decade,
Roosevelt saw the Grand Coulee project in the Pacific Northwest as the answer to the
resettlement of desperate displaced small farmers from the Dust Bowl, who had flocked to the
West Coast during the 1980 FDR said he would o6like to see

1 salt Lake Utah TelegranMarch 24, 1919, Scrapbooks, Vol.Qlson Papers
12Robert EBurkeQl sonds New D e(Beltkeldy:dniverSity bf CdlifornianFreas, 1953), 148.
3Worster,Rivers of Empirg270.
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care of the 500 thousand pe &likewise, i the edestionnt e d i
year of 1940, Olson made aesgh before the Oregon Commonitle&ederation in which he

commred the CVP with 6similar projects in the
reaching, and far more spectacul ar. 6 Among o
acres of fertile land to getl e m® Nt1944 the ideologial intent of R and Olson wagiven

substance. Ae Columbia Bsin Project authorizeallarge programme of farm settlements, each

one restricted to 160 acres. Wordtenselfst at ed: o6t hi s ... was expl ic
the redistriGdnsegentlymthisome 8RO & . Brogressive era

encouraging small farms in the West by federal reclamation schveasesoninued under FDR.

Regarding the CVP specifically, the New Deal goomisewith largefarmers ran against
that trend andthe continuity argumentHo wever , a c¢l oser examinati on
development yields evidence for Progressive era/NevaD conti nui ty. I n t he
Bureau of Reclamation at first adhered to Progressive era rules on federal reclamation schemes.
Only | ater did the Bureau of RnetionlAatneaticiec n ¢ o mp
water access from federal irrigation schemes to small farmers of a maximum 160 acres. Worster
records that Ickes and Roosevelt explicitly applied that rule irethsltion setting up the CVP
i the Rivers and Harbors Aof 193711 However,heneither emphasiz& DR6s and | ckes
Progressive era past, ncknowledges h at T R & bad 4 $daondntc suliext- to
counteactmonopolistic land practices on tki¢est Coast. The New Deal had two secio
ecoromic routes to choose frominthe CVAc r eage | i miwished fo mfltuentei ber al s
the Central Vagrddealyidwards smallgréarms hyrappkcatisn of the 160 acre
rule. AlternativelyCal i f orni an 6communitydéd New Deal er s,
McWilliams wanted to break up the big land holdings there, and turn them into socialized co
operative farms!® Undoubtedly the stakes were high. The CVP did not only seek to save

200,000 acres oaifmland from becoming desertaimed to transform a massiver@lion acres

114 Bruce CumingspPominion from Sea to SeRacific Ascendancy and American Powiew Haven: Yale
University Press, 2009), 261.

115Qlson speech to Oregon Commonwealth Federation, February 17, 1940, Carton 6, Olson Papers
16 Worster,Rivers of Empire271.

1bid., 244.
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of desertmuch of itowned by large landownerisito farming land:!® Whatever general sim-
economic benefits might result in the Valley,
New Dealers saw the anomaly in spending large sums of federal money on the CVP to benefit

the few, not the many. Acreage restrictions to CVP water, calezgal farms in the Central

Valley were their solution to that anomaly. However, these competing progressive visions were

never equally represented in CVP policy. Worster implies tblisely contestedebate about

policy was going on between theirte@ r e nt s . Il n fact, the OProgre
|l i beralsdé controlled policy right up to 1945.

It is instructive to look briefly beyond the supposed boundaries of the New Deal, and this
study, for a rounded Jagidakthrsst WWmedthenQyP fondlly t he CVP
compromisd with large farmers\Vorster once more ignores tReogressive era past those
with a role in these event§&enator Robeilta Follette Jr., son of the great Progressive era leader,

OFi ggBo b a Lt offted occasiorduring 1944stoppedattempts to make large

farmers exempt from the 160 acre rule in California. Firgtl{he Senatehe defeatethe

OElI i ott riderd to t whchwoeldvhaRr iscvappedsthatruledn Har bor s
California,and then he struck dowthe findingsof&C VP r eport i nto OProbl en
have resulted in the same outcome for the Central Valley it8elf.

La Follette Jr. was a progressive who viewed the issue of water rights and the small farmer as
totemic. He believed restricting water access to small farmers washmcidental, but at th
heartofover nment recl amation schemes. When he i
riderdé his words coul d havanddlmedithe sopcerksefthef or t vy
Progressive era. He assertedtreclanation schemeé s houl d i nure ... to th
ofpeopl e, & and ¢t edgmdi hi ens asiedddatmo.f bedadse...ifia mi | y
one of the cornerstones upwhich our ... democracgrs t s . 0 La F bis$dordlicht e dec
(over large farmsfruns back into the history of the ... development of Califé@raiaeminder
that TRO6s Recl amation Act expressly zatiomred t o
California. Sentor La Follette ended by stressinghe 61 nt erest . .. Il have

from my deep concern about the future ... development of agriculture in the Biaitesl |

19bid., 241.
129bid., 252253.
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consider the matt er'? Significamiy onrboth occasionsimd@44 t ance . 6
Worstermer el y notes La Folletteds part inmt stoppin
consider either the Progressive era, or, the N
or theideologicallycharged words he used. Through thasessiors, the opportunity to make

the continuity argument in reclamation is left unexplored.

Likewise, the abandonment of acredigatation in the CVPFis considered by Worster
throughthe prismaf he Recl amati on Bureaub6s orgthei zati on
bureau needed t-dperatidnorsecwe necassarydadamabfd s of or t he CV
completion. Large farmers constituted the most obvious recipients of CVP water, andveela
who should benefit from the scheme would give the Administration and Congress an excuse to
withdraw funding'?? Yet, just as significantly, the shift to abandameage restrictions in the
CVPcoi nci ded with RoO0Ss eratoh & ldead ofittee dntedor Deepadmeit.c k e s 0
The two Progressive eiaspired politicians in charge of the 160 apoticy both exited during
1945 and immeditely a change of policy became pbssi There was no need figlichael
Straus, the new Bureau of Reclaimatcommissionerto follow a Progressive eiaspired
leadership, and in 1947 kteo mpr omi sed with the | arge far mers.
complianced with the 160 acre rule would be n

would be abldo deed land, and lease it back, to get around the Reclamatidff Act.

The continuity argument has considerable validity in reclamation schemes on the West Coast
at the end of the New Deal. Thencept of the CVPwhich turned intothe New el 6 s bi gge st
reclamation schemeame from the @gressive era. Its execution involved lasgale
government interventiontransformindives and the environmentin that sense, the CVP was a
fulfilment of Progressive erd wi s e u s &ovérnoi®isdn breufjhd to the CVP a hardened
ideological resolve, because of his Progressive era past. Reclamation schemes on the West Coast,
like that at Grand Coulee Dam in Washington applied the Progressive era Reclamation Act by
restricting water access to slifarmers of a maximum 160 acre$hat principle was also

written into the | egislation est-iaspitedlahi ng Cal

RiCongressional Record, La Fol | et503%l&a§oldtpFamiy Rapess, Decembe
Manuscript Division, Madison Building, Libraries of Congress, Washington DC

122\Worster,Rivers of Empire254.
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Follette Jr. staunchly defended that principle twice in 1944, to encourage social justice for small
farmers in the CVP. The 160 acre rule was only abandoned there when the two Progressive era
inspired politicians, who ultimately controlled remiation schemels FDR and Icke$ were no

longer in charge of policy.

During the late New Deal on the West Coast the Progressive era was still a significant
presence. Conservation policy achieved central objectives in progressivism by protecting the
three giant trees of the West Coastdduarthered forest wildernesfesourcealevelopmenstill
remained the greatest threat to wildernélse Queets Corridor episedhowed hova
European crisis coulstir up ideological tensions withimerican politics what had
contributed tqorogressivisrd s d #9194 320. Reclamation schemtbatupheldthe
principles of TaodgsideRRhercconaemationipoliciesdre sustained deep

into the war years.
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Chapter Five: Monopoly Reform on the West Coast19371 1942

In 1948, Daniel Ogden Jr., an assiduous PhD student s@arohing the New Deal campaign

against private utility monopolies on the West Coast during the late 13830#ho better to

contact about this policy, iteought, tharthe former WashingtotdS Senator Homer T. Bone?

He was instrumental in developing public pouwehe main New Deal strategy for countering

the privateutilities. Writingto Bone, Ogden asked wh he originally became interested in the

power questioii to which Bone answerail 9086 The evats of that year, reinforced by

experiences during the rest of the Progressive era and 1920s, instilled in Bone-misidgte

dedicationto public power. A hesaidhimself &1 c¢came itto nkenaoowt whoatput o
hands on the plow handles ... not daring to
Progressive era lawyer, had undergone at that time a padditigening. Iroitally, he had not

been byinclination a progressive. Bonecomrmied:6 Loo ki ng back into these
past, | sometimes wonder what would have happened ... had | not been ... stirred by the attacks

on ... men whose only purpose was to have their ... city produce poRerhably Wwould have

been the orthodox type of |l awyer tr¥ing to |e

We know already that during the Progressive era reformers became preoccupied with
monopoly reform, someiing the Bone anecdote alludes fbhe realization thatear by year,
industries, utilitiestransportagriculture, and financeerein the grip of feweand fewempeople
helped launch the progressive movement. Without checks, any monopoly emguagioly
could ploit at will. Forexample, those Americahsving access to electricityiscovered that
the company which supplied their power dictated its price. Arguably, all other aspects of
progressivism pivoted on the issue of monopofgma. It readily connected the three tensits
progressivismi having implications for market competition, the conservation of natural
resources, as well as employaed consumer social justice. Progressives believed that unless

government regulated, dismantled, or curbed mohes(i.e. trusts)they were in danger of

22Dani el M. @gdewelopmedThof Federal Power Policy in th
Chicago, 1950)

125Bone to Daniel M. Ogden Jr. September 9, 1948, box 1, Homer Bone Papers, Allen Library, University of

Washington, Seattle, WA
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stifling the economy, trampling on civil liberties, and, with their wealth, subverting democracy.
This chapter contends that late New Deal monopoly policy was permeated with Progressive era

influence, and it is best understood bgHing at utility reform on the West Coast.

The historiography, pogdtiofstadter, largely denies or ignores ghessive era influence on
late New Deal decisiommaking in utility reform. Overviews, as in SchlesingerdBrinkley,
stressedthepracicc consi derations that drove monopoly
account of the Grand Coulee HEP dam in the Pacific Northiwasspite fully acknowledging a
Progressive era tradition thérgudged that ultimately pragmatism determined New [Peécty.
ElisHawl ey 6 s cThaNew Deal amwd the Rrgblem of Monopdlgcause of its
academic standing, calls for the closest scrufthy-e doubts the effectiveness of New Deal
monopoly reform in generadtresses the limitations of utilitgformand, of great relevance to
our purposesjoes notecognize a cohereRrogressive eraeology?’ Furthermore, he rejects
the central importance of utility reform to monopoly policy. He says utility reform was

6essentially a . 8kirmish on the flanks

This chapteputs forward an alternative gw. ItshowsthatProgressive era ideological
influencesignificantly shapedlVest Coastitility reform policyin the late 193Qswhich
constituteda v i t al par t o-fmonopblyecanhpaignThD ehaptedds/ides intod i
four sections, which are steps to reaching a convinchagpeaisal of this area of study in terms
of progressivedeology. Step one explains the impetus for utility reforthe Progressive era
inspired public power movement fatally and locally, and quite why utility reform was so
important especially on the West Coast. Step two considers how that public power movement
shaped and implemented policy over the Bonneville Dam,-1938. Step threghows that the
challenges pulid power faced locally and nationally, 193940, are only full explicable in the
light of aProgressive era contex&tep four explains how thmublic powemovementnd the
New Deal retained therelevance in the lead into war, 194942. Thereforehe following

pages aim to broaden understanding of New Deal monopoly reform, and progressivism

126 Ellis Hawley, The New Deahnd the Problem of Monopoly: A Study in Economic AmbivalgRcigceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1966)

127 pid., 6-9.
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The Public Power Movement and Utility Refornrd s | mp dorLateaNew Beal Monopoly

Policy

The pubic power movement on the West Coastuld never have flourished as it didm 1937

onwards withoulNew Dealinitiatives andthe encouragement of a national public power
movement active wit hi nFirflpowieipaii¢strecesvedAimhmeialni st r a
help from I ckesd Public Works Administration
Secondly, a series of HEP dams on the West Coast were stadietyby the PWA from 1933.

Thirdly, the Rural Eletrification Administration (FEA) funded farm cepperativeso electrify

the countryside. Fourthly, by the Public Utility Holding Company Act (1935) large Eastern

private utilities which controlled subsidiaries in regions like the West Cdastd

dismantlementwith a starting date of 1940The leading New Deal figures associated with these

policies had a Progressive era past, which gave their 1930s actions a clear ideological pathway

FDR advocateduyblic power in the Progressiageand as governorfdNew York during the

1920s. Haxpédi ¢ec&kesdf I nsullds Commonweal t h |
1907 onwards made him antitrust crusade Morris Llewellyn Cooke, in charge of the REA,

was an ideological survivor from the Progressitge and had worked for Gifford Pinchar

public powerin Pennsylvania throughout the 1920s.

Although thefederalgovernment forward#the utility reform initiatives, the West Coast
possessed a vigoropsblic power movemenof its ownwhose originsdy in the Progressive era.
Therefore, the West Coast public power moveme
national campaign. It interacted with the New Deal nationally and locally, shaping and
implementing policy.Members of this movement sub&ed toan ideological worldview that
was recograably derived from the 1960920 period. It conveyed a Manichean message in
which democratic public companies, devoted to the common good, were pitted against tyrannical
and exploitative private utilitiesFreshman Democrat US Senator Homer Bone made a statement
about watespowered electricity and utility reform in 1933. He charged that because of
exploitative big business 6our great public d

frittered avay. There is left, inexhaustible and most valuable of our resources .- water
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p o w &% Hedvas committed to saving the great Columbia River system in Washington and
Oregon for Othe peopled as a public pabwer sou
never t%Bno nderbys. 6mi s s i o n a atiye oZzpatdid powermadvooesomthee s e n t
West Coast during the 1930s.

These public powemdvocateslso shared the antionopoly lexicon of Progressive era
reformers. The emotive image of monfpas an incubus oppressing society was a staple trope
in the writings and speeches of the Progressive era and the New Deal. Arguably, it has provided
a progressive continuum right up to the presentidayplied to monopolies in railroads, power,
or finance. In 1901, Frank Norris wrote a novel callde Octopusabout the railroad monopoly
in California’® TRt al ked mligeswto |t eem & rust s6 duUuDRossg t he 1
leading public power advocate on the West Ca@ast,t a ¢ k e d-subkindgp aetivitieb af theal
power ®tThiestf.dl | owi ng year Bone B&HR2009ed t o t he
duringthe &redit crunclhcrisis a comment at or described a finar
s q u FActually, theprivate utility, with electricity lines like tentacles spreading inexorably
from huge power stations, conveniently fitted the image of a greedy monster, which held its
customers in captivity. Of course, progressive rhetoric should not be confusedligith po
reality. Nonetheless, it can be assumed that the revulsion Progressive era and 1930s West Coast

reformers felt towards monopolies helped inform their policy decisions and actions.

Progressive era bhds ofWest Coasmunicipal companieeemainedn postduring the 1930s,
andpushedhard for public power Theyproselytized that electricityAme r i caés fut ur e
sourcel must be publicly owned, supplied cheaply to the people, and kept from the clutches of
private utilities. JD Ross and Ezra 8itergood exemplified this outlook. Ross headeat Sel e 6 s
City Light municipal company, and Scattergood

2Bone quotations from biographical note in Terry Sl att

Progrs si ve Politics in the 1920s6 (MA, Western Washington
Washington, Seattle, WA

130 pid.

BlFrank Norris,The Octopus: A Story of Californ{ilew York: Doubleday, Page, 1901)

132 3D Ross KOL radio broadcast, JanuaBy 1937, box 127, Seattle Lighting Department Records, Allen Library,

University of Washington, Seattle, WA

¥Boneds speech to State De nacomaadevisdribuhéohn/Main CaffeedPapers, ul y 13
Allen Library, University of Washingin, Seattle, WA

BiMatt Taibbi, o6The Gr e Rolin\StongJulyc9a2009Bu b bl e Machi ned
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Power and Light. Both men had led their companies since 1911. Thaapted Scattergood

believed thatlectricity dispensed by his company would transform Los Angeles, stimulating

population growth and industry. In 1936 huilt a 266 mile transmission line to Bder

(formerly Hoover) DamArizona,s 0 t hat Los Angel es cowheditrecei
came orstream. By constructing the longest transmission line anywhere over deserts and
mountainshe hadplaceal his public power company a better positioto distribute Boulder

Dam electricity than his private utility rivals. In 1937, Saattto o d 6 s company consao
become the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), the biggest municipal

utility in the world.

On the West Coast and nationally, public power leadispgayeda like-minded ideology
and brmed a progressivee t wo r k . At a national | é¢thel , Car |
Public Ownership League of Americayave public power advocates a mouthpiece. In the
1930s, Ross, Scattergood, and Bone wé®e all a
The PublicOwnerslip League was both a forum in which public power supporters could
exchange ideas, and a political lobbying organizaitbrzoundedduring the Progressive eira
1914, itsought among other aimsg influence federal HEP dam projects, and theimpieats,
towards public powet¥’ For example, in 1928 Thompson contactiee Californiabased
Boulder Dam Association early in the Colorado River project, to argue the case for public
production of power, a considerably more radical stance than puthittiputed electricity>®
Ross, Scaergood, and Bone brought to the Public Ownership Ledgaet public power
experience. The latter had served as attorney for the Tacoma municipal company in the early
1920s'3° The Washington city of Tacoma, located Puget Sound like nearby Seattle, and
Los Angelesn southerrCaliforniai manifested a strong public power tradition. Tacoma Light,
its municipal company, had charged the lowest electricity rates in the United Btegdd44,
and continued that read into the late 19304° By 1937, the Pacific Coast Public Ownership

B5gPubl i c Owner s hiPRublioGwnershipledguee oftAmeritaiMemoeas Numiel. xxi, No 4,
April 19, 1939, box 22, Magnuson Papers

136 Carl Thonpson to Hiram Johnson, February 15, 1928, Carton 8, Johnson Papers

B7Thompson to Ross, January 13, 1938, box 79, Seattle Lighting Department Records

138 Thompson to John L Bacon, July 17, 1928; Thompson to SC Evans, Director of Boulder Dam Association,
August 2, 1928, carton 8, Johnson Papers

139 Biographical note in Slatten: 34.

1401bid.; Bone to Ogden, September 9, 1948, box 1, Bone Papers
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Leagueeran of fshoot of Th o mpisunitedtise threa WWestcCoastistatesr g a n i

behind the public power campaiéftt.

However, public power on the 88t Coastwasfarfmo bei ngoandt eper ci se b
prominent individuals. It had genuine grassroots support, and was expressive of a popular
movement. In cities, municipal companies enjoyed a democratic mandate, and attracted
consumer investment. Perhaps more signiflgaimt the countryside of Washington and Oregon
the State Grangesepresenting small farmers strongly supported public power. State Granges
were reborn as radical organizations during the Progressive era, and retained their radicalism
through the Newbed. An  Or egon progressive went so far as
the 1930s public power movement in those stdfeSmall farmers viewed public power as a
way of electrifying the countryside, and having a say in electricity prices, ratheretthiagthat

control to private utilities?®

Il ndi cating Boneds rapport with the wider pub
only the attorney of Tacoma Light, but also of the Washington State Grange. Therefore, he had a
foot in both public powecamps the urban municipal companies, and the rural Grangéth
this expeience, Bone, ananof legislative energywasideally placed to channel the public
powerno ve ment 6 s v Whilewastate senator ih 2030, he sponsored the Public
Utility District (pud) law. The legislation gave rural areastructure t@rganize electricity
districts. Bone poimd out the law he drafted reproédcthe recommendatisof the
Washington State Grange1919 at the end of the Pmagsive era. When leas a US senator,

Bone enacted a law in 1934 permitting the sale of municipal electricity to rural areas. Again, he
referenced the Progressiera in putting forward this legislation. The Washington State
legislature had passed a similar law in 1911hatequest of the municipal companies, only to

see utility interests overturn it subsequently. At a national level, Bone regarded his 1934 federal
law as restoring the original Progressive era situation in Washinggtdhesevariousways,the

highly motivated public power movemenn the West Coasixhibited a Progressive era

1 Thompson to Boe, July 7, 1937, box 24, Homer Bone Papers, (Tacoma)

M2 Transcript of interview conducted by Barbara Costigan with Monroe Sweetland, May 11, 1987, box 2, Howard
Costigan Papers, Allen Library, University of Washington, Seattle, WA

143 bid.
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consciousnessvhich enableduccessful engagement witlew Deal initiatives coming to

fruition 1937 sxwards.

Althougha vigorous public power movemesistednationally and on the West Coast, did
utility reform rank as a significant monopoly issu@®Pa national level, Hawley downplays New
Deal utility reform and argues that federal action was taken against the powentiusecause
of its central importace in the antmonopoly campaign, butué to flagrant abuses perpetrated
by it.}** Doubtlessly, he had in mind instances like power trust attempts to corrupt the 1926 and
1934 midterm elections. However, Hawley surely underrates the importance of naibtyn,
and therefore electricity. He contends that transportation, which had similar monopoly problems
needed the sort of reforms that were directed at utifittele impliesrailroadtransportation
was an qually important issueand that the New Dealas remiss in failing to tackle its
monopolies. More recent research has argued thahtbedness of railroad monopoly owners
not New Deal policy weakness, prevensedcessfutegulation of railroads. Management
grantedrailroadunionsconcessionsso they presented jointgn insurmountable opposition to

continuingNew Deal regulatory measures beyd@6146

Furthermorealthough during the Progressive era railroads were a massive monopoly problem
T for examplepn the West Coa#lorthern Searities and Southern Pacifidy the interwar
period trucks and automobiles were relentlessly replacing rail transport. Conversely, in the
1930s, electricity was the emergent and futur
government was quick to gra#ipat fact in its utility reform progra, and encouraggalblic
power as théleologicalmeans to achievetheeadd A mer i c a 6 sAsalfokbowerofi f i cat
Hofstadter, Hawley typically judges that New Deal monopdigrra in the late 1930was
charaterized by ideological contradictionsontaining policies that both encouraged and
discouraged big busine&¥. More to the point, the New Deal could not fight every-amist
battle. By choosing to concentrate orlitigis, as it had done earlier witmance the New Deal

acknowledged their primacy in monopoly reform. In doing so, utility reform would give succour

144 Hawley, The NewDeal and the Problem of Monopol§43.

15 1bid., 342.
146 (Ed) Sidney M Milkis, and Jerome M Mileufhe New Deal and the Triumph of Liberali¢dmhherst and
Boston: University of Massachusetts Press,De@002), Donal

Regul at or y181St at e, 6 180
147 Hawley, The New Deal and the Problem of Monopdi$9.
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to a traditional Progressive era objecfivpublic poweri and head off private utility monopolies
becoming the exclusive beneficiary of Bectrification After 1937, utility reform on the West
Coast wi t h t Jast potemtial fpi eleatrigity productioassumed a preminent position

in New Deal policy

Richard Neuberger was an Oregon journahgio operated in the backgraliof the public
power movementand provided a useful commentary anAt1938 article by him put across the
high stakes involved in utility refeormm on t he
O0s ki rNeubsrpe) & aprte cilet ed édwarfared o6to control t
of el eicthe Colunbia Rivér. Neuberger dismissed the previous New Deal struggle
against private utilities waged by the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVAA), @ pr théreal e t o
battl e. o The New Deal dams on the West Coast
electricity. Neuberger statedn the turbulent Columbia, as it surges through granite canyons ...
there is more water power than in any other three rivers afthen t i ne n t* tookingi ned. o
back on these years, Bone estimated that Washington State alone possessed 20% of US HEP
potential’*® The companies and geographical areas that secured this electricity expected to
achieve a glden age of prosperity. Outsitiéashington and Oregosimilar prodigious supplies
of electricity were at issue between private and public companies in California, from New Deal
dams on the Sacramento and Coloraders. Therefore, the constructiohHEP dams by the
New Deal on, or ear,the West Coast, which would bready to deliver electricity after 1937
galvanized amxisting progressive movement there. It resolved that the electricity would go to
public power not private utilitiesln this manner, the West Coast became the prasnising

region for the realization of New Deal utility reform objectives.

Furthermoreunfoldingevents increased the importance of the West Coast to the New Deal.
Historians often regard 1937 as the year when the Newtd2gan to go awry. Fortified by the
decisive 1936 presidentialection,Roosevelt was keen to press on with progressive initiatives.
However, at a macrlevel his reforms were oftemustrated by an obstructionist Congrebs.
monopoly reform, 193%ad appeared propitious for the achievement of public power nationally.

Roosevelt appointed a National Power Policy Committee, in January, 1€&8¥&d by Ickes,

MRichard Neuberger, ¢ P oQoliers bdXll,Bgne Papets(Seattlk)e r 22, 1938,
149Bone to Ogden, September 9, 1948, box 1, Bone Papers
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which envisaged eight regional planning authorities to bring about public power across America.
Moreover, Congressional |l egi sl ation was intro
fuly-devel oped regional p ublsitce rpsobw eprr ospcohseante .w 0 uTl hc
another six regional schemaddedo the TVA*® Howeva, both initiatives failed, the
legislationrejectedby an increasinglyantie w Deal Congress, critical
fight, his labaur policy, as well as the monopoly reform campaign. By the close of 1937, New

Dealers could not expect public power to be hotdlled out nationally.Consequently, the

West Coastods highly motenjoyal & mided prefile &siitengggedwe r mo
with federal government power schemes coming to fruition at this timgractice, ow did the

Progressie era belief®f this movemenshapeand implemenpolicy regarding garticularWest

Coast dam, 19819387

Progressive Era Influence on the Shaping and Implementatioof Bonneville Power
Legislation, 19371938

Bonneville Dam (Oregomn the Columbia Rivebecamecrucial to theobjectivesof the public

power movementecausén 1937 it was nearing completioanddecisias taken abouits

electricity supply would set the pattern for the other West Coast ddmast certainly New

Deal difficulties nationally semgthened the determination of West Coast progressives to achieve
a successful public power policy in their regidn March 1937the Bonneville Power Bill was
presented to the Senafé. On the Democratic side, Bone, with his connections to the West

Coag public power leaders and the widaovement, helped shape policiks with consevation,

the cooperation of Republican minority leader Charles McNary of Oregoraisasital for

New Dealmonopoly reformsuccess on the West CoabtcNary had originallyproposed the
Bonneville Dam in 193%ndwas so much associated witlaitthe timeghat FDR who enjoyed

good relations with this progressive politicigleclare, 61 6 ve got t o i ve Cha
Bone and McNary led the group of senators who intced the Bonneville Power Bill.

Progressive era ideology sigintly shaped this legislation

150 Hawley, TheNew Deal and the Problem of MonopoB39340.

151 Bonneville Power Bill, March 29, 1937 (Legislative file), container 37, Charles L. McNary Papers, Manuscript
Collections, Madison Building, Libraries of Congress, Washington DC

152 steve NealMcNary of Orega: A Political Biography(Portland: The Press of the Oregon Historical Society,
1985), 145.
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It is immediately apparent that the Bonneville Power Bill overtly championed the progressive
principle of public power. In the distribution of Bonnevidld ect ri ci ty, oOopriorit
to 6publicopeda®rcemddée¢émgl y, oénot |l ess than 5
produced at the damwas allocated to urbasr ruralpublic powerbodies. The progressive
concept thatreformshalll as si syt thhhe dMma&nf ewd was al so reco
be 6operated for the benefit of the gener al p
whichhads ecur ed di stribution rights, icthepdbld be can
wanted a switch to a publprovide.’®* An Administrator was to oversee this whole stratégy
charge of a new bodythe Bonneville Power AuthorityHe would fulfil the pogressive
0st ewar dacting iptbe besbihtezests of theblic. For instance, private utilities would
be required to char ge tardé&eegtieerAdministeator raiablg a s on a b |
informed of electricity rate¥>

As the Bonneville legislation progressed towards becoming law, Bone succeedadhing
a@rogressive consensugith two New Deal agenciest odds over the damobs
PWA constucted West Coast darntecated upstream on river systerike Grand Cowde on the
Columbig or Shasta on the Sacramentdowever, the Corpsf Engineers built Bonneville
because their duties included dowhEngineeesam dams
invariably soldelectricity to the highest bidder, which frequently meant industry or private
utilities. True to his progressive contians, Ickes was keen to have the new Bonneville Power
Aut hority produce and sel | dgdromete pdidiaopoveer. 0l ect r i ¢
May 1937, Ickes wrote to McNary to enlist his support for that position. Ickes enclosed a press
statementn which he argued that dividimgsponsibility for Bonneville electricity between the
Corps of Engineers and the Pow®rYeAut Harkietsyp i n
intervention was i n many woaspisuoushandiplomatio me . |l c ke
progressivism often alienated his colleaguéss feud with Wallace over the proposed
Department of Conservation was a typical case in pamteed, someone once described Ickes

as having the O0soul [oftunaelyBenavas staortpconsaioushthats d e a l

153 Bonneville Power Bill, container 37, McNary Papers

154 bid.

155 |bid.

156 |ckes to McNary, May 15, 1937 (with press statement, May 10, 1937), container 37, McNaiy Pape
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public powerin the Progressive pasfas seriously weakened Bbyf act i onal i zati on, 0
utilities readily exploited®’ He therefore arrived atsensiblecompromise with the Corps of

Engineers, in the final analysis@Nv Deal agency. He proposed th
power producing facilities and deliver the current to the (Bonneville Power Authority)
substation, 06 which wo'®IBdne mantnioethie gobdwill@the ct r i ci t
Corps of Engieers by making a smalbncession to them. That alled him to achieve bigger
concessions for public poweNot for the first time, a 1930s reformer learriexmn the

Progressive erathat a progressive consensus was essential to achieve policy sudeess.

60Bone Compromise, 6 or O0OBone r editheaBomevile was wr
Power Act, August, 193%°

Although Bone shaped the Bonneville Power,Aa was undoubtedipteractirg with the
wider public power movement, espdtyan Washington. They desid twomainconcessions to
give Washirgton public power compani@sces to Bonneville power. Firstlyelectricity sales
shoul d be bas e du sesbregandiess efslistange drarsthe lnldmesite, electricity
should be sold at one rateecondly, public power should peomoted over private utilities
Bone and his close ally Washington Congressman Magnuson received a hegvygadibut
the Bonnevilldegislation from the wider public power movemehrtowever, two letters stand
outbecause of the public power messages they conveyanuary937,CC Garland of the
Tacoma Chamber of Commera behalf of municipal companies, wrote to Boarland
warned that Pepco, the private utility in Portland, Oregon, might secure a preferential electricity
rate, because of its proximity to BonnewillIf that happened, he fead : will&uintthe
municipal plantsn this part ® Washingtod(i.e. Tacoma Lighand City Light)1%° The
Bonneville Pwer legislatiordecisivelyrejected he 6ézone systeand Pepco | ¢
Bonnevill edsbbwi de e Waghiagod manigal centpands founded in
the Progressive erduring FebruaryMM Moore, of the Washington Public Utility District
Association, backed hiyre State Grangepntace d Congr essman Magnuson.

1930 law, Washington public utility districpuds)proliferated in rural areas. By 193kgy

“"Note by Seelig, Bonebés secretary, July 31, 1940, box
158 Bone to Ogden, September 9, 1948, box 1, Bone Papers

1591bid.; Oregonian August21, 1937, container 37, McNary Papers

180 CC Garland to Bone, January 7, 1937, box 24, Bone Papemsn(aac
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covered75%o0 f  Wa s Is papudatiopandwvere hungry for electricityMoored s lurgadt e r

that in federal schemdike Bonnevilleo pu bl i ¢ agenci esod.righsohoul d) &éb
priority ... to electric ... powe#®! The next monttthe Bonneville legislatiopledged that
Opriorityé would be given t o pWabhingtonpulshwer i n
based on a Progressive era structure, therefore, became major beneficiaries of Bonneville power.

It is difficult to assess the widpublic power movemets incein shaping the Bonneville

legislaion. At the very least, ppressurd progressive politicians who shaped policy. At most,

the wording of its demands found direct expression in policy decisions.

Nonetheless, sometimes the aimshaf public pover movementvere unsuccessful over
Bonneville. During 1937California progressiveattempted to insert a Boulder Dam provision
into the Bonneville legislation, which wisbhave given public power priorigccess to Boulder
Dam electricity. Senator Hiram Johns@erhaps the most important surviving old Progressive,
was heavily involved in this endeavour. By 1
butin his home stathe still continued to mmote progressive Neldeal ideas like public power
However, the lduse rejecteche Boulder Dam proposal in Jul@937, and the &ate looked
likely to follow suit®? At the stat of August,Scattergoodalways resourceful about his
c omp any 0 sarivesin VEashingtdan ©C, and audaciously tried to turn opinion towards
the provisiont®® With his years of political experience, Johnson told Scattergood that his belated
intervention would not succeed. Johewon rath
better ... and gave a dinner to everybody.
personalityi and his hospitality failed to change enmgh minds®* Nonetheless, thattempt by
California utility reformers to plug theplan forBoulder Dam eletricity into the Bonneville

legislation demonstrates the interconnectedness of the West Coast public power movement.

The West Coast publiggpower movemenalso contributed to the selection of the Bonneville
Administratori the man who would implemettie policy. JD Ross quickly became the

favourite for the post. Ross was born in Oregon, had spesitof his working life heading

161 MM Moore to Magnuson, February 17, 1937, box 9, Magnuson Papers

162 Johnson to Doherty (telegram), July 29, 1937; Johnson to Doherty (letter) July 27, 1937, Letters from Johnson,
Johnson Papers

183 Johnson to Doherty, August 1, 1937, Johnson Papers

184 Johnson to Doherty, August 10, 1937, Johnson Papers
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Wa s h i n Qity laght@smpany, and in the mid 193@ssacommissionenationallyfor the

Ne w D e amangolyabodythe Securities andExchangeCommission(SEC) These

national New Deal contacts extendedr@R. For example, Ross thanked Roosefala gift of

trees from hé Hyde Park estate to landscajisy Li ght 6 s Skagit Va%l ey dam
Nevertheless, thchoice of Ross as Bonnk Administrator was, irpart, as a result of local

pressure. Neuberger, the Oregon journalist, a close ally of McNary and other Oregon
progressives, campaigned har dsinSeattleRloriag®3bs appo
in company with Washingtopublic power enthusiast§ongressman Lewis Schwellenbacid

Howard Costigat®® Neuber ger cul tivat egrovidas s®drsummcigu@gi nt
commentaryd of t h987, Meabergea wrgiento Ickeslyamgthdt Rdsgywas 1

6ably qualified to B°&Th&nextmanthlitclOregon Godhmissioies t r at o
of PublicUtilities suggested Ross for the job to RoosetlItOn August 19, Neuberger

telegrammed Ross that Robert La Follette Jr., of the Wisc@&negressive era political dynasty,

was supporting 6JdYybkre pfowerAdtmi mststtrraiteod .00 st
but, in the opinion of Neuberggheywe r e not oO6getting tX¥ Whenr st bas
Neuberger contacted Ross, Oaoh0, 1937, to congratulate him on his appointment as

Bonneville Admnistratorby Ickes the public powemovemenhad in place a man who would
representheirideas!’! Ross was now emphaticallyinthefe gr ound of the New L
implementation othe Bonneville Power Act, and relatedgiac power issues, 1937938, are

now looked atin order to supplemertte historiography, which largely ignores a Progressive era

influence on his actions as Bonneville Administrator.

There are several views abouduR s 6 | mpl ement at i l@@9361B38)p ol i cy a

The mat detailed version of events PhDby Wesley Aden Dick, considers Ross achiewaed

185Roosevelt to Ross, May 15, 1937, box 81, Seattle Lighting Department Records

166 Neuberger to Ross, December 3, 1936, box 76, Seattle Lighting Department Records

167 Neuberger to Ross, July 26, 1937, box S€éattle Lighting Department Records

168 Ralph Clyde to Roosevelt, August 12, 1937, (Roosevelt replied, August 17, 1937), box 81, Seattle Lighting
Department Records

169 Neuberger to Ross (telegram), August 19, 1937, box 76, Seattle Lighting Department Records

1701bid., September 16, 1937, box 76

171 1bid., October 10, 1937, box 76
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balanced system, bdbes not dee deeplyinto® s s 6 Pr ogr es si vceordegt@a b ack
him, Ross attempted toeate a balance between competing claimsno one interest would

prevail'’? This approach might be considered a very progressive concept. However, we need to
realize that utility reform policy since the Progressiveeswas radical. For examplRobertLa

Follette Snr. believed in state ownership of utilities. Dick a csupplieskey facts about

Ross6 i mplementati on Ilo&NoBembetd8Aaddressdo bpsmese r p ol i

|l eader s, Ross Osuggested that ... 20% of Bonn
industry. This concessiongeatal pro-business elements in Bland, including Pepco, the

Oregonprivate utility monopoly Ross bnoured his promisia 1938”3 Nonethelessin March,

1938, Ross announced t hep ogsesniebratacfor thpsveisbmajorityl e o f
of Bonneville electricity:’* That decision appealed mouricipal companies, and rural psjd

especiallyin Washington.In line with the Bonneville legislatiorRoss was going to favour

public power, without giving it exclusive access. Over conservation, Ross showedas e user 0
progressive sensibilityarguingfor indugry in the Columbia River GorgeearBonneville.

However, haimedtor ai se economic standards Owithout i m
make |ife Oheér afnadr e, chhe oOr of theWesboesitle the damPi t t s bu
guoting from Roosevelt, who had visited Bonneville thevipus yeard n  Di ¢ k §Rossa c c o u n |
achieved the diftiult balanang act of recognizing the needsnaft onlyconsumersbut also

industry;public power and private utilitiespnservationists an@source developer€regon

and Washingtonl n D i miknd RBossalid not force the public power issue beyond what the

legislation required.

Asecond view of Ross agrees with Hofstadter 6s
pragmatic. Ficken contended that New Deal public poweligyoat Grand Colee, andon the
West Coasgenerallywas mainly concerned with creatiagfficient denand for electricity to
justify the capital outlay on the big dams.
needed to apply, and Washington, as well as Oresjauld benefit from Bonneviller Grand

Couleepower. Above all else, the delivery of electricity to centres of population, like Seattle

Wesl ey Arden Dick, 6Visions of AbundanwesinthelBrasof Publ i c
JD Ross and the New Deal dé (PhD, University of Washingt
1731bid., 307308.

174 1bid., 158.

175 1bid., 311.
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and Tacomaresulted imsufficient uptake of powertoviald at e t he New Deal 6s d:
policy.!’® Certainly, @ ver nor Ol son of California in 1940
project was completed in 1988. (near the dam sitépnly a private power distribution

monopoly was prepar ed  @ragmatidallyit made @aor politieay i | | e p
and economic sense to deliver power solely to Bapbih supplied a minority of Oe gso n 6

population. The othéregonorientedsolution would us®onneville electridiy for

industrialization. Governor Charles Martin of Oregon imia$ly conceived Boneville would

havet hat purpose in 1933, saying, O0this power |
whose first consi UtHowever, osing Hosnevilehpevepexclusivelefor . 6
industrial uses seemed perverse, again from an ecoaohicagmatigoolitical angle. There

were cities on the West Coast which could absaulch ofthe power, and whose customers were
voters.InthiswayFi ckends atrlgas mdenw , Dda dladG sé6 wci odnecset n tproastsii ob
usdd had mor e itabandéconomic impgeratives,lalthbugh plausible, diminishes

R o s s tat Bormévilleto that of a technocrat.

The third view o193 ahatehisvorx @ehebpsshows him asia® 3 7
more of an ideologui a man with a mission to prate public pwer. It demonstrates he had
anotherset of motives, which connected with his progressive past. We need to understand his
mentality for this interpretation. It does not necessarily replace the interpretations of Dick or
Ficken. Rather, itigpplements the motives they discovered behind implementation of New Deal
public power on the West Coast. True, Ross did include all major groups in his decisions, and
the position he held as a government bureaucrat involved justifying New Deal spenthieg on
West Coast dams. Yet, these interpretations without the Progressive era context provide an
incompletee x pl anati on for Ross® behaviour as Bonne\
public power situation more generally betwd®&37 and 1938. Factfrom theProgressive era

give authenticity to RossO®0 behaviour at this

176 (Ed) Richard LowittPolitics in the Postwar American Westorman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1995)

Ficken chapter, 28283.

177 Olson CBS broadcast, January 28, 1940, carton 1, Olson Papers

178 Neuberger to RosSuly 28, 1937, (Neuberger says Martin made this statement during 1933 in Congress), box 76,
Seattle Lighting Department Records
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Photograps of JD Ross, as a youngishnoiddle aged man show a round, contented face and
neatly groomed hair. His steedyed look and the suggestion of a scar orchiis are perhaps
clues to another side of Ross. In the Progressive era, he headed a new municipal utility company
- City Light - competing with the Eastern holding company Stone and Webster for control of
Seatt e 6 s e | GayclLight,istauggked/fosupremacy with Puget Sound Power and Light, the
private utility subsidiary of Stone and Webster. A report on the war of attrition waged by Puget
Power against Ross for over o6twenty yearsod6 wa
the persecuton of JD Ross. 0 Duri ng tplacedspiesindiis essi v e

office, and home, in an attempt to find, or plant, incriminating evidence against him. They

trai |l ed O6hi s e v daaghonawas evarehidden iice®wmha ocBupied Half a
million dollars was expended to try and o6def e
Tacoma. 0 For a period of si x pyvataudlis,, Seattl e

drastically docke®R 0 s s 6 1'% Robsaxempliéd one of the victims Bone referred to at the

start of this chapter, Owhnoe rseu fyf ebreecda upsrei vtahteey uw
city t o pr Yedrslater, ind@3W éhe Podhmunicipal company informed Rosk

their proposedakeover of the priate utility Northwestern Elegtr. Hereplied with feeling:

60You have a tremendous opport unifabijtterfightoof you d
35 vy ¥%Ross,.like many West Coast public power leaders, was a-batited veteran of a

0bi tter f,ipuplic powdr wasil ideolbgicabelief, which because of his life

experiences, he had considerable emotional investmefit is implementation of the

Bonneville legislationRo s s & ex per i e n c ete makiegrhie comcibatory c onduci v

towards private utilitieswho he viewed with enmity.

Ross®6 progressive past incentivized him to p
power bodies in the distribution of Bonneville electricity. In July 193herurup to his
appointment as Bonneville Administrator, Mayor Carson of Portland wrote to Ross. Carson
feared tlat if Ross wereappointed administrator he would favour Seattle over Portland. He drew
attent i cgemarksao Seattls Gitp Counail 1934, that Bonneville Dam electricity could

179 Report of FW Greer, August 6, 1928, carton 8, Johnson Papers
180 Ross to Portland municipal company, 1937, box 79, Seattle Lighting Department Records
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both damage Seattle and be the making of PortfinRoss drafted a reassuring reply, saying
Carsonb6s appr ehensi on the lstterwas naver segdrhaps betause Ho we v
his reassurances woulthd him to a course of actidnfairness to Portlantl which he had no

intention of carrying out®? In fact, Ross did want to aid Seattle above Portland, most obviously

because the | att emdndyprevides bytprivate utiltyyPegcasr ppl y was

There were additional r e a LayrLight egpegiallyRiths s want e
cheap Bonneville elegtrc i t vy . By 1 9tCompany of Seatfle was heayily in degth
and envisaged ftiver high spending during the years ahead. Rédervernment had allocated
City Light a $3 million grant for its new Skagit projécthe Ruby Dam. However, the company
would need to raise atteer $5.5 million itself. CityLight also planned to take over its rival
Puget Soundower and Light It woud need a massive3$.37 million fora realistic bid-83
Ross hagjoodreasontd o o st Ci t y L irogiding Sesittlepvithoctheaptekectribity, p
and ration Portlandbés supplies, which would d
utilities. As Bonneville Administrator, Ross had the opportunity to help both City Light and
other Washington public companies, including the puds, to create an economically efficient

public power system in the state.

An article by Neuberger ifhe New RepubligMay 1938) described what actually happened
after Ross became Bonneville Administrator in October 1937. It demonstrates how Ross quickly
finessed the administratordés remit to favour
Neuberger approvinglydesr i bed t he Washington puds as o6t he
America. 6 He adds ORoss intends to Igwattse t hem
to be generated by t he ,the atiold shawBlowRosswiad | e) bar
working towards realizing the loAgeld Progressive era aim of an integrated urban and rural
publicpowersgt em i n Washington. Neuberger writes 0
efficient municipal plants, and with eighteen ripublic utility) &istricts serving the

hinterlands, Ross believes the state of Washington will soon show the entire nation what public

181 Mayor Carson to Ross, July 29, 1937, box 79, Seattle Lighting Department Records
182 |bid. Ross to Carson, draft of letter, (with note that it was not sent)
183 Ross radh speech on KOL, January 15, 1937, box 127, Seattle Lighting Department Records
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own er s hil% washiagtors wodld become a beacon for public power that the rest of the

US might emul at e. T loms $n 1938, fogethenwith the historeesiof Ro s s 0
Bone, Ross, the muni@pcompanies and the paidiready outlined, demonstrate the

unequivocally deol ogi cal nature of Rossd actions at

Ross O act i ons umdveruBexplonedbroadérdspec @ pragessivism. An
hi storian of the Progressive era, Gabriel Kol
capitalismd where monopoly | ea-doenomicstam®d pol it
More recently, Colin Gaton has written a similar critique of the N®egall® Yet, perhaps
there were also dangers when progressives went into business on behalf of the public. Possibly,
after a time they began acting like businessmen. It is a matter of debate whétleepaver
advocates needed to acquire the characteristics of private business to succeed against them.
Nonetheless, the way Ross valorized Washington municipal power companies and puds is a
possiblecause for concern. There is a suspicion he was using reguitepiaced upon him for:
giving priority to public power, stimulating sufficient electricity demand, and overcoming the
lack of Oregon puds, to serve his first loydltZity Light. When a progressive privileged his
special interest above other interestas he necessarily acting entirely for the common good?
Certainly, Ross6 conflation of individual and
of City Light, gave him a strong motive to assist the dathen company with cheap Bonneville
electicity. Public power practitionersike Ross, also exposed a weakness in progressivism, if

their corporate identity overrode the common godlderaisond daré for public power.

Even so, Ross fully intended that Bonneville electricity should reach farther afield than
Washington. On account of his progressive past, Ross conceptualized the public power question
as a pafWest Coast issue, in which he worked watles acrosshe region. Thigattern of
behaviour was welestablished on the West Coast, encouraged by communication through the
Public Ownership League, and int@mpany contacts. For example, the exchange of

ideological ideas and methods between Washington alifdr@&a dated back to 1918 whé&an

BiRichard Neuberger arti cTheNewReRiblionevi |l l e, 6 May 25, 1938
185 Gabriel Kolko,The Triumph of ConservatismA Reinterpretation of American History, 19a1B16(Chicago:

Quadrangle Paperbacks, 1967), 3, 6, 196, 200.

186 Colin GordonNew Deals: Business, Labor, and Politics in America, 19285(New York: Oxford University

Press, 1994)
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Francisco municipalitgxchangednformationwith City Light.*®” These Pogressive era

contacts signified a support netwddk struggling public power companies, a coalition of the

weak, if you will, against the powerful private utilitieafter 1913,San Francisco built the
contenti ous OO0 SthedHatchHetcleyd/allgy, pBraofryosemite National Park.

Thisissue beameeven moreaconic to progressives when in the 1920s private utility Pacific Gas

and Electric (PG&E) gained control of the da@orrespondence reveals City Light was still

vexed by this issue in 1936 when it sought from San Francisco municipality atffomabout

an enlargement of the daff¥. In the sympathetic environment of the New Deal, Scattergood had
attempted to utilize the Bonneville Dam Power Bill for the benefit of California public power,

andRoss used California examples to bolster the pylgiger case in Washingtomn a January

1937radio speechRosscited a legal ruling (Deeeb er 193 6), gi ving Scatt el
municipal company the gahead to take over their private utility rival, Southern Californian

Edison. Ross argued thattruling justified Citk i ght 6 s pl anned buy out o
Puget Sound Powand Light!® The parWest Coast dimension of public power company

contacts stretching back to the Progressivepmanoted by Ross among othetsserves

emphasis becaustechallenges many assumptions.

Too often research assumes that California was fundamentally different fathér West
Coast statesOver nonopoly reformi and indeed all three teneibprogressivisni California,
in many ways, was surigigly similarto its neighbouring stated herefore, regarding public
power, Californiads exceptionali smmeraneilds t o b
indeed before himgxceptionalisnbecane a useful academiool to fashion explanationsifo
American society. Thus, America itself was portrayed as exceptional among nations, the South
deemed exceptional compared with the rest of America, and California judged exceptional when
set against thether West Coast stateshére were, and argpodgrounds for these claims;
nonetheless many areas the alleged exception had numerous commonalities with the whole.
Accordingly, the Progressive era and New Deal public power movement, to an extent
unacknowledged by scholarship, bound together the We=st Coast states, and California was

not a state apartn implementing the Bonneville Power Act, Ross sought to build on that

187 San Francisco municipality to City Light, July 16, 1918, box 82, Seattle Ligh&pgi@ment Records
188 City Light to San Francisco municipality, 1936, box 82, Seattle Lighting Department Records
189 Ross radio speech on KOL, January 15, 1937, box 127, Seattle Lighting Department Records
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existing state of affairsFurthermore, Turner reinfoed the belief in a wesgast axis to explain

American history. Previgsly, the Eastern seaboard and Europe beyond were considered the

dominant influences on America and the American West. Turner reconfigured this thinking to

show the influence of the West on the East of America and the nation as a w82, In

DonaldWorster argued that greater attention should be given to theswrth geographical

axis in explaining American histarpoth within America, e.g. the Northern Tier states, and
transnationally!®® The present argumehtshowing Washington, Oregon, andli@ania
connectoncontri butes something to Worsterodos exhoi

approach.

Accordingly, diring 1937, Ros made a speechafPortlan mass meeting which showed he
wi shed to 6keyd Bo+West@oastsyseem.pHewasmabl¢hiokinterma p an
of a panWest Coat framework largely becae this region public power advocates since
Progressive timewere ideologically alignednd usedtoco per at i ng. Ross6 Wes
regional power gridvould nd only facilitate electricity supply, baso solidify ideological ties.
He outlined his vision of how it would mutually benefit municipal companikRessdescribed
how é6Bonnevill e d&nadnd e(l Gercatnrdigmtedtighbps paasefim ul d b
Columbia system . .. From Bonneville a |ine wo
far as Eugened ( Otriretlgeananjcipal plants of Seattle and Wawamla dnd t 1 e
would go southward i nto @uanicipal)@lants allaownthecoasto t i e
t o Los sigiallyeirsthedmame of efficiency, private utilities were already integrating
state wide systems, to allow exchange of electrical current. For instance, in July 1937, the
Federal Power Commissi@pproveda merger between Chelan Electric Company and
Washington Water Power Company which &édowns
system ... This ... network makes interconnection with Pacific Power andQaghpany... at
Taunton, Washington. and also connects wiBuget Sound Power and LigGbmpanynear the
Chelan Rivei3®? Therefore, the plan to construct a paiest Coaspublic power system, reliant

onBonneville, and other New Dedbm electricitywas a natural response to contempenas

190 Donald Worsternder Western Skiedlature and Hisory in the American WesfNew York: Oxford University
Press, 1992), 226.

1®1Ross to Portland mass meeting, 1937, box 128, Seattle Lighting Department Records

192 Federal Power Commission press release sent to Magnuson, July 22, 1937, box 20, Magnuson Papers
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statewide developments among private utilitiésr examplef nvol vi ng City Light
SoundPower and Light However, the West Coast public power ideological network, with its
Progressive era origins, made that regional grid netwonkdae likely The intellectual

meeting of minds between the public power leaders assisted and encouraged the tie up of their

power operations in a regional grid

Consequently he years 1937 to 1938 demonstrated how public power movements with a
Progressive era lineage on the West Coast and nationadlyce r at ed t o advance t
agenda. Ross, a public power leader with a progressive past, established a prototype at
Bonneville for how electricity would be distributed from the West Coast dams. It involved
Owi dest possible use,d6 raising the prospect o
system, and more ambitiously a pafest Coast grid for municipal compani€ghe West Coast

public power movement maintained its focus even in the difficult year of 1938.

The ideological tenor df h e We s publiC powemmogementlso dictated responses by
Ross and others to developments in 1938. At the time, puliers®eemed to be both
advancing and becoming stalleGuts in New Deal spending, in part as a result of congressional
pressure, helped prompt the O6Roosevelt Recess
utility reform campaigmationally showed gns of slowingasRooseveltvoided provoking
antirgovernment power trust propaganda before theteria elections. Additionally,
momentous foreign policy developmentsinincreas
these circumstances, Bone detae a series of speechdisingthe spring and summer of 1938
t hat hel ped | egi t i npultiocponrmpslisy@at Bonmevijleo Atthgsame ¢ pr o
time, they argued for a continuation of the national public power camisegause private
utilities were portrayed by him as the main danger to US democracy. For Bone, the power trust
was no longer just the monster with tentacles reaching into sédie¢yProgressive era and
New Deal tropeg by 1938 it had become a dangerous predator, preying dic polver and
democracy itself. I n March 1938, Bone stated
because of its vast resour ces ¥ DuringJulyoftres beco

193 FranklinBone broadcast on WOL; March 10, 1938, Bone speaking, box 1, Bone Papers (Seattle)
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same year, he argued before the Washingtae Stamocratic Convention that only public

power competition against power monopotkiesild meet theithreat because attempt s
regul ate the (power) monopol i esetheappaiteafss f ut i |
Be n g a | ®tBiogesrinsriizatian of private utilities was a rehearsal for similar language

used, 1939940, inspired by public power fear and loathing of the power trust.

In the event, New Deal spending was gradually restored from spring 1938, and eventually
surpasseci 1939 previous levels. Howey@rogressives remained apprehensive about federal
government resolve to sustain a reformist agenda throughout 1938. -Avimghtommentator
on the eve oflisappointingmid-term elections in November 1938 accurately ndived mood.

He said progressives were worried about Roose
utilities and private industry. They fear they may lose him as their radical ancestors lost
Woodrow Wilson twenty years ago through the impact of @ forg n 3w &ven b, against
the trend of the 1938 election d®ick, new hope illuminated the West Coast public power
movement.l n November, Culbert Ol sonithwtirgs2de!l ected C
Century liberal Democrat governor of thattsta . Ol sonés progressive be

product of his time as a state senataCalifornia during the 1930¢hey went backo

Progressive era experienceswhenwasa Ut ah st ate senator. Furt he
Robert Burke, considerd t hat t he Cali fornia governoro6s <co
movement outstripped all his other political beliEsBur ke cal |l s public powe

6f avour 1% The ascandaney of@ progressive governor in California, at avimee

decisions about power supply from Boulder and Shastasiere imminent, together with an
increasingly orchestrated atilblic power campaign by private utilities, set the scene for a new
phase in theaitility reform struggle. In 1940, the New De&tdedicated itself to public power,

and the private utility interests went from posing a political threat regigallthe West Cast,

to the national levein the presidential ection of thatyearBone 6 s 1938 war ni ngs
dangers of the powerust to democracy assumed a new relevance in 1940.

194 Bone speech to State Democratic Convention, report€ddama News Tribunduly 13, 1938, Coffee Papers
195 Ray Tucker article, November 4, 1938, McClure Neayspy Syndicate, box 248, Ickes Papers

9 Robert EBurkeQl sonds New D e(Beltkeldy:dniverSity bf CdlifornianFreas, 1953), 148.
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Challenges towWest CoastPublic Power, 19391940

The public power movement, 193940, faced a series of challenges that only assume full
clarity in a Progressive era context. Firstly, a searchingisisan occurred within the public

power movement about its future direction, and the need for that debate and the nature of it
connected with the Progressive era. Secondly, the power trust mounted a concerted attack on
public power at this time concerniagProgressive era funding deviceevenue bonds that

revived memories of earlier conflicts. Thirdly, the public powensus private utility struggle
reached a climax in the 1940 presidential election, which vindicated Progresssoeierad
warningsabout the dangers of the power trust.

The successes of public power on the West Coast;1933 prompted a debate among
progressives1939194Q about how far to takpublic power. Tis debate reveals a new self
confidence in the public power mawent,as it was discussinfyiture directions for public power
not merely attempting to survive against the power trilisis evidence runs counter to recent
historiography, which views the later New Deal as a refrem a reformist agenda. Alan
Brinkley inThe End of Reforrargued thaéreform liberalisndi.e. progressivismafter 1937 was
gradually supplanted binew liberalism & He contended that up till then many New Dealers
although muddled in their thinking about adopting a single Progressiagproach to
monopoly reformnonethelessvanted to restructure capitalism. Either ¢planner§approach
or 6Gbtursutsetr sd woul d hayv é\New libéralisdaleaddortedthat questbin e c t i v
favour of creting a mass consumer society. Twenbination of #icient businessand
eonomic stimulus byederal governmentlelivered increasing affluence in wartime and post
war American society?* Br i nk | efydlIs| owws kHof st adter 6s paradig
Deal. It articulatesmportant tridhs about the originsf dmerican consumer society, y&so

perhaps exaggerates the extent the New Deal lost its reformist drive]l 9437

Brinkleyds argumént ,-eastliemat & Robstwadteds and
Dealfidelity to progressivism. For these historians, Roosevelt was the master politician, with the

implication that Roosevelt abjured ideological consistency bedggst in the way of winning

198 Alan Brinkley, The End of ReforniNew Deal Liberalism in Recession and V{fsew York: Alfred A Knopf,
1995), 410.
199bid., 173174.
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elections, maximizing his voter base, and entrenching presidantddemocric Party power.

Yet, FDRS sxpediemrywas | argely a product of a flexible
heterogeneousse of New Nationalism and Newdedom in monopoly reform was neither

necessarily muddled thinking, nor signifying a politicianheiit an ideological compass.

Instead, different methods towards guasinopolistic US business were a recognition that no

one approach was suitable across the gamut of large business. As argued earlier in this work,

both TR and Wilsonthe progressive psidents associated with New Nationalism and New

Freedom respectively, employed the two methods simultaneously, and paradoxically ended up

favouring their rivalbds method when in power.

Brinkley argues that reform liberalism i.e. progressivismhedksto reshape the structure of
capitalism, and so did mg New Dealers untit.1937. However, progressivism was ultimately
about reshaping behaviour, and resortedestructuring capitalism as a last resort. Therefore,
sometimes big business needegduiationi New Nationalisni to persuade its unruly elements
into acting responsibly. Other business so abused the public, the market, the political process,
(and in some instaes,the environment), it neededsteucturingi New Freedom. The financial
sector, and the private utilities, from the early and later New Deal were cases in point. In the
latter example, trugbusting was not only deployed against utility holding companell
beyond 1937but public bodiegncouragedo compete with privatetilities as a countervailing
power. Other Progressive era devices were also brought into play, like utility commissioners
recommending electricity rates to power monopolies. Consequently, New Deal progressivism,
facing the myriad problems of US businé@sshe Great Depression context, could only ever
realistically tackle the most flagrant monopoly abuses. New Deal monopoly reform did address
the problem of ovepowerful private utilities as America electrified, and was enabled to do so
successfully onhie West Coast because federal government controlled the destiny of the great

dams.

The evidence indicates that by 19B®40 in utility reform on the West Coast the New Deal
did not retreat from curbing the private utilities, but was debating hote take federal
government intervention. All ideologies have a harder and more moderate wing, and therefore
progressivism was not alone in that characteristic. In prograsgsise reform therewas a

0statistdé and a 61l ocparloigzreedsés itvriasdmoétsi ocna.s e H otw ehva

197



enduring party or achieved sustained power, so neither tradition had gained a clear ascendancy.
After the successes of 193838, between 1939 and 1940 progressives debated the way forward
for public power. Ad have contended already, the intellectualtoars of progressives
followedthree principal tenets. Bearing out that contention, those who participated in this public

power debate constructed their arguments within the framework of those three tenets.

T he mo s tformbo$ duldid poveet irdvolved nationalization, and at this time some
proposed reforms pointed in that direction. Washington CosgeesJohn Main Coffee
presented the National Natural Resources bill to Congress, and deavarkd broadcast in
April 19390onitsaimg® 1t woul d have set up a Natural Resc¢
coal, watepower , oil, and natur al tHalmsegis aogpneentt | es o f
for this legislatioron the three tenets pfogressivism.It involved monopoly reformpecause
60t he s our cweseinahe coptmhokaln)...evarar r o wi nThatgroupu p . 6
threaenedconservationand had gutted our mi nemsxidjasticdr ai ned
terms, the pwer trusd workers and consumers were frequently the same peopetherefore,
6t hose who ar e und e % Rrésanalayike fellaw-TammaBomey c har ge d
Cof feeds sweepi ng r eafizatiomof peoductiorseapgbéicdbovern | y nat i o
companies woulgtill distribute electricity.C o f f e ewhish he desciibed gmart of his
Opr ogr es s iewvertualpfailedgIn asmilar vein, durind940,Ickesalsocontemplated
federal government control of water power, this time @Gblumbia River. His Columbia
River Authority would have assigned Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams, along with other
proposed dams on the Columbia River, to the Interior Department, so that although municipal
and private companies, and pudisstributedthe electricity ultimately Ickes would malal

deci si ons o micity diogatiahg’ms 6 el ec

Significantly , | ckesd s ug @eofligion coarse withuht maini publicpower
leaders on the West Coast; another example perhdglsesfthep r o gr es si VRessé meat a
died in April 1939 but his views were sustained by public power advocates like Bone and
Sattergood. These progressive lead®md no intention of substitutitigeir owno | o jpublit 6

200 Coffee radio broadcast, April 29, 1939, Coffee Papers
201 |bid.
202Bone News Release, 1940, box 2, Bone Papers
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power control of West Coast electriciyth federal governma monopoly. A shared senske
0statesd6 rights,d home rule, and the great di
caused them vehemently to oppose such movesoudse, in the case of Scattergood and Ross

their strong comnitment to municipal companies was also a business interest. In a City Light

report to Seattle City Council during 1934, Ross had summarizedthew ¢ apubliczpewkrd
position succinctly: OWe want Cit yplemerddor Di st r i

excuse for a State or Federal power system west of the Cag&ddes.

Bone reentered the legislative fray in 1940, putting forward the BSmeth bill to establish a
Columbia Power Adtority controlled within the West Coast, rather ttisom Washington DC.
I n this way, he hoped to forestal./l |l ckesd bil
speaking to a progressive constituerayuched hisrguments for the Columbia Power
Authority in the framework of the three tenets. He repthe monopoly of federal government
control, which envisaged operating 6a vast bu
Cities... such as Tacoma and Seattlelo.not want the Authorityot r un t heir affairs
Bone raisedocial psticec onc er ns t hlaid not pnogide urdcoksenithdlledbivie |
bargaining, so negotiations would take place acdossh e wi dt h of the conti n
conservationite Bone bi l,pyr owunldiekdodnmalafire. saartiort e

power revenues from Grand Coulee Damto(@my. . . recl|l amat P n of basin

Likewise,the progressiv®r. Paul Raver, who took over as Bonneville Administrator in
August 1939, continueR o spslidies of assisting public power through pads municipal
companies, andreatinga Washingtorpublic powergriddRav er 6 s outl ook accorc
localizedProgressive era stanceRéss, Scattergood, and Boiiée Oregoniameported that
6(Bonneville) engi neer s heugkoutithe yea tocampletesvitad r o v e
parts of the transmission grid ... toward Puget Soutal Grand Coulee for a hoalp this
summer, and ... into southe st  Wa s hi n gt &hAttimes, Rager apgeargduods . 6
makingextraconcessions to privatutilities, for instane, at the end of 1939 extending

Nort hwestern Electricdéds contract, and signing

203 Ross statement in City Light report to Seattle City Council, 1934, box 2, Bone Papers
204Bone News Release, 1940, box 2, Bone Papers
205Herbert Lundy articlesQregonian end of 1939, box 22, Magnuson Papers
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Portland?®® However, when those two companies announced an electricity rate below City
Lighto6s, aapsert haer tniecwsep reveal s, their rate redu
utilities 2% dherdorededlizedpressuredwas being exedton private utilies

both by the Progressive eirsspiredpublic companies, and recommendations byanenissioner

T very Progressive era means for achieving reform.

Moreover in a speech during September 1939, Raver typically located his policies within a
the tradition of the three tenets. With an edgeisoemark, in more ways than one, he stated:
60As t o t he(mpnopolies tlbkaveund axlsharpgned for any of them ... if ... they can
meet the rates of the public systems, they will survive ... If not, they will be their own
e X e ¢ ut Heastatedaboubsocial justice 6 Co mi nhgmyvamiby two weeks ago, we
saw car after car of families heading this way. They want another éhanfleweloping
farmg ... At Grand Coulee, power will help ... pay for irrigation ... With Bonneville power |
hope ... we can encourage ... supplamiarrigation by providing a low raté.In conservation,

h e d e cHheahospliate bedld of the Nevtlest area are far greater than ... anyrotégion,
and there is a desperate néada vastly expanded fertilizer industry to preserve the soileof th

nat Pon. o

Consequently, the public power movement heatle suclgains it was motivated to discuss
its future, 1939194Q That debate was challenging, as it revealed very different ways forward
the O0stati&tdolout i6ddedoges,ipipjgeddsvisra showed it had two wings,
but its ideological options were also products of its Progressive era past. Participants in the
public power debate demonstrated Bregressive era mentality by following the intellectual
contoursofthe hr ee tenet s. I n contrast to Brinkleyd
certainly showed no sign of being on the wane, £24840. On the contrary, it was ready for yet

further challenges.

In 194Q the power trusmounted a new offensive agairpublic power AwareNew Deal
responses would be more cautious during an election year, to avoid the charge of federal

government extremisfina vote loser private utility interests began a major campaign aimed at

208 | pid.
207 | pid.
208 Raver speech, September 29, 1939, box 20, Magnuson Papers
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undermining the puldi power movementThis public power and power trust struggteWest

Coast states was centredpublic power funding of ruralectrification. The areaf conflict

related back to the Progressive era\West Coast statersural puds or their equivalent needed to
raisemoney for electcity distribution infrastructure. Gail Radford has recently pointed out,

since Progressive times revenue bonds became the main funding mechanism for public power on
the West Coast, initially by cities, and in the 1930s also for ruseiats. She singles out Los
Angeles municipal company and Seattleds City
the Progressive era. A s millidmseof deltars of eewenue lbohds 1 9 1 6
to develop the vast utility empiken o wn a s G Bssentially rgvéntie. bonds were

popular with the public. They would finance power projects, and bring good returns for

investors. Moreover, the debt that the municipal company incurred would be paid off out of the

c o mp a ny §mthepthan being aamunicipality debt passed onto the taxpayer. Similarly,

pud debts would be paid for out of the compan
outlawed or redered ineffective for puds, rural areasuld again be made dependantpoivate

utilities for electricity.

During 1940, Bon®nce moréecame pivotal As with Ross, 19371938, so with Bone in
1940, an understanding of the Progressiveassestsnaking sense of unfolding events. The
linkagebetween the Progressive enad the New Deakas clear.Bonestated at the outset of
this chaptethat1908was the starting date for his interest in public power. In 1937, Ross wrote
to the Portland municipal companybfh e o6 bi tt er fi ght 6 between pub
in Seattle lasting thirtfive years. Bone describedttempts by private utility interests in 1908 to
stop Tacoma producing it ¢°Toment edbeictttreirciftiyg hatso
the 1910s and 1920s. Indeddring the 19204 inflicted on Bone the most traumatic
experience of his |ife. Li ke Ross, a@Boneds | i
resolve. When in 1940 he found himsahfronted with a similar situation between private and
public power, and the same tastizy the power trust, he was equal to the struggle.

Gail Radford, OFrom Municipal Socialism to Public Aut
Publ i ¢ Elournal of Américae Historyol. 90 No 3 (December 2003)
2’6 Bone on Powerd speech, August 2, 1940, box 1, Bone P
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In 1911 Washington municipal companies were given the right to sell electrithty to
countrysidefreeing rural areas fromependency on private utilities. By 191&jislation
instigated bythe pwer trustended that freedonand in 1924rivate utilities upheld that
position by successfully campaigniagainstareferenduni Initiative 52.1 n 19 3 0, Boneds
Act permitted rual areas to raise revenue bonds, liberating them dtdastprivateutilities 2t
During194Q0hi s s peech ©Ba InteegponerdrisbimMeaded returning rural areas
in Washington to dependency on private companies. Initiative 139 would go before voters in the
election year, apparently just requiring the newsptadseek democratic backifay raising
revenue bonds. In reality, Bone argued the Initiative would prevent puds from operating as

going concerns*?

B 0 n eapeys rd¥eal parallels with the Progressive era. Bone pointed out power trust lawyers
inN1913 i nserted 6] oHoekingifigation billpwhiehmeimposedauratanet
relianceon private utilite®* I n 1940, he stated O6jokersd were
power trust, so an ostensibly democratic measure would cesidtmoe in rural areas
becomingreliant on utility monopolie$** Furthermore, inl924, as aVashingtorstate senator,
Boneforwarded the referendum enablimyinicipal companieagainto sell electricity to rural
areas, thereby overturning the 1913 ladwvpowertrust pressure group, the Nostlestern
El ectric Light and Power Associati o mtatveuccess
52215 During 1940, the power trust formechewt y pe of pressure group, a

the 6Let theaBeepbewWoth campaignretd on behalf

Most flagrantly, in 1924, private utilities told newspaper editors all over the state that they
would only place lucrativefub age adverts in their papers if
written by the power tr usanantBondcarmdkil’ Bane Bone d s
affixed these identical editorials to a board, and at town hall meetkpdsinedthat his views

were being traduced through a concerted campaign by the power trust. However, he lost the

211 Boneto Ogden, September 9, 1948, box 1, Bone Papers

226Bone on Power o6, August 2, 1940, box 1, Bone Papers
213Bone to Ogden, box 1, Bone Papers

214Bone speech (undated), box 2, Bone Papers

26 Bone on Powerod, box 1, Bone Papers
216 Bone speech (undated), box 2, BdPapers
2"6Bone on Powerod, box 1, Bone Papers
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referendum. Years later, in 19405 memory of that experience had not dimmed. Bone stated:

61 was hel canuwlp stcormi dinc welvery corner ¥ the St
During 1940, Bone seized on the fact that the power trust was using the same methods to push

for Initiative 139, which would have hamstrung puds. Bose Paper s WUSoSertateai n a p
memorandum slipn which he wrote Nofe identical Editorials in different papers. These are
typical. These editorials appeaslpisasheethr oughou
covered in identical pasted pno-Initiative 139editorials?'® In 194Q Bone helped defedhe

position the pwer trust supported

The tatics of the power trusin theWest Coastvere the same in the Progressive era and its
aftermath, and the later New Deal. Over the issue of freeing rural areas from private power
monopoliest he power trust attempted to restore the
into an innocensounding law or referendum. It establishedapressu gr oup or ci ti z e
committee, to influence the electorzded create the impression of higher levels of support than
really existed for its case. The power trust bribed newspaper editors to include their propaganda
in identical editorials which pronted their cause. Bone would neitlewve had the consuming
interest n I nitiative 139 during 1940, nor been eq
experienced the setbacks of the Progressive era in 1913, or the pelatadal humiliatiorof
1924,

During 1940, thepalVe st Coast aspect of public power o
Los Angeles municipal company had long posed a threat to the private utility Southern
Californian Edi son. As ear |l yeHauseofl 92 7, Hi ram
Representatives, Philing, expressed a future concern that the Edison Company would oppose
Los Angeles municidacompany competing with theby selling Boulder Dam electricity to
small towns out in the countrysid€. Therefore, the same tensibetween public and private
utilities prevailed in both California and Washington over rural electricity supply. Private utility
fears were strengthened in 1935 when state senator Olson succeeded inipas&evgnue
Bond bill that would have set uppad system in California, financed from revenue bonds, to

218 |bid.
219Bone Senate memorandum slip; sheet with pasted on editorials, box 2, Bone Papers
220 Swing to Boulder Dam Association, May 25, 1927, carton 8, Johnson Papers
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mat ch Washingtonos. Al t hough the measure was
and Garrison passed similar legislation, whaibvernorOlson upheld in 1939. Yet, during

1940, approximating o t he si tuation in Washington, Cal i f
referendum, Proposition 18boutrural area®eing funded through revenue bonds.rdfection

would return thento reliance on private utilitie€! L at er o ri942r&destionn 6 s

organizers described the methods private utilities had used, and were using, to undermine public
power . 0Their tactics,d® comparablréhasead t he Wa
Ainstituti-winlall ® &@dvdmgtoiosdi ngei hopewspapefbuenci
(paper so) 0 ¢€4dintl0the public powdr mavémerd helped frustrate attempts by

the power trust to retunural areas to dependency on private utilitteeoughCa |l i f or ni adé s
Propositi on 1 3initatvell39Vare marked dinolaritées of private utility tactics

in these referendum campaignsist surely show some-@vdination among the West Coast

power trust against public powekloreover, the success of the public power movement shows

its ideobgical robustness, 193®40, whichkeptthe New Deamoving forward contradicting

Brinkl eyds argument . Finally, the struggle o
example of ideological continuity between the Progressive era (andhisdiate aftermath), and

the later New Deal.

The presiéntial campaign of 1940 providélde culmination of the public power vess
private utility struggle, when Wendell Willkie became the Republican presidential candidate.
Roosevelt ds cewpochamsehin. Up élithen, Willkie was the head of
Commonwealth and Southern (C&®)e of the biggest and most successful private utility
holding companies in America, whose area of operation included the south ameshid
However , oOWpahy, iksomeiraspects, challenged New Deal perceptions of exploitative
private utilities. Remarkably, C&S halved its electricity rates between 1933 and?$989.
other respects, C&S had a far more chequered record, over tabations and manipulain of
regul atory devices. For Ol son, among other s,

t r u%*tMany progessives believed their warnitigat the power trust was intent on political

221 Olson NBC radio address, October 21, 1,94¥ton 1, Olson Papers
2?2Speaker s manu a l-elettionrcampdigs, carténs, Olsénfapers e
2261 ndi ana Ad Vioe(Jaly331,61938)r t i cl e,

22%Burke,Ol sondés New Dem8 for California
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power could no longer be dismissed as rhetorical hyperbderratvas a manifest reality. If
Willkie won, Washington and Californian progressives feared a major power trust offensive

against public power. Induly 1940converstion between Bone and anténior Department

of ficial, they setpctes thel poweh@mpedwillffeel Watla helw ergi i
being ushered i . . (and) Osuccess with putting Initia
possibility of knocki nt® Smiarly, @isomargodd mar Augustned s

1940 radb speech from Napa Valley that if Roosevelt lost Bnaposition B was defeated,

private utilities, especially PG&E, would besurgent?”® Theywouldgait he | i onds sha
electricity from Central Valley Project dams i.e. Shasta and Keswick Daikewise, the
electricity allocation to Scattergoodds Los A

would be drastically reduced in favour of Southern Californian Edison.

Afurthercausefoan xi ety was Wil | ki e 0as hislvegressdenbah t o s e
candi dat e. Un d o urkasoa fdriclyopsingWicNdrykvese € s Omagnon s en a
great influence with western farmérsa vital constituenc)and Mc Nar ydés standing
senate. However, Willkie was wellvare of Mchr y 6 s strong public power
either wanted to lessen voter polarization during the election, thereby appealing to public power
supporters through McNary, or, as likely, to muzzle McNary on the topic, in the name of party
uni ty. VEicdrthirtyiasked $/icNarly t avoid discussion of public power imibés
presidentiabcceptance speech. However, McNary refused, and in his speech explicitly

reiterated support for public pow.

Consequently, in the election campaign, tepubdlicans expressed a mixa@dessage over
public power, soregardinghi s one i ssue, pr otharhidketaiddd Nar y 6 s
Democrat electoral prospects. Furthermore, fromaenbne ct or al per specti ve,
of McNary as his runningnatefurnished evidence for the normalization of public power as a
mai nstream political view, in both political
profile in the | ater New Deal, and the i mport

movement.In fact, with all three tenets of progressivism in mind, Neuberger went so far as to

225 Seelig note about Bone meeting with Goldschmidssigtant to Undersecretary Wirtz, Interior Department, July
30, 1940, box 2, Bone Papers

226 Olson Napa Valley radio speech, August 17, 1940, carton 1, Olson Papers

227 Neal,McNary of Oregon190.
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describe McNary as O0the most progressive Repu

RooseXfel t . o

The 1940 el ection was fiercelpesenceonghet , and,
Republican ticket, progressives appeared genuinely alarmed that a Willkie win would mean
power trust control of the presidency. Ickes was constantly supplied wiprevatie utility
information throughout the New Deal, especially from ®hicago and otlmenid-west contacts,

which fed hisexistingpublic power convictins. During 1936, a prominent niéest academic

reminded I ckes of their | ongstanding Progress
because of ... the commoncafissr whi ch we have | ZUdnoNoverdberso | on
1939, Ickeswas told of malptad ces by Wi |l | ki e énanip@afir§ Michiggn& S h ad

Power Company share activities while pretending this C&S subsidiary was Bek shares as

it pleased?*° Roosevelt copied a letter to IckiesSeptember 194fom nineteen congressmen

alleging widespread political corruption by the power trust during the election. Congressmen

Coffee and Magnusomand several Californian representativess t a t te d. utility Pr i v a
corporations ... are contributing very large sums of money ... to elect i@em¢pess who will

vote forthe( r ) i A%t Againstghis deolbgical baettrop, in an October speech, Ickes

railed that the pr enapower hehind Wendall @idkieraedghateheye nt e d
are trying to seize controfo t h e F e d e r &2 Andiherickesspeeute shdrtly 6

afterwarddirectly linked Progressive era and New Deal political corruptioa,riranner that

wasparticularly appoge for California He decl ar ed gandfatheristheal cor r
railroads of America. Pts father is the (pri
Ickedand Ol sondés views were in har moldg0,dmdbt h ov

t he powerattodemamadg.sin Detemtzer 1939, public powas prioritized for
Boulder Dam electricityi ai di ng Scattergoodods L©&sTheAngel es mt

following month,Ickes met Olson in a special session over the CVP, and said the Californian

228 bid., 188.

229 professor Paul Douglas to Ickes, August 26, 1936, box 248, Ickes Papers

230 Cyrus Eaton to Ickes, November 25, 1939, box 248, Ickes Papers

231 Congressman Frank Havenner to Roosevelt, September 20, 1940, copied to Ickes, box 248, Ickes Papers
2%23an FrancisceChronicle October 19, 1940

233bid., October 20, 1940

234 os Angeles Time®ecember 21, 1939
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stateshoud be O0ready to act as a power distributo
di str Pb@ltoamedsd 6statistd public pewesdout | ook
anbapost | ewnershipio ubtldack great del iderltl i WKPINIi kgihe .i én
fact, at the July 1940 Democratic Convention
commi ttee, 86 and d6urged his colleagues to inse
party to complete government ownershipdnd st r i but i on 26Althoaghkictri c po
proposal failed, the vehemence that Olson and Ickes brought to the public power struggle,

directed especially at Willkie, was a legacy of their Progressive era and New Deal experiences.

Along with the effots of the whole public power movement, it helped defeat Willkie in 1940,

and sustain the New Deal.
The Relevance of the Bblic Power Movementin the Lead-into War, 1941-1942

Historians conventionally regard the years 1941 to 1942 asthewttme n, i n FDRG6s f am
Decembed943press conferengghr ase, oO6Dr. New Deal 6 was repl a
Recently, Brinkley, among others, has stressed the later New Deal and war years institutionalized

the businesggovernment caperation whicldepr i ved Rooseveltds governn
edge, butvas a vital cause of pegtorld War Il affluence. In a West Coast context, the

di scourse is about the reasons tWatRpsgbowisrea
term. Opinion fluctutes betweemwither creding that success to the later New Deal, i.e. a direct

result of the big dams, or the war years, during which the West Coast emerged as a crucial region

for the militaryindustrial complex. However, two other factors need emphatiie light of

Progressive era influence on monopoly reform. The public power movement used-tieevar
emergency as a means to facilitate and accelerate their aims. Progressives, always adaptable to
new circumstances, were able to continue, or codhsetontinuationof the New Deal under

the guise of war. At the same time, while many, but not all, progressives became converted

entirely to the war time struggle, ongoing public power objectives were pursued regardless of the

war-time situation. Thefore, the New Deal was nentirelydiscarded in favour of entering and

235 Mary Montgomery and Marion ClawsoHjstory of Legislation and Policy Formation of the Central Valley
Project (New York: Arno Press, 1946)

2% gacramento Beguoked in BurkeOl sonds New De6@Rlbidf,t48. Cal i forni a
237 San Francisco Chronicleluly 16, 1940
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winning the war. Progressives utilized the war for their own purposes, and carried on with some

of their aims notwithstanding war time conditions.

Concerning utilization of tawar emergency by progressives, the public power leadership and
wider movement r@asserted the importance of the West Coast projects. They feared these
projects might be swept aside,mrton hold, during the transitidinom a peace time to war
economy.Conversely, they realized that New Deal projects could be facilitated by the
emergency. For example, Ickes wrote to Roosevelt in September 1940 referring to
6complicati oas o.n.al dwed ethac et tpeg ogr am. 6 He said
staff of the Bureau of Reclamationd6 would del
(and) Boul der Dam. 6 | n expedi@mstallatiors at Grand&Cdulee x t r a
and Boul der Damsd® point i ngiitpfudr thde foerfited i g wr o
It would seem Roosevelt readily acquiedced in
helping defenceand public power, while combating the Depreskionust have appealed to his
supple mind. The next month, Octob&rQ, the Water Project Authority of California sent a
resolution to Roosevelt &6érequesting the CVP
electic power (from Shasta Dam) fdomestic, irrigation, and industrial purposes can be
furnishedta he cent?®hal keal tkgsd proposal, this lett
speeded up. Roosevelt asked Ickes to prepare his reply, which stated that the New Deal had
already recategorized the CVP, Boulder and Grand Coulee Dandslaisonal Ddéence
Proj®¥°cts. o

John Boett i ge-nsaw,Raptoup messudghidstsprivate utilities intd942,
employing the war situaih as a pretext for public power. Boettiger was in the political
background, but the political stance of his spaper th&eattle Posintelligencersupplies
interestingcluesant Rooseveltoés ops The Seatte Pwvasalidarst t hr e e
newspaper, at a time when Hearst had grown antagonistic to the New Deal. Often, though, the

paperfavoured poliees Roosevelt was sympathetic to. For instance, in March 1942, an article in

238|ckes to Roosevelt, September 11, 1940, Official File 483, Roosevelt Papers

239 Water Project Authority of the State of California letter forwarded by Congressman Englebright to Roosevelt,

October 29, 1940, OF 483, Roosevelt Papers

Roosevelt to Congressman Englebright, November 26, 19
1940, OF 483, Roosevelt Papers
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the Seattle Pl read like a manifesto for public pewand the perpetuation of theW Deal. It

argued for Othe acquisition of .inclusioRmthet Soun
rapidly growing public power system ... because the expanding war program reguciresiore
powé¥ltréasoned 6 The public power movement ... has
establishment of puds and municipal power plamtd,.a action by the federalgpy n me nt . 6

The article concluded 6 Now t hat war has produced demands

most harebitten opponents ... must admit ... in ... Washington at least public power is here to
st d&%. 60

Thepropoed Col umbi a River (or Power) Authority \
commandeered as an argument for replacing private utilities with public power in Washington
and Oregon. The extent FDR iddietil himself with the ColumbiadPwe r Autmgand t yo6s ¢
made connections to the West Coast public power movemastproof of his strong
progressive ideological beliefs that reached back into the Progressive era. He did not exercise a
vague or remote control over this scheme, but took a decidediasn ondé approach to
May 1941, he sent letters to Bone and McNaalking them to put forward a Columbia River
Authority bill.>*® Writing to Senator Norris, the inspirational force behind the TVA, Roosevelt
tal ked about the 6t reeneeatdouwms thebINioc thovweesrt . @dov
as in 1940, that both Bone and Ickes were initiating Columbia River bills, but Roosevelt
signalled he favoured Boneds approach. He wr
distributing the pwer thatissoldtodte m by t he Fé4tiealare 1%uldtttror i t y. 0
Bonessi d he would |i ke to consult Roosevelt befc
hesitates t o?aRdko stenvee IPtréessiJdelnyt .16941 reply stat
interested in the Columbia Power bill and wi |l

advance of s introduction. o

241 Article in Seattle Postntelligencer March 4, 1942, box 14, Magnuson Papers

242 |pid.

°Roosevelt to Norris, May 29, 1941, with copies of |et
Roosevelt Papers

244 |bid.

245 Bone to Roosevelt, June 13, 1941, PPF 2677, Roosevelt Papers

246 Roosevelt to Bone, July 3, 1941, PPF 2677, Roosevelt Papers
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As plans were finalized on Boneb6s bill, in O
solutions to West Coast congressmen sarthtors (including Bone). The president said he
wanted a permanent ONorthwest (dasQpgapdmi ni str
measurethag x i sting | egislation should be amended t
properties ... ironnection with the Bonnevil6r and Co u I**&éWhempBomej ect . 0
introduced his Col umbi a P &eatlaPodintelligencargave Apr i | 1
resolute support for i1t, again using the rati
was once more a conduit f dheSéuttlofsadiclecasserteds pub |l i
that Rooseveltsugpr t ed Boneds p owepAdmidgstratidd,cahduhatbts a P
bacquisition . . . tiomsf. wil aidus @ ie thisr& 7% MSeattlePl or por a
editorial on this subject from the same montlenacted themes of the Progressive era public
power struggle, and shows how Bone attempted
1908 Bone was motivated to enter the public pastreiggle partly because of aspersions on the
patriotismof those wanting municipal utilities. The April 19&2attle Pl editorial quotes Bone
s ay i n g..mosi Tdifieient ... and patriotic way to handle the (Columbia power) problem
istopurcha e exi st i ng ?pThroughathedrogressive eranand idtervening 1920s,
progressives had tried to establish a public power system using revenue bonds, while private
utilities sought ways of thwarting that effort. In the editorial Bone statchth Columbia

Power bill oéproposes a revenue bond®plan for

The fact that Boneds Col umbia Power Authorit
valid reason for saying progressivison the New [2al ceased at the outbreak of war in
December 1941. Since 1937 the New Deal had experienced increasing difficulties in Congress,
but New Dealers continued to attempt refor ms.
his bi 1?3 Bavevdrehe waa not saying by 1942 progressives, locally or as high as the
White House, had stopped trying to reform American society. In reality, many factors conspired
against his bill. For example, the big drive for public power stirred up someéxtapposition,

either segenerategdor not entirely a product of power trust propaganda. A Spokewspaper

247Roosevelt to Congressman Smith, October 13, 1941, PPF 2677, Roosevelt Papers
248 Seattle Postntelligencer April 9, 1942, box15, Magnuson Papers

249 Editorial, Seattle Postntelligencer April 3, 1942, box 15, Magnuson Papers

250 |bid.

251Bone to Ogden, September 9, 1948, box 1, Bone Papers
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in Washington reportellarch 1941 that the 1940 elections in Seattle and Portland rejected
proposals for the O6fhirf’lPum|s gr paodves fo sp Wibliitd ea
always confronted the opposition of the power trust, and major or minor shifts in public opinion.
Nonetheless, 1941 9 4 2, t h ed(irclbdengvWdsteCaalst public power leaders and the

wider movement, alongsédthe national movement), was still trying to pull all the levers at its

disposall new and existing ondsto expand public power, and curb the size of private utilities.

For instance, in March 1941 Jerome Frank of the SEC contacted Bone to tell Htugaat

Sound Power and Light fell within the purview of fReblic Utilities Holding Company Act

(1935)2°3 In 1934 Stone and Websteorganized Puget Power as a result of-tmist action.

However, Frank had established that in this complex corporatd w1941 Puget Power was a
subsidiary of the large holding company Engineers Public Service Company, and therefore faced
dismantlement®> Referring toAugust 1942, the SEC informed Bone that a clutch of companies
including Washington Water Power and @re n 6 s -wéstem Eldctric were subsidiaries of

American Power and Light. The latter in turn was part of Electric Bond and Share Company, the
biggest utility holding company in the United Stat®sTherefore, well intdNVorld War I,

across Washington drOregon, power trust companies were still subject to break up by New

Deal legislation from 1935. Evenflud vy, in 1943 the o6warti me New I
Puget Sound Power and Light. The private utility separated itself from holding company control

and restructured as an entirely Washingtased corporation.

Likewise, public power leaders were only too alive to the possibilities of the war emergency
as an agent for industrial expansion. Some scholarship runs the risk of creating the false
impression that West Coast public power was primarily concerned with electricity for domestic
consumption as opposed to private utilities championing its industrial uses. By 9421he
power question had moved on from the Bonneville Dam situation whigegeputilities argued
that its electricity shoulddoused exclusively for industrial purposes, while public bodies pushed
the case of the domestic consumierfact, all public power leaders recognized the opportunities

the war emergency would providethe West Coast for industrial expansion, and did not view

252The Spokane SpokesrAaaview March 30, 1941, box 1, Bone Papers

253 Jerome Frank to Bone, &ich 13, 1941, box 1, Bone Papers

254 bid.

255 Ganson Purcell, Chairman of SEC Philadelphia to Bone , February 1943, refers to August 22, 1942 SEC order
under 1935 Act, box 1, Bone Papers
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industrial or domest iscunusgeasmeo féo e |Qeucittrei ctihtey oapsp
welcomed wartime industrialization by the militaindustrial complex as a solution to high West

Coast unemployment, exacerbated by Dust Bowl migration.

Moreover, in California, for example, Scattergood had long wished to encourage the
expansion of both Los Angel esdé6 population and
provide him withinfe mat i on @nbad u tD ed Neadttiwi tPlro wea atot er good o s
sense of exploiting conditions to suit his municipal company and the growth éfnigedes, his
eager involvement n t he war effort was not surprising.
government, 1941942, steered National Defence Power in a public power direction. During
July 1941 a special power unit was established in the Office of Production Management (OPM),
to handle all defence power problems. Julius Krug from the TVA headatkth unit®’
Scattergoodvasdescribedaé act i v e lingi pat hie c? plaryg Slaitery. from the
Rural Electrification Administration also took part in its decisinaking®>® Clearly, the
continuing New [2al intended that public power leadsh®uld have a decisive rabeer
defence decisions about electricigynd not be sidelined, as happened in World War I. Once

more, the Progressive era provided lessons for the later New Deal years.

The extent progressive New Deal values were pereetns9431945, is beyond the scope of
this work. The historiography argues strongly that for the duration of the war194%] the
military-industrial complex largely controlled the economy, and governmenopady reform
ceased. At firstthe OPM, ad, thenfrom 1942, the War Production Board (WPB), i.e. the main
organizations charged with-@rdinating war productigrcould do little against the tightening
grip of monopoly corporations. When Krug was appointed head of the WPB in 1944, this trend
proved irreversibleg® Contradicting that pattern, though, there is evidence that the trajectory of
the New Deal opposing private utility monopolies and favouring their nemesis, public gower
was not abandoned during the war emergency, at least up toeymnd, 1942. Examples

includethe speeding up of West &1t HEP projectss DR6s st eer towards publ

256 Memo about Scattergood from General Watson to Roosevelt, MarchQB4483, Roosevelt Papers
257 Press Release, July 21, 1941, box 162, Ickes Papers

258 | pid.

259 |pid.

260 Brinkley, The End of Reforni98.
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power unit of the Offie of Production Management (194PugetPowérs r eor guayn i zat i o
from holding company ownership (1943hdathebenefits that governmesaided public power

companies derived from wartime industrialization and population growth. Especially on the West
Coast, the spirit and substance of the Progressiviagraed New Deal persisted.

As a final example of Progssive era influence, 19411942, another round was played out,
al most regardless of the war emer gefight,y i n per
which dated back to ther&gressive era. The Hetch Hetchy controversy (1913), whereby San
Franciscaonuni ci pal ity built the O6Shaughnessy Dam
iconic for public power when private utility E purchased the dam (29). Throughout the
peacetime New Deal Ickes powttaway with Progressive era ardour at San Francisco to
enforce the Raker Act (1913), which should have prevented the sale of a public power facility to
PG&E. In 1936, Ickes forced the issue before a federal judge, who ruled in his (fE@@8)2*
San Francisco appealed the decision. During 1938, IckesaltRWA funding to San
Francisco as leverage to gain their compliance with the RakéfAbtayor Rossi calledipon
Hiram Johnson to intercedgginting out San Franciscans had rejected five municipal
referendums for buying o Dam?P 16 @dobay 1089 thetUBe OO6 Sh
Supreme Court definitively stated that San Francisco was in violation of the Rakét Atill a

democratic mandate could not be secured.

Between 1941 and 1942 the imminent completion of a New Deal projantmated lie
progressive feud against PG&E, and the issue of Hetch Hetchy. With the Shasta Dam due to be
completed in 1943 as part of the CVP, the question of whether public or private utilities would
benefit from its electricity became pressing. PG&E dominateddrthern Californian
electricity marketn and around & Framisca As a countervailing power €&dn wanted to
encourage Washimgn-style puds. During 1942 matters came to a h&aldon representatives
warned that PG&E 0neeevdel (oopmieyn)t .o.f. |doeclady p.u.b.l itc

monopolize Shasta electricity and dictate its wholesale and retaiPptiwéhen Ickes gave

261 | owitt, The New Deal and the Wepp192193

262 |ckes to Johnson, July 5, 1938, box 45, Johnson Papers

263 Johnson to Ickes telegram, July 6, 1938, box 18, Johnson Papers

264 Copy of US Supreme Court ruling, October 1939, box 2, Bone Papers
%Speaker s6 manu a l-elettionrcampdigs, carnténs, Olsénfapers e
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evidence to the Public Lands Committee (January, 1942), which discussed relaxing the Raker

Act because of the war, he argugiccessfully against such a mé®%&e Furthermore, he declared

PG&E should sell the O6Shaughnessy Dam back t
effort.26” Olson faced a gubernatorial election in 1942. Although his opponents attacked him on
severalfronts, the CVP and Hetch Hetchy controversies certainly featured prominently in the

el ection. The power trust | obby, a matheor com
| egi sl ature, 6 had obstructed tnisteatiop 98y r essi ve
1942258 |n the election year the power trust took its anti public power propaganda onto the

campaign trail. When Olson lost, he pointedly claimedpgbater truspropaganda was a major
determinant of the election result. The 1942 etectherefore, played its part in thetest round

of the public power versus private utilidyb i t t er fi ght 6 t hat dated bac
course, the war emergency exerted an enormous impact on the eléstgnse the

longstanding publipower struggle against PG&E, which was involved in both the Hetch Hetchy

and CVP controversies, significantly influenced the 1942 election result in California.

The West Coast irhe late1930s was a crucial part of New Deal monopoly reform, reggrdi
public power. The pakWVest Wast public power movement was an ideological creation of the
Progressive era, and exercised considerable influence shaping and implementing policy in co
operation with the national movement. Public poveaders: Ross, Scattergood, armh®
brought a hardened i deol ogi cal resolve from t
bitter fight©6& agal94swas sronglywpatdlesl bytevents im 1940es, 1900
Public power advocates conducted their discourse within the intellectual framework of
progressivismbés three t e madhestartothewWareemergercy, ms wer

19411942, but gained greater urgency, or cargth unabated.

266 Statement by Ickes before the Public Lands Committee of the House, January 26, 1942, box 149, Ickes Papers
267 | bid.
268 Olson speech August 7, 1940 in San Joaquin Valley, carton 6, Olson Papers
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Chapter Six: Social Justice on the West Coast, 193042

In March 1939, Howard Costigahead of the Washington Commonwealth Federation, declared:

ol f we dondét break the back of the Associated
labor ... (and) the farmer, but the entire New Deal By Q9Cd@stigan wasvarning about the

danges posed bythe Associated Farmeiisan antiunion organization to the farmefabaour

voting alliance which, if successful, woullistroy the New Deal in the 1940 elections. The

struggle against the Associated Farmers was part of a wider social justicet.cdndeéntred on
unionization,but incorporateghroblems associated with reformist governments since Progressive
times: communismthe farmeflabaur alliance, and the dias of the small farmer. The conflict

in the late 1930s waa itsmost explosiveon the West Coast.

This chapter explores, in a West Coast context, why late New Deal social justice policy
caused such conflict. It argues that the points of disagreement are best comprehended through
the lens of Progressive era ideology. The tdrag in sections. Section one concentrates on the
period1937 to 1938, and the fierce argument within progressivism about the direction of New
Deal social justice poligyespecially concerning CIO unionizatioBecton two considers how
the problems asociated with unionizatiodped produce a reactionary response, 18339.

Section three explains how gecombineddctors prompted an ideological repositioning of the
La Follette Committee during the California investigation, :2990. Section fauooks at a
contemporaneous crisis in Washington State with strong situational similarities to th
Progressive era. Section figevers the years 1941942 asprogressivisnadapedits

argumentsgluring the onset of war, but still retained an influence on government policy

The Argument within Progressivism overSocial Justice Policy, 1932938

Hiram Johnsonés old Progressivism disapproved
Californian Culbert Olson, a radical progressive, strongly approved of it. This section looks at

these two representative progressive figures and their ideological disagreement.s thahow

despite the historiographinspired by Hofstadterecognizing a cleadlividing line between the
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Progressive era and the New Deal regarding social justice policy, the differences, as exemplified

by Johnson and Olson, have been exaggerated.

CalifornianUS Senator Hiram Johnson emergedan implacable opponent of Rogslée
during 1937. Up till then he wasNew Deal ally For decade3dohnson had harboured towering
political ambitions. He was vice presidenti a
electionbid to become the first Progressive Party presidednoérica. During 1920 Johnson
ran unsuccessfully for the Republican presidential nomination.idesdy, Johnson was an
inspirationalreforminggovernor of Californial9111917 and later became a losgning
progressive Republicasenator, 191-1945 Photographs of hifrand correspondence in
J 0 h n s o n @pertralfaanpreverg conscious of his own worth and political standing. He
even declined Ro o0 sSecvetmiy ofritesiorio 19BFYE qtuoa | bl eyc,0 ndeo h n's o

Papes reveal his passiowniffurtheiing social justice and proteng progressive values.

In June 1936 Johnson suffer@derebral vascular strok€. He convalesced over several
months, unkear whetler the stroke hadncedhis political career However, he made a
remarkableecovery, and returned to the Senate at the start of 1937. -iHuion into active
politics coincided with Rooseveltds 6Court Pl
hop i nt o ?&Hetfooght adaristghle Caurd Plan with the gerchargd energy of one
granted a n&@ lease of lifegraspinghemomentous issues at stake. Johrdmsered 6 T h e
struggle in which we engage d??gapsrficially,¢he Goors t i mp
Planit he reason f or ffohRmseveld related sotconstitutiprealmmatters.

At a deeper leveit was about progressivism, and especially social justice.

Between 1935 and 1936 the Supreme Courtnoest of the First New Deal unconstitutional.
Roosevelbelieved is decisions dishot uphold the US Constitutionthe Courb s r ol e i n t hi
American political systerm but were politicallymotivated. The&second New Deal strongly

emphasizedocial justice reform e.ghé Social Security Act and theablbnal Labor Relation

269 Anthony J BadgerThe New DealThe Depression Years, 193840 (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 1989),

82.

210 Michael A Weatherson and Hal W Bochhtiram Johnson: Political Revivaligt. anhham, Maryland: University

Press of America Inc, 1995), 180.

2" Hiram Johnson to Frank Doherty, February 14, 1937, Letters fobmsdn, Johnson Papers

22 Johnson to Mrs. Ferne Mattei, President of California Chapter of Pro America, September 17, 1937, Letters from
Johnson, Johnson Papers

216



Act (NLRA). The latter guarantéeunionization as a civiight, andelections held by
government bodythe National Labor Relations Board (NLRB)avethe union that won a
majority of votedn any workplace balloteexclusive bargaining rightsAs Roosevelt feared
that the Supreme Court would strike down his new social justice legislati¢Gtebruary 5, 1937
he announced th@ourtPlan,to retire Supreme Court justices at sevenfya justice refusede
would be allowedo appointreplacements’® In this way, Roosevelt sought to curb tgeing

Supr eme GCAdmmistrat®on stamce. i

For Johnson, Roosevelto6és Court Plan was the
challenged progressive valudsawsuits had prevented NLRB assistattowardsinionizaton
in 1936, saup to the spring 0£937, when the Supreme Court ruléte NLRB constitutionalthe
La Follette Committepublicizedthe casdor unionization. However, the La Follette Civil
Liberties Committee was only able to urgaamzation, unlike the NLRB which could legally
enforce it. In these circumstancebe breakaway Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO)
labaur movementook matters into its own hands. On February 11, 198@hieved a victory as
disturbingtoJohmon as Ro os arvpeposabbarelfCaomeak earli® I TheCl O6 s
United Autanobile Workers (UAW)won union recognition at General Motors, the car giant,
which built near |y h#&3Thisstufningviotergwascaehi@ethya ut o mo b i
ushg -dewmnédé strikes, directly occupying factori
employers. The victory over GM the Mid Westwas the prelud& a spring and summer ofsit
downand conventionastrikes, which were often met with violencedadged America towards
industrial warfare.On progressive ideological@unds, Johnson opposed bothdatvn strikes
and the Court Plan. ét, othemprogressivedjke Olson fully endorsedhese developments

How can we explain this disagreement withrogressivism?

From the outset, Johnson lookaabn the Court Plan and the-didwn strikes as two sides of
the same coin. Atthe end of Februaryhe ot e : 0 T h €Comgrésswemaniéalya y. .l.e t
thecatout..thebggs he i s a great friend of ol d Mrs. R C

213 patrick Renshawkranklin D Roosevel Profiles in Power(Harlow: Pearson Longman, 2004), 1278.
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215 David M KennedyFreedom from Fear: The American People in Depression and War;192%New York:
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President want(s) ... control of thie Supr eme
conjunction with ... the sit dowstrike(s), with which he is sypathetic, is mighty omious 26

By March Johnson had conceptualized these perceived threats into an argument with strong
Progressie era overtones. He wrote to a West Caastqu ai nt ance: O0You are d
labor situation. You may think that | have been crazy kirtglabout dictatorship, but when

these sit down strikes are successful, and the President has taken control of the Supreme Court,
there is going to be a dictatorship of th@letariat, or ..the President himself ... It will not be
apparentatfirst, lu j ust as certain as | 2m writing to

I n many respects, Jo myg He su@psrtedoupignzadicarid didnot was p
hold judges in high esteem. For instance, in April 1937, he remuaiikedypical candour 6 |
used to say that judges were only men after alldancthn e d p o or *hRather,at t hat . 0
Johnsonds opposition can only be satisfactor.i
inception, progressivism was motivated by a fear that one elemsntiety would become
preponderant over others. Under t hethdlew Deal
presidency and a groufi the CIO labar movemeni threatened to tyrannize over society.
Progressives had always been mostreised bythe abuse of power, whether by monopolists,
exploitative employers, or irresponsible resource developkrisnson believed that during 1937
the shifts in power he was witnessing within society towards FDR and the CIO would create

sooner or later a tyragrby an individual or a group over the majority.

In relation to what he viewed asetimisuse of union power, aitd distortion ofsocial justice
ams Johnson stated bluntly in April 1937: ol
| am gposed to the sdownstrike ... to the idea that abody of men can come into my house,
or ... yours ... and say that they will keep possession of our homes (until) ... we ... yield to
(their) 27 Moreaver, dahmsohdeliéved that Roosevels wnplicitly supporting the
sit-down strike campaign by failing to take forceful action againsighnson kept a copy of

Woodrow Wil sonbds 1919 Annual Coessyeerasideolgg n a | Me

276 Johnson to John Francis Neylan, February 26, 1937, Letters from Johnson, Johnson Papers
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as a template for presid@altbehaviour gerthe skd o wn st ri kes. Wil son st :
Government worthy of the name can Aplayo thes
other, for there is mutuality of interesbetween them which the Government must seek to

express. The right ... &irike is inviolate ... but. Government ... (mus#ssert its power ...

against the ch#l1 enge of any cl ass. o

Certainly, American society appeared to be careering towards class warfaré.in 193
Developnents alarmed progressiwebo prized harmonyetweerclasses. In Marchhé CIO
unionization campaign achieved a clirdown from US Steel However, the smaller steel
companies resisted successfully. In this heatswsphere, violence, and tlh@guageof
violence, werdreely used Girdler, the steelboss,neer i ngly sai d of the st
think (their) pickets h%AfeertieelManorsal Dhydlassacteo ¢ h a s
(May 30, 1937)where policeshot dead ten strikers outsi@a r d Checago steel miil CIO
|l eader Lewis thundered: 61 s | a%Balthougho be prote
Rooseveltds Court Plan was defeated in-Congre
down strike tactic during 1938, the rift in progressivism renthtfie The Supreme Court ruled
the NLRB constitutional (April 1937), but increasipglastionsof old Frogressivism, likehe
craft-orientedAFL viewed the NLRB and the La Follette Committes preCIO
organization£®* Unionization campaigns whichthe CIO and AFL uniongompeted
perpetuated rancowithin the labar movemenduring the late 1930s. For Johnson, the New

Deal seemed to be promotistife.

The historiarOtis Graham Jmwriting in An Encore For Reforntonsideredluring the 1930s
thatmostold Progressivese.g.Johnson were stuck ira Progressive era mind€&t. They
favoured paternalism towards the working class, and abhorrednifrentationalClO labaur
movement backed by the New De8asically, they were incable of movng with the times.

The vews of Grahamtn e p|l i cat ed H o femphasidirig ®nogiessivevesmwiDeal d e
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continuity. Hof stadter believed that over so
ref ormers) Ower gdinded ahpadigg off smaiabse bywdespensmegey limited
concessions to gratdul multitude.?8® Grahamcharged that Johnspspecifically, in both eras

stood for ananachronistic Turneresque individualigireatened by big business in the

Progressive era, anduyring thelater New Dealpy government and militant uniorf§’ While

there is some truth in these perspectiheyignoreJohnsod Bngstanding belief in

unionization, i.e. collective action. His union linksCaliforniastretched back almost thirty

years to 1910 when the Teamsters endorsed$im.

Probably New Dealeccondemnation odohnson, and other®r breakingwith Roosevelt
during 1937had a lastingnfluenceon New Dealgenerabn historians like Hofstadter, whm
the postwar world,raised doubtaboutProgressive era reformeréfter 1937, New Dealers
soughtto diminish Johnsomand portray hinas reactionary. Ironicallgontradicting
Hofstad t er 6 s Jolhngod Beeskest critics were often Progressive era survivors like Ickes
and Olsonwho had become radical progressives during the New Deal., ahéyounger New
Dealers considered Johnson a progressive apostate. \Mterson accused theddllew Deal
of betraying progressive ideology, they countered that he had abamatogeelssivism. For
each side, establishing ownership ofgressivism necessitated legitimizitigeir own, and
di screditing the other sidebés, meaning of the
Johnson had O06moved muehhfidr eher #%Duinhidrit et |
GovernorOlsonof California who wasa progressive in Utah throughout the 1910s, went further,
stating that Johnson 6ha%inidhe 1980spnd 89§0s,e ssi ve ha
Hofstadter and Grahaoontinued and completetiis direction of travel, deploying an argument
that accommodated old Progressives who had &eedrthe later New &al, while excluding
critics of it like Johnson. They asserted with finality that Progressfeenmest instincts were
ultimatdy backwardlooking, while the New Dedlad attained an authentic progressivigm,

source of modern Ol i beralism. o
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Johnsonds most recent biographer, Ri chard Co
had abandoned his progressive belpfst1937. Lower assertshheet ai ned &éhi s symp
therat i o n 6 %! Thezefork ythe Bistoriography is starting to recogdidenson, in a
general sense, maintained his progressive convictions over social justice. However, in the
particular, it desnot provide an ideological explanationfbo hnsondés ri ft with R
acknowl edge t hat Johns onrogsessive eeavideologyeoveesibeno nsi st e
strikes, perhaps the most contentious social justgieeiduring the late New Deal. In this issue,
Johnsonds concern for the economi c aizihgthe di sadyv

sit-down strikes, witht he backing of Wi lsonds 1919 Progres:

Another layerof understanding about Johnson can be added concdrisiigest Coast links.
Johnsonds convictions r e msofQaldothiarsacialgusicet ent , bu
realities werdeing gradually altered hose inthe political background with whom he
interacted.For example, up to April 193&js main political confidant, eveal ed 1 n John:
correspondence, was Charles McClatchy. As editor db#neament@eenewspaper in the
Progressive era, McClatchy had campaigned tirelessly for unionizatibtabar rights. Right
up to his deathpn April 27, 1936, his enthusiasm for FDR remainediimmed, when Johnson
areadywas having doubts about Rooseveltds intent
year. In the robustanguage of the Progsive era, Mc& 't c hy wr ot e: 61 have b
great deal about Roosevelt ... There is no public battle for the president ... & fertiRoosevelt
to ... give ..(his opponents) a...twoi st ed fight ... Z@F@mXk870ck (th
onwar ds, Frank Doherty r epl apoétidalcohfioant. aDohedyy as J
wastheattorney tahe Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce. Although he resolutely opposed the
reactionary politics of southern California, as exemplified by H@trgndler, owner of thieos

Angeles Timedoherty inevitably was more businemsented than McClatchy.

Likewise, Philip Bancroft was a personal friend of Johnson. He had acted as his campaign
secretary ifarthd Republicam présilealmondnation during 192G° Bancroft

was an alumnus of Harvard, and, like Johnson, a trained lawyer. He farmed in Walnut Creek,

2911 ower, A Bloc of One297.
292 Charles K McClatchy to Johnson, April 3, 1936, box 56, Johnson Papers
293 ower, A Bloc of One142.
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near Johnsonds San Francisco power inbase. Ban
Cal i f @a938UB &bate electiomand lost to Sheridan Downetheradical progressive

Democrat. In the late 193®ancroft was increasingly drawn into the amtion stance of laey

farmers in California. At thatme, he becameice president ofhe Associated Farmers, the

most notorious amiinion organization on the West Coast. Although Johnson never supported

the Associated Farmeo$ California, he was being plied with thei.!
progressive convictions did not chandput inevitably his perceptions about social justice

conditions on the ground in California, as viewed from three thousand miles away in Washington
DC, were subtly swayed emy edolpertspesth wvei, nand

outlook.

Even withthese provisos, we can acknowledigat, in spite of his dedctors, Johnson
sustained hisf@gressive era beliefs. Similarijere is a case for sayingJohnS®1 opponent s
the New Deal Administration, and those espousing an evea radical progressivism 1937
onwards continuedalsoto articulatevalues that were recognizably derived from the Progressive
era. Confirmation ofthat pointestablisheanotheProgressive erlew Deal ideological

continuity.

Olson, whowon Califori a 6 s g o v e r Demacrats in [doveimber 1938 hrepresented
aradical progressiveutlook over social justice poli¢ylespite his Progressive era pasideed,
hewas theantithesis of Johnson, by supportiRgp o s e veed rtté sPICan, talom t he CI
strikemovement. His progressivism had been greaattijcalized by the Great Depression.
Al t hough Johnson fully backed Roosevéhds 6s pro
Progressive era belief that government should beutral referee bg@eenbusiness and unions
emerged itact from the 1930s experience. For Johnsoméleel for government to minimize
social divisions was se#vident, at a time when economic conditions exacerbated them.
However, Olson drew the opposite conclusion ftbenDeressiori that government must
favour unions over business to rebalance the ssmoomic structure. The Depression was
caused by overproduction, not scarciBerhaps inevitably t he o&6époverty in the
paradox produced an intelleetl responsahich argued thagovernmenshouldencourage

unionsto empower poorer groups.
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On the West Coast thewas a group of radical progressive leaders who wanted to go further
than the New DealCulbertOlson,HowardCostigan, and/lonroeSweetland in California,
Washington Stateand Oregon respectivelynad utopian plans fandconomy ofabundanceé,
and Oprfordis@t i6o n Ayportirtg urfionizatiorthese radical progressives
believedgovernment should give the unemploybd meansf productionto supply their needs
on a norprofit basis, both food and manufactured goods. They would either use thetgmods
produced i.e. productiorfor-usei or exchange surplus goods in central warehouses, for those
they wereshort of. These highly idealisticand unrealized, plarssemmed from a conference of
the Farmer Labor Political Fetation (FLPF) in Chicago duriri®35 which formed the
American Commonwealth Political FederatfSf It wanted to push the New Deal towards
greater adi cal i sm, or, as a party, repl antdigivej t i n
like the $ort-lived Progressive Py itself (19121916), thddeas of theAmerican
Commonwealth Political Federati@ontinued to influence radic#est Coasprogressives
during the second half of tH®30s. Costigan founded the Washington Commonwealth
Federation (WCF) in 1935, inspired the Oregom@wnwealth Federation CF), set upy
Sweetlandduring 1937 andadvisedOlson both before and after he wascede governor of
California in 1938. Yét, signifcantly, these radical progressives, notably Olaithfully

followedthe intellectual contours of the Progressive era.

Ol s o n paign speecmemoundhis 1938 election triumplxpress characterist
Progressive ersocial justicebeliefs. Taken in connction withideas from 1940, when he had
two years of executive office behind him, they show that radical progresisoueghtwithin a
Progressive era ideological framsw o r k . For ifronsidrtesischad providedame r 6 s
intellectual foundaon for Progressive era reform, a@tson considered was aso the source of
the New Deal The closed fntier deprived Americans értile land for settlemertb escape
social justicgoroblems. Itransformedugged individualism from being an independernting
into an exploitative vice. Inthe 1938 campai@tsonstated 6 As t he | afadd) b e c a me
wealth ... lodged in fewer hands ... wealiscovered ...as the New Deal so strikinghhswed

us ...(that)the rugged individualism ajur pioneer days .resul{ed)in millions of ... starving

2% Badger,The New Deal287.
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i ndi vi®Durnt E4000Ison assertdéfinitively that the closed frontier constituted the
New Deal 6s i ntHedaill e @tWhamerithenfsentisr disappeared in the 1890s;

that was when the New Deal was conceived ... When Wall Street crashed in October 1929; that
was when the Né&%W Deal was born. o

Although progressives warred over social justice policy after 1937 htdwhtyot developed
into separate political species, despitt e i r 6 f @&onindtapce, findathderas,
progressives trietb awaken a social conscience amtmgpublic. Meaningful social justice
reform would only take place if widespread public supparttfexisted. In 1938, during a
campaign speech, Olson reasoned pleaple shouldievelop broader sympathies thae old
attitude which éconsidered ... social respons
door of his home againstwantgnd ovi de f or t he 2% ©lsomwadsechoingf hi s
Johnsonwhoin 1911hadencourage@ social conscienaoutthe poorsaying:él have . . . |
patience with the man who closes his front door and ... as he sits by his fireside thinks the whole
wo r | d 8% &hisattitudle of mind entailed thinking beyond individual requieats to those

of wider societyonly thenwould the eletorate be inclined to vote foeformistpoliticians

On monopoly reformin hispost1938 electiorinaugural Addreslson compared his
government with Johnsondéds in the 1910s. He s
circumstances of the presentadministration in California and that which occurred over twenty
five vy é&a0lsn veagter todirive from politics private utility inter&€stuthern California
Edison,asJohnsorrid Californian politicsof the Southern Pacific railroatf’ Both pditicians
were motivated byhe political corruptionof profiteeringmonopolieghat impoverished the
public. Despitedifferenceso ver CIl1 O uni o meformist 19305 Califorddns o n 0 s
governmentvas f ol |l owing i n the f oedgeveraqrskipduringtdeo hns o

1910s. As governor, he even had a portrait of Johnson hanging in his ¥ffice.

2% Third Olson radio speech delivered in 1938 election campaign, carton 1. Olson Papers
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Olsonwas also committeth his Inaugural Addresso t he Pr ogressive erabo
social justice, he sgid.:.o6deechphoymenevand pao
and that he wouldeliver6 a mpl e production and distribution
monopolyr e f or m, Ol s o worpsratians gsthould dopbegontrallingethe natural
resources of thBt at e .ddi n gRecgoanrs er vati on, he .pourgreat sed po
natural resour ces 3% Duringl90, Olsoscombineckine three tenets e r e s t .
graphicallyconveyingsocialjusticeconditions.He dec | ar e d .. oonMooarogiucal i e s
resources ... At the head of this economic blind alley, we find a wall of ... monopoly ... Huddled
in this alley, groping for a way out (are)millions of smaltscale farmers tryintp maintain
American agriculture ... in competitiavith industrialized ... farnmg ... and labor unions

struggling desperately to win for workers their ... just share of the wealth they@Péate.

By bracketing o0 g e t h escale farner@alnld o6 | a b Olsonshoweddia avaréness
of the farmetlabaur alliance, central to western progressivism. Like all western progressives, he
viewed it as a ideologicalconcept and a constituencin the Progressive erdohnsorachieved
a farmerlabaur voting alliance during the 1910somprisingsmall famers in the San Joaquin
Valley and the urban proletariat of San Francistberefore, aross social justice policy,
notwithstanding thie fierce disagreement over unionization, progressives, as exemplified by
Johnson and Olson, broadly agge Their viewsoincided overthe frontier hesis developinga
social conscience among the public; opposition to big business pditidaocieeconomic
malpractice support for the thre@nterconnectedenets; and adherence to the faradxour
alliance. There was ndlividing linein social justice policppetween the Progressive era and the

New Deal.

TheCIO-AFL 6Ci vi | \Reactipnary Backihsht h e

This sectiorchallenges the assumption that CIO unionization on the West Coast differed in
ideologial terms from the AFL unionization campaign. It also shows the pptdribe

backlash byeactionary organizationghich sought to exploit problentgsulting from

320l son6s I naugural Address, January 2, 1939, The Gover
303 Address by Olson before Oregon Commonwealth Federation, February 17, 1940, carton 6, Olson Papers.
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unionization.On the West Coasthé¢ CIO unionization drive produced a matching AFL
campaig for union membership, 193039. These campaignput great strains on the farmer
labaur alliance,became caught up with asdommunism, and threatened to lead small farmers
into deserting the New Deallhe La Follette Committelead to contend with tise problems in
the California hearings, 193840.

During 19371939t he CIl1 O6s wuni oni z at i manufadtarigwdustriea s n ot
which the La Follette Committee highlighted in the Mid Wdste wi s, t he CI O6s | ea
launched a mukltfront assault on wunionized ares or those controlled by his AFL rivals,
across the American economyn the West Coasthe CIO attempted to supplaart AFL union
in the lumber industry, vital to Washington State and Oredgoduly 1937, he International
Woodworkersof America(IWA) was foundedas a CIO affiliate® Moreover, throughout the
agriculturall rich West Coast region, the CHlso targetedn-unionized sectors likeod
processin@nd the related transportatieactos. In theg areasthe AFL fought backvith
vigour against the rise of the CIO, and the Teamsters led the AFL ceattdek.

Large expanses of California and Central Washington State consammetlofAmericad s
most fertile landprovided they were irrigatedCalifornia in the 1930s had developed a farming
industry ofstaggeringr ar i et y . Terms | i ke 6peach bowl, 6 0
encompassed some of t Aherewdrelso er@eyards aadbtton lands, act i v
as well aglairying,livestock, @realandvegetable production. The Yakima Valley in Central
Washington was similarly blessed with an abundance of agricultural psodittds agriculture
was mostly labor-intensiveon extensive farmso large workforces were necessariidovest
crops as well agprocess, and transpahtem. Highly perishable productuldeasilybe

destrowed by strikes.

Dave Beckthe AFLleaderon the West Coast, controlled Teamster operatiams f
Seattle’® Business, anthanyfarmers viewedhis long-established truckers uni@sthe lesser
of two evils compared with the ClQlohnson hadood relationsvi t h t he Teamst er s.

great rival in transport unionization was Harry Bridges, the militant Australiawief leader

3%4Al bert Anthony Acena, O0The Washington Commonwealth Fe
(PhD, University of Washington, 1975), 185.
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