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ABSTRACT 

This study has represented an investigation into the historical 

development of vocational rehabilitation programs and services in Ari

zona. The major vocational rehabilitation instrumentality in the state 

is the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR), which is located 

within the state's education agency. The primary focus of this study, 

consequently, has been DVR. 

The basic research method used in conducting this effort was 

the searching out and analysis of as many primary sources of relevant 

historical data as possible, against which the hypotheses for study 

might be examined. Additionally, reliable secondary materials and in

terviews have been employed. 

The study has traced DVR and its antecedents from humble begin

nings through an often stormy adolescence to the brink of maturity. The 

increasingly significant role which vocational rehabilitation has played 

in the lives of disabled persons was reviewed carefully, as was the 

multitude of factors which have influenced the movement's direction and 

scope. 

It is observed that the generally erratic growth of DVR has been 

influenced in varying measure by political, financial, personal and 

other phenomena which have been described in detail. 

viii 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This research project represents an historical review of voca

tional rehabilitation activities in Arizona. The purpose of this chap

ter is to present basic information concerning the reason for the 

project, and the way in which it is to be conducted. 

Nature and Purpose of the Investigation 

Since 1921 the state-federal vocational rehabilitation program 

has made an increasing impact upon America's disabled citizens. Voca

tional rehabilitation was conceived originally as a modest process of 

retraining "persons disabled in industry or in any legitimate occupa

tion and in their return to civil employment (Public Law 236, 1920)." 

Over the years, however, vocational rehabilitation gradually has been 

expanded into a comprehensive series of programs and activities for the 

physically and mentally disabled, and for otherwise disadvantaged per

sons as well. Presently, there is at least one vocational rehabilita

tion agency in each state; many states also have a separate vocational 

rehabilitation agency for the blind. 

In a recent itemization of the major functions of state voca

tional rehabilitation agencies, a national authority cited these re

sponsibilities: 

1 
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1. The administration and supervision of a program of 
vocational rehabilitation services directly [sic] to the na
tion's physically and mentally handicapped youth and adults. 

2. Development of a state-wide plan for provision of com
prehensive, high-quality vocational rehabilitation services to 
all who need them. 

3. Working with other public and voluntary agencies and 
local communities to establish, staff, and operate workshops 
and rehabilitation facilities. 

4. Providing consultative services to workshops in the 
development of workshop improvement and technical service 
proj ects. 

5. Developing contracts with and providing consultative 
services to workshops and rehabilitation facilities engaged 
in training programs. 

6. Conducting research and demonstration activities and 
providing consultative services to community organizations 
developing research and demonstration projects and expansion 
programs. 

7. Making certifications to the Wage and Hour Division of 
the United States Department of Labor of individuals who are 
not capable of open employment but are capable of some produc
tion . 

8. Working with the United States Department of Labor and 
the United States Employment Service in the provision of diag
nostic services and assistive devices to assure success of 
training of individuals under the Manpower Development and 
Training Program. 

9. Developing and carrying out programs directed toward 
public understanding of the number and classes of handicapped 
people, their problems, the kinds of services needed to assist 
in their rehabilitation, and the benefits to the handicapped 
individuals and to society resulting from such rehabilitation. 

10. Helping to create an accepting environment for handi
capped people in the community and to remove or lower barriers 
to the full participation of handicapped people in community 
life. 

11. Working with other agencies with related responsibili
ties to assure that handicapped people for whom the various 
agencies share responsibility coordinate their efforts to 
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achieve a continuum of services directed toward meeting the 
total needs of handicapped people. 

12. Developing and conducting innovation (sic] programs, 
identifying and testing new and improved methods of providing 
rehabilitation services to handicapped people. 

13. Administering the Randolph-Sheppard Act under which 
business opportunities are made available to blind people in 
federally administered buildings. 

14. Working with the Social Security Administration in mak
ing determinations of eligibility of applicants for OASDI bene
fits and in providing vocational rehabilitation services to 
beneficiaries of the Trust Fund (National Rehabilitation Asso
ciation, 1967, pp. 4-6). 

Since the above analysis was published, the federal Vocational 

Rehabilitation Act has twice been amended, in 1967 and again in 1968, 

each time enlarging the responsibilities of the state vocational reha

bilitation agencies. In reviewing the new Section 15 provisions of the 

1968 Amendments, the National Rehabilitation Association has remarked: 

This will be a new departure, officially, at least, in that 
it authorizes the state vocational rehabilitation agencies to 
provide vocational rehabilitation services to disadvantaged 
individuals who previously might not have been eligible as 
being physically or mentally handicapped and who may or may 
not be vocational rehabilitation clients following evaluation. 
This legislation is clear indication that Congress thinks that 
vocational rehabilitation agencies can make a much more sub
stantial contribution to helping socially and economically de
prived individuals achieve independence and self-support. 
Vocational rehabilitation agencies have long provided such 
services to the physically and mentally handicapped. This sec
tion will have a terrific impact on the rehabilitation programs 
(National Rehabilitation Association, 1968, p. 2). 

The impact, then, of vocational rehabilitation agencies upon 

this country, and upon the lives of its citizens, increases steadily. 

Hundreds of millions of dollars are spent annually by the state voca

tional rehabilitation agencies and over a million lives are affected. 
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In Arizona the recent growth of vocational rehabilitation has 

been dramatic. Vocational rehabilitation is becoming a more prominent 

instrument in the State's efforts to combat poverty, unemployment and 

disability. 

Yet there is no clear understanding of why, or even whether, 

vocational rehabilitation is successful. For years the efficiency of 

vocational rehabilitation programs has been assumed to be a measure of 

the number of persons successfully rehabilitated. However, a recent 

study supported by the Committee on Goals and Standards of the Council 

of State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation has suggested 

strongly that this yardstick is merely indicative of sheer program 

size and nothing else (Truax, Lawlis, Clardy,. Bozarth and Rubin, 1968). 

Little is known about vocational rehabilitation's history on 

either a state or a national basis. Nationally, only one attempt has 

been made to trace the growth of the vocational rehabilitation movement 

through the years. A research project supported by the National Reha

bilitation Association, A History of Vocational Rehabilitation in 

America,was heralded as the first attempt to scientifically trace the 

origins and development of vocational rehabilitation in this country 

(Obermann, 1965). While the work has been well received, the researcher 

himself has pointed out that the study represents only a beginning ray 

of light, that "much of the history of the vocational rehabilitation 

movement in America has never been recorded (Obermann, 1965, p. 11)." 

Whether such a substantial state and national program can long 

afford to remain so unaware of its historical origins while the 
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evolutionary process of change continues at such an unprecedented pace, 

is highly suspect. In 1966, the President of the United States an

nounced the formation of a national Citizens Advisory Committee on 

Vocational Rehabilitation, whose members had been appointed by the 

Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (National 

Citizens Advisory Committee on Vocational Rehabilitation, 1968, p. x). 

According to law, the purpose of this Committee was to make ". . .a 

comprehensive study of the current vocational rehabilitation program 

and of the Nation's vocational rehabilitation needs," and to "formulate 

goals for the program and make specific recommendations for arriving at 

these goals (National Citizens Advisory Committee on Vocational Rehabili

tation, 1968, p. x)Evidently the Committee agreed that there had 

been a dearth of critical attention focused upon the historical growth 

and development of vocational rehabilitation, for it noted: 

The vocational rehabilitation program, so far, has not even 
had the distinction of becoming controversial. We feel that in 
this time of social crisis and upheaval, rehabilitation should 
become controversial. Its successes and its shortcomings 
should enter the public forum for debate and speculation. Its 
concepts, practices and philosophies should be discussed, 
argued over, and refined so that they may be even more validly 
related to life in 20th century America (National Citizens Ad
visory Committee on Vocational Rehabilitation, 1968, p. 12). 

It is clear to many observers that the rehabilitation movement 

in this country stands as one of the great achievements of modern time. 

It represents a monument to our humanitarian instincts and, at the same 

time, provides opportunities for disabled persons to achieve meaningful 

and productive lives. One responsible source has stated: "... its 

economic benefits have returned its costs many times over in higher 
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earnings of the rehabilitated, to say nothing of the intrinsic rewards 

of self-support in an achieving society (Mangum and Glen, 1967, p. 5)." 

Seldom has so little been known about the historical develop

ment of a program of such magnitude. Society stands on the brink of 

committing vast resources and efforts to rehabilitation services. The 

role that vocational rehabilitation has played in Arizona during its 

fifty-year history may well seem insignificant when compared with the 

responsibilities it seems destined to assume in the present decade. In 

the absence of a full study of the historical evolution of vocational 

rehabilitation in Arizona the road ahead becomes unnecessarily perilous. 

This historical study represents an attempt to remedy this deficiency. 

No systematic study of the history of vocational rehabilitation 

in Arizona has ever before been accomplished. Shortly after his re

tirement, Harry V. Bene, who had been Supervisor and then Director of 

the state vocational rehabilitation agency from 1931 until 1957, set 

out to write such a history. The project, however, was abandoned in 

its early stages. 

In October, 1968, the final report of a two-year comprehensive 

rehabilitation planning survey was delivered formally to Governor Jack 

T. Williams. This federally-financed study, without precedent in its 

scope and intensity, had as its purpose research and planning to assure 

that by the year 1975 rehabilitation services would be available to all 

Arizonians in need of such services. This major effort involved over 

two thousand people and represented a rare opportunity to develop an 

historical perspective of the state's vocational rehabilitation programs. 
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While the final report conceded that tremendous efforts would be re

quired to achieve the 1975 objective, and although numerous recommenda

tions were advanced, no attempt was made to review the course of the 

historical development of vocational rehabilitation in Arizona (Divi

sion of Vocational Rehabilitation, 1968). 

Since it is recognized that planning for the future cannot 

proceed in a meaningful manner without an awareness and understanding 

of the past, this research project will be helpful to the state in 

furnishing an historical perspective. 

On March 14, 1921, the Governor of Arizona signed into law a 

vocational rehabilitation acceptance Act which had been approved earlier 

by the Legislature and which appropriated five thousand dollars for this 

purpose (Session Laws of Arizona, 1921, pp. 151-152). A few years later, 

a report by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction indicated 

that a total of $1,792.40 had been expended for vocational rehabilita

tion purposes between July 1, 1922, and June 30, 1924 (State Department 

of Public Instruction, 1922-1924, p. 125). In this official report, 

which exceeded one hundred pages in length, the only other reference 

to vocational rehabilitation is the statement that "... vocational 

rehabilitation is not a school expense as this fund is expended in the 

rehabilitation of persons of wage earning age (State Department of 

Public Instruction, 1922-1924, p. 125)." From this humble beginning, 

Arizona's vocational rehabilitation program has increased its activi

ties steadily through the years. 
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In the endeavor to understand the forces which have influenced 

the course and direction of vocational rehabilitation in Arizona this 

study addresses itself to the following questions for research: 

(a) To what extent has the state government influenced vocational 

rehabilitation in Arizona? 

(b) To what extent have regional influences affected vocational 

rehabilitation in Arizona? 

(c) To what extent has the federal government influenced vocational 

rehabilitation in Arizona? 

(d) To what extent have rehabilitation facilities influenced voca

tional rehabilitation in Arizona? 

(e) To what extent has the state education agency influenced voca

tional rehabilitation in Arizona? 

(f) To what extent have manpower and personnel considerations 

affected vocational rehabilitation in Arizona? 

(g) To what extent have financial considerations influenced voca

tional rehabilitation in Arizona? 

(h) To what extent have lay and voluntary groups influenced voca

tional rehabilitation in Arizona? 

This study attempts to indicate the extent to which these and 

possibly other factors have influenced the growth of Arizona's voca

tional rehabilitation agencies. 

Accordingly, the study concerns itself mainly with the state's 

vocational rehabilitation agency itself, and with the organizational 
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units of government in which it has been contained. Thus, this study 

entails a probe of the development of the vocational rehabilitation 

program in the state education agency. A chapter is devoted to each 

decade involved in this historical development/ through the 1950's. 

Organization of the Investigation 

This study is an attempt to review the historical development 

of Arizona's vocational rehabilitation agency; to present the data in 

a manner that will withstand critical scrutiny; and to interpret and 

project trends in a way which will be meaningful for the present and 

the future. The study follows vocational rehabilitation in Arizona 

from its earliest origins up to the end of the 1950's, at which time 

the "modern" era may be said to have commenced. Beyond this point, 

historical research methodologies become increasingly belabored and 

inappropriate. 

Although historical research designs cannot be "controlled," 

the work must be highly disciplined, flexible yet innovative, and 

patient. Essentially the research process as it relates to this his

torical study involves: the formulation of a series of problems to be 

studied; development of statements of hypotheses; the collection of 

source materials; examination and validation of the materials; analysis 

of the relevance of the materials to the stated hypotheses; evaluation 

of the observed effects upon the vocational rehabilitation agencies; 

and interpretation and reporting of the findings. 

The research problem represented by this study can best be ex

amined in light of the response by vocational rehabilitation in Arizona 



10 

to various stimuli to which it has been exposed over the years. The 

research questions cited earlier are rephrased below as hypotheses for 

this study: 

1. The legislative branch of state government has had substantial 

influence upon vocational rehabilitation in Arizona, while 

there has been an historical dearth of executive and judicial 

influence. 

2. There have been no substantial regional influences upon voca

tional rehabilitation in Arizona except as otherwise noted 

throughout these hypotheses. 

3. Federal legislation has had a vital influence upon vocational 

rehabilitation in Arizona, although the federal agencies re

sponsible for administering the laws and regulations have not 

been notably influential. 

4. Rehabilitation facilities have had negligible influence upon 

vocational rehabilitation in Arizona until very recently. 

5. The influence of the state education agency upon vocational 

rehabilitation in Arizona has been appreciable. 

6. Manpower and personnel considerations, and key personalities, 

have had notable influence upon vocational rehabilitation in 

Arizona. 

7. The availability and sources of funding have not had a substan

tial impact upon vocational rehabilitation in Arizona until 

relatively recently. 
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8. Lay and voluntary groups have had but a modest historical in

fluence upon vocational rehabilitation in Arizona. 

The source materials used in this study represent the most 

authentic available. Primary sources are utilized as frequently as 

possible. 

Official documents are scrupulously examined. State and fed

eral statutes and regulations, state plans, annual reports, board 

minutes and other relevant documents are considered. 

In addition to the usual sources of historical information, 

public records maintained in such specialized depositories as those of 

the State Department of Library and Archives, the Arizona Secretary of 

State, the State Treasurer and others are relied upon. 

While the major sources of data are those official records and 

documents mentioned above, it is recognized that much of the history of 

vocational rehabilitation in Arizona is unwritten and rests in the 

memories of living persons who figured prominently in various phases 

of its development. Statements from such individuals are incorporated 

where available and appropriate. 

While historical research is never completed, the attempt is 

made to achieve as thorough an understanding of the development in 

Arizona of vocational rehabilitation as is possible under contemporary 

circumstances. Whether relevant data tend to affirm or reject the 

research hypotheses will be assessed by measuring their impact upon 

the vocational rehabilitation agencies. Recognizing that historical 

events are seldom explained by single specific causes, the 
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interrelationships between historically significant phenomena will be 

investigated, while consistently keeping the major focus of the study 

upon vocational rehabilitation. 

This research may produce a fuller understanding and apprecia

tion of the history of vocational rehabilitation in Arizona. The study 

may have some influence in charting the course of future rehabilitation 

efforts. Areas for possible further study are mentioned at the conclu

sion of this paper. 



CHAPTER IX 

THE BEGINNING 

This chapter traces the origin and growth of vocational rehabili

tation in Arizona. Housed within the State Department of Public Instruc

tion since its inception in 1921, the vocational rehabilitation agency 

is the most significant single institution with which this study is 

concerned. The expansion of this institution since its inception will 

be examined in sufficient detail to enable objective and reliable assess

ments of the hypotheses to be made. 

In collecting and examining the source documents reported herein, 

every effort has been made to resolve discrepancies between different 

original materials. Both irreconcilable data and insufficiently sub

stantiated circumstances have been largely eliminated from this report. 

The amount of relevant material available to the researcher varies 

greatly at different times throughout the period of the study. Without 

sacrificing the validity of this report, an effort has been made to en

hance its readability through establishing an evenness of chronological 

sequence, while avoiding unnecessary duplication. 

At the National Level 

There was no vocational rehabilitation program in Arizona prior 

to 1921. Preceding the enactment of the original federal Vocational 

Rehabilitation Act in 1920, some twelve states had initiated a vocational 

13 
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rehabilitation program of one form or another independent of federal 

incentive, but not Arizona (Gbermann, 1965, p. 273). 

Responding to prevailing opinion at the conclusion of World War 

I, Congress had passed on June 27, 1918, the Veterans Rehabilitation 

Act. Precedent thus established, the Civilian Vocational Rehabilita

tion Act was enacted soon thereafter, on June 2, 1920. This law estab

lished a program of grants to states for the ". . . promotion of 

vocational rehabilitation of persons disabled in industry or in any 

legitimate occupation (Public Law 236, 1920)." The Eederal Vocational 

Education Board was assigned responsibility for administration of the 

Act. Any State wishing to participate in the benefits of the program 

was to pass enabling legislation and to empower the state agency re

sponsible for vocational education to administer the program (Public 

Law 236, 1920). 

In retrospect, it is not surprising that vocational education 

was charged by statute with this administration responsibility. Accord

ing to Obermann, vocational education was at that time receiving special 

emphasis (Obermann, 1965, pp. 216-217). The Smith-Hughes Act in 1917 

had recognized the role that the federal government might play in pro

moting vocational education. With rapid technological advances in 

business and industry Public Law 347, which created the Federal Board 

of Vocational Education, was intended to achieve a mass orientation of 

the population toward greater technical interests and skills. Thus, 

personnel employed in the field of vocational education at that time 

were undoubtedly as capable as any to train physically disabled workers 
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for re-employment. At the time, there seemed to be widespread feeling 

that little operational difference existed between vocational educa

tion of nondisabled persons and vocational rehabilitation of the dis

abled. 

The Federal Board of Vocational Education had further dis

tinguished itself by administering Public Law 178, approved June 27, 

1918, which provided for vocational rehabilitation of disabled soldiers 

and sailors. Later the Federal Board's administration of this program 

encountered problems and criticism, with the result that the United 

States Veteran's Bureau was established by law on August 9, 1921, and 

responsibility for the vocational rehabilitation of disabled veterans 

shifted from the Federal Board to this new agency (Oberman, 1965, pp. 

216-227). Although vocational rehabilitation for veterans was thus 

disjoined from vocational education early in its existance, vocational 

rehabilitation for civilians was to remain closely affixed to voca

tional education throughout a major portion of its history. 

Although Public Law 236 was seen by most observers as merely 

an extension of vocational education, its striking precedent was in 

its expression of the federal government's committment to the rehabili

tation of disabled civilians, as distinguished from the war injured who 

by tradition deserved and received their grateful nation's tribute in 

return for their defense of freedom. 

Public Law 236 was temporary legislation, and would expire in 

four years unless renewed. It provided for funds to be granted to 

those states which accepted the conditions of the federal Act. These 
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grants were to be matched by equal expenditures of state monies. For 

this purpose for fiscal year 1921, $750,000 was authorized, and 

$1,000,000 was allotted for each of the succeeding three years. These 

funds were to be allocated to each state entering the program based 

upon the state's population in relation to the total population of the 

country, with a minimum of $5,000 assured each participating state. 

The amount of $75,000 was to be appropriated annually for administra

tion of the Act by the Federal Board of Vocational Education (Public 

Law 236, 1920). 

At that time, the Federal Board and its executive cadre con

sisted almost entirely of professional educators. Fortunately, per

sonnel acquired to implement the vocational rehabilitation program 

appear to have been very dedicated and interested in their work, which 

helped balance their inexperience in rehabilitation. Although the 

Federal Board did not assign much organizational emphasis initially to 

vocational rehabilitation, by March, 1921, eight had been added to the 

original staff of one person (Obermann, 1965, pp. 228-230). 

At the State Level 

One of these was Frank J. Clayton, who was assigned as field 

representative for the westernmost of the four geographic regions 

established for the purpose of coordination with the states. Although 

stationed in Washington, D.C., Mr. Clayton journeyed extensively 

throughout the eleven western states in his region—Washington, Oregon, 

California, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, 

Nebraska, and Arizona (Ben/, 1970). His earliest assignment was to 
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encourage acceptance of the federal Act by the states within his region 

of responsibility. 

Bach state, to secure the benefits of the federal Act, would 

be required to accept its provisions through legislative action in the 

state and, as mentioned earlier, to designate the state's vocational 

education agency as the responsible party for administration. If a 

state legislature was not in session, a Governor could accept the pro

visions of the federal Act, which would permit such state to partici

pate until the next session of the state's legislature, at which time 

ratification would be a condition of continued participation (Public 

Law 236, 1920). 

The notion of a federal employee lobbying directly in a state's 

legislature was distasteful. Accordingly, the logical strategy of the 

federal Board's vocational rehabilitation representatives in fulfilling 

their mission was to motivate the state boards of vocational education 

to seek the acceptance legislation for vocational rehabilitation. 

It appears, however, that considerable indifference to this 

proposal was encountered in many of the state vocational education 

agencies (Obermann, 1965, pp. 229-230). Also, it was invariably the 

case that the agency for vocational education was located within the 

state's education agency. Often the chief executive officer for educa

tion was even less interested in vocational rehabilitation at the time 

than he was in his brand new vocational education functions. 

The situation encountered by Mr. Clayton in Arizona was, no 

doubt, in many ways very similar. Arizona's acceptance act for 
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vocational education had been passed only a few years earlier, and 

basically provided for the receipt of the benefits available under the 

federal Act (Session Laws of Arizona, 1917, pp. 58-59). Arizona's 

statute designated the State Board of Education to serve as the board 

responsible for administration of the vocational education program, 

and provided for an annual appropriation of not less than $15,000 

(Session Laws of Arizona, 1917, pp. 58-59). 

This program began slowly in Arizona and it is possible that 

members of the Board were unaware of its existance during the first 

several years. 

Statehood itself was a relatively new experience for Arizona, 

President Taft having issued the proclamation less than a decade 

earlier on February 14, 1912 (State Department of Library and Archives, 

1913, p. 196). Although recognized as a rapidly expanding area, the 

state's population was much smaller and more rural than it is today. 

Throughout this history, in fact, it will be helpful to bear in mind 

the size of the state's populace, as revealed in the following official 

census data: 

YEAR POPULATION 

1900 122,931 

1910 204,354 

1920 334,162 

1930 435,573 

1940 499,261 

1950 749,587 

1960 1,302,161 
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In any event, Mr. Clayton's efforts to interest the Board of 

Vocational Education in this state in sponsoring acceptance legislation 

for the federal Civilian Vocational Rehabilitation Act appear to have 

been in vain. Existing records make no mention or consideration of 

this matter by the Superintendent of Public Instruction (who at the 

time also served as Vocational Education Director) or by the Board. 

Thus, Mr. Clayton felt obliged to seek support for vocational 

rehabilitation directly from the Arizona State Legislature. Eventually 

his efforts were rewarded by securing the cooperation of Mrs. Nellie T. 

Bush, then a Representative from Yuma County, who agreed to sponsor an 

acceptance act for vocational rehabilitation in the House of Represen

tatives (Bene, 1970). Mrs. Bush's home was in Parker where she and her 

husband, Joseph, had considerable real estate, and owned and operated 

the electric and water utilities (Bene", 1970). At the time a thirty-

two year old housewife serving her first term in the State Legislature 

(she was to spend the next sixteen years in the House and Senate), Mrs. 

Bush was simultaneously a student at The University of Arizona, later 

transferring to the University of California where she obtained her law 

degree in 1924 (Phoenix Gazette, October 28, 1963, p. 1). 

Mrs. Bush, with sideline assistance from Mr. Clayton, appears 

to have been the prime mover in securing passage of the acceptance act 

for vocational rehabilitation in Arizona. On February 19, 1921, she 

introduced and read a bill in the House (State Legislature, 1921b, p. 

226). This bill was virtually identical to model legislation for 

states suggested by the Federal Board of Vocational Education in its 
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Industrial Rehabilitation Series No. 1, which had been issued in Sep

tember, 1920 (Federal Board for Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 57, 

1920). Essentially, Mrs. Bush's bill provided for acceptance by the 

state of the federal Act, for its administration by the State Board of 

Vocational Education (which was then and is today the same body as the 

State Board of Education), for an initial appropriation and for deposit 

of funds with the State Treasurer (Session Laws of Arizona, 1921, pp. 

151-152). 

Mrs. Bush adeptly steered her bill through the committee on 

printing, to which it had been assigned after the first reading (State 

Legislature, 1921b, p. 226). Following the second reading, by Mrs. 

Bush, the bill was assigned to the committees on judiciary and appro

priations (State Legislature, 1921b, p. 237). Moving rapidly, the 

committee on judiciary reported out the bill with a "do pass" recommen

dation on February 23rd (State Legislature, 1921b, p. 242). Five days 

later, Mrs. Bush's personal stewardship resulted in a "do pass" recom

mendation as the committee on appropriations reported the bill out 

(State Legislature, 1921b, p. 281). On the very same day, her in

domitable energy resulted in her bill also receiving a "do pass" recom

mendation from the committee of the whole house (State Legislature, 

1921b, p. 290). 

On March 2, 1921, and immediately after the required third 

reading, the Arizona House of Representatives approved the bill by a 

vote of thirty-seven ayes, two absent and no nays (State Legislature, 

1921b, p. 318). 
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In the state Senate, meanwhile, vocational rehabilitation had 

been having its difficulties, and its future in Arizona was in doubt. 

While Mrs. Bush had been creating a whirlwind of activity in support of 

vocational rehabilitation in the House, Mr. Clayton had been unsuccess

ful, in the Senate, in efforts to locate a willing sponsor. 

So it came to pass that on March 2, 1921, the same day on which 

the bill had passed the House, the indefatigable Mrs. Bush herself in

troduced the bill in the State Senate and rendered the first reading 

(State Legislature, 1921a, p. 273)! Using her boundless energy and 

wiles, she exerted considerable influence in ushering the bill through 

the Senate. She did succeed in enlisting some noteworthy assistance 

from Senator Fred Sutter (Bene, 1970). Knowing that they were in the 

closing days of the session, the race against time was as critical as 

the political infighting. They had had the good fortune of seeing the 

bill assigned to only one committee (education), and watching it be 

reported out with a "do pass" recommendation on March 4th (State Legis

lature, 1921a, p. 294). With prodding by the non-Senators, Mrs. Bush 

and Mr. Clayton, the Senate committee of the whole gave the bill a "do 

pass" recommendation on March 8th (State Legislature, 1921a, p. 351). 

Knowing that adjournment was imminent, and that all his efforts 

would have been in vain if the Senate failed to pass the enabling act, 

Mr. Clayton the next day decided to observe the Senate proceedings from 

the public gallery. It had been decided that Senator Sutter would 

secure placement of the bill on the Senate calendar for debate on the 

following and final day of the session. From his vantage point, 
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however, Mr. Clayton observed that the good Senator appeared to be doz

ing (Bene*, 1970). Alarmed that the bill might thus die such an ignoble 

death, Mr. Clayton attempted to enter the chambers to arouse Senator 

Sutter and remind him of his role in the history of vocational rehabili

tation in Arizona. Not being an elected representative, however, he was 

of course denied entry (Ben/, 1970). He hastened then to the House aide 

and located Mrs. Bush, who came over and succeeded in prompting Senator 

Sutter to fulfill his responsibility. Thus aroused, he proceeded to 

read the report of the committee of the whole and made the necessary 

motion for placement of the bill on the Senate calendar (State Legis

lature, 1921a, p. 351). 

Mrs. Bush, almost forty years later, recalled her role as fol

lows: 

I remember real well the time we had in getting the legis
lation through the House and then how it was stuck in a com
mittee in the Senate and all seemed about to be lost when Mr. 
Clayton called me from the House and asked if there was any
thing I could do to get the Senate to consider the bill during 
the last hours of the session. But I cannot be real certain 
who the Senator was that I called out of the Senate chambers 
and asked him to get the bill on the Senate calendar and con
sidered, but it seems to me that it was Senator Fred Sutter 
from Prescott, Arizona (Bush, February 26, 1959). 

The following day, no doubt with an alert Senator Sutter and 

the ominous vigilance of Mrs. Bush and Mr. Clayton, the bill was read 

a second time by number and title only, under suspension of the rules, 

and placed on order for its third reading. It was then promptly read 

the required third time in full and placed on final passage for vote 

by the full Senate (State Legislature, 1921a, p. 421). 
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Thus, on March 10, 1921, a scant eight days following its in

troduction, the Arizona Senate passed the Vocational Rehabilitation Ac

ceptance Act by a vote of fourteen ayes, no nays, five absent and none 

excused (State Legislature, 1921a, p. 421). Shortly thereafter it was 

signed by Governor Thomas E. Campbell. 

The exciting chapter of the birth of vocational rehabilitation 

in Arizona was thus concluded. More than a decade was to pass before 

vocational rehabilitation was to again be the scene of such excitement. 

For the initial victory achieved by Mrs. Bush and Mr. Clayton was to 

get off to a very slow start. 



CHAPTER III 

THE 1920°S 

The Arizona Acceptance Act for vocational education had been 

signed by Governor Campbell on March 12, 1917, within one month follow

ing passage of the federal Vocational Education Act. The state had not 

shown the hesitancy to establish vocational education that it had 

demonstrated with vocational rehabilitation. The bill accepting the 

provisions of the federal Vocational Education Act had passed the State 

Senate on February 23rd, and was approved in the House, by a vote of 

twenty-eight ayes, three nays and four absent, on March 7th (State 

Legislature, 1917, pp. 481-496). It designated the State Board of Edu

cation as the responsible board in cooperating with the Federal Board 

for Vocational Education (Session Laws of Arizona, 1917, pp. 58-59). 

Although a minimum of $15,000 was to be furnished annually by 

the State Legislature for vocational education, the initial few years of 

this program which was destined one day to house vocational rehabilita

tion, were lacking in vigor. A full year after passage of the accept

ance Act, C. O. Case, Superintendent of Public Instruction, sought an 

opinion from the Attorney General as to whether the State Board of Edu

cation was empowered to appoint a full-time director for the Board's 

vocational education program. In his June 1, 1918, reply, the Attorney 

General noted that the State Board of Education had been designated as 
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the board with respect to the vocational education acceptance Act, and 

that it was in that capacity authorized to cooperate with the Federal 

Board for Vocational Education in administering the provisions of the 

Act (State Department of Law, 1917-1918, p. 179). Further, it was his 

opinion that: 

. . .  i f  a p p o i n t m e n t  o f  s a i d  d i r e c t o r  i s ,  i n  t h e  j u d g e m e n t  o f  
the State Board of Education, necessary to properly co-operate 
with the Federal Board of Vocational Education, that you have 
the power to designate and appoint some person, properly quali
fied, to discharge the duties connected with such position for 
the purpose of carrying into effect the law passed by our Legis
lature (State Department of Law, 1917-1918, p. 179). 

Thus was established a precedent whose overtones of patronage 

and whose implications for vocational rehabilitation were to remain 

for many years. The State Board of Education, appointed by the Governor 

(and of which the Governor served as an ex-officio member) could, if it 

were so desired, authorize the elected Superintendent of Public Instruc

tion to appoint a "properly qualified" vocation education director. Al

though the vocational rehabilitation acceptance Act was to be adminis

tered by the board responsible for vocational education, the roles the 

Superintendent of Public Instruction and the vocational education 

director were to play in vocational rehabilitation, especially in the 

formative years, were of paramount importance. 

No director of vocational education was appointed at that time, 

however, for reasons not altogether clear. Perhaps the board did not 

view the program as being significant enough to warrant a full-time 

director. 
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A year later the State Board was still involved in developing 

basic operational concepts concerning vocational education. In re

sponse to a request for an opinion advanced by the Superintendent of 

Public Instruction on behalf of the board, the Attorney General on 

July 26, 1919, attempted once again to clarify for the State Board of 

Education what its responsibilities were with respect to the adminis

tration of the vocational education program. Whether the Attorney 

General was concerned about the board's passivity will never be known. 

In any event, he took great pains to enumerate the basic applicable 

statutory provisions: 

. . . Act of Congress, effective February 23rd, 1917, offered 
federal aid to states in paying salaries of teachers, super
visors, or directors of agricultural subjects; of teachers of 
trade, home economic and industrial subjects, and for the 
purpose of preparing teachers, supervisors and directors. . . 
provided the state appropriated an equal amount of money for 
the same purposes. To take advantage of this act the Legis
lature adopted Chapter 44, Laws of 1917, appropriating a suf
ficient amount to equal the sum set aside by the federal 
government as aid to Arizona, providing that the amount should 
not be less than $15,000 a year (State Department of Law, 1919-
1920, pp. 48-49). 

In the 1920 general election, Elsie Toles replaced C. 0. Case 

as State Superintendent of Public Instruction, a change which did little 

to brighten the prospects for vocational education and its eventual re

habilitation appendage. 

The rehabilitation staff of the Federal Board for Vocational 

Education had wasted no time in getting under way. By the time Arizona 

had passed its vocational rehabilitation acceptance Act, the federal 

staff had already gained some valuable insights into the directions 

which the vocational rehabilitation program would ultimately take. 
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Its single year of experience had been sufficient to enable the staff 

to discern some philosophical principles unique to vocational rehabili

tation (and distinct from vocational education). Obermann describes 

the evolving thoughts of the federal staff in the Fall of 1921 in this 

manner: 

. . .  i t  r e c o g n i z e d  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a s  a  v e r y  c o m p l e x  a n d  s p e 
cialized personal service that would be different for each 
client. It was also recognized that there were some persons 
who were so severely disabled that they would not make satis
factory vocational clients, but they might be helped to achieve 
the ability to care for themselves. Of course, the Federal 
law made no provision for support for such service. The staff 
emphasized the importance of sound counseling and of physical 
restoration and reconstruction before training was undertaken. 
Close attention to all of the client's needs was advised. For 
example, it was not enough to supply an individual with a 
prosthetic appliance; there must be instruction in its use. 
There was also recognition that in the process of rehabilita
tion the individual counselor (they were called "agents" at 
that time) must look upon the problem as being one involving 
the whole family. Other agencies such as charities and 
churches, associations of employees or employers, hospital 
and medical centers were suggested as possible resources for 
meeting client needs. The Board was in a position of continu
ally urging upon the states the necessity for expanding their 
services and making the services flexible, but at the same 
time they had to emphasize that Federal funds could not be 
used to pay for other than training and in some limited in
stances for prosthetic appliances (Obermann, 1965, p. 233). 

The success of Mrs. Bush and Mr. Clayton in securing passage of 

an acceptance Act was by no means an isolated victory. By 1922, thirty-

five states had passed legislation accepting the provisions of the 

federal Vocational Rehabilitation Act (Obermann, 1965, p. 234). 

Few records remain to describe the early years of Arizona's 

vocational rehabilitation program. The first Chief of the federal 

Board's vocational rehabilitation staff has stated: 
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Most likely a look at Frank Clayton's memo reports of his serv
ice visits to Arizona during that time [which refers to the 
1920's] would reveal something of interest. That is not feas
ible, however, for I have been advised that all early records 
of that type were destroyed in 1943 when the Federal Office 
was re-organized. The feeling of the "re-organizers" then was 
that such records were of no consequence or value under the 
new program (Kratz, March 5, 1959). 

Joseph Hunt, Assistant Director of the federal Office of Vocational 

Rehabilitation, declared in 1959 that the federal government was "un

able to locate copies of financial or statistical reports that we have 

received from the Arizona Division of Vocational Rehabilitation for the 

fiscal years 1921 up to and including 1931 (Hunt, January 23, 1959)." 

Further, the official reports of the State Superintendent of Public 

Instruction contain no reference whatsoever to vocational rehabilita

tion during the fiscal years 1921, 1922, 1927, 1928, 1929 and 1930 

(State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1920-1922, 1926-1928, 1928-1930). Fin

ally, most original records of the Arizona Division of Vocational Re

habilitation itself were lost or destroyed during the late 1950's 

(Bene, 1970). 

Nevertheless, it is clear that Arizona's vocational rehabilita

tion program did not record its first successful rehabilitation of an 

individual until fiscal year 1924, three years after passage of the 

state's acceptance Act. Data concerning the successful rehabilitations 

accomplished during this first decade are presented in Table I, which 

shows the number of successful rehabilitants claimed for each fiscal 

year and the average cost per rehabilitant (Office of Vocational Reha

bilitation, 1959b). 
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TABLE I 

DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
SUCCESSFUL REHABILITATIONS 

1920-1929 

Fiscal Year Number 
Average Cost 
Per Person 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

10 

9 

12 

19 

41 

43 

830 

1,182 

424 

424 

253 

232 

TOTAL 134 
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Keeping the Program Alive 

It will be recalled that the original federal Act was temporary 

legislation, due to expire in June, 1924, unless renewed (Public Law 

236, 1920). This is not uncommon procedure in cases of new programs 

which may be considered experimental. If Congress is satisfied, the 

law is extended; if not, the law is allowed to expire. The federal 

staff, quite naturally, was anxious to demonstrate early promise and 

positive achievement. On the other hand, the temporary nature of the 

federal Act undoubtedly deterred many states from making more than a 

limited commitment to a program whose federal support was so tenuous. 

Evidently the federal Board was too preoccupied with voca

tional education affairs to express concern about the possible expira

tion of the Act. It remained for the Board's vocational rehabilitation 

staff to furnish the leadership necessary for survival of the Act 

(Obermann, 1965, p. 239). One of the early national leaders influen

tial in seeking extension of the legislation was John A. Kratz. He 

was among the very first employees hired by the federal Board for its 

vocational rehabilitation program. By the autumn of 1921 he had ad

vanced to the position of Chief of the Civilian Vocational Rehabilita

tion Office. He served in this position until 1943, when the Office 

of Vocational Rehabilitation was established as part of a federal re

organization. He then was employed as Associate Director of that 

agency until his retirement in 19 51 (Rehabilitation Review, 19 54). 
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Without much assistance from the federal Board> Mr. Kratz 

evidently was instrumental in the fight to convince Congress that the 

Vocational Rehabilitation Act was worthy of being extended (Obermann, 

1965, p. 239). 

As the time for the extension or expiration of the Act ap

proached, support for its continuation grew. President Coolidge indi

cated his support of a two-year extension at the same level of federal 

financial support (Obermann, 1965, p. 239). Eventually similar bills, 

each calling for extending the Act, passed in both houses of Congress. 

One major difference was that the House version provided for a four-

year extension, while in the Senate a six-year lease on life was ap

proved. Both authorized continued spending at existing levels, although 

neither bill provided an actual appropriation (Obermann, 1965, p. 239). 

Later, compromise legislation extending the program for six 

years to June, 1930, was passed by both houses, but Congress adjourned 

without providing an appropriation for the program (Vocational Rehabili

tation of Disabled Persons, 1930, p. 5); This absurdity of parliamentary 

procedure both saved the program by extending it, and threatened its 

further existence by failing to finance it. The small band of federal 

employees, who had been so significant in encouraging states to start 

vocational rehabilitation activities, faced termination. The small 

state programs, housed in the hostile education agencies, could hardly 

be expected to survive a year with neither federal funds nor federal 

leadership. 
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Fortunately, the Federal Board for Vocational Education was 

persuaded to appeal directly to the President for permission to spend, 

under a deficit arrangement, funds necessary to maintain the federal 

personnel intact. In its appeal the Board emphasized that Congress by 

extending the Act itself had obviously intended the program to continue 

and could confidently be expected to appropriate money for grants to 

the states as soon as it reconvened (Obermann, 1965, p. 241). 

President Coolidge approved (Obermann, 1965, p. 241). Although 

the intent of the federal government was seriously doubted by those 

states which found themselves in a severe financial bind, the staff of 

federal specialists was retained. 

Off to a Slow Start 

Throughout the 1920's, the maximum amount of money appropriated 

by the Congress for distribution among the states for vocational re

habilitation never exceeded $1,000,000 (Public Law 236, 1920). Because 

of the size of its population, the maximum amount to which Arizona was 

entitled in any one fiscal year was $5,000 (Federal Board for Voca

tional Education, Bulletin No. 113, 1926, p. 48). Although no federal 

law or regulation limited the amount of money which a state could ap

propriate for vocational rehabilitation, it is likely that the amount 

of state tax support was directly limited by the amount which would 

earn federal matching grants. 

Arizona's first actual expenditures for vocational rehabilita

tion were recorded several years before the crisis surrounding renewal 

of the federal Act, but several years after passage of the state 
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enabling statute. As shown in Table II, the first such expenditures 

occurred in fiscal year 1923 (Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, 

1959a). Comparison with Table I, page 29, shows that these expendi

tures were in the fiscal year prior to achieving the state's first suc

cessful rehabilitant. 

In the absence of full-time program personnel, and tainted with 

the political spoils system then in effect, it is perhaps no surprise 

that Arizona's vocational rehabilitation program failed to distinguish 

itself during the first decade of its existence. In 1923 George Hunt, 

a Democrat, defeated and replaced Thomas E. Campbell, a Republican, as 

Governor by a vote of 37,310 to 30,599. This was the third of seven 

gubernatorial terms for Mr. Hunt, a longevity record unmatched in the 

state's history (Arizona Legislative Review, 1969, p. 6). In the same 

election, O. 0. Case once again was elected Superintendent of Public 

Instruction, replacing Elsie Toles. This time Mr. Case did succeed in 

appointing a full-time vocational education director, Mr. Alma Davis, 

in 1923, who thus earned the distinction of becoming Arizona's first 

vocational rehabilitation employee. 

The provision of vocational rehabilitation services during the 

1920's was, evidently, a sporadic proposition. Mr. Davis was able to 

sandwich in some vocational rehabilitation whenever no interference 

with his primary vocational education function resulted. Mr. Halbert 

W. Miller, Assistant State Superintendent for Agricultural Education 

in the state education agency, would on occasion be enlisted by Mr. 

Davis to conduct some "rehab, business" while traveling in the southern 
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TABLE II 

DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
EXPENDITURES 
1920-1929 

Fiscal Year Federal State Total 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1,733.11 

4,150.95 

5,000.00 

2,546.09 

4,031.42 

5,000.00 

5,000.00 

1,733.11 

4,150.95 

5,638.68 

2,546.09 

4,031.43 

5,363.27 

5,005.92 

3,466.22 

8,301.90 

10,638.68 

5,092.18 

8,062.85 

10,363.27 

10,005.92 

TOTALS 27,461.57 28,469.45 55,931.02 



35 

part of the state. A Mrs. Grace Farrell of the education agency's 

Homemaking Section covered vocational rehabilitation cases while travel

ing in the north (Miller, 1970). 

If this early approach to vocational rehabilitation appears 

haphazard, it is perhaps best understood within the context of the vo

cational education agency in which it found itself located. In those 

times, the "Department of Vocational Education" of the state education 

agency, was organized 

. . . along the following lines: Agricultural Education, Trade 
and Industrial Education, Home Making, Commercial Education, 
Opportunity Class Education, which includes Vocational Boy 
Scout Program, Vocational Camp Fire Program, and Occupational 
Classes for rural districts, and Civilian Rehabilitation (State 
Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1922-1924). 

That vocational rehabilitation is listed last in this educational pot

pourri is probably not accidental, if all the reports about its low 

status within the educational hierarchy are to be believed. Nor does 

it require a vividly creative imagination to contemplate how a voca

tional education director, with such a diversified garden, would find 

himself unable to devote much attention to the only unproductive weed 

among the offering. 

Since vocational rehabilitation within the state was still 

viewed as a mere offshoot of vocational education, one can readily 

imagine the logic in having a few staff of the more significant voca

tional education programs "take care of" vocational rehabilitation in 

their spare time. 

Under this arrangement, the contribution which the vocational 

rehabilitation program was making to the state's disabled populace is 



36 

an open question. The numbers of clients receiving some form of serv

ice, as well as the types of expenditures made during this first decade, 

cure probably typified in the following statistical report which covers 

fiscal year 1926: 

Number of cases - Live Roll 42 

Classification of Expenditures-Rehabilitation: 

Salary of Director (Used to match 
Federal Funds) 812.20 

Salary of Stenographer (Used to 
match Federal Funds) 900.00 

Travel (Used to match 
Federal Funds) 1,008.24 

Tuition-Industrial and 
Commercial Establishments 988.40 

Tutors 120.00 
Correspondence Schools 34.80 
Instructional Supplies 127.84 
Artificial Appliances 925.70 
Medical Examinations 175.00 

Total Net Expenditures for Rehabilitation .... 5,092.18 

Items amounting to $2,267.58 expended under the Vocational 
Education Budget could be allocated to State Rehabilitation 
expense but were items expended and accounted for in Voca
tional Education Budget (State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1924-
1926). 

Thid report, signed by Mr. Davis himself, provides a considerable in

sight into the actual conduct of vocational rehabilitation in those 

early years. Although the state and federal proportions are inconsist

ent with those cited in Table II, page 34, the total amounts spent are 

identical. Evidently a unique double-entry form of bookkeeping enabled 

Mr. Davis to certify certain expenditures as eligible for both voca

tional education and vocational rehabilitation federal financial parti

cipation, if his final statement is taken at face value. 
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From Table I, page 29, it is noted that twelve persons were 

successfully rehabilitated that year. Since the cost of an artificial 

appliance was between $100-$200 in those days, the purchase and provi

sion of prosthetic appliances alone undoubtedly constituted a signifi

cant portion of those successful rehabilitants (Bene, 1970). 

Since it may be assumed that the State Legislature could be 

expected to fund the salary and travel expenses of a vocational educa

tion director and his stenographer with or without the existence of a 

vocational rehabilitation program, clearly the state's early commitment 

to and investment in vocational rehabilitation during this decade was 

minimal. 

It is noted that the statistical report for fiscal year 1926 

shows no costs for physical restoration and other medical services 

(exclusive of diagnostic costs). The Federal Board for Vocational 

Education had maintained from the outset that such services were not 

purchasable under the federal Act (Obermann, 1965, p. 229). The fed

eral vocational rehabilitation staff became very concerned about this 

limitation and encouraged state agencies to develop cooperative medical 

resources for their clients (Obermann, 1965, p. 231). The results, 

however, were unimpressive. Generally, the client was trained "around" 

his disability, and his potential productiveness through physical 

restoration services was not achieved. This severe program deficiency 

was to remain until the 1943 amendments to the federal Act (Obermann, 

1965, p. 237). 
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Although Arizona's concept of vocational rehabilitation re

mained primitive, by this time a substantial philosophical base under

lying the program had been developed on the national level by the 

federal staff. In 1926 a federal publication was distributed which 

dealt with assumptions underlying the vocational rehabilitation process 

(Federal Board for Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 113, 1926). 

Prepared by John Kratz, it attempted to translate these assumptions 

into workable policies to guide the state vocational rehabilitation 

agencies. It is of interest to note that in addition to state appro

priations, certain gifts, local funds and donations could be used to 

earn federal financial participation. This concept of "third party" 

financing for vocational rehabilitation failed to assume prominence 

until several decades later. 

Also discussed in detail was the principle that vocational re

habilitation could involve itself cooperatively with "institutions for 

the handicapped, or in public schools (Federal Board for vocational 

Education, Bulletin No. 113, 1926)." Already policies had been estab

lished which recognized such cooperative programs as appropriate areas 

for vocational rehabilitation so long as the services provided were 

otherwise unavailable to the student-client. Although reference to 

this concept had first appeared in the original federal Act, several 

decades were to pass before the potential in such cooperative activi

ties was to be seriously explored by the state agencies. 

Because of his significant role in Arizona's history of voca

tional rehabilitation, one wonders what sort of individual had become 
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the first vocational education director. Since Mr. Davis had primary 

responsibility for the state's vocational rehabilitation program dur

ing the 1920's, it is of interest to ponder about his enthusiasm and 

dedication for the program. Although he has been shown to have given 

limited emphasis and leadership to vocational rehabilitation, was he 

nonetheless genuinely interested in the program's potential? Not so, 

according to John Kratz, the Chief of the federal staff. Mr. Kratz 

has recalled his associations with Mr. Davis in the following manner: 

I have a pretty good recollection of Mr. Davis. I remem
ber he had a small black book in which he kept financial rec
ords on the rehab, program, and it was my firm impression that 
rehab, was only of secondary interest to him. His predominant 
interests appeared to be in the field of vocational education, 
and he endured our program largely as a "must" because other 
States were carrying it on. But I do not want to do him an 
injustice. Certainly during that period he was not acting 
differently from other Voc. Ed. officials in the country in 
the practice and philosophy of voc. rehab. It is my impres
sion that when you review for the period the annual statisti
cal and financial reports made to the Federal office you will 
find that the program was restricted, slow moving, and quite 
limited in funds (Kratz, March. 5, 1959), 

Yet, as the decade came to a close, there was a flurry of 

activity in vocational rehabilitation for which no explanation has 

been made. Table I, page 29, indicates that forty-one persons were 

successfully rehabilitated in fiscal year 1928, and forty-three the 

following fiscal year. Such an impressive record seems incompatible 

with the picture of relative inertia characterizing the earlier years 

of this decade. 

Evidently, no true incongruity exists. It seems that the owner 

of Tucson's Arizona Inn, Mrs. Isabella Greenway, had established a 
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small furniture repair shop which she called the "Arizona Hut" out of 

sympathy for disabled war veterans who were still unemployed. Although 

the furniture produced was not commercially marketable, Mrs. Greenway 

found use for it in her hotel. Many of the "successful rehabilitants" 

claimed by Mr. Davis were the very veterans to whom Mrs. Greenway had 

offered limited employment. Since the vocational rehabilitation pro

gram really had little, if anything, to do with Mrs. Greenway's philan

thropy except exploit it, Mr. Clayton soon directed that the practice 

of claiming these successful rehabilitations be discontinued. As a 

result of this episode, Mr. Clayton began to increase his efforts in 

convincing the state that a full-time vocational rehabilitation posi

tion should be established (Bene, 1970). 

Whether Mrs. Greenway's furniture shop represented the first 

sheltered workshop in Arizona may never be known. The story, however, 

provides convincing evidence that the "numbers game" in vocational re

habilitation is almost as old as the program itself. 

If the increase in successful rehabilitations was indeed arti

ficial, so the close of the decade in other ways proved unsettling for 

vocational rehabilitation. Governor Hunt was defeated by John C. 

Phillips, a Republican, who assumed that office in 1929 (Arizona Legis

lative Review,, 1969, p. 6). Although Mr. C. 0. Case continued as 

State Superintendent of Public Instruction, the position of vocational 

education director now became vulnerable. For although the State Super

intendent was an elected official, the Governor both appointed the Edu

cation Board (and, accordingly, the Vocational Education Board) and sat 
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on that Board. Thus, the Governor was instrumental in influencing the 

appointive positions within the education agency. Shortly after Gover

nor Phillips assumed office, Mr. Davis "resigned" and was promptly re

placed by Mr. Halbert Miller who, it will be recalled, had performed 

some vocational rehabilitation work for Mr. Davis during his tenure in 

the Agricultural Education section (Bene, 1970). What Mr. Miller, a 

Republican, could not anticipate is that a Democrat would be elected 

Governor again in the next election. 

A remaining cloud of uncertainty hanging over vocational reha

bilitation at the close of the decade was the fact that the still-

temporary federal Act would expire early in 1930 unless renewed. After 

the near-fatal experience in 1924, no one was confident about the out

come of the coming ordeal with Congress. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE 1930*S 

The decade of the Great Depression was one in which vocational 

rehabilitation continued to cling tenaciously to its still youthful 

existence and to consolidate its gains by obtaining an even firmer 

foothold as a viable social policy. 

In 1930 the 71st Congress was once again asked to renew the 

federal Act. As before, the uncertainties created by the temporary 

nature of the federal legislation had a seriously inhibiting influence 

upon program growth and security. A publication at the time made the 

following observation: 

In 1924 appropriations were authorized by Congress for a fur
ther period of six years. This period closes June 30, 1930. 
It becomes necessary, therefore, that the Congress be requested 
to continue the authorization of appropriations to the States 
after that date. Any uncertainty as to the continuance of aid 
will embarrass the administration of the work in the States in 
the fiscal year of 1931, and not only most seriously curtail 
the program for the future, but also in a number of States 
cause it to be discontinued altogether. Many of the States 
have made their own matching appropriations contingent upon 
the availability of Federal funds, and all of them have fixed 
their budgets on the assumption that the aid from the Govern
ment will be continued (Vocational Rehabilitation of Disabled 
Persons, 1930, p. 5). 

For the first time a bill was introduced which had been drafted 

by the National Rehabilitation Association. This organization had been 

established at Cleveland, Ohio, in 1925, to serve as a forum for dis

cussion of vocational rehabilitation matters, and to provide national 

42 
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leadership for the movement (Obermann, 1965, p. 262). The Senate and 

House each passed a slightly different version, with the compromise 

Act being signed by President Hoover on June 9, 1930 (Obermann, 1965, 

pp. 357-358). The bill provided for more of the same: a three-year 

extension; retention of the one million dollar maximum distribution to 

the state agencies; eighty thousand dollars to be appropriated annually 

for the Federal Board to administer the program (United States Statutes 

at Large, 1930, pp. 524-526). 

The crash of the stock market had preceded passage of the amend

ment by a few months. Since the view that the federal government had 

no business interfering with the general welfare of civilians was still 

prevalent in Congress in those pre-New Deal days, perhaps it is no 

surprise that Congress failed to enlarge either the scope or the fi

nancing of vocational rehabilitation in 1930. 

An Emerging Rationale 

In June, 1930, the Federal Board for Vocational Education 

issued a document that had been prepared by the staff of the Vocational 

Rehabilitation Service (Federal Board for Vocational Education, 1930). 

This manual represented a forward looking conceptualization of the 

vocational rehabilitation process, and was designed to help state 

agencies improve their understanding of and ability to provide voca

tional rehabilitation services. The basic ingredients of the voca

tional rehabilitation process were itemized as follows: 
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It has been found that the rehabilitation of an individual case 
involves six fundamental elements: 

1. A survey of the case. 
2. The selection of a job objective. 
3. Preparation for the job selected. 
4. Supervision during the entire period of rehabilitation. 
5. Placement in employment. 
6. Follow-up in employment until the facts of vocational 

rehabilitation and reasonable permanency of employment 
are assured. 

Counsel and advisement constitute a vital factor in each of 
these elements (Federal Board for Vocational Education, 
Bulletin No. 148, 1930^ p. xl). 

It is seen that the embryo of modern vocational rehabilitation 

practice was already recognizable in this federal publication issued 

less than ten years after the program's birth. Although reference 

occurs throughout to "counsel and advisement," the phrase is most 

often used to denote a supervisory relationship. 

Supervision is the follow-through of vocational counsel and 
advisement during the period of rehabilitation of an individ
ual case .... The first two or three weeks of the prepara
tion period are usually crucial ones. This is the period of 
adjustment. The client is getting his bearings and forming 
new habits. His morale during this initial period has much 
to do with the formation of his attitudes. For these reasons, 
supervision is vital at the beginning and should be given by 
the agent in person, if possible (Federal Board for Vocational 
Education, Bulletin No. 148, 1930', p. 39). 

The operational employee implementing the vocational rehabili

tation process is commonly referred to as the rehabilitation agent. 

"The rehabilitation agent is a professional worker, a human engineer 

whose job is that of helping the disabled person clear away the debris 

of his crumbled hopes, begin again at the foundation, and replan, re

pair or rebuild on the basis of what is left (Federal Board for Voca

tional Education, Bulletin No. 148, 1930, p. 2)." Although attitudes 
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about the disabled as revealed in such statements appear somewhat 

patronizing, it is of interest to note that the rehabilitation counselor 

was seen by the federal staff as a professional person who should be 

properly trained for his duties: 

The educational requirements for rehabilitation workers vary 
in different states. There is a general feeling, however, 
that education of college level should be the minimum stand
ard. It is reasonable to assume that the college-trained 
agent will have a broader understanding of the social rela
tionships of his job and thus render a more intelligent 
service to his cases. He will be still better prepared if 
he has had such subjects as sociology, psychology, vocational 
guidance, and methods of research (Federal Board for Voca
tional Education, Bulletin No. 148, 1930, p. 3). 

Perhaps the most remarkable attribute of this early publication 

is the occasional suggestion that the "case" is really a human being 

who is capable, almost, of making decisions in his own best interest. 

The function of vocational guidance in the selection of the 
job objective is simply that of aiding the client through in
formation, demonstration, or other device to select for him
self the employment objective that most nearly meets his 
mental, physical and temperamental qualifications and inter
ests. It is not the function of guidance to arbitrarily 
select or to insist upon the client's accepting an objective 
contrary to his interests, capacities, and desires. It may, 
however, be necessary to demonstrate to him that he does not 
possess the aptitudes, abilities, and qualities requisite to 
the particular job in which he has expressed interest, and to 
lead him to a consideration of other objectives along the 
line of his interests on a level that more nearly meets his 
mental, physical, and temperamental qualifications. 

In the final analysis the client himself really decides the 
job objective, The counselor simply furnishes the informa
tion by which the client convinces himself. The counselor 
should be sure that the client fully understands the informa
tion given him and that the decision arrived at is entirely 
satisfactory (Federal Board for Vocational Education, Bulle
tin No. 148, 1930, pp. 21-23 ). 
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In Arizona, the early years of the 19301s showed marked simi

larity to the last few years of the 1920's. Perhaps the most notable 

immediate change was the decline in number of persons successfully re

habilitated. Data concerning the number of successful rehabilitants 

during this decade are shown in Table III (Office of Vocational Reha

bilitation, 1959a). Mr. Clayton's termination of the practice of claim

ing successes from Mrs. Greenway's small shop in Tucson led to a severe 
« 

set-back in the results produced by the program. Half of the decade 

was to pass before the quantitative performance of the late 1920*s was 

again equalled. 

Patterns of expenditure for vocational rehabilitation services 

in Arizona at this time are typified by the following report which 

itemizes expenditure categories for the fiscal year 1931 (Office of 

Vocational Rehabilitation, 1959a): 

Administration Amount 
(a) Salary of Director 825.01 
(b) Salaries of Clerical Assistants 1,392.50 

Total, Administration 2,217.51 
Case Production and Service 
(a) Salaries - Supervisors and Agents 1,866.66 

(b) Travel of Supervisors and Agents 1,117.61 
(c) Tuition - Educational Institutions 2,353.85 
(d) Tuition - Commercial and Industrial 

Establishments 408.33 
(e) Tuition - Correspondence 525.50 
(f) Tuition - Tutorial 477.10 
(g) Instructional Supplies and Equipment 572.00 
(h) Travel of trainees 192.12 

(i) Artificial Appliances 1,000.34 
(j) Physical Examinations 20.00 

(k) Other Case Production and Service Costs 5.00 

Total, Production and Service 8 , 538.51 
Total Expenditures, 1931 10,756.02 

Funds Available for Rehabilitation Purposes 
Federal Allotment 5,000.00 

State Funds Available 5,756.02 
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TABLE III 

DIVISION OP VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
SUCCESSFUL REHABILITATIONS 

1930-1939 

Average Cost 
Fiscal Year Number Per Person 

1930 7 1,428 

1931 14 768 

1932 23 908 

1933 26 780 

1934 34 541 

1935 44 444 

1936 57 348 

1937 70 279 

1938 72 277 

1939 62 323 

TOTAL 409 
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Many of the practices evidenced five years earlier and described 

on page 36 remain discernable. While the total expenditures have 

doubled, as a function of the increase in available federal funds, the 

state share is completely satisfied simply by claiming portions of the 

salary and travel of the vocational education director and other mem

bers of the vocational education staff. About half the total expendi

tures, in other words, which represent the state share, are represented 

by vocational education staff costs which may have also been used to 

earn federal vocational education dollars. 

Although expenses for tuition had increased, many other cate

gories of client service expenditure remained fairly constant over the 

five-year interval. 

Arizona may not have been the only state still treating voca

tional rehabilitation as a part-time diversion of vocational education, 

but it certainly was not keeping pace with the leaders. By 1930, the 

forty-four states which had chosen to establish vocational rehabilita

tion programs were employing 143 rehabilitation personnel (Obermann, 

1965, p. 267). The understanding of vocational rehabilitation's unique 

processes was steadily increasing. By 1932, the federal staff had im

proved its definition to the point that: 

. . . "vocational rehabilitation" is construed to mean the 
rendering of such services to the handicapped person as will 
result in his employment in a remunerative occupation. The 
service rendered may be guidance, physical reconstruction, 
prosthesis, retraining, training, or placement, or any com
bination of them, provided placement in remunerative occupa
tion is accomplished. 

Under the accepted practice of rehabilitation workers, 
the job at which the handicapped person is employed must be 
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consistent with the physical, mental, and vocational abilities 
o£ the person and the environmental factors involved in his 
case. Obviously, some physically handicapped persons can not 
be so employed as to make them completely self supporting. The 
degrees of ability .to earn shade imperceptibly into each other. 
Furthermore, the wages paid for the same types of work vary 
widely in different parts of the country, as do standards of 
living with individuals. Therefore, no standard of employment 
or remuneration, beyond that of consistency with the personal 
and environmental factors involved, can be established here 
(Federal Board for Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 161, 
1932, pp. 2-3). 

This 1932 statement is superior to its predecessor of only a 

few years, discussed on page 44, in a number of ways. Although federal 

financial participation remained unavailable for the purchase of physi

cal restoration services, those services were firmly established as 

part of the vocational rehabilitation process. The recognition that 

the vocational objective should be compatible with the individual's 

aptitudes and interests is enhanced by the realization that certain 

clients' potentials may best be realized in other than competitive 

employment. The nurturing of such attitudes necessarily had to pre

cede expansion of vocational rehabilitation concepts beyond their ini

tial, limited, horizons. 

Statements elsewhere in the same publication made it clear that 

the program was developing a decidedly positive attitude toward the 

client. Official sanction of paternalism was crumbling. 

The services rendered should the best services for the 
individual. 

Service should be adequate to insure the social and eco
nomic adjustment of the individual. 

The services rendered should supplement rather than take 
over the initiative of the client. 
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Service to the individual should follow through to satis
factory conclusion. 

Case service should utilize community interest and facili
ties in the rehabilitation of the individual (Federal Board for 
Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 161, 1932, pp. 40-41). 

Certainly Mr. Kratz and his dedicated staff were at this point 

harbingers of the directions the nation's vocational rehabilitation 

programs eventually would take. 

In 1930 George Hunt defeated the incumbent Governor John C. 

Phillips, by a margin of 48,875 to 46,231 (Arizona Legislative Review, 

1969, p. 6). With C. O. Case once again elected as State Superintendent 

of Public Instruction, the Democrats were in firm control. There was 

no place for Halbert Miller, who promptly submitted his resignation as 

vocational education director. He was replaced by Alma Davis, who had 

occupied the position during most of the 1920's. 

Harry Vincent Bene 

Mr. Clayton, who had been applying steady pressure to have a 

full-time vocational rehabilitation position established, had intensi

fied his efforts after the episode in Tucson had been exposed. He felt 

that a full-time vocational rehabilitation position had to be created 

if the program in Arizona was ever to make any significant progress 

(Bene, 1970). In time he succeeded in convincing Mr. Davis, who ob

tained acceptance of the idea by the Superintendent and by the State 

Board. 

Accordingly, the word was passed to the state Democratic Party 

that a new position was being made available. Shortly, a selection 
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was made and on June 15, 1931, Harry Vincent Bene became the first 

"State Supervisor of Civilian Rehabilitation" (State Dept. of Voc. Ed., 

1931, p. 9). 

Mr. Bene, as Supervisor and later as Director, was to dominate 

vocational rehabilitation in Arizona for more than a quarter century 

until his retirement in 1957. What sort of man was this who had been 

selected to advance vocational rehabilitation in Arizona along the dif

ficult path toward maturity? 

Harry Vincent Bene was born October 5, 1886, in St. Louis, 

Missouri, of "poor but honest" parents (Bene, 1970). He received his 

formal education in St. Louis, which included attendance at high school 

and a brief stay at a business college. He left school to accept a 

general clerical position with a farm machinery firm (Bene', 1970). 

Mr. Bene had heard exciting stories of the Wild West. He soon 

grew enamored of visions of wide open spaces and, through the medium 

of silent films, dreamed first of being a cowboy and later of making 

his fortune as a mining prospector. In 1906, at age nineteen, he left 

home in search of the West's riches. During the next several years, 

however, he was involved in distinctly unadventuresome employment on 

various ranches in Texas and New Mexico. His most vivid memories of 

this period are those of coping with the "Texas fleas" while sleeping 

on the ground, and of being bucked from a few horses (Bene, 1970). 

He then moved to Arizona, where his first job was as a round

house clerk with the Southern Pacific Railroad at Gila Bend, "... a 

pretty wild spot, where stage holdups and other outlaw depridations 

were common (Arizona Republic, January 22, 1953, p. 14). 
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During his four years with the railroad, his interest in mining 

grew more intense. At one point, he took a short leave c£ absence to 

study assaying in Oakland, California. On another leave, an ill-fated 

attempt to work a mining claim in Colorado merely increased his enthusi

asm (Bene, 1970). 

In 1911 he left the railroad and went to St. Louis to raise 

capital for another mining venture which he was unable to do. He then 

went to Miami, Arizona, a major mining center. He obtained employment 

as a sampler for the Inspiration Copper Company (Arizona Republic, June 

20, 1957, p. 8). His starting monthly wages were $90.00 (Bene, 1970). 

Over the next several years, he alternated between work for the 

company and unsuccessful efforts at independent mining. When World War 

I made copper a vital defense commodity, Mr. Bene, a union member, was 

elected an employees' bargaining representative. His experience in 

wage negotiations, which included a trip to the War Industries Board in 

Washington, D.C., and several meetings with representatives of the 

President's Mediation Committee, gave him exposure to the local and 

state Democratic Party machinery (Bene', 1970). 

Once more he left the Inspiration Copper Company in 1919, this 

time permanently, and started an insurance and real estate business in 

Miami (Arizona Republic, January 22, 1953, p. 14). The business was 

successful, as he made full use of the contacts he had established as 

a union representative. At the same time he was developing some prom

inence in the Democratic Party, which dominated both local and state 

government. As early as 1919, he had been elected Secretary of the 
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Gila County Democratic Central Committee. His civic activities in 

Miami over the next decade were numerable. At various times he was: 

Chairman of the town's Public Welfare Committee; first President of 

both the Miami Civic Council and the Lion's Club; and charter member 

and officer of the Miami American Legion post (State. Dept. of Voc. Ed., 

1931, p. 9). He was also: charter member of the local Knights of 

Columbus; charter member of the Rotary Club; President of the Gila 

County Businessmen's Association; and occasional Acting Mayor of Miami 

(Bene', 1970). 

During these years of community and political success, he con

tinued to promote small, independent mining claims, all without success. 

Much of the income earned from the insurance and real estate business, 

in fact, went into underwriting this series of mining ventures (Bene, 

1970). Enough people were going from rags to riches in those days 

through exploitation of the land to explain Mr. Bene's infectious en

thusiasm. The majority of these young entrepreneurs, however, received 

negligible financial return on their investment. Mr. Bene was certainly 

among the majority. 

Although success in mining speculation was an elusive guest, 

political prominence seemed, by contrast, to come naturally to Mr. Bene. 

He held a series of successively important positions in the state Demo

cratic Party, including eventual officerships on the State Democratic 

Central Committee (Bene, 1970). In 1928, he was elected a delegate to 

the Democratic National Convention, meeting that year in Houston, Texas 

(Daily Silver Belt, March 27, 1928, p. 1). He was subsequently elected 
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Chairman of Arizona's twelve member delegation, and surrendered 

his state's role call turn to New York so that Franklin D. Roosevelt 

could nominate A1 Smith (Arizona Republic, June 21, 1928, p. 4). 

With the advent of the Great Depression, Mr. Bene's financial 

position became precarious. Insurance and real estate markets vanished, 

and there was little reserve to fall back upon since profits had been 

dissipated in the various mining ventures (Bene, 1970). Consequently, 

when he heard about the "parly job" available in Phoenix, he was very 

interested. The salaried position offered security in those economi

cally unstable times, and after things stabilized he could return to 

Miami (Bene, 1970). He traveled to Phoenix and was interviewed for the 

position by Mr. Davis. Mr. Davis sent him to the Superintendent who 

had no objection. Governor Hunt let it be known that he concurred, and 

thus the selection process was concluded (Bene', 1970). Mr. Bene and 

his wife moved to Phoenix, where he assumed the position of vocational 

rehabilitation supervisor at a beginning annual salary of $3000.00 

(Bene7, 1970). 

Mr. Bend's immediate superior was to be Mr. Davis. A publica

tion of the state education agency described the manner in which the 

program was to be organized: 

Harry V. Bene' . . . will devote his full time to rehabilita
tion work, and is responsible to the State Board for Vocational 
Education through the Director of Vocational Education, who 
devotes one-half of his time to rehabilitation work. 

One Secretary-Assistant Supervisor will devote all of her time 
to the work of this division; one-half of her work will be in 
administration, and the other half in case procedure (State 
Dept. of Voc. Ed., 1930-1931). 
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Quite possibly the principle effect of this official organization was 

to assure that state salary and travel expenses would contine to earn 

federal financial participation, for it is doubtful that Mr. Davis 

really spent one-half of his time on vocational rehabilitation affairs. 

Additionally, Mr. Bene recalls that in the first year or so of his ap

pointment the Secretary-Assistant Supervisor was the office girl whose 

services he shared with the vocational education director (Ben/, 1970). 

It is clear that the first full-time position in vocational 

rehabilitation in Arizona was seen as a plum of political patronage, 

and filled as such by the Democratic Party. Undoubtedly, had the Re

publican Parly been in power, the job would have been treated in the 

same manner. The only difference would have been in the person selected. 

There can also be no doubt that Mr. Bene traded heavily on his 

political influence and his civic activities to obtain the appointment. 

If such practice were to occur today, it might be deplored. In the early 

1930's, however, the practice was very commonplace. It was still several 

years before passage of the federal Hatch Act prohibited such political 

involvement, at which time Mr. Bene abandoned his active association 

with the state Democratic Party. Thus, Mr. Bene's selection did not 

offend the ethics of the day. 

The selection itself would appear to have been prophetically as

tute. What Mr. Bene lacked in formal education was more than compensated 

for in experience. His early vocational meandering, his successful self-

employment, his civic accomplishments and his political influence were 

undeniable assets upon which he was to rely repeatedly in the years ahead. 
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While it is not known what his employers in the state education 

agency expected of him, the federal office had developed a considered 

rationale concerning the state supervisor position to which Mr. Bene 

might turn for guidance: 

The supervisor of rehabilitation has a threefold responsibility: 
Administrative, supervisory, and promotional. He must organ
ize and manage the State program. ... It is imperative there
fore that he have a direct and satisfactory relationship with 
his State board for vocational education through its executive 
officer in order that prompt action may be taken on matters 
involving policies of administration. He should be given full 
charge of the development of the program and be held directly 
responsible for such development. The board and the executive 
officer should limit their responsibility to the approval of 
working plans and budgets, establishment of administrative 
policies, and securing heeded changes or improvements in 
legislation (Federal Board for Vocational Education, Bulletin 
No. 161, 1932, p. 24). 

Mr. Bene's initial training by the state education agency was 

largely informal. This appeared to be consistent with the approach 

advocated by the federal office, which emphasized individual initiative 

on the part of state supervisors: 

The training of supervisors in rehabilitation work is accom
plished through what might be called professional improve
ment. Consequently, such officers should be encouraged to 
promote their own professional improvement through personal 
study and by entering into experiences which will broaden 
their outlook and make them more efficient: in dealing with 
rehabilitation problems. Such officers should inform them
selves as to developments in fields related to rehabilitation. 
They should also secure information as to what is being accom
plished in other communities and in other States. The Federal 
Board for Vocational Education may render an important service 
in this connection by holding regional or national conferences 
in which workers in the field of rehabilitation from different 
communities may get together to discuss their common problems 
(Federal Board for Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 161, 
1932, p. 26). 
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Mr. Bene had the good fortune of attending the very first of 

these regional training institutes, held a few months after his appoint

ment at Colorado Agriculture College in Ft. Collins, Colorado (National 

Rehabilitation Association, 1931, p. 1). It was a three-week program, 

with fifteen enrollees (National Rehabilitation Association, 1931, p. 1). 

Both Mr. Kratz and Mr. Clayton were present as instructors (National 

Rehabilitation Association, 1931, p. 1) . Thus did Mr. Bene'receive his 

first exposure to the national rehabilitation scene, and to several of 

the country's top rehabilitation personnel, with whom he was to associ

ate for years to come. 

The federal office appeared to be well aware of the need to 

train and upgrade rehabilitation personnel working in the state agencies. 

The training booklet used at the Ft. Collins session noted. 

When the program was inaugurated in 1920 only five or six States 
had engaged in the work, and these only for a period of a year 
or less. There was little or no experience, either in this 
country or abroad, in the vocational rehabilitation of the 
civilian disabled that could have produced efficient methods 
of procedure in doing the work. It was even necessary to re
cruit from other fields and train a personnel [sic] for carry
ing on the service. While this recruiting and training of 
workers has continued and impetus been given to it by the ac
tivities of the Federal promotional agency, State rehabilita
tion staffs are as yet inadequate and incompletely trained 
(Vocational Rehabilitation of Disabled Persons, 1930, p. 19). 

The program which Mr. Ben^ inherited had received a financial 

boost of sorts shortly before his arrival. In spite of the effects of 

the economic Depression: 

On March 12, 1931, the 10th Legislature of Arizona appropri
ated $20,000 for the two year period July 1, 1931 - June 30, 
1933 for rehabilitation "and to match funds allotted annually 
by the federal Government for the same purpose." This is a 
100% increase in Arizona over the previous two year period and 
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is a recognition by the Legislature of the value of rehabili
tation service (State Department for'Vocational Education, 
1930-1931). 

This pamphlet issued by Mr. Davis failed to note that the mini

mum federal allotment of vocational rehabilitation funds guaranteed to 

a state had been increased from $5,000.00 to $10,000.00. Arizona, of 

course, was one of the sixteen states entitled to this minimum grant 

(Federal Board for Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 161, 1932, p. 57). 

National Reactions to the Depression 

In 1932 the federal Vocational Rehabilitation Act was again 

amended and extended by the Congress. Once again there was no expan

sion of either the basic provisions of the Act or the amount of federal 

funds to be made available. Rather, the program was simply extended 

through 1937 (Obermann, 1965, p. 267). 

That same year President Roosevelt, having been given sweeping 

authority by Congress to reorganize federal agencies, transferred the 

Federal Board for Vocational Education into the U.S. Department of the 

Interior. The Secretary of the Department assigned the Board's respon

sibilities to the Office of Education, which at that time was located 

within the Department (Obermann, 1965, pp. 268-269). As a result the 

Commissioner of Education became responsible for the vocational reha

bilitation program. 

Fortunately, the staff of the federal vocational rehabilitation 

office remained relatively stable and outwardly unaffected by such 

changes. Considerable progress had by this time been made in advancing 

several concepts which had first appeared in the 1920's, but which were 
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destined not to receive popular acceptance by the state vocational re

habilitation agencies for a number of years. 

The definition of rehabilitation facilities, for example, had 

advanced to the point where they were considered to be "sources through 

which such services as physical restoration, prostheses, vocational 

training, placement in employment, and other supplementary or contribu

tory aids to vocational rehabilitation are secured (Federal Board for 

Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 161, 1932, p. 3). Considerations 

governing the establishment of rehabilitation facilities had matured 

remarkably: 

The vocational rehabilitation program is by no means self-
contained or self-sufficient. The principal services the 
State rehabilitation department renders are those of classi
fication, guidance, supervision, and administration of finan
cial aid. Other necessary services as for example, surgical 
operations, providing of artificial appliances, and vocational 
training are secured either through purchase or through the 
cooperation of agencies which are in position to render them. 
Even were adequate funds available, it would be neither ad
visable nor economical for the State rehabilitation depart
ment to undertake to provide all types of services required. 
Because of their specialized nature, it is more economical to 
secure these services from agencies which are in position to 
render them than to employ specialists for rendering such 
services. It sometimes happens, of course, that facilities 
for rendering certain services do not exist or that satisfac
tory working relations with existing facilities can not be 
established. In such instances it may be advisable for the 
State rehabilitation department to stimulate or to promote 
the organization of a suitable facility either under its own 
auspices or under the auspices of some other public or pri
vate agency. . . . Naturally, the State rehabilitation agency 
should not establish under its own auspices facilities that 
can be made available through satisfactory working relations 
with existing agencies. The rehabilitation department 
should attempt to induce existing agencies to extend or re
organize certain of their facilities so they can be of greater 
assistance in rendering needed rehabilitation services to dis
abled persons (Federal Board for Vocational Education, Bulle
tin No. 161, 1932, pp. 9-10). 
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Similarly, concepts surrounding the use of local programs in 

vocational rehabilitation had progressed far in a relatively short time. 

A "local program" is one operated through a cooperative arrange
ment between the State rehabilitation department and a local 
agency which assumes responsibility for the conduct of the case 
service in a given community and defrays a portion of the cost 
of maintaining the service. Such a program may serve all 
groups of the handicapped in the community or it may serve only 
a particular group or groups. Thus, a local school system may 
operate a rehabilitation program for all groups of the handi
capped within a given community or it may operate a program 
only for the handicapped children under its jurisdiction (Fed
eral Board for Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 161, 1932, 
p. 4). 

The rationale for establishing local programs at the time, how

ever, reflected economic and organizational insecurity as much as it did 

the progressive concepts of cooperation among the public and the private 

sectors and among different jurisdictions of government. 

In the first place, experience has demonstrated that even were 
State appropriations made adequate to meet the needs for serv
ice to all groups of the handicapped, administrative agencies, 
for reasons of expediency or otherwise, do not feel justified 
in enlarging their State staffs in sufficient number to meet 
the needs of the service. There is also a decided tendency 
on the part of State governing bodies to consolidate depart
ments, limit the number of employees on the State pay rolls, 
and in some instances to decrease the number of employees. In 
the second place, it sometimes happens that changes in the 
State administration result in a replacement of some of the 
rehabilitation personnel. The establishment of local programs 
in a State would to a considerable degree obviate the neces
sity for enlarging the State staff for work in local communi
ties. Furthermore, changes in the State staff would not affect 
local programs, and the program as a whole would continue to 
function without appreciable loss of effectiveness (Federal 
Board for Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 161, 1932, p. 34). 

Although no doubt compounded by the economic effect of the De

pression, this statement nevertheless addressed itself to a weakness in 

the structure of vocational rehabilitation which is as old as the pro

gram itself. Obermann expressed the dilemma in this way: 
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Commissioners of Education or other state officials resisted 
the hiring of as many rehabilitation workers as were needed. 
The State-Federal program has had that problem from its incep
tion to the present day. The vocational rehabilitation activ
ity is typically the only operating division in the State 
Department of Education where it is usually situated. The 
division often has more employees than the total of all the 
other divisions of the Department. Thus it is vulnerable to 
the uncritical charge of "overstaffing." Commissioners of 
Education, sensitive to criticisms of state legislators or 
state budget officials, will not approve many needed staff 
additions. Unperceiving state directors of personnel will 
frequently successfully prevent the recruiting of personnel 
needed to meet the vocational rehabilitation needs (Obermann, 
1965, p. 256). 

State Reactions to the Depression 

The impact of this weakness upon Arizona, which had recently 

hired its first full-time vocational rehabilitation worker in the person 

of Harry Bene', would be felt presently. 

In the 1932 state elections, the Democrats retained those of

fices critical to vocational rehabilitation, although new faces were 

carrying the standards. The aging George Hunt relinquished office, and 

was replaced as Governor by B. B. Moeur, who handily defeated his Repub

lican opponent (Arizona Legislative Review, December 3, 1969, p. 6). 

In a contested primary, Dr. H. E. Hendrix defeated C. 0. Case as his 

party's nominee for Superintendent of Public Instruction and went on to 

victory in the general election. Although also a Democrat, Mr. Davis 

had somehow incurred the disfavor of the regime and resigned shortly 

after inauguration of the new officers (Bene, 1970). 

With the position of vocational education director vacant, Mr. 

Bene suddenly found himself reporting directly to the Superintendent. 

Although neither man knew it at the time, Dr. Hendrix was to remain as 
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State Superintendent of Public Instruction through 1940, and was to 

leave the position of vocational education director vacant throughout 

that entire period. By this unintentional route vocational rehabilita

tion found its status in the education agency improved in that the 

program's full-time supervisor was to report directly to the Superin

tendent. 

Mr. Bene recalls that Dr. Hendrix was generally favorable 

toward vocational rehabilitation. One of his more notable eccentrici

ties was that of pruning every expenditure and every budget to an 

absolute, and sometimes absurd, minimum (Bene', 1970). No doubt ac

celerated greatly by the economic climate of the 1930's, this charac

teristic served as an effective deterrent to the stimulation of 

vocational rehabilitation, as well as other programs which operated 

under his jurisdiction. One notable illustration of this trait was his 

cutting of employee salaries as an ostensible economy measure in 1934. 

Mr. Bene, who had accepted employment at an annual salary of $3000.00, 

found his pay reduced to $2800.00. It was not until 1937 that Dr. 

Hendrix was prevailed upon to rescind this action, at which time Mr. 

Bend's salary was increased to $3200.00. One year later, it was in

creased further to $3600.00 (Ben/, 1970). 

The Democratic Party controlled the office of Governor through

out the 1930's as well as that of State Superintendent of Public In

struction. Following his re-election in 1934 Governor Moeur expressed 

his gratitude to Mr. Ben^, who had been active in his campaign as well 

as in those of other Democratic Party candidates: 
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I am deeply appreciative of the splendid work done by my many 
friends in helping to bring about my re-election, and you may 
be assured that I will continue to do everything in my power 
to merit the confidence which has been reposed in me (Moeur, 
November 8, 1934). 

Federal Influence 

While Mr. Bene was receiving moral support from his governor 

and mixed blessings from the State Superintendent, tangible constructive 

support continued to flow unabated from the federal vocational rehabili

tation office. Mr. Clayton would personally visit Arizona three or four 

times a year. He would accompany Mr. Bene on actual field visits, ob

serve the handling of clients, read casefiles and review expenditures. 

Each visit lasted at least two or three days, and often a full week, 

during which time he would have answered innumerable questions and pro

vided invaluable information (Bene, 1970). 

Of value at least equal to Mr. Clayton's personal influence 

were the printed bulletins and guidelines which Mr. Kratz issued peri

odically. One titled Office Procedure in Vocational Rehabilitation 

provided complete instructions concerning federal requirements for 

operating a state rehabilitation agency (Federal Board for Vocational 

Education, Bulletin No. 171, 1933). The reference furnished comprehen

sive information about a state agency's functions in supporting, con

trolling and accounting for the vocational rehabilitation program. The 

purpose and requirements of the "State Plan"—that unique document 

which characterizes state-federal grant-in-aid programs—were discussed 

in considerable detail: 
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There are three essential bases upon which a State plan for 
the administration of vocational rehabilitation is based. The 
first of these bases grows out of certain mandatory provisions 
in the national act. These provisions have to do particularly 
with the purposes for which Federal and State matching funds 
are to be expended. The second basis of a State plan is con
cerned with such policies regarding the use of Federal and 
matching funds as the Federal agency of administration of the 
national act has established in its interpretation of the act 
with respect to its intent and objectives. The third basis 
of the State plan relates particularly to those provisions of 
the State rehabilitation act and the State board's policies 
of administration of this act which serve as guiding princi
ples for operation of the State program of rehabilitation 
.... Some States set up their plans with a minimum of de
tail and regulations. Such States should, however, provide, 
for the guidance of their rehabilitation staff, a body of 
rules and regulations relating to the operation of their pro
grams. Other States set up plans which embody detailed poli
cies of administration and supervision (Federal Board for 
Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 171, 1933, pp. 1-2). 

Most of the bulletin is taken up with specific instructions to 

the state concerning record keeping, forms, and filing systems: 

With respect to individual record-keeping, the office has the 
responsibility of maintaining the case record system in such 
manner as will: (a) Provide the evidence which justifies the 
acceptance or rejection of an applicant for service; (b) af
ford information for guidance in determining the type and 
scope of service which should be provided; (c) give the his
tory of services rendered; (d) show the cost of rendering 
service to the individual; and (e) show the disposition of 
all cases applying or reported to the office (Federal Board 
for Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 171, 1933, pp. 7-8). 

To make certain that each state agency would be able to accom

plish these objectives in a standardized, systematic manner, the federal 

office developed forms to be used by the states. 

The conduct of case work requires the use of 10 basic forms: 
1. Report of disabled person 
2. Case identification card 
3. Field data form 
4. Survey 
5. Rehabilitation plan 
6. Contract for service 
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7. Record of individual costs 
8. Status card 
9. Progress report 
10. Closure (Federal Board for Vocational Education, Bulletin 

No. 171, 1933, p. 10). 

Leaving nothing to chance, the reference contains thorough instructions 

and examples which illustrate the correct usage of each form. 

As no set of office forms and procedures would be complete 

without a filing system, federal specifications were also provided the 

states in this regard: 

Rehabilitation records are filed under five classifications 
under each of which there are a number of mutually exclusive 
categories. In some circumstances the categories are further 
divided into "open" and "closed" sections in order to provide 
for the separation of active from inactive records, each sec
tion of itself constituting a file. For convenience, the 
classifications with their respective categories are listed 
here. The categories which are further subdivided are indi
cated. 

1. Case service files: 

a. Prospective case file (open-closed). 
b. Case identification file (open-closed). 
c. Registered case folder file (open-closed). 
d. Status card file (open-closed). 
e. Field data file (open-closed). 
f. Record of individual costs file (open-closed). 

2. Control files: 

a. Tickler file. 
b. Training opportunity file (open-closed). 
c. Employment opportunity file (open-closed). 
d. Client qualifications file (open-closed). 

3. Statistical data files: 

a. Register of cases surveyed and accepted for 
service. 

b. Record of closure of nonrehabilitated cases. 
c. Record of closure of rehabilitated cases. 
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4. Financial data files: 

a. Record of case budgets. 
b. Record of rehabilitation accounts. 

5. General Files: 

a. Correspondence 
b. Administrative procedure. 

Each of these files, except the general file, is used in 
connection with the forms heretofore discussed. The struc
ture and organization of each file will therefore be discussed 
in connection with the procedure followed in using and filing 
the respective forms (Federal Board for Vocational Education, 
Bulletin No. 171, 1933, p. 34). 

There was no doubt that the state agencies were to defer to 

federal initiatives concerning office procedures and reporting require

ments. The federal staff did, in fact, continue to exhibit a vital 

interest in these practices. Already thoroughly absorbed in the matter 

of training of personnel in rehabilitation, the federal agency now 

issued an operating manual for daily reference by the rehabilitation 

worker (Office of Education, 1934). This sixty-nine page manual pro

vided a detailed guide to most aspects of the worker's job. While it 

may be argued that this "Handbook of Instructions, Policies and Proce

dures for the Guidance of Supervisors and Agents of Vocational Rehabili

tation" represents another example of federal pre-emption of a state 

function, the federal staff repeatedly found it necessary to stimulate 

the state programs and, as stated in the manual itself: "A few States 

have already prepared rules and regulations for the guidance of their 

case workers. For the greater part, however, these have been adminis

trative policies rather than detailed instructions regarding case 

procedure (Office of Education, 1934, p. vii)." 



67 

The Program Stabilizes 

Dr. Hendrix*s first biennial report was remarkable in that 

three pages were devoted to vocational rehabilitation, the most gener

ous treatment the program in Arizona had ever received from a State 

Superintendent of Public Instruction. The report, prepared by Mr. Bene', 

furnishes a glimpse of his emerging rehabilitation philosophy: 

OBJECTIVES OF THE REHABILITATION SERVICE 

To train the person who, by reason of his physical disability, 
is unable to earn his living by following his previous voca
tion, and train him in an occupation which he can follow suc
cessfully despite his handicap. Or, to take the disabled boy 
or girl who has never had a vacation [sic] and so train them 
that they will be able to take their places in the field of 
industry as wage earners. 

To help a disabled person overcome a physical handicap which 
prevents him from following his previous vocation by re
training him in another occupation where he can be self-
supporting is as valuable to the state as it is to the boy 
or girl, man or woman, assisted. The rehabilitation service 
reduces the burden of the taxpayer by eliminating charity and 
restores the crippled citizen to productive and beneficial use 
(State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1932-1934, pp. 53-54). 

Of the thirty-four successful rehabilitants cited in Table III, 

page 47, for the fiscal year 1934, it is noted that twenty-three were 

male and eleven female. In twenty-seven instances "placement consist

ent with training" is deemed to have occurred; the nature of the seven 

other successful rehabilitants is unspecified (State Dept. of Pub. 

Instruc., 1932-1934, p. 305). 

Seven cases were closed as not rehabilitated: two died; one 

married; one was "not feasible"; two were "not cooperative"; and one 

"other" (State Dept. of Pub. Instruc, 1932-1934, p. 305), 
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At the close of the fiscal year 1934, the number of cases re

maining with which Mr. Bene was involved were listed as follows: 

S tatus Number 
1. Surveyed, under advisement 73 
2. In training 71 
3. In other preparation status 22 
4. Training interrupted 18 
5. Awaiting employment after training 41 
6. Awaiting employment after other 

preparation service 7 
7. In employment, being followed up 2 

Total 234 
(State Supt. of Pub. Instruc., 1932-1934, p. 305). 

The reporting format used is the same developed for federal 

statistical requirements. 

Of the few records which remain that describe the actual appli

cation of vocational rehabilitation services during this period of time, 

the following appears typical: 

Public Accident—Guidance, Artificial Appliance and Placement. 
Man—Age 28 
Phoenix, Arizona 
Application 3/23/31 
Was ran [sic] over by train, both legs amputated, one below 
knee and the other above knee; non-compensable. Formerly 
worked in laundry for $40.00 per week, and could get posi
tion as laundry worker if he was supplied with artificial 
limbs; as he was without funds two artificial limbs were 
purchased at cost of $375.00. He is now employed in laun
dry work at $30.00 per week (Civilian Rehabilitation, 
Descriptive Report, 1930-1931). 

The levels of financial support provided for the state's voca

tional rehabilitation program during the 1930's is furnished in Table 

IV (Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, 1959a). The amount of money 
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which was available is clearly seen as having been a reflection of the 

minimum federal grant. The state was content to spend funds up to but 

not beyond the point at which federal matching money was guaranteed. 

As has been discussed earlier/ often the money credited as a 

state expenditure for vocational rehabilitation was in reality a por

tion of the salary or travel expense of vocational education personnel 

who would have received compensation in any event. Although the Ari

zona vocational rehabilitation program survived handily throughout the 

decade, evidently the state's commitment to its continued existence 

was at times frivolous. For example, the State Legislature did not 

always assure vocational rehabilitation an appropriation: 

The Eleventh Arizona State Legislature (1933) appropriated a 
lump sum to the State Superintendent of Public Schools for 
use of the Public Schools and Vocational Education; from the 
appropriation for Vocational Education he set aside $10,000.00 
annually for Civilian Rehabilitation to match Federal funds 
for the two-year period ending June 30, 1935 (State Dept. of 
Pub. Instruc., 1932-1934, p. 53). 

This practice of making vocational rehabilitation's financial support 

entirely dependent upon the whim of a State Superintendent of Public 

Instruction who is remembered as being extremely frugal did little to 

foster the independence of vocational rehabilitation from education. 

Considering additionally the economic depression at the time, it is 

unlikely that vocational rehabilitation was inclined to attempt any 

creative innovation which might run contrary to the education agency's 

concept of vocational rehabilitation. 
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TABLE IV 

DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
EXPENDITURES 
1930-1939 

Fiscal Year Federal State Total 

1930 5,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 

1931 5,000.00 5,756.02 10,756.02 

1932 10,387.56 10,500.01 20,887.57 

1933 10,137.25 10,137.25 20,274.50 

1934 9,117.22 9,263.67 18,380.89 

1935 9,690.54 9,828.06 19,518.60 

1936 9,855.16 10,000.00 19,855.16 

1937 9,754.69 9,753.70 19,508.39 

1938 9,976.51 9,994.14 19,970.65 

1939 10,000.00 10,000.00 20,000.00 

TOTALS 88,918.93 90,232.85 179,151.78 
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After the minimum federal allocation to any state had been 

raised to $10,000.00, relative stability prevailed in Arizona to the 

end of the decade. Mr. Bene's title, budget, office location (in Room 

200 of the State Capitol Building which housed Vocational Education) 

and working conditions remained essentially unchanged. While there was 

a modest increase year by year in the number of successful rehabilita

tions which he accomplished, as shown in Table III, page 47, his 

national reputation increased rapidly. Unknown in national rehabilita

tion circles at the beginning of the decade, he was able to and did 

travel regularly to conferences and training sessions across the coun

try. Steadily he became part of the small but growing nucleus of 

participants who came to be recognized at these deliberations. 

In 1935, at the Western Regional Conference for vocational 

rehabilitation held in Portland, Oregon, Mr. Bene successfully invited 

the Conference to meet the following year in Arizona. Both Mr. Kratz, 

an "outstanding teacher" and Chief, Vocational Rehabilitation, U. S. 

Office of Education, and Mr. Clayton, "western regional agent," were 

also present (Vocational Oregonian, 1953, p. 3). As reported by a 

local source, the "group decided to meet in Arizona next year, upon 

invitation from Harry Bene7, State Supervisor from that State (Vocational 

Oregonian, 1953, p. 3)." 

Mr. Bene the following year took great pains to make the first 

conference on rehabilitation in Arizona a successful one. Using some 

of the federal bulletins for ideas, the agenda included discussion of 
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such topics as: "Essentials of Record Keeping in Case Work"; "Data 

Required"; "Essential Forms"; "The Study of a State Program"; "State 

Legislation"; "Cooperation with Other Programs" and "Professional Im

provement of Rehabilitation Workers" (Western Regional Conference on 

Vocational Rehabilitation, March 23-26, 1936, pp. 1-5). 

In 1936 a State's Vocational Rehabilitation Council was formed 

at the annual conference of the National Rehabilitation Association. 

Its function was to serve as an advisory body of state agency adminis

trators to the federal agency. Mr. Bene was active on the Council, 

and served on its Executive Committee (Bene', 1970). 

During this decade the National Rehabilitation Association was 

showing growth and promise as an organization concerned with the dis

abled. Although its membership was comprised predominately of voca

tional rehabilitation agency personnel, it presented an active national 

forum for the discussion and advancement of vocational rehabilitation 

which otherwise would have been notably absent. Mr. Bene7was an active 

member of this organization which then numbered several thousand. 

While he was to hold a number of major and minor offices and positions 

in the organization over the years, the apex of his affiliation was in 

1939 when he was elected President of the National Rehabilitation Asso

ciation and served a twenty-one month term (Obermann, 1965, p. 379). 

The Law Becomes Permanent 

In 1935 the federal Social Security Act had been enacted into 

law. One section of that Act established vocational rehabilitation as 
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a permanent program of the federal government. It also provided for 

annual grants of $1,938,000 to the states and $102,000 for federal ad

ministrative costs (Obermann, 1965, p. 270). Congress was starting to 

view vocational rehabilitation as a constructive program which might 

help alleviate the effects of the Great Depression. At the time, the 

federal staff in "selling" the program made heavy use of the increasing 

numbers of successful rehabilitants, and stressed the economic benefits 

of vocational rehabilitation. Although it had become a permanent pro

gram, with increased federal financial authorizations, its limited 

scope of service activities remained essentially unchanged. 

Shortly after passage of the 1935 Social Security Act a western 

regional office was established in San Francisco, California. Mr. 

Clayton moved there from Washington, D.C., and was thereafter better 

geographically situated to cover his territory (Bene, 1970). 

Toward the end of the decade the Arizona State Board for Voca

tional Education issued a pamphlet designed to describe the various 

activities under its jurisdiction. It listed H. E. Hendrix as "State 

Director Vocational Education and Civilian Rehabilitation," and four 

other administrative officers who were each called "State Supervisor": 

in Agricultural Education; in Home Making Education; in Trade and In

dustrial Education; and Mr. Bene in Vocational Rehabilitation (State 

Board for Vocational Education, 1938-1939, p. 2). In an introductory 

paragraph to the portion of the pamphlet devoted to vocational reha

bilitation (the last program to be listed) Dr. Hendrix provides some 

insight into his view of this activity: 
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The age-old attempt of man to overcome his physical disabili
ties from injuries and diseases and to place himself on a self-
sustaining basis has in a large measure been successful as 
demonstrated by the results obtained through vocational reha
bilitation. This comparatively recent form of special educa
tion is no longer an experiment in the United States and 
Europe. The value of this service has been proved in Arizona 
to the hundreds of physically handicapped persons who are now 
productive and happy citizens in the various communities of 
our state .... Public officials and educators in general 
are directly concerned with this phase of reeducation. . . . 
It is hoped that this bulletin will be the means of informing 
an interested public as to what has been accomplished and the 
social and economic possibilities of this service (State 
Board for Vocational Education, 1938-1939, p. 36). 

The Superintendent seemed generously disposed toward his educa

tional mutant which had so effectively solved the problems of disability. 

The article about vocational rehabilitation was written by Mr. 

Bene'. Containing photographs, case histories and statistics, it pro

vides a fair look at the philosophy and practice of rehabilitation in 

Arizona by its Supervisor: 

It is a service which fits a disabled person for remunerative 
employment by providing services of assistance, advisement, 
guidance, and supervision to the disabled person inducted 
into training. It is not accomplished by setting up institu
tions or schools, but by using all established agencies that 
cure in a position to aid in the rehabilitation of the individ
ual .... The chief aim of our rehabilitation program is to 
establish or reestablish the individual in a definite job, 
consistent with his physical, mental and vocational capaci
ties, and, insofar as possible, on an economic competitive 
basis rather than upon a basis of charity and tolerance. . . . 
Money devoted to this purpose is as wisely and legitimately 
spent as money appropriated for schools. Rehabilitation is 
educational and constructive, and is a definite part of the 
State's educational system (State Board for Vocational Educa
tion, 1938-1939, pp. 39-45). 

Mr. Bene's borrowings of phraseology from the federal office 

and from the state education agency fail to obscure his own position. 

At one point he reveals his assessment of the task yet to be accomplished: 
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In Arizona, it is estimated that of 1450 adult cases, 435 can 
be economically rehabilitated. With an annual increase of 
about 90 new cases and a present training load of over 100, 
it is readily apparent that an increase in funds will be ne
cessary if all eligible cases are to be served (State Board 
for Vocational Rehabilitation, 1938-1939, p. 39). 

While recognizing that vocational rehabilitation has social as 

well as economic significance, far heavier emphasis is placed upon the 

latter. It will be recalled that this tactic of justifying the worth 

of vocational rehabilitation in economic terms began at the federal 

level shortly after the national program's inception: 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC SIGNIFICANCE OF REHABILITATION 

Handicapped persons become producers rather than dependents. 

Disabled persons are transformed from public liabilities into 
civic assets. 

Skilled workers are restored to industry. 

The family life of the disabled worker is re-established. 

Vocational rehabilitation is affected at an average cost per 
case of $300. To maintain a dependent person at public ex
pense costs from $300 to $500 a year. 

The average age of rehabilitated persons is 32 years. At this 
age the average work-life expectancy is 36 years. 

The weekly wage of the rehabilitated person frequently exceeds 
his wage prior to injury. 

Frequently the increased earning capacity of the rehabilitated 
person during the first year subsequent to rehabilitation ex
ceeds the cost of his rehabilitation (State Board for Voca
tional Education, 1938-1939, p. 43). 

One of the many case histories which the pamphlet used to illus

trate the positive effects of vocational rehabilitation demonstrates 

the provision of multiple services. Beneath "before" and "after" photo

graphs of the rehabilitation client, the caption reads: 
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A train accident when he was eleven years of age left this man 
with an above-the-knee amputation. Because of this handicap 
and appearance, he was unable to obtain a steady job. He was 
ambitious to become a salesman and our service enrolled him in 
a salesmanship course. Later, an artificial appliance was pro
vided to improve his appearance and mobility. He is remunera
tively employed as an auto salesman and is now enjoying life 
(State Board for Vocational Education, 1938-1939, p. 40). 

The Bureaucracy Remains Impermanent 

Although the pamphlet was prepared under the direction of Mr. 

Hendrix, he did not long remain to enjoy whatever benefits derived from 

its publication. At the end of the decade he was to relinquish the 

position of Superintendent of Public Instruction to fellow Democrat 

E. D. Ring, as the Democratic domination of major state offices includ

ing that of Governor continued. But before departing from the scene 

Dr. Hendrix was yet to play a most interesting role. 

While the appearance of static complacency had characterized 

the Arizona program during the latter half of this decade, there had 

been considerable activity at the national level. Amendments in 1939 

to the federal Social Security Act had further strengthened the finan

cial base, although not the scope, of the program. Hereafter the annual 

amount authorized for grants to the state programs was to be $3,500,000. 

The sum of $150,000 was to be the annual authorization to cover federal 

administrative costs (Obermann, 1965, p. 272). 

Although the program received increased Congressional support, 

it failed to prosper within the Office of Education (Obermann, 1965, p. 

272). At one point a serious attempt was made to emancipate vocational 

rehabilitation from the Office of Education, which is described by a 
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remarkable letter from Mr. Kratz, written on his personal stationary, 

to Mr. Bene seeking support for the ill-fated coup: 

You probably know, for the matter was discussed at Miami, that 
a Committee of the States Rehabilitation Council . . . ad
dressed a memorandum to Secretary Iekes urging that the Reha
bilitation Service be set up as a bureau in the Department of 
the Interior thus making it independent of both vocational 
education and general education. This drastic proposal had 
been suggested to the group by Assistant Secretary Chapman, 
as well as others. 

Naturally the Commissioner of Education was much disturbed by 
the proposal and he wrote me several memoranda regarding the 
matter and advised me that he would discuss the recommenda
tion with state school superintendents and others before he 
made any recommendations. He has not consulted [sic] me as 
yet although he stated he would do so. 

I have been advised that recently some of the directors of 
vocational education were called to Washington to discuss 
with the Commissioner several items, one of which was the 
rehabilitation organization. My purpose in writing you is 
to suggest that if you can do so you discuss the matter with 
Mr. Hendrix, saying that the matter came to your attention 
at the Miami meeting and that there was much discussion of 
it. The real purpose, as I have been told by the members of 
the Committee, is to secure for rehabilitation a status co
ordinate with vocational education and that the head of the 
work in rehabilitation be responsible directly to the Com
missioner of Education rather than through an assistant who 
has charge of vocational education or other programs. May I 
emphasize that is the real purpose of the rehabilitation men 
and it is not their purpose to have rehabilitation removed 
from the Office of Education in Washington or from the De
partments of Education in the states. 

I am of the opinion that Superintendent Hendrix would be 
favorable to such a proposal—namely to make rehabilitation 
coordinate with vocational education in the Federal office, 
and if you can ascertain that he is favorable and could urge 
him to write a letter to Commissioner Studebaker, stating 
that he understands such a proposal has been made and that 
he is in favor of it, we believe such a statement would carry 
considerable weight. We feel in this connection that as Pres
ident of the State Superintendents Association the Commissioner 
would be impressed by any recommendation Mr. Hendrix might 
make. We understand also that personally Mr. Hendrix stands 
well with the Commissioner and is respected by him. 
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Naturally, I, myself, am keeping in the background as this 
matter was initiated by the state folks. Also you can readily 
understand why I would not want you to mention me in your con
ference with Mr. Hendrix. You can simply say that the matter 
came to your attention in Miami and that as Vice President of 
the Rehabilitation Association you know the sentiments of the 
group, who are, as I get the information, unanimously in favor 
of the proposal. 

If after thinking the matter over you think Mr. Hendrix would 
be willing to write a letter to Commissioner Studebaker, as 
stated above, I feel sure it would help us materially, parti
cularly as we are convinced that some of the Directors of 
Vocational Education are doing all in their power to under
mine us and to block the proposal. 

When you reply to this letter, please send it to my home ad
dress. . . (Kratz, December 27, 1938). 

Continuing this revealing exchange, Mr. Bene'wrote Mr. Kratz 

as follows: 

Your letter of December 27th was received Thursday, but because 
Dr. Hendrix was absent and other reasons I have not yet been 
able to talk over the matter mentioned in your letter. How
ever, I saw him today at noon as he left the office, and we 
will discuss the matter on January 3rd, at which time I will 
send you a report of our discussion. 

You can rest assured that I agree with the position taken and 
will do everything I can, and hope this matter can be brought 
to a successful conclusion (Bene, December 31, 1938). 

Mr. Ben^was as good as his word, and his efforts bore fruit, 

as seen in the following letter from Dr. Hendrix to the Commissioner of 

the U. S. Office of Education, a carbon of which was sent to Mr. Kratz 

by Mr. Bene' who added the parenthetic remark, "Dear John: The boss sent 

original by air mail today. How do you like it? Harry": 

In talking with Mr. Bene', our State Supervisor of Vocational 
Rehabilitation, our attention has been called to a plan unani
mously advocated recently at the States Vocational Rehabilita
tion Council meeting at Miami, Florida. I believe this plan 
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if adopted, should increase the efficiency of the vocational 
rehabilitation program as a whole. Because of its practica
bility, I feel impelled to give you my thought on this plan, 
feeling you will understand my motive for doing so is simply 
a desire to render better service. 

The suggestion of the States Vocational Rehabilitation Coun
cil that vocational rehabilitation be placed in your office 
(Office of Education) on the same level with vocational edu
cation, appears to be meritorious. I agree with their idea 
that the vocational rehabilitation service should remain in 
the United States Office of Education but function on a co
ordinate basis with vocational education. Such a set-up, in 
my opinion, would permit greater flexibility in operation 
and remove any restrictions which might incline to hamper 
its general effectiveness by making the head of the work in 
rehabilitation directly responsible to you as Commissioner 
of Education. 

The administrative freedom that would result from such an 
arrangement seems essential to the proper progress and ex
pansion of the rehabilitation service and, for that reason, 
I favor it (Hendrix, January 4, 1939). 

Mr. Kratz was highly pleased, as his concluding letter of this 

exchange to Mr. Bene, indicates: 

Your recent note with copy of Mr. Hendrix's letter reached 
me promptly. It was a very good letter and I appreciate your 
helpfulness very much. I shall keep you advised as to devel
opments (Kratz, January 9, 1939). 

These efforts were unsuccessful, however, since a few months 

later a federal reorganization plan established the Federal Security 

Agency into which the Office of Education was transferred, intact, from 

the Department of the Interior (Obermann, 1965, p. 272). Although this 

represented the third cataclysmic upheaval of the federal vocational 

rehabilitation program since its inception, most of the federal staff 

were not uprooted. Of particular importance in Arizona, both Mr. Kratz 

and Mr. Clayton were continued in their respective positions. 
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Such setbacks, however, did not halt the clamor for liberaliza

tion in interpreting the law, which had mounted persistently through 

the decade. Training maintenance, physical restoration and other de

sirable services not financed by the federal government simply were not 

being furnished by the states. In fact, it had by this time become 

clear to most observers that the state vocational rehabilitation pro

grams had molded themselves closely along the lines of the federal 

directives and regulations, without incorporating federal electives and 

suggestions. The state programs either could not or would not venture 

much beyond the financial and service limits set by federal policy 

(Obermann, 1965, pp. 274-275). Some of the strategy of the federal 

vocational rehabilitation personnel to bring about improvements is re

vealed in a letter which Mr. Bene7 received from Frank Clayton: 

Kratz is trying to have a group of State Supervisors meet in 
Washington about the first week in September to consider recom
mendations to Dr. Studebaker and Administrator McNutt for li
beralization of policies as to maintenance and establishment 
of clients in small business enterprises. . . . 

Silence is golden so don't let on that you know anything about 
contemplated Washington meeting. If it goes through Kratz will 
notify you (Clayton, August 8, 1939). 

Finally, in late 1939 the Commissioner of the Office of Educa

tion responded to the repeated and continued urging by issuing amended 

regulations which provided, for the first time, specified conditions 

under which cash maintenance could be paid to the rehabilitation trainee. 

The new regulations also provided restricted opportunities for home-

bound and sheltered workshop employment programs. Another new area 

permitted federal financial participation in the cost of occupational 



81 

tools and equipment for rehabilitation clients. Finally, the new regu

lations prescribed limited circumstances under which vocational reha

bilitation services could be furnished to help disabled workers remain 

in employment (Obermann, 1965, pp. 275-276). There was no change in 

the restrictions against providing medical services. 

Note that these service improvements came about without any 

change in the law. These were regulatory amendments, consistent with 

the Act, which were promulgated by the Commissioner of the Office of 

Education. Although there had been growing recognition, in Congress 

and elsewhere, that the potential contribution which vocational reha

bilitation might make toward a resolution of the country's economic 

problems was great, the educational overseers of the program had re

stricted its capabilities administratively until this time. When these 

regulatory improvements finally arrived, moreover, it was only after 

sustained pressure had been brought to bear. 

One might speculate on how much earlier and how much farther 

vocational rehabilitation might have progressed had it not been encum

bered from the outset by its educational shackles. 

Nor was the regulatory liberalization a reversal of the restric

tive attitude which prevailed toward vocational rehabilitation by the 

Office of Education. The regulations which were in effect at the time 

of the amendments had listed the following areas in which state reha

bilitation programs were not authorized to spend funds: 

Expenditures for the following purposes are prohibited: 

1. Purchase or rental of land. 
2. Purchase, preservation, erection, or repair of buildings. 
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3. Purchase, rental, or repair of administrative equipment. 
4. Medical or surgical care. 
5. Hospital or clinical care. 
6. Living maintenance of rehabilitation clients. 
7. Capital stock for establishing persons in business. 

(Office of Education, Bulletin No. 113, 1938, p. 15). 

Most of the regulatory prohibitions, in other words, remained 

intact. 

Finally, the agreed upon amendments were not put into effect 

until the following year, when Mr. Kratz was allowed to issue a mimeo

graphed announcement to "Executive Officers of State Boards for Voca

tional Education" which had as its subject "Amendments to Policies for 

Administration of Vocational Rehabilitation" (Office of Education, 

1940, p. 1). This announcement, dated April 1, 1940, states I 

Policies adopted recently by the U. S. Office of Education make 
necessary certain revisions of Bulletin No. 113, Revised 1938, 
"Administration of Vocational Rehabilitation." The sections of 
the Bulletin as changed by the new policies are given below, as 
are the newly adopted policies. These revisions of and supple
ments to Bulletin 113 are effective as of April 1, 1940 (Office 
of Education, 1940). 

With utterly no advance lead time, it is doubtful whether many 

state rehabilitation agencies were able to take immediate advantage of 

the liberalizations. 

Concerning the provision of maintenance, cited earlier, the 

change was to be made as followst 

Prohibited Expenditures (page 15).—Strike out item 6—"Living 
Maintenance of Rehabilitation Clients." 
Permitted Expenditures (page 15).—Strike out the introductory 
paragraph and substitute the following: "The policies of the 
Office of Education permit the use of Federal and State match
ing funds for administration, training, instructional supplies, 
equipment and materials for trainees, artificial appliances, 
travel of handicapped persons, medical examinations, living 
maintenance, and placement equipment. 
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Living Maintenance 
The Office of Education permits expenditure of matched funds 
for living maintenance of rehabilitation clients undergoing 
training under the following conditions: 

1. The payment of maintenance shall be made on the basis 
of the financial need of the trainee. 

2. Maintenance shall be paid for a trainee only when actu
ally pursuing vocational training courses in training 
institutions, or in business, commercial, or industrial 
establishments. 

3. Hie State board shall set forth in its State plan the 
policies of the Board established to govern the payment 
of maintenance for individual trainees {Office of Educa
tion, 1940, pp. 3-4). 

The ease or difficulty with which the necessary State Plan 

amendment was approved is not recorded. 

Although quite a number of changes, 

occurred during vocational rehabilitation's 

Education, one standard which was preserved 

tions of rehabilitation personnel: 

While the Office of Education reserves the right to accept 
State plans in the light of the peculiar conditions which ob
tain in particular States, it also takes the position that 
there are certain minimum qualifications which should be main
tained by all States in the appointment of their rehabilita
tion personnel. The following minimum standards prepared by 
the Office of Education in consultation with State rehabili
tation officials, are believed to be essential in the selec
tion of personnel qualified to perform efficient service: 

State Supervisor (or Director) 

1. Personal qualifications. 

Experience indicates that the responsibilities of this 
position require a person who has good judgment; has 
initiative and resourcefulness; is socially minded; 
has the ability to organize, coordinate, and supervise 
the work of others; and has a broad knowledge of 

for better or for worse, 

sojourn with the Office of 

concerned the qualifica-



84 

conditions o£ employment/ job requirements and oppor
tunities, and of training methods and facilities. 

2. Education. 

A minimum of education as represented by graduation 
(4-year course) from a standard accredited college or 
university. 

3. Experience. 

Demonstrated leadership ability in recent full-time, 
paid employment of at least 5 years in vocational re
habilitation and/or administration of education, com
pensation, employment, welfare, or public health. For 
2 years of this experience there may be substituted 2 
years of postgraduate work in one or more of the fol
lowing: psychology, guidance, personnel management, 
sociology, economics, tests and measurements, research, 
and educational administration or supervision (Office 
of Education, Bulletin No. 113, 1938, p. 11). 

New in this approach is the development of elaborate experience 

requirements and their concomitant partial waiver with graduate educa

tion. More interesting, perhaps, is the suggestion that withholding of 

State Plan approval might be used to force such standards upon the 

state agencies. 

The standards of training for "Agent (Case Worker, Field Agent, 

or Assistant Supervisor)" were very similar in their call for a four 

year degree and in their waiver of certain experience requirements by 

obtaining graduate education (Office of Education, Bulletin No. 113, 

1938, pp. 11-12). It was still too early for "counseling" to be listed 

as an area for graduate attention. 

The end of the decade arrived most serenely in Arizona judging 

by the final State Superintendent's report of the period. The State 

Legislature had appropriated $10,000.00 to the Board for vocational 
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rehabilitation annually for the biennium ending June 30, 1941; Harry V. 

Bene', State Supervisor, still reported to Dr. Hendrix in the vocational 

education offices located in the Capitol Building; and the description 

of the program was basically unchanged from that which appeared shortly 

after Mr. Bene's arrival at the start of the decade (State Dept. of 

Pub. Instruc., 1938-1940, p. 33). One new aspect of Mr. Bene's descrip

tion of the program's purposes and procedures was the statement that 

vocational rehabilitation "... secures or provides services incident 

to the solution of personal and family problems (State Dept. of Pub. 

Instruc., 1938-1940, p. 34)." 

The program was recording steady growth in the number of per

sons served. Indeed, one cannot help but marvel at the dexterity one 

individual, with but a single clerical helper, must have possessed to 

have serviced so many clients while simultaneously managing the entire 

program and fulfilling national commitments. The number of cases re

maining at the end of the 1939-1940 fiscal year had increased by almost 

one hundred since last reviewed six years earlier, on page 68: 

Pre-Service Status Total 
Interviewed 166 
Plan completed 4 
TOTAL 170 

In-Service Status 
Medical or surgical treatment 
Appliance authorized 11 
In training: 
School 58 
Employment 4 
Other (Correspondence or tutorial 20 
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Ready for employment: 
Preparation service completed 14 
Placement only service to be given 

In employment—being followed up: 
Temporary or not related to rehabilitation 14 
Rehabilitation employment 16 

TOTAL 137 

Service-Interrupted Status 
Training 20 
Other service 
TOTAL 20 

TOTAL CASE LOAD AT THE END OP THE YEAR 327 
(State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1938-1940, p. 273). 

Although the amount of money is double that involved in the 

fiscal year 1931 review on page 46, the patterns of expenditure for 

this final year of the decade are typical of what had been transpiring 

since the minimum federal allotment to each state had been increased 

to $10,000.00, and are very similar to earlier descriptions: 

Administration Amount 
Salaries, professional personnel 450.00 
Salaries, clerical personnel 1,560.00 
Travel or professional personnel 527.99 
Communication 221.35 
Publications and publicity materials 347.11 
Supplies 195.08 
Office maintenance 
Office equipment 
Miscellaneous 29.55 
Total 3,331.08 

Guidance and Supervision 
Salaries, supervisors, field agents 

and case workers 3,150.00 
Travel, supervisors, field agents 

and case workers 675.00 
Total 3,825.00 
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Case Service 
Tuition, educational institutions 
Tuition, commercial and industrial 
establishments 

Tuition, correspondence 
Tuition, tutorial 
Training supplies and equipment 
Placement equipment 
Travel of rehabilitants 
Artificial appliances 
Examinations 
Maintenance 
Physical restoration 
Miscellaneous 
Total 

GRAND TOTAL OP EXPENDITURES 
(State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1938-1940, p. 272). 

About $4,000.00 of the $10,000.00 increase had gone into client 

services and the remainder had been spent in salaries and related ex

penses. Arizona had not yet been able to take advantage of the liber

alized provisions for maintenance and placement equipment. 

The tranquility which was vocational rehabilitation in Arizona 

during much of the 1930's would not last. Although the state program 

for the most part had remained aloof from the crescendo of national 

discussion and debate, both the state and federal programs were soon 

to be drawn into the vortex of the most profound force ever to affect 

vocational rehabilitation. In the coming decade war was to leave an 

abrupt and indelible mark upon vocational rehabilitation. 

6,074.37 

592.25 
727.35 
49.00 

2,634.58 

39.25 
2,048.90 

1.00 

110.00 
12,276.70 

19,433.28 



CHAPTER V 

THE 1940*s 

Although the demand for employees created by World War II was 

to offer an unparalleled opportunity for the vocational rehabilitation 

movement, the first significant event in Arizona during the decade of 

the 1940's, paradoxically, was to be highly exasperating. 

The Election Crisis 

The ordeal began when Dr. Hendrix decided to step down after 

eight years as State Superintendent of Public Instruction': 

Dr. Herman E. Hendrix . . yesterday announced he would 
not be a candidate for re-election. 

Dr. Hendrix's announcement was made briefly to members of 
his staff and newspapermen. 

"For personal reasons," he said, "health and physical, I 
have decided not to seek re-election. 

"We have tried to run this office in a professional rather 
than a political manner," he concluded. 

He is believed to be the only state official not seeking 
re-election this year as all others already have declared 
their intention, either privately or publically, to enter the 
campaign. 

Immediately following Dr. Hendrix' statement, E. D. Ring, 
Maricopa county school superintendent, prepared his announce
ment for the office. At least two others, Lafe Nelson of 
Safford and Marvin Burton of Tucson already are campaigning 
(Arizona Republic, May 16, 1940, p. 3). 

At a time when capturing the Democratic Party's nomination for 

office was usually tantamount to election, a spirited primary struggle 

88 
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for the position to which Mr. Bene was responsible seemed inevitable. 

This unprecedented situation was not to be a comfortable one for Nr. 

Bene/ and others who owed their employment to the prevailing political 

system. 

An editorial published on the same date speculated about the 

"real" reasons for Dr. Hendrix' decision: 

It hasn't been known generally, but Dr. Hendrix1 health 
failed more than a year ago. He has made some gains since his 
first breakdown, but insufficient to stand the rigors of a 
political campaign this year. His last campaign was mighty 
tough and he came within a few thousand votes of losing. 

There's another angle. Since his health cracked, he has 
been bombarded by lawsuits and political brickbats challenging 
his school administratorship. He has confidentially felt that 
such abuse isn't worth the office (Phoenix Gazette, May 16, 
1940, p. 7). 

Mr. Bene was not prepared for the pressures which were created 

by this situation. Troubled, he sought the advice of Frank Clayton: 

When I returned from the Detroit conference on May 26th 
I discovered that Dr. Hendrix had unexpectedly announced that 
he would not be a candidate to succeed himself. . . . While 
he had not announced, I was confident that he was going to 
later, and probably delaying his announcement to draw in other 
contenders, thereby enlarge the field and make victory more 
certain. 

Naturally I was caught off my guard and was immediately 
besieged by Miss Boehringer, of our staff, and also by Messrs. 
Riggins and Mike Hurley, of our staff. Miss Boehringer is a 
candidate and Riggins and Hurley are backing Ed Ring .... 
This has put me on the spot, as I am very friendly to Miss 
Boehringer as she has been Director of Curriculum under Dr. 
Hendrix since 1933 and at the same time, I am very friendly 
with Riggins and Hurley, who as you know is [sic] Dr. H's 
right hand man and Director of Certification respectively. 

Art Snyder, the ag supervisor and Geo. Sanders, T & I 
supervisor discussed with me what policy we should follow. 
We finally agreed to take no part and if the worse came to 
the worst to fall back on a friendly Governor, who we hoped 
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would be Chairman of the State Board for Voc.Educ. and (the 
State Board) of which he appoints 3 members (Co. Supt., High 
School and Elementary Supts.) and which also includes the 
three college presidents whom he can also control; the other 
member of course is the Supt. of Pub. Inst, who according to 
Dr. H. has the right to nominate the personnel and the Board 
has the alternate right to accept or reject his recommendations. 

Marvin Burton, the other candidate, opposed Dr. H. in 1938 
and only lost by 2200 votes, was at that time so rumor goes, 
committed to firing all of the personnel. What his stand is 
in this campaign is unknown as yet to me, but I presume it 
will be the same, as it appears that no one employed now by 
Dr. H. would do anything for him and vice versa. . . . 

They have now approached us—both the Boehringer and the 
Ring forces—to line up behind them and also make financial 
contributions to their primary campaigns. ... I have told 
them that I wish them all well but in view of a definite pro
hibition contained in my State Plan (and Voc. Rehab, seems to 
be the only one that contains such a provision) that I am un
able to take part regardless of my friendly feelings in the 
matter. They are not inclined to take that stand and argue 
that whoever wins the election will be the dominate [sic] 
force in the selection of the personnel and that the Federal 
authorities will not be able to prevail. That argument is 
all right for Riggins and Hurley who work directly under the 
Supt. of P. I. as they cannot expect to stay on unless they 
are lucky enough to pick a winner; however it seems to me (and 
Snyder) that the Governor, if friendly, and the State Board if 
it consists of a majority of friendly persons, plus what the 
Federal people can do to influence such a situation, could 
then wage a real fight on our behalf. 

I have discussed the matter with a few of my political 
friends, who know the game well and understand my position. 
They have advised me to be inactive and if a battle should 
develop over my re-appointment, are in a position to help me. 
They say that with these three in the race—Burton, Boehringer 
and Ring (Nelson pulled out)—that it is very difficult to 
pick a winner and my best chance would be to follow their ad
vice and my own inclination (which agrees with them).... 

I finally told them that I would write you for an opinion 
on the matter to ascertain if the Federal office felt that the 
political clause in the State Plan actually meant what it said 
and what course to pursue under the circumstances. I tried to 
get Dr. H. to indicate his preference of the candidates and he 
said that he had decided not to indicate it in line with his 
announcement at the time he publicly stated he would not be a 
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candidate and would not back anyone. I told him of my neutral 
stand in the matter and he indicated that the State Board would 
probably pay no attention to the political clause—one way or 
the other. At a later time, he seemed to indicate that Z was 
pursuing the right course in remaining inactive. 

I do not want to bother you with my troubles while you and 
Peggy are enjoying another honeymoon on the Tropical Isles but 
it seems important enough to me that I communicate the facts 
to you and ask your advice in the matter. I have told them 
that you had warned me on different occasions of this politi
cal clause and not do anything to violate it. Therefore, the 
groundwork has been laid, for you to further strengthen it, 
in your reply to me, providing that is the way you feel about 
it. Naturally, I want your honest opinion and as no one better 
understands such situations than you do, and from your great 
experience with these problems in the past, I am confident you 
can give us advice that will clear up all of this confusion 
and uncertainty. 

As a suggestion, you may write me, if you agree, a rather 
formal letter that I can show the Boehringer, Ring and any 
other followers that may be necessary to clarify my stand and 
then in a separate letter give me the "straight from the 
shoulder" stuff (Bene", July 1, 1940). 

While this letter may seem unusually candid for a written ex

change between a state supervisor and a federal regional representative, 

Messrs. bene and Clayton had by this time become good and trusted 

friends. Zn addition to customary channels, they had developed the 

habit of mailing sensitive correspondence to the other's home address. 

The Detroit conference to which Mr. Ben^ refers was the fif

teenth Annual Convention of the National Rehabilitation Association, of 

which he was still President at the time. The convention program also 

lists him as President of the Board of Directors, Chairman of the Execu

tive Committee, and presiding officer at the annual banquet (National 

Rehabilitation Association, 1940). 
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The pressure being exerted upon Mr. Bene'was by no means imagi

nary, as a letter from a prominent Lafe Nelson supporter discloses: 

I'm going for Lafe Nelson for Supt. of Pub. Instruction and 
I want you and Mike to go with me. We need you in the jobs you 
have and we need you in the campaign. I'm going to spend the 
summer working for Lafe and I don't want to see you two boys on 
the other side of the fence. Lafe will do more for you than 
will any other candidate and he will be a nell of a lot easier 
elected (Hickerson, May 20, 1940). 

Mr. Nelson's withdrawal from the primary did nothing to reduce 

the pressure being applied by the other hopefuls. 

Mr. Ben/'s attempted use of the State Plan as a shield is an 

interesting use of that much maligned document. As will be seen, the 

State Plan assumes greater import as vocational rehabilitation pro

gresses into the 1940's. 

Mr. Clayton did write the formal letter which Mr. Ben^ had re

quested. He also wrote a "straight from the shoulder" response: 

Dear Harry: 

As per your request, I have just addressed to you a formal 
letter relative to political activities by you in the interest 
of any of the candidates that might seek the office of State 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. You will note in the of
ficial letter there is no indication that it has come from 
Honolulu and naturally I expect that when you receive it you 
will destroy the envelope and let it be known that it came 
from Washington, D.C7, which of course, makes it more official. 

You and I have talked so many times about your attitude and 
and our attitude relative to the dangers in taking any part in 
political activities either by joining state or central com
mittees or becoming involved in any particular candidate for any 
office, and we know from experience that unless we are oracles, 
sages, seers, or crystal gazers, our chances of selecting the 
right man at the right time, for the right place, is very doubt
ful. Over the past twenty years, we are very fortunate in having 
lost only two State Supervisors of Vocational Rehabilitation 
through political activities. ... I am very anxious to maintain 
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this almost perfect record. Your office should be recognized 
by all the prospective candidates seeking the office of State 
Superintendent, as a non-political office and anyone knowing 
of the full time and over time services required in your job 
will respect and appreciate your sincere and successful efforts 
in doing the job as you have been paid to do. I hope for the 
sake of the Rehabilitation program and for yourself that the 
prospective candidates for the Office of Superintendent will 
be broad-minded enough to realize that any involvements by you 
in the individual's campaign will necessarily react unfavor
ably to you and the Rehabilitation Service to the vocationally 
handicapped. 

Sincerely hoping that you will continue to insist on giv
ing your full time to your job as State Supervisor of Voca
tional Rehabilitation and not become involved in candidacies 
.... (Clayton, July 15, 1940). 

Thus there seemed to be a genuine desire on the parts of both 

Mr. Clayton and Mr. Bene to remove the program from the prevailing 

level of political influence. This is of particular interest in view 

of the fact that these two men owed so much to prior political influence. 

The prevailing atmosphere was further clouded by a new develop

ment which appeared in the midst of the primary fights: 

The Hatch bill, curbing political activity by an army of 
state and local governmental employees, passed by Congress 
yesterday, was in the hands of the President today for his 
decision. 

The legislation is a companion piece to the original Hatch 
Act, applying to federal employees. The new measure applies 
to officials and employees working on programs financed in 
whole or in part by the federal government. 

These employees would be forbidden to use their position 
to influence the result of elections, to coerce other employ
ees or to engage actively in political campaigns (Arizona Re
public, July 13, 1940, p. 16). 

The impact of this legislation upon the Arizona political scene 

was rather confusing. To at least one prominent political figure 



actively engaged in the primary campaign, this turn of events repre 

sented nothing less than conspiratorial chaos: 

Governor Jones lashed bitterly yesterday at the Hatch clean 
politics bill, enacted by congress and sent to President Roose
velt Thursday, calling it "communistic" and predicting it would 
be declared unconstitutional at the first test. 

Meanwhile, his campaign lieutenants moved quickly to ob
tain the Arizona Highway Department's quota of "campaign con
tributions" before the President signed the bill and made it 
law. . . . 

Governor Jones' campaign strategists months ago set the 
"campaign quota" of the highway department at 16 per cent of 
the average $168,000 monthly payroll—about $26,880—according 
to reports in capitol circles, acknowledged as reliable in 
quarters close to the governor. . . . 

"Talk about communistic things," he added, "that's the 
worst I ever heard of. I'll tell you what it will result in. 

"Suppose you were working on a job and they wouldn't let 
you contribute anything to the campaign. Then some other 
fellow would come along and give the governor a couple of 
hundred dollars. 

"He would say, 'Now look here, I've helped you with your 
campaign and that fellow hasn't done a thing to help you.' 

"And he'd get the job. 

"They can't stop people from going out and hollering their 
heads off in a campaign if they want to. After all, there's 
such a thing as free speech in this country (Arizona Re
public, July 13, 1940, p. 2). " 

That very afternoon, the distinguished Democratic incumbent 

issued a somewhat more restrained statement: 

Every state governmental employee under jurisdiction of 
the Jones administration "is going to work for the state and 
not for any candidate," Governor Bob Jones declared Saturday, 
adding, however, that when workers are "off duty" they have 
"a perfect right to take part in politics." 

The governor's declaration followed a previous statement 
in which he said his remarks on the new Hatch anti-political 
practices act had been "misconstrued." 
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In a prepared statement, Governor Jones said: "I am sorry 
that my statement was misconstrued. I endeavored to convey the 
thought that from what I had read and from the expressions of 
learned persons that statements had been made in congress that 
the Hatch bill was unconstitutional and communistic. 

"I am 100 per cent for clean politics; but it is hard to 
clean up politics by passage of a law which makes the people 
evade the law. . . (Phoenix Gazette, July 13, 1940, p. 6)". 

Mercifully, Governor Jones was not returned to office but 

yielded in the primary to fellow Democrat Osborn who went on to serve 

four consecutive terms as Arizona's chief executive. 

While not every politician was as outspoken as Governor Jones 

had been, there could be no doubt that the effect of the new Hatch Act 

upon the coming Arizona elections was considerable: 

President Roosevelt's signature on the new Hatch anti-
political practices act raised a question in state government 
circles ... as to whether its provisions actually apply to 
employees of several agencies which receive federal financial 
aid. ... 

Official statements were being held in abeyance pending 
receipt here of the text of the law (Phoenix Gazette, July 20, 
1940, p. 11). 

This added complication compounded Mr. Bene's unrest. Without 

waiting for the reply to his earlier letter, he dashed off a second 

plea for advice from Frank Clayton: 

I sent you a letter under date of July 1st in re to the 
political situation here in Arizona (Supt. of Public Instruc
tion) and today I read in the newspaper that the President had 
signed the Hatch Bill which now also affects State employees 
who are paid in part by Federal funds. However, the local in
terpretation says there is nothing in the bill which prohibits 
voluntary political contributions. If this is true, it seems 
to further complicate my position, since it is my desire to 
follow your advice (given long ago) to keep clear of any en
tanglements which will jeopardize my re-appointment. 
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Naturally, I am very much interested in your reaction to my 
letter of July 1st and if you have not as yet answered it I 
hope you will do so by return air mail, as the pressure is be
coming more forceful and if no definite declaration of policy 
on my part is soon made, it may be too late as far as one po
tential candidate is concerned. 

Ed Ring told a close friend of mine a few days ago that he 
did not like my stand of not doing anything openly for him, 
and that while he was predisposed in my favor, that unless I 
gave him some definite support that I could not look for any 
help from him if he was successful in the election. . . . 

Miss Boehringer ... is pushing for an answer. So far, I 
have continued to tell all, that I am prohibited from taking 
part in view of the "no-politics" clause contained in the State 
Plan, but they question its effectiveness. . . . 

Generally speaking, by nature, I do not "duck" a fight and 
would prefer to wade in and let the chips fall where they may, 
but I realize from all the factors involved that I must pro
ceed cautiously if I am to keep myself in the clear, so that 
if the worst comes to the fore you will be able to put up a 
battle for me (Bene' July 20, 1940). 

Mr. Bene played his delicate game of impartiality to its con

clusion. As things turned out, Mr. E. D. Ring, the man whom Mr. Ben^ 

". . . could not look for any help from if he was successful in the 

election," won his party's nomination in the primary election and went 

on to succeed Dr. Hendrix as State Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

As the time approached for Mr. Ring to be sworn into office, Mr. Bene' 

lost much of his pessimism. As he confided to Frank Clayton: "This is 

the last day for the old administration. Dr. Hendrix is going to take 

a well-earned vacation. Mr. Ring will take over the reins Monday, 

January 6, and I believe everything will work out smoothly during the 

next two years (Bene' January 4, 1941)." 
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National Reactions to the War 

The demands made by World War II upon the nation's productive 

capabilities are well known and will not be recounted here. The man

power shortages thus created, however, opened up employment opportuni

ties to groups which hitherto had enjoyed but limited success in the 

labor market, such as women and disabled persons. 

Vocational rehabilitation was quick to assume the added respon

sibility when the military demands began to reduce the supply of avail

able civilian manpower. The growing shortage of able-bodied employees 

marked an unprecedented opportunity to train and place the physically 

disabled into industrial and other employment. As a result, vocational 

rehabilitation recorded dramatic increases in the numbers of persons 

served and rehabilitated during the war years. Training programs were 

shortened, and many disabled persons were placed directly into produc

tive employment without training. Many employers looked earnestly to 

vocational rehabilitation agencies as a source of manpower, because of 

the great labor shortages during those times (Obermann, 1965, p. 288). 

In 1941 a national conference was held to find ways in which 

vocational rehabilitation could increase its contributions to the na

tional war effort. The remarks made to the conference participants by 

President Roosevelt are illustrative of the full government support 

which vocational rehabilitation received during the national crisis: 

It is deeply gratifying to me to know that delegates from 
all sections of the country are now convened in Washington to 
make plans for the utilization of the productive capacity of 
that group of our citizenry who are physically handicapped. 
We all know that the greatest assets in any undertaking are 
forward thinking and intelligent planning. 
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In this Nation there are several millions of men and women 
who, although limited in physical activity, are making a sub
stantial contribution to our productive effort. There remain, 
however, at least two million persons whose services can be 
utilized if the obstacles to their employment are removed. 

I am convinced that these obstacles can be removed. We 
have the genius and we have the facilities. I am convinced, 
also, that both labor and industry will cooperate in this Un
dertaking. May I urge, therefore, that you devise a program 
that will mobilize the services of all governmental and pri
vate agencies to the end that every potentially productive 
handicapped man and woman in this Nation will be afforded the 
opportunity to participate in our domestic economy. If you 
accomplish this end you will have made a significant contri
bution both to the strength of our democracy and to the wel
fare and happiness of our people. In this endeavor you can 
be assured of my wholehearted interest and support (National 
Conference on Employment of the Disabled, Proceedings, Novem
ber 21-23, 1941, p. 5). 

Many areas of employer prejudice and misunderstanding concern

ing the physically disabled were either overcome, modified or conveni

ently ignored during this emergency period. The objectives of 

vocational rehabilitation were advanced more rapidly than had been 

possible under peaceful conditions. Not since World War I had there 

been such national emphasis upon mobilizing the disabled, as illus

trated by the keynote speaker at the 1941 national conference: 

Today, more than at any other time, there is an imperative 
need for giving stimulus to this work for the disabled. Ameri
can industries need men and women workers. They need these 
workers in ever-increasing numbers. The one word is produc
tion and you cannot have production without having workers. 
The production for defense depends upon these workers, and the 
machinery and materials to give us that defense production, 
depend upon workers. We must conserve our manpower. We must 
prevent holes in the ranks of those who are already employed 
.... The injured man should return to work as soon as pos
sible. The re-employment of the disabled as a means of con
serving manpower and man hours of labor is equal in importance 
to accident prevention. Both are necessary. 
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America, like all countries, must be prepared to meet an 
agressor whose methods and power have never before been equalled. 
There are no boundaries to the field of his operation. The de
struction of all forms of government now existing and the sub
stitution of one dictatorial power is Hitler's objective. 
America must be prepared. Production and more production and 
more production of war materials is our only defense against 
suffering the fate of other nations at the hands of brutal 
mechanized power. This work for the disabled, which had its 
birth in the horrors of one war and came into existence under 
the leadership of President Wilson, can now be made of construc
tive value in supporting the administrative plans to defend and 
protect our country by another great leader. . . . 

We are assembled here in conference to promote the employ
ment of the disabled, to provide additional workers and con
serve manpower in defense industries. . . . 

The unsatisfied demand for workers has created the oppor
tunity for increased employment. This is the opportunity when 
these people are needed and wanted by industry, to prove con
clusively to the employers with much larger numbers of disabled 
people and to a much larger number of employers, that they are 
employable. 

. . . all policies, all administrations, and all actions 
must now be revised to meet this national emergency. Here a 
new torch must be lighted. A torch that leading the way to 
the employment of these people will serve notice to all the 
world that American democracy in the care of its disabled has 
built up a backlog of defense production which spells VICTORY 
(National Conference on Employment of the Disabled, Proceed
ings, November 21 - 23, 1941, pp. 10-12). 

Faced with a national emergency, the country was now "willing 

to give a chance" to its disabled. An article appearing in the journal 

of the National Rehabilitation Association is probably typical of the 

ways in which state vocational rehabilitation agencies responded to 

the challenging opportunities created by the wartime demand: 

During the past year, rehabilitation workers have seen an 
upswing in the employment of the physically disabled in indus
try. Heretofore, this source of labor supply has enjoyed no 
appreciable amount of recognition from industry partly because 
employers have had qualified able-bodied workers available and 
partly because of a popular but unfounded belief that rates of 
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production are lower among this group than among the physically 
normal. . . . Until this present emergency we have had to sell 
the services of the handicapped to industry. With the existing 
manpower shortage, however, there has been a wider awareness of 
our service, employer attitudes are changing and a new spirit 
of cooperation between industry and rehabilitation has devel
oped. Physical standards are being relaxed and industry is 
turning to the rehabilitation service for trained workers. 

. . . Our training programs have been accelerated. Where 
formerly a worker was trained over a period of months, that 
same training today may be for only a few weeks. . . . 

Some employers, we find, are interested in the services 
of workers with certain types of disabilities. . . XOne] com
pany manufacturing high speed air instruments is using the 
deaf and hard of hearing while a radio testing equipment con
cern requests workers with orthopedic disabilities for seden
tary work as assemblers and inspectors. . . . 

We have been working with the local selective service 
boards. . . . Some of the boards have been referring to us 
workers with 4F classifications. . . . 

At the present time we are examining our inactive files 
for persons qualified to be trained, retrained or placed in 
essential industries. We are finding this to be a fairly 
good source for recruiting. . . . 

Vocational rehabilitation as a sound and practical serv
ice is demonstrating to industry that the physically handi
capped should not be barred from employment on the basis of 
disability alone. It is being demonstrated every day that 
the physically disabled can qualify for certain jobs as well 
as the physically normal if they are properly selected and 
trained. This demonstration should have lasting effects. 

. . . The rehabilitation worker can continue to analyze 
the requirements of employment and can anticipate some of 
the needs of industry. We will then think in terms of train
ing programs which will provide workers to meet the future 
demands of industry (Lempereur, 1943, pp. 33-35). 

The author of this article was identified as a Vocational Re

habilitation Agent in Ohio at the time. 

The restrictions in the scope of services which could be fur

nished through vocational rehabilitation continued in effect, and 
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seemed even more glaring in these circumstances. A great many persons 

had been denied vocational rehabilitation services because of the pro

gram's inability to provide medical treatment or surgery (Obermann, 

1965, p. 289). Many of these, undoubtedly, were rejected as "not feas

ible" or "uncooperative" who possessed severe physical disabilities 

which might have been responsive to medical or surgical procedures. 

For in spite of the new demands created by the War, the vocational re

habilitation program remained "... essentially an education movement 

under the State-Federal program administered by educators and evalu

ated by educators, and with limited authority and flexibility to pro

vide important rehabilitating services (Obermann, 1965, p. 274)." 

The shortcomings in the program's scope during the early years 

of World War II were acknowledged rather candidly by the federal govern

ment in an informational brochure published in the latter half of the 

decade: 

Accomplishments up to 1943 clearly fell far short of the 
need as indicated by the number of eligible handicapped per
sons because the existing law had a number of limitations that 
made a well-rounded program impossible. There was a statutory 
limit on the amount of funds available for State grants-in-aid; 
no physical restoration services except prosthetic appliances 
were included; no special services for the blind were provided; 
until 1939 Federal funds could not be used to provide mainte
nance during rehabilitation; and mentally and emotionally handi
capped persons were not eligible. The services were limited, 
for the most part, to vocational counseling, vocational train
ing, artificial appliances, and placement services. 

The pioneer years between 1920 and 1943, with the limited 
funds and restricted means of rehabilitation, lacked the neces
sary services to handle the number of cases to solve the prob
lem but they did show what services were required to put disabled 
workers back on jobs. The 23 years also demonstrated beyond 
doubt that handicapped men and women could compete on an equal 
basis with so-called normal workers under proper conditions 
(Office of Voc. Rehab., 1947b, pp. 17-18). 
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Further Expansion Through Legislation 

The federal Office of Education appeared unwilling to consider 

any further relaxation of the program's regulations. Hence, the only 

source of relief was the legislative process. Mr. Bene, who rarely 

submitted material for publication during his career, did prepare a 

short article during his term as President of the National Rehabilita

tion Association which touched upon the problem: 

The necessity for speed and rapid expansion of production 
in the National defense program will greatly increase the num
ber of disabled workers. To meet quickly this problem of in
creasing accidents and industry's demand for experienced workers, 
the Board of Directors proposed that Congress be requested to 
enact legislation which would provide (a) vocational adjust
ment services to persons disabled in any form of employment 
by the United States, including civil and military service; 
(b) vocational adjustment services to physically handicapped 
persons for the purpose of meeting the increased need of in
dustry for skilled workers in production for defense; and (c) 
vocational adjustment services for persons injured in plants 
or factories engaged in production for National defense. 

After much discussion, the board approved a bill to be 
presented to the present Congress providing for an appropria
tion of $25,000,000.00 WITHOUT MATCHING RESTRICTIONS for ex
panding the Vocational Rehabilitation and Vocational Adjustment 
Service (Bene', 1941, pp. 1-2). 

These early efforts met with little success. Obermann notes: 

Some liberalizing bills were introduced in the Congress in 
1940 and 1941 but none of them reached the stage of hearings 
and there was little Congressional interest in them. There 
was also little evidence that these bills attracted much sup
port from rehabilitation workers (Obermann, 1965, p. 276). 

One such direction concerned itself with efforts to strengthen 

the administrative structure of vocational rehabilitation agencies 

within the states: 

Representative Graham A. Barden of North Carolina intro
duced a bill sponsored by the National Rehabilitation Associ
ation in 1941 that proposed an increase of $5,000,000 in 



103 

Federal funds for rehabilitation, with the states being re-
guested to contribute only one dollar for each two Federal 
dollars. The bill provided for any services that might be re
quired in the vocational rehabilitation of a disabled individ
ual. It also provided that disabled Federal employees and 
those disabled in the armed forces would receive rehabilita
tion services, without cost to the states, under the State-
Federal program. A Vocational Rehabilitation Administration 
was to be established directly under the Federal Security 
Administrator. Representative Barden's bill did not attract 
any substantial Congressional support. No hearings were held 
on it. 

One of the issues that the National Rehabilitation Asso
ciation was concerned with was the position of the vocational 
rehabilitation division within the state administration in 
each state. In nearly all of the states the division was ad
ministratively placed under the state board for vocational 
education and the director of vocational rehabilitation was 
subordinate to the director of vocational education. This 
resulted in inadequate status for the rehabilitation program 
and frequently diverted rehabilitation administration funds 
to the support of the vocational education office. The state 
director of vocational rehabilitation usually had inadequate 
access to the commissioner of education and to the legisla
ture. His plans and projections were reviewed and often re
vised by the state administrative persons who did not under
stand his program and its potentials. His budget and his 
expenditures were checked and controlled by a person frequently 
not in sympathy with the programs he was trying to develop. 

The bill that Representative Barden introduced contained 
specific provisions for designating the board for vocational 
education as the board for vocational rehabilitation when it 
was dealing with the latter program. The director of voca
tional rehabilitation was to be responsible only to that 
board and its executive officer (Obermann, 1965, pp. 276-277). 

It is to be noted that both Bend's and Obermann1s citations 

made reference to rehabilitating disabled veterans through the civilian 

State-Federal vocational rehabilitation program. As had occurred in 

the wake of World War I, the question of rehabilitating the disabled 

veteran was to develop into an emotional and controversial issue. It 

will be recalled that the Federal Board for Vocational Education had 
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been assigned this responsibility after World War I. Shortly there

after it was removed and placed with the forerunner of the Veterans 

Administration. 

With such notable success in rehabilitating disabled civilians 

in the early years of World War II, many felt that the responsibility 

for the returning disabled servicemen should be assigned to the State-

Federal rehabilitation programs, also. Most people associated with 

the State-Federal program advocated this position, arguing that a co

ordinated national program was necessary during such critical times. 

Organizations representative of the veterans themselves, how

ever, strongly opposed such measures, perhaps remembering the question

able performance of the Federal Board for Vocational Education following 

World War I. These groups were unanimous and firm in support of a sepa

rate program for veterans. 

This controversy undoubtedly delayed passage of any legislation 

whatsoever for more than a year. Finally, the veterans lobby proved to 

be irresistible and Congress passed and sent to the President a bill 

which he signed on March 24, 1943 (Obermann, 1965, p. 284). This bill, 

identified as Public Law 16, 78th Congress, assigned to the Veterans 

Administration the exclusive responsibility for the rehabilitation of 

disabled veterans. 

Having resolved the controversy concerning assignment of this 

responsibility, the path was clear to accomplish legislative reform of 

the civilian Vocational Rehabilitation Act. By this time, Congress was 

in fact anxious to strengthen the State-Federal program so that it 
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could more significantly help supply the sorely needed workers for the 

war industries. Accordingly, a bill designated as Public Law 113 was 

forwarded to President Roosevelt who signed it on July 6, 1943 (Kratz, 

1954, p. 3). The impact of this legislation is described by John Kratz, 

who had been instrumental in its formulation and passage: 

One phase of the development toward a wider range of re
habilitative services was a drive by the state agencies on 
the Federal office for liberalization of its policies govern
ing the program. It was felt by a number of state authorities 
that certain terms of the Federal act permitted interpreta
tions covering a wider scope of service than had previously 
been authorized. Thus the outcome of the pressure for exten
sion of rehabilitation service was dependent to a great degree 
upon the disposition of the Federal agency to liberalize its 
policies. In the event that were not possible, it was reason
able to assume that the Federal agency was under obligation to 
accept the challenge by promoting legislation to meet the 
situation. This is what did happen. The Vocational Rehabili
tation Act Amendments of 1943, approved July 6, 1943, resulted 
from extended promotional efforts of the Federal office, sup
ported by all the state agencies. This legislation amended 
the basic act so as to provide for a wide range of rehabili
tation services for individuals including provision of cor
rective surgery, therapeutic treatment, hospitalization, 
transportation, occupational licenses, occupational tools and 
equipment, maintenance during training, placement or reten
tion in employment, through prosthesis, training, medical 
examinations, guidance, and placement. Special provision was 
made for rehabilitation of the blind and rehabilitation of 
persons having mental disabilities. Under the impetus of 
this legislation expansion of the cooperative program in the 
states has been greatly accelerated and the scope and nature 
of rehabilitation services provided for individuals has been 
materially extended. . . . 

In 1943 amendments to the basic Federal Act changed the 
whole plan of Federal financing of the program. Allotments on 
the basis of population were discontinued. Instead, the Fed
eral government was obligated to pay 100 percent of the costs 
of administration, guidance, and placement, and 50 percent of 
all case service costs in a state program. As the former 
costs represent about 40 percent of the total cost of maintain
ing a state program, the Federal government was meeting 70 
percent or more of the total program costs, and the states 
only 30 percent. Furthermore, this method of financing 
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resulted In a plan of operation whereby all of the state funds 
were used to pay the costs of case service, which expenditures 
were, of course, matched by Federal funds. . . (Kratz, 1954, 
pp. 3-5). 

Additional details about this comprehensive reform legislation 

are furnished by another contemporary source: 

Under the terms of the new Act a disabled individual to be 
eligible must have a physical or mental disability which con
stitutes a vocational handicap. . . . His disability must be 
such that it renders him unfit to engage in remunerative em
ployment or prevents him from entering an occupation commensur
ate with his abilities, aptitudes and interests. 

The Federal Government makes grants to the states for 100 
per cent of the necessary program costs of administration and 
vocational guidance and placement services and 50 per cent of 
the cost of provision to the disabled client of medical and 
psychiatric examinations, hospitalization, surgery and medical 
treatment, prosthetic appliances, training, transportation, 
occupational tools and equipment, transportation for the pur
pose of rehabilitation and maintenance during the period of 
the rehabilitation process. 

Each State is required by the Act to submit an approvable 
State Plan to the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation before 
Federal funds can be made available. This Plan must "desig
nate the State Board of Vocational Education as the sole agency 
for the administration, supervision and control of the State 
Plan; except that where under the State's law, the State blind 
commission, or other agency which provides assistance or serv
ices to the adult blind is authorized to provide them voca
tional rehabilitation, the Plan shall provide for administra
tion by such State blind commission or other State agency of 
the part of the Plan under which vocational rehabilitation is 
provided the blind. ..." Other required provisions of the 
Plan include: (a) the Plan, policies and methods to be fol
lowed in carrying out the rehabilitation program under the 
State Plan, (b) such methods of administration as are found 
by the Administrator to be necessary for the proper and effi
cient administration of the Plan and (c) such provisions as 
to the qualification of personnel for appointment in adminis
tering the Plan as are necessary to the establishment and 
maintenance of personnel standards (Hunt, 1949, pp. 2-3). 

The phrase "administration, guidance and placement" as used 

above includes salaries of all vocational rehabilitation personnel. 
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Thus were the state agencies afforded an unprecedented opportunity to 

expand their meager rehabilitation staffs, if the controlling educa

tional administrators would permit. 

Mr. Ben^ was successful in taking early advantage of this pro

vision. That same summer he received permission from Superintendent 

Ring to hire a counselor and a bookkeeper. The prospect of having the 

salaries and other costs of employment fully met by federal funds was 

ample persuasion (Bene, 1970). 

The first individual hired specifically as a counselor for the 

Arizona program was Charles Orvis. After more than twelve years of 

solo management of every facet of the program, Mr. Bene now had an 

assistant to whom some of his caseload responsibilities could be dele

gated. Mr. Orvis was no stranger to rehabilitation. He had been a 

client of Mr. Bene's earlier, during which time he took correspondence 

courses needed for teacher certification. Both Mr. Orvis and his 

father had been grateful to Mr. Bene for his interest and assistance, 

and they had remained in contact. When Mr. Ben^ received approval for 

the new counselor position Mr. Orvis, who had often expressed interest 

in such work, had the inside track and was selected at a beginning 

annual salary of $2,400.00 (Bene, 1970). 

At about the same time, Mr. Ben^ was granted a salary increase 

to $3,900.00 annually. A year later it was raised to $4,120.00 and 

on July 1, 1945, increased again, to $4,200.00 (Bene, 1970). 

The passage of the federal Act also permitted the vocational 

rehabilitation program to locate in more expansive quarters. Vocational 
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Education was increasing its staff, and the space shared in the capitol 

building was becoming more crowded. With assurance of full federal 

payment of the costs involved, the small vocational rehabilitation 

staff was permitted to move to a modest rented facility nearby. Voca

tional education quickly occupied the single room which had thus been 

vacated (Bene, 1970). 

The Office of Vocational Rehabilitation 

Shortly after passage of P.L. 113, the Office of Vocational 

Rehabilitation was established within the Federal Security Agency 

(Obermann, 1965, p. 287). This new office had two divisions: the 

Administrative Standards Division and the Rehabilitation Standards 

Division, the latter containing sections on physical restoration, 

services for the blind, advisement, training and placement, and re

search and statistics (Obermann, 1965, p. 290). 

Eight regional offices were established at locations where 

there existed regional offices of the parent Federal Security Agency 

(Obermann, 1965, p. 290). Mr. Clayton's office at San Francisco was 

retained, although his geographic responsibilities were to be made more 

manageable through the establishment of a regional office at Denver. 

The improvement of vocational rehabilitation's administrative 

location at the federal level and its removal from the Office of Edu

cation were direct reflections of the significance Congress had attri

buted to the program in enacting P.L. 113. In its debates, Congress 

had noted that the federal vocational rehabilitation staff had never 

exceeded twenty-two employees, and that it had exercised its authority 
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with great restraint (Obermann, 1965, p. 284). The new Office of Vo

cational Rehabilitation represented an attempt to strengthen the na

tional leadership and direction which a national program ultimately 

must have. 

John Kratz had labored tirelessly to secure passage of this 

legislative milestone. Concerning his efforts, Frank Clayton had 

written: "The Chief is, as he has been the past year, up to his neck 

on the legislation and has no time for anything else (Clayton, January 

8, 1943)." He was by-passed, however, when the selection of the chief 

administrator for the new Office was made. Michael J. Shortlfey was 

named the first Director of the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation 

(Obermann, 1965, p. 287). John Kratz remained as one of his assist

ants. 

The Office of Vocational Rehabilitation moved quickly to ex

pand the role of vocational rehabilitation during the balance of the 

war, and to retain its niche at the war's end. Although the war had 

precipitated a sudden and dramatic growth in the number of persons 

rehabilitated, the rate was never equal to the number who were newly 

disabled. The Office of Vocational Rehabilitation estimated during 

this period that there were at least 1,500,000 persons in the country 

who were in need of vocational rehabilitation services, with 250,000 

more becoming disabled annually (Obermann, 1965, p. 294). Since fewer 

than 100,000 persons were successfully rehabilitated each year by all 

agencies, obvious arguments for program expansion presented themselves. 
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The state vocational rehabilitation agencies appeared eager to 

meet the challenge: 

We who have seen the needs for an expanded program of voca
tional rehabilitation are now in a position to get into high 
gear. Financial worries should be over. It is now possible 
to get those cases who have needed certain physical restora
tion that was impossible heretofore into our war plants. . . . 

It will now be necessary for states to so fashion their 
programs that the provisions of this act will be met; but all 
states are given sufficient time under the act to comply, as 
no state is required to change its setup until sixty days 
after the legislature of a state has met in due course. 

Vocational rehabilitation workers are now under the spot
light. We are going to have to resolve to meet the problem. 
Added privileges always bring added responsibilities. There 
is no co-operative Federal-state program in a better position 
than ours. We should firmly set our sails and go forward. We 
can now place these handicapped in war industries and release 
the able-bodied for active war service. Let us so counsel and 
guide these cases that they will not adhere to absenteeism or 
strikes and make them feel that it is their patriotic duty and 
privilege to work toward an early conclusion of the war. 

Let us also be ready for the heavy load of "re-rehabilita
tion V that must inevitably follow in the post-war period. We 
face a future of heavy responsibilities, but with a high re
solve to meet the challenge. The Congress has stood by us on 
almost every point; we must keep that faith (National Reha
bilitation Association, 1943, p. 1). 

The profound impact of P.L. 113 undoubtedly required consider

able adjustment on the part of long time practitioners of vocational 

rehabilitation. With the program reaching a new level of maturity and 

responsibility, different methodologies and strategies were called for. 

The assignment of newcomer Michael Shortley to the chief administrative 

position in the re-structured federal agency was a natural source of 

initial concern. It may also have had the effect of uniting even 

closer the friendly bond between Frank Clayton and Mr. Bene''. 
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As a precautionary measure, Clayton asked Mr. Bene to write a 

letter welcoming the new Director and complementing the positive fed

eral influence in the western region. Mr. Ben^ was happy to comply. 

Clayton, who received a carbon copy, was delighted; 

Your very kind and enthusiastic letter to Mike was as usual 
a masterpiece. ... I do appreciate it more than I can tell 
you. He is a real fellow with plenty of administrative ability 
and courage to direct our program. You will like him, and so 
will all the other supervisors. 

Temporarily I am covering the eleven Western States. Later, 
when the organization is completed, I'll have an Assistant Re
gional Representative in San Francisco. A regional Represen
tative will be appointed for the Denver area in the near future 
(Clayton, October 8, 1943). 

Mr. Shortley's early performance lived up to Clayton's expecta

tions, as the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation moved rapidly to 

exert itself and begin to assume leadership for rehabilitation in a 

broad sense. Recognizing the mutuality of interests among different 

public and private disciplines, it sought unified efforts by stimulat

ing more cooperative working relationships. Such efforts perhaps 

represent the beginning of the modern version of the federal adminis

trative function with its broad spectrum of research, training and 

developmental interests. 

Still stung by the recent threats to his job security, and 

struggling always with an atmosphere of discouraging miserliness, Mr. 

Bene observed with growing interest and perhaps envy as the federal 

Office of Vocational Rehabilitation set an increasingly vigorous pace. 

Soon, the new positions being created in the federal agency coupled 

with Frank Clayton's counsel proved too tempting a morsel to resist. 

Mr. Bene wrote Michael Shortleys 
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During my talks with Frank about our State Plan and the vo
cational rehabilitation program in general, he convinced me 
with his enthusiasm for you and the possibilities of the ex
pansion of services, that perhaps I might have a part in assist
ing you in the promotion of these services to the States. 

Prior to Frank's visit, I had not given further thought to 
entering the Federal service, as I presumed that without a 
college degree, I lacked the educational qualifications for 
appointment to your staff and therefore, had not applied for 
a position with you. But after talking the matter over with 
Frank, I am wondering if you would be interested in my appli
cation for the position of Regional Representative? If you 
are, I will be pleased to receive and complete the required 
form of application for your consideration. 

Naturally "beggars cannot be choosers" but as a Westerner 
who has had very close association with the other western 
supervisors and their services and problems, I would prefer, 
if I am considered for appointment, the . . . Regional office 
in Denver, or when assistant regional representatives are be
ing considered, my real preference would be to act as assist
ant to Frank in the San Francisco office (Ben^, November 9, 
1943). 

Nothing came of it. 

State Reactions to the War 

But if Mr. Bene had been momentarily tempted to seek greener 

pastures, it had no visible effect upon his production. In the fiscal 

year immediately preceding passage of the federal amendments to the Act, 

Mr. Bene had single-handedly reported a total caseload of 834 clients 

(Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1942-1944, p. 62). A year later, having 

benefitted to the tune of new staff and larger quarters, his remarks 

in the Biennial Report about the anticipated effect of the new legisla

tion were encouraging: 

Last year, the congress amended the National Rehabilitation 
Act Which further expands this beneficial legislation to in
clude physical restoration for static conditions which will 
make the disabled person employable and also provide living 
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maintenance during the training period to those in need of fi
nancial assistance. It is now possible to give the eligible 
and feasible disabled person all the services that he may need 
to learn a self-supporting occupation, if such services cannot 
be obtained elsewhere. All this should result in a broader and 
more effective Vocational Rehabilitation program (State Dept. 
of Pub. Ins'truc., 1942-1944, p. 62). 

Yet, this legislation and its positive effects failed to pro

vide an immediate spurt in the results accomplished by Arizona's voca

tional rehabilitation program. In fact, the performance of Mr. Bene' 

and his new counselor in the year immediately following passage of 

P.L. 113 seems to parallel rather closely Mr. Bene's solo activities 

of the previous fiscal year, as the following statistical record makes 

clear: 

FY1943 FY1944 
Admini s tra tion 
Salaries 2,250.00 3,691.36 

Travel 228.38 470.45 
Other 487.46 1,871.23 
Total 2,965.84 6,033.04 

Guidance and Supervision 
Salaries 3,296.69 5,650.00 
Travel 1,004.30 756.16 
Total 4,300.99 6,396.16 

Case Service 
Tuition 5,660.90 4,861.37 
Artificial Appliances 2,667.07 1,911.16 
Training Supplies 2,208.35 1,562.77 
Other 585.00 1,284.76 
Total 11,122.18 9,620.06 

Total Expenditures 18,389.01 22,049.26 

Summary of Cases 
Status Reported 278 291 
Pre-Service 91 161 
In-Service 108 109 
Interrupted 32 31 
Total 509 592 
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Closed Cases 
Rejected 8 15 
Not Accepted 147 246 
Rehabilitated 139 94 
Not Rehabilitated 31 10 
Total 325 365 

Total Case Load 834 957 

It has become the custom to measure the accomplishments and po
tentialities of rehabilitation services in economic terms. It 
is undoubtedly true that the State saves more than it spends 
by assisting physically handicapped people to productive employ
ment. For example, of the 233 persons rehabilitated by our 
service in the last two years and who are employed in 99 dif
ferent occupations, 64 of them were receiving public relief 
amounting to $27,690.00 annually. Average yearly earnings 
among the group were practically nil as all were unemployed 
when they applied for rehabilitation. The same group, after 
rehabilitation, was earning an average of $1,687.26 apiece 
annually, as a result of vocational guidance and training, 
artificial appliances and placement services they had received. 
So, instead of a public expense of $27,690.00 annually, they 
are earning a total of $107,984.64 a year and are self-
supporting. This service really turns tax consumers into tax
payers (State Dept. of Pab;j Instruc.j 1942-1944, p. 62). 

As can be seen, although more money was spent on salaries, the 

dollar value of services purchased actually declined. And, while the 

total case count increased somewhat, there was a reduction in the num-
I"J 

ber of persons closed as successfully rehabilitated. 

Although Arizona had been swift to take advantage of some pro

visions of P.L. 113, notably full federal reimbursement of administra

tive expenses, why were some of the other benefits of the Act so slow 

to materialize? While several explanations may be correctly cited, one 

which generally played a more prominent role than is recognized con

cerns the State Plan requirements of the federal agency. The principle 

of the State Plan has been reviewed earlier. The regulations governing 

P.L. 113 were issued by the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation and 
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contained State Plan requirements intended to strengthen the various 

vocational rehabilitation programs throughout the states. Sometimes/ 

however, as in Arizona, resistance or other difficulties in implement

ing the requirements served to delay implementation of the law's advan

tages. Almost six months after signing of the Act by the President, 

this federal system had created a widespread bottleneck, as correspond

ence from Frank Clayton to Mr. Bene reveals: 

All [State] Plans are being checked by three lawyers of 
the General Council Office and three members of this staff. 
Result: All Plans have failed to meet the regulations as 
they interpret them. Letters have been sent to Executive Of
ficers requesting amendments to Plans. In some instances they 
are giving temporary approval pending the amendments being re
ceived in this office. 

Yesterday they checked your Plan with the same result as 
all their Plans—they are going to ask for corrections and 
additional statements. 

So, you will know that you are in the same boat as all 
other supervisors. We will all get adjusted to new plans and 
regulations after the first plans are finally approved 
(Clayton, December 18, 1943). 

Mr. Bene did his best to get the State Board, through the 

Superintendent, to comply. His reply to Frank Clayton reveals some of 

the underlying circumstances with which he had to contend: 

The enclosed copy of letter to Mike with 4 more amendments 
is self explanatory. I hope this will now make us alright for 
approval. Confidential: In brief talk with Ed Ring, the Supts. 
at Milwaukee got into some hot arguments with Mike. [They] 
particularly exercised about V.R. wanting their own Directors 
free of V.E. domination. Ed said Shortley got pretty mad. . . 
Klenmedson [sic] [one of Ring's employees] wants to be ap
pointed Director of V.E.—including V.R. and is laying his 
plans to that end for the next State Board meeting. ... To 
give me some facts on which to base an argument, if it should 
become necessary and Ring changes his attitude, please list the 
States in the West and as many others as you can elsewhere, 
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which have separate V.R. setups from V.E. or where the V.R. Su
pervisor or Director reports directly to the Executive Officer 
of the Board or State Supt. of Public Instruction. Fore warned 
is fore armed so any and all information . . . you can give me 
will be greatly appreciated (Bene, December 23, 1943). 

It will be recalled that not since Alma Davis had there been a 

fulltime vocational education supervisor, a fortunate circumstance for 

vocational rehabilitation in that Mr. Bene had thereby been permitted 

to report directly to the Superintendent of Public Instruction. But 

this was neither a statutory nor regulatory privilege. Under the law 

vocational rehabilitation was a responsibility of vocational education. 

Arizona's vocational education program had been steadily expanding and 

increasing the burden of administration to the extent that the Superin

tendent of Public instruction could no longer reasonably be expected to 

run the program himself. In fiscal year 1944, when Mr. Ben£ noted Mr. 

L. D. Clenmedson's aspiration to be appointed director of vocational 

education, that program had been responsible for spending $147,626.06 

(State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1942-1944, p. 62). This outpouring of 

mainly federal dollars was more than six times larger than total voca

tional rehabilitation expenditures in that year. 

Once again, Mr. Bend's position within the state education 

agency was jeopardized, as was the extent to which vocational rehabili

tation was to be afforded a reasonable opportunity for self-administra-

tion. 

Frank Clayton's reply was prompt and informative: 

Happy New Year* . . . 
The legal department is about to write a letter to Mr. Ring, 

Ex. Of., requesting that he (if he has authority from the State 
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Board to accept the amendments) wire Mr. Shortley and we may ap
prove Plan without waiting for Bd. action Jan. 21st. ... If 
Mr. Ring does not have the authority then your funds will be 
held up until after Jan. 21st etc. I have been pushing the 
above thought and insisting on action. I hope Ed can say he 
has authority so we can approve Plan (Clayton, January 1, 1944). 

He then launched into a state by state description of how vo

cational rehabilitation was being organized in response to P.L. 113. 

The information, no doubt, was encouraging to Mr. Bene: 

. . . [Not all] States decided to date but in 95% of the States 
the supervisor [of vocational rehabilitation] will not be re
sponsible to the State Director of V.E. 

You know all the answers to rehab, being an individual pro
gram. . . . With the evidence of the States to date responsible 
to Ex. Of. etc., you are away ahead of Klem [sic] (Clayton, 
January 1, 1944). 

Before leaving this review of federal State Plan requirements 

and their tendency to delay implementation of new programs within the 

States, it should be noted that while Arizona never suffered irrepair-

able harm because of its failure to meet State Plan requirements, this 

sequel to P.L. 113 continued for a protracted period of time. A year 

after passage of the Act, Frank Clayton wrote: 

You can be sure that while I am in Washington I will have 
a frank discussion with Mr. Shortley relative to a lot of 
things that have been on my mind, and especially the feeling 
of the executive officers and the state supervisors regarding 
the Federal determination to have a detailed statement on 
every function and procedure in the State Plan (Clayton, 
June 15, 1944). 

And a month later: 

. . . see what you can do about getting written agreements 
with Crippled Children, Public Health, Welfare, and Comp. Com. 
so your Plan will be complete (Clayton, August 26, 1944). 
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The upheaval of the war, P.L. 113, and the federal State Plan 

requirements reflected in the number of successful rehabilitations 

claimed by Arizona's vocational rehabilitation program during the dec

ade of the 1940's. The wide fluctuations are shown in Table V (Office 

of Vocational Rehabilitation, 1959b). Note that the 139 successful 

closures which Mr. Bene achieved single-handedly during the heyday of 

the employment shortages in fiscal year 1943 (a record in Arizona for 

a single counselor which remains to this day) was not surpassed until 

the end of the decade. The amount of time required before the positive 

effects of P.L. 113 found their way into increased successful rehabili

tations is also in evidence. 

Numbers Games 

The importance that was being placed upon measuring the pro

gram's effectiveness by counting successful rehabilitants was notice

able in Mr. Bene's attention to the subject in the Biennial Report 

cited earlier. While this emphasis may have seemed empirically sound, 

it disturbed many. Obermann discusses the problem as it was viewed in 

the 1940's: 

The Federal Office placed a great deal of emphasis on the 
numbers of persons rehabilitated and on the earnings and the 
economic impact of the rehabilitated person. It was not uni
versally agreed that these were the most important aspects of 
the program. Some state directors believed that such emphasis 
tended to cause the agencies to select the relatively simple 
cases for vocational rehabilitation and to neglect the more 
severely disabled persons who were in the greatest need of 
help (Obermann, 1965, p. 295). 

This economic view of the value of vocational rehabilitation 

has by no means been limited to the federal administrative agency and 
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TABLE V 

DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
SUCCESSFUL REHABILITATIONS 

1940-1949 

Average Cost 
Fiscal Year Number Per Person 

1940 62 313 

1941 63 310 

1942 71 278 

1943 139 132 

1944 94 235 

1945 83 357 

1946 94 466 

1947 126 449 

1948 162 496 

1949 188 452 

TOTAL 1,082 
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many of the state programs. That Congress viewed vocational rehabilita

tion in this same light is attested by the same source: 

When Public Law 111 was passed the Congressional committees 
that developed the proposals used identical language to de
scribe the legislation: 

"From the long-range point of view there is no question but 
that the problem of disability is a problem that can be met 
only by large expenditures of public money. The very fact that 
a person who is normally a breadwinner is disabled often raises 
a relief problem as to his dependents. From the viewpoint of 
both Federal and State treasuries, and of the disabled persons 
themselves, experience has demonstrated that the best as well 
as the most economical approach for meeting the situation is 
an appropriate program of vocational rehabilitation. Where a 
disabled person may be made fit for employment, through reha
bilitation, and become a tax producer, rather than a tax con
sumer, it would seem poor economy to deny him the necessary 
services. This is the dollars-and-cents justification of the 
program (Obermann, 1965, p. 296)." 

Whether this economic emphasis originated in the state programs, 

at the federal administrative level, or in Congress, is a circular spec

ulation of the chicken vs. egg variety. The point is simply that this 

form of justification for the program has been displayed prominently at 

all levels for as long as the program has been in existence. 

Mr. Bene recalls that Superintendent Ring was passively partial 

toward vocational rehabilitation on this basis. While reveling in the 

economic advantages of vocational rehabilitation, he did not believe in 

spending very much tax money for program expansion (Bene, 1970). 

Mr. Ring was pragmatic enough, however, to distinguish between 

state and federal tax dollars. While he was seldom able to find justi

fication for requesting increased budgets from the State Legislature, 

he did authorize a few proposals for spending federal money. 
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In this manner the Arizona vocational rehabilitation program 

experienced its next major expansion. In 1945, with the federal govern

ment still paying the full costs of state program administration, Mr. 

Bene convinced Mr. Ring of the economical advantages of establishing 

a branch office in Tucson (Bene, 1970). The branch office would serve 

that growing community as well as clients residing in the southern sec

tion of the state. 

Initially, a small, private office was rented for the purpose. 

A few years later, the staff was moved into the state office building. 

Mr. Bene assigned Charles Orvis to the new office. For Mr. Orvis, who 

had lived in Tucson earlier, the move was both a promotion and a home

coming. For a short while, Mr. Bene' again found himself without a 

subordinate counselor in Phoenix (Bene, 1970). 

Because P.L. 113 had opened the door of medical and surgical 

services to vocational rehabilitation agencies for the first time, the 

federal guidelines stressed the need for adequate medical consultation 

for each agency. In obtaining approval for the State Plan and initiat

ing medical services, Frank Clayton had been emphasizing this need 

(Bene, 1970). Later that year Mr. Bene located a suitable candidate. 

Palmer Dysart, M.D., who had been a flight surgeon during the war and 

who knew Mr. Bene socially. Semi-retired since his military discharge, 

Mr. Bene found him available and willing to accept work as part-time 

medical consultant for the program at an annual salary of $1,000.00 

(£ene, 1970). As the program grew over the years, the functions of 

medical consultation expanded also, and eventually Or. Dysart became 

the agency's first full-time medical consultant. 
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Generally, the opportunity for staff expansion under full 

federal funding during the 1940's was not taken advantage of to any 

great extent (Ben£, 1970). When the size of the case load increased 

beyond an amount the existing staff could be expected to handle, Mr. 

Bene would seek authorization from the State Superintendent for a new 

position. If there were sufficient funds for case services which did 

require financial participation by the state, for the clients awaiting 

services, then the new position would be approved (Bene, 1970). 

Further expansion in this manner occurred the very next year. 

Although Mr. Orvis was assigned all cases in the southern part of the 

state, Mr. Bene's case load in the balance of the state had clearly 

become excessive. In September, 1946, Uel P. McCullough was added as 

a counselor to the Phoenix office. He brought to the job a college 

degree, a mild heart condition, and a conscientious attitude about the 

work (Ben^, 1970). 

Less than two months later, M. W. Holdship was hired as a coun

selor in the Phoenix office. Mr. Holdship, who was born in Bad Axe, 

Michigan on June 22, 1907, had spent ten years as a high school teacher 

and coach in Michigan plus four years in the U.S. Navy before joining 

Arizona's growing vocational rehabilitation program (Holdship, December 

5, 1969). 

Messrs. McCullough and Holdship had both been referred to Mr. 

Bene by the State Employment Service. Both began their vocational re

habilitation careers at an annual salary of $2,400.00, as Mr. Orvis had 

done several years earlier (Bene, 1970). 
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Although Mr. Ring had authorized these new positions, he did 

not relinquish control of the final employee selection decision. Mr. 

Bene was required to take his selection to Mr. Ring for a confirming 

interview. While Mr. Ring never objected to any of Mr. Bend's selec

tions, the same can not be said for all succeeding Superintendents. 

During the many years to follow before the State Superintendent relin

quished this function he would also, occasionally, suggest candidates 

for employment consideration (Benei 1970). 

As the number of vocational rehabilitation counselors increased, 

Mr. Bene was able to gradually effect reductions in the size of his own 

case load until, by the end of the decade, he had shed his case load 

altogether (Bene', 1970). 

And so the decade began to stabilize for Mr. Bene after several 

earlier harrowing experiences. Under his leadership the agency began 

to turn to the considerable task of implementing the improved services 

permitted under P.L. 113. 

What Next? 

Unfortunately, his friend Frank Clayton had not encountered the 

same uplift in mid-decade. Having labored tirelessly on behalf of vo

cational rehabilitation in Arizona and elsewhere since the earliest 

pioneering days, he was unable to acclimate himself fully to the new 

era ushered in by the 1943 amendments, inspite of the initial enthusiasm 

he had mustered. As he confided to his friend: 

My job is becoming more and more of an office performance, 
which is quite different from the old days—good old days— 
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when we had less office work, more contacts and more production. 
We are in the Big League—sure enough! 

If the States are given sufficient time for adjustment to 
the new program they will eventually come out on the right end 
(Clayton, April 23, 1945). 

In addition to the problem of adjusting to the new ideas and 

programs, his years of struggling to improve a then young program had 

aged and tired him. Within a year of his retirement he wrote: "Much 

water and soap has flowed in and out of dams leaving some mud in our 

eyes fogging our sights on the present and future events of rehabili

tation (Clayton, October 2, 1945)." 

The reasons that existed for Frank Clayton's displeasure are 

not known. Certainly they were not shared by the Congress, which had 

become rather infatuated with vocational rehabilitation. Hearings were 

held in 1944, 1945 and 1946 to determine whether any additional legis

lation might be necessary to assure accomplishment of the program's 

objectives (Obermann, 1965, p. 297). Although no new legislation 

emerged as a direct result of the hearings, many recommendations were 

made which were to become policy at a later time. Among the more not

able recommendations was one which would have established a single 

cabinet-level unit within the federal government to coordinate all 

health, education, welfare and social insurance programs. Another 

would have designated the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation as the 

nucleus for enlarged services to handicapped people (Obermann, 1965, 

p. 298). Certainly the vision of some concerning the role that govern

ment would play in seeking to improve the lives of its citizens in 

post-war America was improving. 
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Another prophet at the time was Joseph Hunt, who had been 

brought into the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation by Michael Shortley. 

Serving as Chief of the Office's Administrative Standards Division, Mr. 

Hunt predicted that by 1960 there would be 250,000 persons rehabilitated 

each year (Hunt, 1949, p. 11). 

Mr. Bene also took a look into the future. In the next Biennial 

Report of the State Superintendent he acknowledged the recent acquisi

tion of new personnel and space, but went on to observe: 

Lack of sufficient space in the Phoenix office and a short
age of personnel prevented contacting and handling a larger 
number of potential cases. . . . 

The Federal Office of Vocational Rehabilitation estimates 
that there is an average of 7 disabled persons in every 1000 
of each state's population in need of rehabilitation services. 
Estimating Arizona's population at 600,000, this would mean a 
potential case load of 4200 cases. 

In order to render rehabilitation services to this large 
number plus the annual increases due to growth in the State's 
population and the anticipated number of disabled veterans 
with non-service connected disabilities, it is improbable that 
our budget request for the coming biennium will provide suf
ficient funds to take care of all who need or are eligible 
for [services]. 

To accelerate and provide for an expanded program, the 
federal government pays for all administrative costs. . . . 
The federal government also pays 50% of all . . . case serv
ices. This amount is matched by a like sum from the State. 
An analysis of the vocational rehabilitation service in Arizona 
for the past two years shows that the federal government paid 
75% and the state of Arizona 25% of the total cost of the pro
gram. 

To meet the ever increasing actual and prospective case 
load, made possible by the Federal Vocational Rehabilitation 
Amendments of 1943, the Federal Office of Vocational Rehabili
tation has suggested that the State appropriate $60,000 for 
case services for the fiscal year of 1947-1948 and whatever 
larger sum may be found necessary for the fiscal year 1948-
1949. However, the State Board for Vocational Education has 
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recommend a State Budget for case services of $20,000 and 
$25,000 respectively for the next biennium, or an approximate 
increase of 30% for each year (State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 
1944-1946, p. 3). 

But Mr. Bene's tactics were in vain, as the State Legislature 

never appropriated more than was requested by the Board, and from time 

to time appropriated less. The rate of expansion in Arizona's voca

tional rehabilitation program, as controlled by the Superintendent of 

Public Instruction, the Board for Vocational Education and the Legisla

ture continued to lag far behind the rate of growth felt to be necessary 

and desired by Mr. Bene and the federal Office of Vocational Rehabilita

tion. 

The Changing of the Guard 

Toward the end of his third two-year term, Mr. Ring decided not 

to run for re-election. Instead, he chose to give his support to Nolan 

D. Pulliam, one of his assistants. Dr. Pulliam was a young and energe

tic administrator who liked, and was liked by, Mr. Bene. It seemed 

altogether possible that the office of State Superintendent might change 

hands without the intrigue and anxiety which had characterized earlier 

contested elections. 

Frank Clayton agreed: 

Sorry to know about Ed. Ring, and, sorry too that you are 
going to lose him. Happy that you are in good standing with 
the prospective successors. Your reputation for honesty and 
real service will keep you on the job regardless of politics. 
You have always succeeded in doing a good job in spite of many 
difficulties of being short of help and lack of many facili
ties of training opportunities and placements. Hope Pulliam 
gets elected. Being Asst. Supt. will get Ring's voters and 
others who believe experience in the job counts—and a Vet. 
of World War II is something of a vote getter (Clayton, May 
21, 1946). 
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With a minimum of political bloodletting, Dr. Pulliam succeeded 

in winning the Democratic Party nomination in the primary, and went 

from there to win election to the office of State Superintendent of 

Public Instruction (Bene, 1970). 

As the youthful Dr. Pulliam was succeeding to this vital posi

tion in the history of vocational rehabilitation in Arizona, an aging 

warrior in another vital position was stepping down. Although not an 

employee of the state, Prank Clayton had with Mrs. Nellie Bush over

seen the birth of vocational rehabilitation in Arizona and had served 

the program continuously since that time. Typical of his dedication 

was his concern for a smooth transition following his retirement; 

Mike is having troubles trying to find a man to take over 
my job. ... I do appreciate your sincere thoughts for me and 
assure you that you are still the Real man in this service as 
far as I, and many others, are concerned. Our friendship is 
the lasting kind—and we will miss our good get togethers. I 
am held in the office pending word from Mike as to new man and 
also his travel plans so don't know when I will make next trip. 
I will see you before I retire Aug. 31st. If Mike can make it 
we will call on you on my final trip (Clayton, April 30, 1946). 

Mr. Bene presided at a banquet commemorating Mr. Clayton's long 

and dedicated career in the service of vocational rehabilitation (Bene, 

1970). Reminiscing, Mr. Clayton wrote: 

Dear Harry and Nellie: 

Remembering your fellowship over the years of our associ
ation, memories are percolating to a very high temperature in 
admiration of your everlasting friendship and kindness to me. 
I am sure you know, as well as I do, that words are not ade
quate to express all of the sentiments that I feel in writing 
this note to you. . . . (Clayton, August 16, 1946). 
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A few years after his retirement he died (Bene, 1970). 

The person whom Michael Shortley hired to replace him was 

Philip Schafer. Mr. Schafer, who began his career in Michigan as a 

County Relief Administrator, later had held other positions in that 

state's Relief Administration. He received his B.A. degree from the 

University of Detroit, and added an M.A. from Loyola University of 

Chicago School of Social Work. Prior to his selection as Mr. Clayton's 

replacement, Mr. Schafer had served with the Third U.S. Army in Europe 

during World War II, where he won many decorations (Social and Reha

bilitation Service, 1970, p. 7). He was destined to continue as 

Regional Representative for many years, carrying on the tradition of 

continuity which his predecessor had established. 

The vocational rehabilitation process itself had undergone 

subtle changes as a result of the war and the legislative amendments. 

An informational brochure published by the federal Office of Vocational 

Rehabilitation at this time listed eight steps in vocational rehabili

tation: 

1. Finding the disabled person promptly so that rehabilita
tion may begin before he is unduly subjected to the dis
integrating effects of idleness and hopelessness. 

2. Medical and vocational diagnosis. Thorough medical ex
aminations, which may include not only a general medical 
examination but specialist and laboratory examinations, 
the extent of an applicant's disability is discovered, 
his eligibility for services and his ability to meet the 
physical demands of the work are determined [sic]. The 
type of job he can do best is determined by interviews 
and tests of aptitudes and interests, and by a review of 
his education, work experiences, home conditions, and 
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other factors. These two diagnoses indicate an appropriate 
rehabilitation plan and job goal. The client takes part in 
both, and his desires are given full consideration [italics 
not in the original]. 

3. Guidance and counseling. Counseling and guidance make up 
the continuous service which ties all other parts of the 
rehabilitation process into an organized plan. This serv
ice begins at the first interview and runs through to 
satisfactory placement on a job. Counseling helps the dis
abled person to understand his assets and liabilities, the 
causes of his present problems and the steps necessary to 
correct these difficulties. It plays an important role in 
the selection of a specific job goal by relating the cli
ent's abilities to job requirements and job opportunities 
in the community. The counselor works with the client as 
a friend and adviser on all problems [italics not in the 
original]. 

4. Physical restoration, when needed. The physical restora
tion of an individual may include any type of medical or 
allied service which will aid in eliminating or substan
tially reducing his disability as a job handicap. Included 
are medical, surgical, and psychiatric services, physical 
and work therapy, hospitalization, dentistry, care in a 
convalescent or nursing home, drugs and other medical sup
plies, and artificial devices of all types. 

5. Training for a job. Training for a job is one means of 
preparing for suitable employment, regardless of financial 
status. It is provided without charge, and may include 
mental and physical training, prevocational, vocational 
and supplementary instruction. Training is provided 
either to prepare the disabled person for a job or to 
make him more advantageously employable through added 
skills and capacities. Regardless of the type of train
ing involved, it must be directed toward a definite job 
goal. 

6. Auxiliary services such as maintenance during rehabilita
tion, transportation, books and other training materials, 
occupational tools, equipment, and licenses where neces
sary. 

7. Placement in employment to make the best use of the in
dividual's ability and take into consideration his physi
cal condition and temperament, and also to safeguard 
against further injury. 
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8. Follow-up on the individual's job performance for a reason
able time to make whatever adjustments may be necessary, to 
provide further medical, surgical, and psychiatric care if 
needed, or to supplement training if required (Office of 
Vocational Rehabilitation, 1947b, pp. 6-9) 

Vocational rehabilitation had been cast into its modern mold. 

A small hand-out of the same period, which was furnished to 

state vocational rehabilitation agencies for distribution by the U.S. 

Government Printing Office, made the following claims for the program: 

The Vocational Rehabilitation Service will do its best to 
restore to working condition any person who has an employment 
handicap resulting from accident, disease, or congenital 
causes. This service will also help any handicapped person 
to get a job for which he is suited. 

The blind, the deaf, the crippled, the emotionally ill, 
and those disabled by other conditions can get medical care 
and other services. These services are free, if the disabled 
persons cannot pay for them. Training for a job is free in 
any case. Even living and travel expenses during the train
ing period will be taken care of, if necessary. 

Employers kilow these workers make good at jobs for which 
they are fitted by training and capacity (Office of Vocational 
Rehabilitation, 1947b). 

The painstaking evolution of the profession of rehabilitation 

counseling had been advanced somewhat by the events of the early 1940*s, 

although the federal guideline advocating a college degree had been 

compromised: 

In vocational rehabilitation, the organizational center of 
gravity, so to speak, is to be found at that point where the 
counselor and the client work out a rehabilitation plan. It 
is these two who call upon various consultants and community 
agencies to help the client develop and carry out a full and 
comprehensive plan of physical and vocational restoration 

• • • • 

The State Plan for Vocational Rehabilitation must outline 
... in accordance with the Act and the Regulations issued 
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by the Administrator "such selection and appointment policies 
and methods as are necessary to insure the selection and ap
pointment of qualified personnel," and must also include job 
descriptions setting forth the duties and responsibilities of 
each position and must "set forth for each position minimum 
qualifications, minimum standards of training and experience, 
consistent with the duties and responsibilities of the posi
tion ." 

The state rehabilitation division or agency for the blind 
sets out in its plan for rehabilitation the job description 
and statement of qualifications for each position including 
the counseling position. These plan provisions are reviewed 
and, when approved by the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation 
in Washington, become the job specifications for the various 
positions. Unlike certain other grant-in-aid programs admin
istered by the Federal Security Agency, such as those of the 
Children's Bureau, the Public Health Service, and the Bureau 
of Public Assistance, there is no Federal requirement that 
selection of personnel for rehabilitation be carried on under 
a "merit system" of selection. When Public Law 113 was under 
discussion by a joint committee of the House and Senate, the 
reference to a merit system was specifically excluded by the 
conferees. Although there is no requirement, many state re
habilitation divisions participate in state civil service 
systems or joint merit systems. . . [but not Arizona]. . . . 

The scope of the specific tasks performed by the counselor 
in his day-to-day activities can readily be ascertained from 
the following examples from a typical job description for a 
counselor: 

Obtains, analyzes and evaluates pertinent information; 
arranges for medical diagnosis to determine kind and extent 
of disability and rehabilitation possibilities; determines 
eligibility on the basis of established policy. 

Secures information about the applicant's educational back
ground and work experience, special interests, social and 
economic circumstances, personality traits and attitudes; pro
vides for the administration and interpretation of psychologi
cal tests; evaluates and interprets information and assists 
the individual in making a suitable rehabilitation plan. 

Makes rehabilitation services available to the applicant, 
such as medical and health services necessary for physical 
restoration, prevocational and vocational training, trans
portation and maintenance when required; advises with the 
applicant throughout the rehabilitation process and assists 
him in meeting problems of personal, social and vocational 
adjustment. 
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Aids the individual client in securing employment consistent 
with his capacities and preparation, and assists him in meeting 
the problems of adjustment; makes follow-up visits as necessary 
for vocational adjustment of the individual. 

Makes use of available community services and facilities 
and maintains working relationships with cooperating agencies; 
when gaps exist in services, makes necessary recommendations. 

Gathers information on occupational requirements and keeps 
informed on employment possibilities [with the exception of 
the development of a facilitative relationship, the embryonic 
characteristics of the modern rehabilitation counselor are 
fully in view].... 

Certain state rehabilitation agencies require a college 
degree for all professional positions including that of coun
selor, while other agencies provide in their state plans for 
substitution of college or university work for part of the 
required experience (Hunt, 1949, pp. 5-9). 

Arizona's vocational rehabilitation concepts did not differ 

markedly from the national model. The State Department of Vocational 

Education permitted the publication of an informational brochure 

around the middle of the decade, which continued in circulation for 

quite a few years, and which was titled "The Square Deal of Opportunity 

(the four cornered square symbolized 'guidance,' 'restoration,' 'train

ing,' and 'placement')." Within this publication Mr. Bene incorporated 

the impact of P.L. 113 into his rehabilitation philosophy: 

The Vocational Rehabilitation Division desires to do all that 
it possibly can for the disabled boys and girls, and men and 
women of the State of Arizona and Veterans with non-service 
connected disabilities, who are eligible under the law for 
Vocational Training. . . . 

The State of Arizona, therefore, offers vocational reha
bilitation to persons having a physical or mental disability 
which constitutes an employment handicap, providing they are 
susceptible and feasible of rehabilitation, who are sixteen 
years of age, or over, residents of Arizona, who by reasons 
of physical or mental defect or infirmity whether congenital 
or acquired by accident, injury, or disease, appear to be, or 



may be expected to be totally or partially disabled for remun
erative employment in industry or in any legitimate occupation 
and who may be reasonably expected to be fit to engage in a 
self-supporting occupation after receiving certain rehabilita
tion services. ... 

Aside from any employment handicap, the trainee must be in 
a state of general health which will permit the disabled per
son to benefit by training and be able to hold a job when the 
training program is completed, at a wage which pays at least 
the average wage that is reasonable to expect under the exist
ing conditions. . . . 

Any given course which will give the trainee definite 
knowledge and skill in some recognized trade or profession 
where there is a possibility of obtaining a position [sic]. 
No definite time is stated for the training period. Each 
case is specifically arranged according to the age, education, 
previous experience and training, mental ability, ambition, 
financial condition and physical disabilities of the trainees. 
The courses are as short and intensive as practicable to ob
tain the best results. . . . 

The applicant states a preference for the occupation he 
desires to follow, which is respected as far as possible. . . 

Counseling, medical examination, vocational training, and 
placement service are provided without charge; however, if the 
applicant is in need of financial assistance, our service can 
also pay for the necessary textbooks and supplies required in 
vocational training, supplement his living maintenance, such 
as room and board, while in training, furnish transportation 
to the selected training agency, and when necessary, provide 
prosthetic appliances or corrective surgery or therapeutic 
treatment, including limited hospitalization for certain 
static conditions, which will make the applicant employable 

To train the person, who by reason of his physical disa
bility, is unable to earh his living by following his previous 
vocation, and train him in an occupation which he can follow 
successfully despite his handicap; or to take the disabled 
boy or girl who has never had a vocation and so train them 
that they will be able to take their place in the field of 
industry as wage-earners [are the objectives of the program] 

To help a disabled person overcome a physical handicap 
which prevents him from following his previous vocation by 
retraining him in another occupation where he can become 
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self-supporting is as valuable to the State as it is to the 
boy or girl, or man or woman assisted. Hundreds of trainees 
throughout Arizona who are successfully working in various 
clerical and mechanical trades, including technical and pro
fessional positions, testify to the effectiveness of the vo
cational rehabilitation program. 

The Civilian Rehabilitation Service seeks and welcomes the 
cooperation of all persons or agencies who come in contact with 
the disabled. Many deserving and eligible boy or girl, man or 
woman, through modesty, misunderstanding, discouragement, or 
resignation to their disabilities, hesitate to apply for, or 
even to consider the benefits of retraining. Therefore, it 
is essential that all individuals or agencies knowing of such 
cases should promptly report them to this Department so that 
early attention can be given to each disabled individual (State 
Department for Vocational Education, 1946). 

Upon assuming office. Dr. Pulliam moved aggressively to imple

ment his concepts concerning the programs under his jurisdiction. He 

appointed J. R. Cullison to direct the vocational education program, 

the first time a Superintendent had relinquished this responsibility 

since the reign of Alma Davis (Bene, 1970). At the same time, he 

changed Mr. Bene's position title from supervisor to director, and 

officially designated the vocational rehabilitation program as a divi

sion (Bene, 1970). His salary, which had been raised to $4,320 on 

July 1, 1946, was further increased to $4,500 the following year, and 

by the decade's end would reach $5,200 (Bene, 1970). 

Unlike a majority of his predecessors, Dr. Pulliam as State 

Superintendent was a strong supporter of all the various programs, and 

a vigorous advocate of strengthening their capabilities, even if addi

tional expenses were involved. 

It was during his administration, in 1947, that a second voca

tional rehabilitation district office was opened, in Flagstaff (State 
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Dqpt. of Pub. Instrue., 1946-1948, p. 3). While there had been some 

discussion of the'possible advantages of Prescott, Flagstaff was de

cided upon as being a more economical location from which to provide 

services across the northern portion of the state. In addition, the 

office was arranged to be located on the campus of Arizona State 

College (now Northern Arizona University), which was felt to offer 

considerable benefits in addition to the $10.00 monthly rental charge 

(Bene, 1970). 

The office started with one counselor and one clerk. Rather 

than send an experienced counselor from the Phoenix office to operate 

the district office, as he had done in the case of the Tucson office, 

Mr. Bene this time selected an Arizona State College alumnus, Irving 

Zaner, who had lived in Flagstaff and knew the community well (Bene, 

1970). As things turned out, Mr. Zaner submitted his resignation at 

the end of the decade following some controversy concerning the use of 

agency funds (Ben^, 1970). Mr. Bene recalls that the Flagstaff district 

office failed to live up to advance expectations in its early years: 

the anticipated numbers of successful rehabilitations were seldom real

ized; the rehabilitation potential among the Indians indigenous to the 

area seemed limited; and the counselor position was marked by repeated 

turnover until Vernon Cannon was hired in the late 1950's (Bene', 1970). 

As Dr. Pulliam attempted to achieve greater reform, he quite 

naturally encountered growing resistance from various quarters. When 

he had appointed a full-time vocational education director and elevated 

Mr. Bene's title, he also determined that each position should report 
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directly to the State Superintendent (thus neatly avoiding the adverse 

possibility of requiring the vocational rehabilitation director to re

port to the vocational education director). Now he set out to increase 

the state appropriations for his programs (Bene, 1970). 

His efforts to obtain larger operating budgets met with strong 

resistance, both from his Board as well as from the State Legislature. 

Soon he resigned, probably as a result of the frustrations he had en

countered in seeking to modernize his office (Bene, 1970). Although 

serving as State Superintendent for such a short period of time, in the 

light of history his contributions to the furtherance of the Arizona 

vocational rehabilitation program appear as substantial as those of any 

other Superintendent who preceded or was to follow him. 

Governor Osborn appointed L. D. Clenmedson to complete Dr. 

Pulliam's remaining term. Mr. Clenmedson, whose name had portended 

such ominous consequences for vocational rehabilitation a few years 

earlier, did not hold the office long enough to initiate any programs 

of his own (Ben^, 1970). For in the 1948 primary elections, M. L. 

Brooks defeated Mr. Clenmedson to become the Democratic Party's nominee 

for State Superintendent of Public Instruction, and went on to win that 

office in the general election (Bene, 1970). 

In the same election Governor Osborn, retiring after his fourth 

consecutive term, was succeeded by fellow Democrat Dan Garvey, who 

handily defeated his Republican opposition (Arizona Legislative Review, 

December 3, 1969, p. 6). 

Mr. Brooks was more the model of a State Superintendent that Mr. 

Bene had come to expect, than had been his immediate predecessor. He 
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was adept at trimming budget requests, and his support for the programs 

within his domain, especially vocational rehabilitation, appeared to be 

of the begrudging variety. His attitude was to improve somewhat in 

time, as he became more familiar with the program (Bene, 1970). 

The Big Spenders 

Mr. Bene, meanwhile, had increased the tempo of his own efforts 

on behalf of state appropriations for vocational rehabilitation. In 

the Biennial Report he wrote: 

It is estimated that for every one dollar expended for re
habilitation services, ten dollars is repaid by the rehabili-
tant in the form of taxes. Therefore, rehabilitation services 
are not really expenditures in the long run, but investments 
in disabled persons who more than repay to society the initial 
costs of such services. 

The Federal Office of Vocational Rehabilitation estimates 
that there is an average of seven disabled persons in every 
one thousand of each state's population in need of rehabilita
tion services. Estimating Arizona's population at 760,000, 
this would mean a potential case load of 5,250 cases. A re
cent survey conducted in Arizona by the Assistant Federal 
Representative of Region X, indicates that the potential case 
load is considerably more. . . . 

In order to render rehabilitation services to this large 
number, plus the annual increase due to growth of population, 
it is improbable that our budget request for the coming bi-
ennium will provide for sufficient funds to take care of all 
who need or are eligible for [service]. 

To accelerate and provide for an expanded program, the 
Federal Government pays for all administrative costs. . . . 
The Federal Government also pays 50 percent of all. . . case 
services. This amount is: matched by a like sum from the 
State. An analysis of the vocational rehabilitation services 
in Arizona for the past two years indicates that the Federal 
Government paid 74.4 percent and the State of Arizona 25.6 
percent of the total cost of the program. 

To meet the ever-increasing actual and prospective case 
load, made possible by the Vocational Rehabilitation 
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Amendments of 1943, the State Board of Vocational Education has 
approved a budget of $50,000.00 State appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1949-50, and $60,000.00 State appropriation for 
1950-51, with the recommendation that the new State Board of 
Vocational Education revise the above budgets upward to 
$75,000.00 and $150,000.00 respectively (State Dept. of Pub
lic Instrue., 1946-1948, p. 3). 

Having finally succeeded in getting a substantially increased 

budget request endorsed by the Superintendent and the Board, Mr. Bene' 

pressed his advantage with the Legislature: 

Harry V. Bene, state director of the vocational rehabili
tation division, has asked the state legislature to double his 
appropriation for 1949-50 to $50,000 and backed the request 
with this arithmetic: 

Since July 1, 1946, his agency has trained and placed in 
jobs 288 disabled and previously unemployable persons. 

Total cost of this program was $45,055.06. 

Total present earning power of the 288 is $529,955.40 
annually. 

Forty had been on public relief at a cost of $23,946 
annually. 

Training of them cost an average of $598.65. 

Now their average earnings are $954.22 each year. 

The division has a potential case load of 5,250 handicapped 
persons now in Arizona. Thirty-five have applied for aid since 
January 1, and assistance has been deferred because of a de
pleted budget. . . . 

Ben^ said the program is designed to make the disabled 
self-supporting in occupations they can perform satisfactorily. 

His proposed budget, which calls for $60,000 for 1950-51, 
has been approved by M. L. Brooks, state superintendent of 
public instruction (Arizona Republic, February 7, 1949, p. 4). 
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As will shortly be seen, however, merely obtaining endorsement 

of his budget recommendations from the State Superintendent and the 

State Board was to be an ultimately disappointing placebo, for the 

State Legislature was to continue its custom of appropriating a great 

deal less than the desired amounts for a good many years to come. 

Yet, toward the end of the decade, the level of state financial 

support for vocational rehabilitation did rise rather markedly, as can 

be seen in Table VI (Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, 1959c). The 

increase in state financial support during the decade, however, was 

less than one-third as great as the increase in federal financial sup

port during the same period. 

Although vocational rehabilitation during the decade had made 

notable advances, the program still received essentially second-class 

status within the Arizona State Department of Public Instruction. Al

though an operational unit, rather than an intermediary as were most 

other programs within the education agency, its growth had been re

tarded compared to other units as a 1949 directory of personnel illus

trates. At decade's close there were: in the Division of Education, 

eight professional and fifteen other employees; in the Vocational Edu

cation Division, seven professional and twelve others; the Surplus 

Property Division had eight employees; while the Vocational Rehabilita

tion Division throughout its three offices was able to claim only seven 

professional employees (including part-time Dr. Dysart) and three 

clerical workers (State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1949). The opportunity 

for complete federal payment of the costs associated with employment of 
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TABLE VI 

DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
EXPENDITURES 
1940-1949 

Fiscal Year Federal State Total 

1940 9,716.64 9,716.64 19,433.28 

1941 9,782.89 9,778.08 19,560.97 

1942 9,869.94 9,843.89 19,713.83 

1943 9,194.50 9,194.51 18,389.01 

1944 12,373.51 9,675.75 22,049.26 

1945 22,920.20 6,706.59 29,626.79 

1946 30,695.00 13,155.00 43,850.00 

1947 41,842.68 14,787.48 56,630.16 

1948 60,167.31 20,260.53 80,427.84 

1949 59,922.61 24,997.22 84,919.83 

TOTALS 266,485.28 128,115.69 394,600.97 
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staff, created by P.L. 113, had, indeed, led to a considerable increase 

in Arizona's vocational rehabilitation staff. When viewing, however, 

the potential impact the program might have had in the state, it is 

obvious that but limited advantage had been taken of this opportunity. 

And this remarkable federal capability was not to become a permanent 

institution, moreover, as new Congressional legislation early in the 

next decade was to affect vocational rehabilitation fully as much as 

the war-induced amentment in 1943 had done. 



CHAPTER VI 

TOE 1950»s 

Due to the generous support of Dr. Pulliam, the Arizona reha

bilitation agency entered the final decade of this study as the Divi

sion of Vocational Rehabilitation. Mr. Bene, now known as Director, 

was more free from the influence of vocational education than had ever 

been the case in the program's history. At the outset it appeared that 

the program would continue the pattern of slow but steady growth which 

had become characteristic of the post-war years. 

The purpose of the program continued to be set forth by Mr. 

Bene much as it had been for years, save for one new facet that con

cerned a qualifying age restriction: 

The objective of this program is to provide the necessary 
rehabilitation services to the person who by reason of his 
mental or physical disability is unable to earn his living by 
following his previous occupation and where necessary train 
him in an occupation which he can follow successfully despite 
his handicap; or to take the disabled boy or girl, 16 years 
or older, who has never had a vocation and to provide them 
with the required rehabilitation services which will enable 
them to take their place in the field of industry as wage 
earners (State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1950-1952, p. 39). 

There had been no change in the traditional message concerning 

the economic significance of vocational rehabilitation, which Mr. Bene 

delivered as forcefully as ever: "It is a demonstrated fact that the 

AVERAGE REHABILITANT WILL REPAY THE COST OF HIS REHABILITATION IN TAXES 

142 
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AT LEAST TEN TIMES. It is in most cases a one time investment and not 

a recurring expenditure (State Dept. of Pub. Instrue., 1950-1952, p. 

39). 

New Players 

Vocational rehabilitation in the decade of the 1950's was sub

jected to more of those traumatic upheavals which had come to distin

guish its growth. Harbingers of change soon became increasingly 

numerous. One of the most visible indications was the arrival, early 

in the decade, of a host of new personalities who promptly became in

volved in vocational rehabilitation's destiny. 

To the western regional Office of Vocational Rehabilitation in 

San Francisco came Miss Hester M. Hood in 1951. She had been employed 

with the central rehabilitation office in Washington, D.C., before 

becoming assistant regional representative on Mr. Schafer's staff, a 

position she was to hold through the remainder of the decade and be

yond. Soon she was making frequent visits to Arizona, and differences 

between her and her superior shortly became evident. Miss Hood was a 

representative of the "old school," much as Frank Clayton had been. 

She had no aversion to rolling up her sleeves and becoming deeply ab

sorbed in the operational details of the administration of a state 

rehabilitation program. Mr. Schafer, on the other hand, generally took 

the longer view. His visits to Arizona were less frequent, and his 

rehabilitation interests less pedestrian. 

It was, perhaps, inevitable that friction would develop between 

these two strong, but divergent, personalities. But if Miss Hood's 
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attention to small, concrete detail was not to her boss's liking, it 

did please Mr. Bene (Bene, 1970). Her earthy vigor and energy were, 

to him, undoubtedly reminiscent of his earlier relationship with Frank. 

Clayton. Her suggestions, her prodding and her actual involvement were 

to have a decided effect upon Arizona's vocational rehabilitation pro

gram during the decade (Ben/, 1970). 

An early example of the specificity of her involvement is rep

resented by Arizona's first operating manual for its rehabilitation 

counselors. To Mr. Bene and, later, to his growing counselor staff, 

the State Plan had represented adequate written policies to guide 

employee performance. Miss Hood was appalled upon learning of this 

and promptly set out to remedy the situation. The result was the first 

Arizona counselor manual, intended to furnish daily policy and proce

dural information for counselors. Miss Hood was intimately involved 

in the development of the manual, although she stopped short of liter

ally writing it herself. Upon its completion, Mr. Bene7 and his staff 

readily acknowledged its usefulness (Bene^ 1970). It provided guidance 

in numerous areas which were not identified in the State Plan, such as 

"Standards of Casework Performance," "Personal and Social Areas," "Home 

Status and Family Relationships," and "Health and Physical Areas" (Divi

sion of Vocational Rehabilitation, 1952). Specific standards which 

were not required to be listed in the State Plan found their way into 

the manual in areas, for example, concerning maximum fees for purchased 

services, and living maintenance during rehabilitation training: 

Maintenance is not to exceed $100 a month except in those 
cases where special circumstances indicate a specific need, 
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such as special diets, special clothing, etc., which incur an 
extra cost in the individual's maintenance. Under these cir
cumstances an increase not to exceed 20% may be added to the 
regular maintenance, but in no case in [sic] the amount of 
maintenance to exceed the maximum of $100 plus 20% or $120. 
Any unusual or large expenditure for other essential services 
conditioned on need must have the approval of the immediate 
supervisor (Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, 1952, sec. 
13.3). 

At the national Office of Vocational Rehabilitation a new per

son was arriving on the rehabilitation scene who would shortly exert a 

most substantial and continuing influence upon the movement. Mike 

Shortley had encountered considerable political difficulties, and had 

"resigned" to return to the federal Social Security Administration 

where he had worked before his venture in vocational rehabilitation 

(Bene, 1970). After a short period, the position of Director of the 

Office of Vocational Rehabilitation was filled by the appointment of 

Miss Mary Switzer (Obermann, 1965, p. 311). Her contributions to the 

national rehabilitation movement subsequent to her appointment are 

legend and will not be detailed here. 

At the state level, the 1950 general elections had an interest

ing result. M. L. Brooks succeeded himself as Superintendent of Public 

Instruction and continued the long domination of that office by the 

Democratic party. Howard Pyle was elected Governor. Mr. Pyle, who 

was shortly to find himself very directly involved in Arizona's voca

tional rehabilitation affairs, was the first Republican to be elected 

to this office in twenty-two years. 

Mr. Bene had been experimenting with a new method of serving 

the blind, a matter which was soon to occupy the new Governor's atten

tion: 
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A new training center, where blind persons are taught skill
ful use of tools and operation of machines, was established in 
October, 1949, through the cooperation of the Phoenix Technical 
School and our division. This is the first public school class 
of its kind in the country and 18 blind residents of Arizona 
profited by the training. The first 8 months of its operation 
was [sic] so successful that plans have been made to make this 
type of training a two year course and a permanent part of the 
school's curriculum. The blind students whose ages vary from 
18 to 62 years old, are being taught to make various kinds of 
wood furniture covering 33 articles such as lawn furniture, 
platform rockers, coffee tables, step ladders, book cases, 
magazine stands, etc. (State Dept. of Pub. Instrue., 1948-
1950, p. 56). 

Through this innovative approach, many blind persons received 

their first real opportunity to learn useful and competitive skills. 

The Phoenix Union High School, with which Phoenix Technical School was 

affiliated, was as enthusiastic as Mr. Bene about the program: 

Under progressive administration a vocational-technical 
school in any community will be in a genuine position to per
form a wide variety of genuine services to its citizens. This 
is exemplified at Phoenix Technical School with its course in 
Allied Crafts for the Blind. . . . 

It is given in cooperation with the State Department of 
Rehabilitation and is in its second year of operation. More 
specifically, it is a day school class for visually handicapped 
adults in which they are trained in woodworking; trained to 
the extent that they may become, if not wholly then at least 
in the major part, economically self-supporting. . . . 

Throughout the entire training program in both basic and 
advanced phases, stress is constantly placed on the develop
ment of self-confidence and self-reliance in the blind stu
dent. . . . 

A never ending source of amazement to visitors to this 
class is the manner in which these blind students get around 
their workshop, going directly to tools or machines they wish 
to use and avoiding tables, pillars and other obstacles with
out groping. Actually, an uninformed observer would be a long 
time in determining that the class was one composed of blind 
students. 
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A group of this type ... is a constant inspiration to 
all who are without any type of handicap (Walters, 1951, pp. 
27-31). 

Although this accounting suggests that the Division of Voca

tional Rehabilitation's services to blind persons were embarking upon 

a new era of successful training, such was not to be the case. The 

Division's effort in this cooperative endeavor to serve blind persons 

within a public school setting was to be a short lived venture. 

And the continued provision by the Division of Vocational Rehabilita

tion of rehabilitation services to persons disabled by severe visual 

impairments was soon to be challenged. 

The Rise of the Blind 

While the vocational rehabilitation movement is intended to 

ameliorate all forms of disabilities, in fact its response to blindness 

has been of sufficient uniqueness to merit special mention. 

For a number of reasons, blind persons have invariably been 

treated differently from other disabled persons throughout history. 

The general pattern has been to separate the blind and their services 

and institutions. This different means of dealing with the blind has 

given a certain visibility to the vocational rehabilitation of the 

blind which does not apply to rehabilitation activities with other 

disability groups. 

The separate treatment of the blind has been characterized by 

the establishment of special commissions and other organizations for 

the blind. These separate agencies have existed to administer to the 

vocational, educational, health, recreational and other needs of blind 
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persons. By the time of the enactment of the federal Vocational Re

habilitation Act In 1920, many states already had active commissions 

for" the blind. These agencies, in the early years of vocational reha

bilitation, often had greater budgets for blind services than did the 

state vocational rehabilitation agency for all other disabled persons 

(Obermann, 1965, p. 337). Although these early blind agencies did not 

receive federal financial participation, most nonetheless continued to 

provide vocational rehabilitation as well as other services to their 

clients. Where this happened, the official state vocational rehabili

tation agency would do little, if anything, on behalf of the blind: 

"In some states the blind are not eligible for rehabilitation for the 

reason that a special State agency has been established to serve them 

(Federal Board for Vocational Education, Bulletin No. 161, 1932, p. 

48)." 

In addition to separate agencies, separate laws have been 

passed which are intended to favor the blind. In 1879 Congress al

lotted $10,000 annually for special books for the blind. In 1931 the 

Pratt-Smoot Act was enacted which greatly expanded the availability of 

books, recordings, and other specialized library materials for the 

blind (Obermann, 1965, p. 335). 

By 1930 there were some 10,000 persons out of work in 
Arizona and the situation was growing steadily worse. The 
need in the country as a whole became of such national con
cern that Congressional action was taken, resulting in the 
establishment in 1933 of the Federal Emergency Relief Ad
ministration. 

A statewide public agency was required by the federal 
government to administer FERA funds and the State Depart
ment of Welfare was created in 1933 (State Department of 
Public Welfare, 1950, p. 1). 
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The Social Security Act of 1935, which made vocational rehabili

tation a permanent national program, also initiated federal involvement 

for public financial assistance to unemployable (by contrast with un

employed) persons. "The Social Security program was designed to pro

vide for the care of certain groups whose economic need was based on 

factors other than employment. Federal funds were made available to 

the states for Aid to the Blind (State Dept. of Pub. Welfare, 1950, 

PP. 1-2)" 

In 1936 Congress passed a far-reaching law designed to create 

employment opportunities for the blind as vending stand operators in 

public buildings. A prominent figure in vocational rehabilitation re

calls the passage of this Act: 

I remember the efforts to get the first Randolph-Shqfppard 
Bill through in the 30's [sic] . I was at that time at the 
Treasury Department. . . . 

I remember the people who thought about the possibility 
of opening up stands for the blind years ago were thought to 
be a little bit crazy. How you could put a blind person in 
a public building and expect anything to happen was just be-
beyond the imagination of most people! At that time, the public 
buildings of the United States were under the custody of the 
Treasury Department. There was much conversation and much 
negative reaction and many "Doubting Thomases." We were try
ing to get some acceptance by the legislature of a bill that 
would give the opportunity to blind people. 

Secretary Morgenthau said, "We can't wait for that. We'll 
have a stand at the Customs House in New York tommorrow morning." 

And that's how the first blind vending stand operator got 
established, because that's the kind of Secretary Mr. Morgen
thau was. I've never forgotten that because I think many of 
the people here who know me feel that there's been a little 
too much of that direct action in my own administration 
(Switzer, 1969, p. 3). 
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In 1938 the Wagner-O'Day Act gave a substantial boost to shel

tered workshops for the blind by providing preference to such shops in 

governmental purchases of certain products. Two years later, Congress 

granted an additional federal income tax exemption for the legally 

blind. Many other laws and amendments, particularly to the Social 

Security Act, have been passed specifically for blind persons. 

Blind persons themselves have been very influential, although 

often divided among themselves, in behalf of these legislative objec

tives. 

In Arizona, there had been a paucity of separate agencies and 

separate laws for the blind. Other than a residential school which 

was established in territorial days, no special commission or other • 

blind program existed at the time vocational rehabilitation was estab

lished in Arizona. Thus the vocational rehabilitation agency, unlike 

many other states, was responsible in Arizona for providing vocational 

rehabilitation services to the blind. 

Early in the decade of the 1950's, however, this arrangement 

was to be forcefully altered. 

Arizona had seen fit to take advantage of the Social Security 

Act. In 1937 the state legislature had provided for receipt of federal 

funds in administering the various categorical assistance programs 

which had been established by Congress. 

^ The thirteenth legislature . . . abolished the State Wel
fare Board and created the State Department of Social Security 
and Welfare, consisting of the State Board of Social Security 
and Welfare, a commissioner of social security and welfare, and 
fourteen county boards of social security and welfare, each 
having an executive secretary and such other employees and 
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divisions as were necessary to the efficient performance of 
the duties of the department. This was an emergency act effec
tive March 22, 1937. The legislation for participation in the 
Old Age Assistance plan with the Federal Social Security Board 
was also passed, as were the laws governing Aid to Dependent 
Children and Aid to the Blind (State Dept. of Pub. Welfare, 
1950, p. 2). 

In an attempt to minimize the number of persons eligible for 

the Aid to the Blind program, the state legislature also provided for 

a limited service program for certain otherwise eligible applicants: 

Temporary assistance may be granted by the state board to any 
applicant or additional assistance granted to any recipient 
who is in need of treatment either to prevent blindness or to 
restore his eyesight whether or not he is blind as defined in 
. . . this act, if he is otherwise qualified for assistance 
under this act. The assistance may include necessary travel
ing and other expenses to receive treatment from a hospital 
or clinic designated by the state board. Such payments shall 
be allowed and paid in the same manner as assistance to the 
blind provided by this act (State Dept. of Library and Archives, 
1937c, p. 326). 

A companion bill made it clear that these "services" were to 

be furnished only to the extent necessary to reduce the number of blind 

financial assistance recipients: 

No assistance under this act shall be granted or continued to 
any person who refuses medical, surgical or other treatment 
when his eyesight may be partially or wholly restored by such 
treatment, and a certificate in writing to that effect is 
made by the examining ophthalmologist (State Dept. of Library 
and Archives, 1937b, p. 326). 

At the same time the state legislature enacted a general pro

vision for other services to blind persons. It stated that the Depart

ment of Public Welfare should: 

Develop such agencies as it may deem necessary for providing 
services to the blind including the prevention of blindness, 
the location of blind persons, medical service for eye condi
tions, vocational guidance and training of the blind, place
ment of blind persons in employment, instruction of the adult 
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blind in their homes, and other social services for blind per
sons; or cooperate with such similar agencies already estab
lished (State Department of Library and Archives, 1937a, p. 298). 

If the legislature had intended the Department to develop a 

comprehensive program of blind services based upon this authority, it 

was to be sorely disappointed for a good many years. 

At this time Frank Clayton suggested that consideration be 

given to transfering the responsibility of vocational rehabilitation 

f6r the blind to the Department of Public Welfare, to complement' its 

financial assistance program for the blind. Assistant Commissioner 

McDougall, however, indicated that his agency had no experience in 

such matters, and the issue was dropped (Ben^, 1970). 

Public Law 113, in 1943, recognized the significance of the 

various state commissions for the blind by permitting, for the first 

time, federal financial participation in the costs of administering 

vocational rehabilitation programs for the blind by these commissions 

(Obermann, 1965, p. 287), This was a major stimulus to the separate 

blind agency movement. By 1947, there were 32 states in which the vo

cational rehabilitation program for the blind was administered by a 

separate blind agency (Obermann, 1965, p. 294). 

In Arizona, these pressures for separatism finally culminated, 

in 1951, in the shifting of the responsibility for the vocational re

habilitation of the blind from the state education agency to the state 

welfare agency. The transfer appears to have taken place peacefully, 

and to have been initiated by the Department of Public Welfare. 
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Services for the blind had expanded considerably within the Department 

over the years since passage of the original 1937 Act. In 1949, the 

Board of Public Welfare took formal note of what it then viewed as its 

legal obligation to serve the blind: 

It was their opinion that the law specifically states that the 
department has authority to furnish services to the blind. . . . 
This service would include the prevention of blindness, the 
location of blind persons, medical services for eye conditions, 
vocational guidance and training of the blind, placement of 
blind persons in employment, instruction of the adult blind 
in their homes, and other social services for blind persons, 
or cooperate with such similar agencies already established 
(State Board of Public Welfare, May 13, 1949). 

The Department was developing an increasing awareness of the 

significance of vocational rehabilitation to the state's blind citizenry: 

While the State Department of Public Welfare does not it
self administer a program of vocational re-education, it recog
nizes that next to the restoration of sight, restoration of 
skill and opportunity to become self-supporting is perhaps the 
most constructive help that can be given the blind. To this 
end, the social workers and home teachers of the Department 
continually endeavor to stimulate an interest in job training 
in those blind persons who, by reason of age and physical 
capacity, are able to undertake gainful occupation [sic] . The 
names of all of those who might be able to profit from voca
tional training are referred to the Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation of the Arizona State Department of Vocational 
Education. This division, under the direction of Mr. Harry 
V. Bene, has assisted hundreds of physically handicapped 
people to learn and establish themselves in all types of oc
cupations. Mr. Ben^ and his technical staff have, likewise, 
had many noteworthy successes in the training and placement 
of the blind. The Department's new home teaching service is 
designed to dovetail (State Dept. of Public Welfare, 1860-
1950, p. 11). 

This led to the formation of a Division for the Blind within 

the Department of Public Welfare: 

The first annual report of the Division for the Blind covers 
a period of eleven months, since the division was established 



154 

as of August 1, 1949. Many of the activities mentioned below 
are, of course, of shorter duration inasmuch as they were ini
tiated during the year as the program got under way. 

EYE CLINICS. It became apparent early in the fiscal year that 
a number of persons in Arizona were receiving benefits from 
the Welfare Department without having had adequate ophthalmo-
logical examinations and treatment. Since only four of the 
fourteen counties in the State are sufficiently populated to 
enable an ophthalmologist to set up practice, it became a prob
lem to determine how to secure ophthalmological examinations 
for them at a minimum cost to the Department. Through the 
joint cooperation of the Supervising Ophthalmologist, eye 
specialists in Phoenix, and the County Welfare Departments, 
clinics were held during the months of November through Janu
ary in which the more urgent cases from seven counties were 
examined. Two day clinics were necessary in some counties 
because of the large number of persons who needed screening, 
and in other counties a centralized point was furnished for 
blind persons who came in from neighboring counties. . . . 

REGISTER OF THE BLIND IN ARIZONA. The register of the blind 
in Arizona totals 1,041 cases at June 30, 1950. According to 
the national average of 150 blind per one hundred thousand 
population, it would seem that we have very nearly located 
all of the blind in Arizona. . . . 

PREVENTION OF BLINDNESS AND RESTORATION OF SIGHT. No greater 
service can be rendered a blind person than to assist him to 
recover his sight; and, no less, it is a service to assist in 
preventing blindness. . . . The treatment program this year 
has attempted to reach just as far as funds would permit— 
one hundred twenty persons having received treatment—the 
results being 95% successful. . . . 

PRE-SCHOOL BLIND CHILDREN. Pre-school blind children are of
ten difficult to locate, and especially is this true in a 
state where Services for the Blind are relatively unknown. 
Five pre-school blind children have been located this year, 
however, and considerable work has been done with them and 
their parents in preparing for the day when they will enter 
the State School for the Blind. . . . 

HOME TEACHING PROGRAM. Two home teachers were employed for 
this most important phase of work for the blind. The home 
teacher is a trained social worker who is blind. Having con
quered blindness herself, she is in a strategic position to 
assist and teach others how to meet their handicap. . . . 
At present the teaching program serves approximately forty 
persons with almost as many waiting . . . (State Department 
of Public Welfare, 1949-1950, pp. 11-13). 



The following year Robert C. Bohannan replaced Harry W. Hill as 

Commissioner of the Department of Public Welfare, and further expanded 

the services offered by this new division: 

The Division of Services for the Blind administers services to 
the blind and conducts a program of prevention and rehabilita
tion. Its activities include medical and ophthalmological 
care, home teaching, training and development of pre-school 
blind children, craft instruction, sales of blind made prod
ucts, advice and guidance on eye health, distribution of talk
ing book machines and maintenance of a register of all blind 
in the state (State Department of Public Welfare, 1950-1951, 

P. 20). 

Soon it was no secret that the Commissioner who fancied him

self as providing rehabilitation for the blind was coveting the voca

tional rehabilitation program of Mr. Bene'. A contemporary source 

describes the increasing popular momentum which preceded the transfer: 

Placing of vocational rehabilitation work for the blind 
under the state welfare department was recommended Monday by 
the new state advisory committee on aid to the blind. 

The recommendation was endorsed at the committee's organi
zation meeting at which John Vanlandingham, blind Chandler 
attorney, was chosen chairman. 

Vocational rehabilitation for the blind now is under the 
vocational rehabilitation department of the state department 
of public instruction. 

The committee felt this special activity should properly 
tie in with welfare department work, which already includes 
a blind teaching service. 

Harry V. Bene/, head of the vocational rehabilitation de
partment and a member of the committee, endorsed the proposed 
shift. It will later be discussed with M. L. Brooks, state 
superintendent of public instruction, with the State board of 
education and with interested federal agencies. Officials 
said no special legislation would be necessary, only the sanc
tion of the various agencies concerned. . . . 

Aims of the department and the committee include sight 
restoration where possible, home teaching, aid to parents of 
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blind children, and assisting in the orientation and adjustment 
of the newly blind, together with a long range program of edu
cation of the blind to obtain special employment. 

Meeting with the group was Hulen C. Walker, field represen
tative of the American Foundation for the Blind, from New York 
City (Arizona Republic, December 6, 1949, p. 24). 

Mr. Bene's efforts on behalf of the blind had been sustained, 

but modest. In 1946 he had hired his first blind rehabilitation coun

selor, Ted Hartwig, in an effort to strengthen this aspect of his pro

gram. In addition, vending stands operated by blind persons had been 

established in Phoenix, Tucson, Yuma, Kingman, Prescott and Flagstaff 

(Ben^, 1970). 

It was not enough. Shortly, Governor Howard Pyle sent a letter 

to the Superintendent of Public Instruction with a carbon to the Com

missioner of the Department of Public Welfare: 

This is to advise you that beginning with the next fiscal 
year, July 1951, the Rehabilitation of the Blind, presently 
operated under the Vocational Rehabilitation Division of the 
State Department of Public Instruction, is to be transferred 
to the State Department of Public Welfare. Such a transfer 
is anticipated in Public Law 113, otherwise known as the Vo
cational Rehabilitation Act, and coincides with our own State 
Reorganization Plan for Coordination [sic] of services and 
utilization of our total resources. 

This transfer enables the State of Arizona to participate 
to a much greater extent in the Federal matching program, as 
evidenced by the large sums of money expended currently by 
the Welfare Department for Services for the Blind. It will 
also, at the same time, expand and increase the availability 
of all types of services to Arizona Blind [sic] persons which 
is the prime concern to all of us. 

I would personally appreciate your cooperation with the 
Department of Public Welfare both in effecting the said trans
fer and in the working relationships which will follow (Pyle, 
February 28, 1951). 
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The Governor was the first Republican to serve in this office 

in more than twenty years. That the Superintendent of Public Instruc

tion was a Democrat and the Commissioner of the Department of Public 

Welfare a Republican may have had some influence on his decision. 

Although the Governor's reorganization message appears clear, 

the State Board was initially hesitant: 

Mr. Harry V. Bene, State Director of the Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation, was called to appear before the board and give 
a brief explanation of the proposed transfer of the blind to 
the State Department of Public Welfare. No action was taken on 
this matter at this time because of the absence of Governor 
Pyle (State Board for Vocational Education, 1951a). 

The Board's hesitancy may be attributable to Superintendent 

Brooks' reluctance to cede any portion of his domain to a political 

rival (Bene, 1970). Mr. Bene, for his part, had to settle for negoti

ated assurances that his one blind rehabilitation counselor would be 

transferred to the Department of Public Welfare as part of the arrange

ment (Bene, 1970). 

As the Governor's deadline approached the Board (on which he 

held ex-officio membership) finally gave the matter necessary attention: 

The matter of transferring the blind to the State Department of 
Welfare was introduced. Mr. Brooks, as Executive Officer of 
the State Department of Vocational Rehabilitation, requested 
that he be relieved of all responsibility if this transfer was 
affected and that the presently employed Blind [sic] placement 
officer be given a position with the Welfare Department—to be 
comparable to the one he now holds with the rehabilitation di
vision. It was decided to ask Mr. Ben^ and Mr. Bohannan of the 
Welfare Department to appear before the board at 2 p.m. to pre
sent further clarification of the facts at hand. They did ap
pear at 2:25 and each gave a short talk on the reasons for their 
desired action. Dr. Eastburn again stated that he did not ap
prove the release of the program until the board was entirely 
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relieved of all responsibility. Dr. Gammage stated that if 
the Governor's wishes were that this department be transferred, 
it would be up to the board to give their support, but all re
sponsibilities should be passed along with it. He then made 
the motion that the Vocational Blind should on or after July 1, 
1951 [sic] on the following condition: The State Board of 
Education be relieved of all responsibility in connection with 
the program. Mrs. Best gave a second to this motion and it 
passed unanimously. This action is taken only with the hope 
that greater service can be rendered to the blind and that more 
money will be available. Mr. Brooks was authorized to carry on 
the necessary negotiation in effecting this change (State Board 
for Vocational Education, 1951b). 

Thus the prize sought by Mr. Bohannan was realized. For the 

first time, federal rehabilitation money would flow into the Depart

ment's blind service programs. 

Mr. Hartwig, the blind counselor transferred from education's 

jurisdiction to that of welfare as a result of this action, remembers 

the events in this way: 

In 1948 people from other states came to make their home 
in Arizona, and at once started agitation and propaganda to 
take the VR for the Blind out of the Education Dept., and 
place it in Welfare. Harry Hill, the Commissioner, resisted 
the efforts. These agitators then called on the American 
Foundation for the Blind, N.Y., for help (this organization, 
although very useful and helpful in blind work, is strictly 
"welfare minded"). As a result one Hulan Walker (blind), 
legislative representative for the Foundation, with offices 
in Washington, D.C., came to Arizona to assist in convincing 
the Welfare Dept. that they should definitely take over VR 
for the Blind. Mr. Walker came again in '49 and '50. On one 
of these trips he discovered the Arizona law of 1937 giving 
the Welfare Dept. all blind services. By the time the Repub
lican administration came into power, the die was cast, and 
Governor Pyle ordered the transfer of VR for the Blind to the 
Welfare Dept. [sic] (Hartwig, September 29, 1970). 

Mr. Hartwig was not happy about the transfer for a variety of 

reasons, which included his own salary, . . . the counselor that was 
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transferred from Mr. Bene's office received a cut in salary of $900 

per annum, or $3000 (Hartwig, September 29, 1970)." 

For the first time in Arizona, however, reasonably diverse 

services for the blind had been clustered together under one organiza

tional roof. One reason why few blind Arizonans opposed and many sup

ported this transfer appears to be the expectation that a commission-

type arrangement of blind services would result. For although the 

services would not be autonomous within state government as were many 

blind commissions, optimism was high that the Department of Public Wel

fare would give ample organizational support and emphasis to the pro

gram. 

Indeed, such optimism was initially rewarded, as the blind 

program was made a major instrument of the Department: 

The Arizona Public Welfare Law [sic] . . . states the authority 
for the creation of the State Board of Public Welfare, the mem
bers of which are appointed by the Governor. The Board, in 
turn, appoints a Commissioner, who is the executive and admin
istrative officer of the State Department of Public Welfare. 
The blind services section is one of six sections created to 
conduct the operations of the state agency (State Dept. of Pub
lic Welfare, 1952, sec. 5-202). 

At that time, the service program for the blind in the Depart

ment was officially headed by a "Director, Services for the Blind," 

(State Dept. of Public Weifare, 1952, sec. 5-202). 

Almost unnoticed in the atmosphere of expectancy surrounding 

the expanded blind program was the fact that vocational rehabilitation, 

for the first time in Arizona's history, had been neatly severed in 

two. It represents a point in the state's history at which time some 
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attempt should be made to assess how rehabilitation services for the 

blind had fared prior to the schism. 

Although blind persons had received services through the state 

education agency's vocational rehabilitation program down through the 

years prior to the transfer, no special efforts had been expended to 

locate or to serve this group. Until the blind rehabilitation coun

selor had been hired, in fact, Mr. Bene had been rather seriously con

cerned and stymied in his attempts to meet the rehabilitation needs of 

the blind (Bene, 1970). 

The first recorded instance of a blind person being success

fully rehabilitated in Arizona is of interest: 

Man - Age 33 
Prescott, Arizona 
Application 6/18/30 
Totally blind from birth; majored in history and graduated from 
University of Arizona with A.B. degree. Desired a course in 
Journalism [sic] and as his record was first class in every 
respect, arranged a course in Journalism with the University 
of California. With the aid of a paid reader he is making 
very satisfactory progress (State Dept. for Vocational Educa
tion, 1930-1931). 

The number of successful rehabilitations of blind persons was 

always very modest, with the exception of the World War II years. 

Typical is fiscal year 1934, when one legally blind and one other 

visually impaired person were reported to have been successfully re

habilitated (State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1932-1934, p. 305). 

During World War II the urgent shortage of able bodied workers 

temporarily created a few employment opportunities for blind persons. 

One such opportunity is described by a contemporary source: 
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Harry V. Ben!, state vocational rehabilitation supervisor, 
thanks F. R. "Chic" Vihel, manager of Goodyear Aircraft Cor
poration, for his cooperation in making possible the employ
ment of sightless workers at the plant (Wingfoot Clan, June 5, 
1943, p. 3). 

This arrangement called for fifteen blind persons to assist in 

the assembly of B-24 flight decks. Mr. Bene was successful in locat

ing only ten, who did become productively employed (Bene, 1970). Some 

individuals were reluctant to accept such obviously short-term employ

ment since their assistance check would immediately be terminated by 

the Department of Public Welfare, and eligibility would need to be 

completely re-established upon reapplication. In this instance, how

ever, the Welfare agency agreed to continue providing assistance for 

the first month of employment (Bene7, 1970). 

The regulations of the Department of Public Welfare provided 

no work incentive whatsoever until an amendment to the federal Social 

Security Act in 1950 which provided for "... the exemption of earn

ings of recipients of aid to the blind up to a maximum of $50 monthly 

in arriving at the amount of the assistance payment (Bureau of Public 

Assistance, 1952)." 

The Department's public assistance grant to the needy blind, 

in any event, was not intended to enhance a munificent standard of 

living. By June 30, 1938, a year after the program got underway, the 

Department boasted of having 289 recipients, each receiving an average 

monthly grant of $23.84 (State Dept. of Public Welfare, 1937-1938, 

p. 4). The following year, 318 recipients were receiving an average 



162 

monthly grant of $24.95 (State Department of Public Welfare, 1938-

1939, p. 13). 

During that year, the first eye care service was provided: 

During the fiscal year, considerable attention was given to 
the provisions of our law authorizing expenditures by the de
partment for treatments to prevent blindness or restore eye
sight; however, because of the lack of available funds, only 
one case was treated under these provisions of our law during 
the fiscal year. If funds will permit, more of this type of 
assistance may be authorized during the present fiscal year 
(State Department of Public Welfare, 1938-1939i p. 13). 

The total cost of the single treatment provided was $195.00 

(State Department of Public Welfare, 1938-1939;.p. 7). At the end of the 

fiscal year, the Department had an unencumbered balance of $8,101.34 

in its Aid to the Blind account (State Department of Public Welfare, 

1938-1939, p. 3). 

One year later, there were 356 blind recipients, whose average 

monthly grant was $26.37. Compared with a stated U.S. average Arizona's 

grant was reported to be seventh highest in the country (State Depart

ment of Public Welfare, 1939-1940, p. 11). More significantly, a sub

stantial increase in the provision of eye care services had been 

recorded: 

. . . there were 11 aid to the blind cases which were given 
treatments for the restoration of eyesight or the prevention 
of blindness. Out of these eleven, 4 were restored to prac
tically normal eyesight; 5 benefited [sic] from a visual 
standpoint to the extent that their eyesight was restored but 
not entirely to normal; 2 of the cases were relieved from pain 
and discomfort, but the attempted restoration of eyesight or 
prevention of blindness in these two cases was not as success
ful as it originally appeared it could be . . . more of this 
type of assistance will be authorized during the present fis
cal year (State Department of Public Welfare, 1939-1940, pp. 
11-12). 



163 

These latter were no i<^le words;- The Department's services for 

the blind increased steadily thereafter, up to the annexation of voca

tional rehabilitation for the blind from the education agency. 

The Fall of the Blind 

It will be recalled that expectations ran high at the time the 

Department of Public Welfare acquired the responsibility for the voca

tional rehabilitation of the blind. A major operational unit had been 

established with assurances of Departmental support. 

The single most impressive accomplishment of this unit was the 

successful lobby in the state legislature for a bill providing for the 

establishment within the Department of an "industries for the blind" 

which could include: "... one or more training centers, one or more 

workshops, a business enterprise program, and a home industries program 

for training and employment of adaptable blind persons (State Dept. of 

Library and Archives, 1953, p. 488)." 

This sweeping authority fulfilled the dream of the small staff 

of the Division for the Blind for a sheltered workshop (as mentioned 

earlier, such facilities were becoming commonplace across the country 

under the stimulus of the federal Wagner-O'Day Act) which would pro

vide both training and employment opportunities, and which would sub

stantially expand the Division's service capabilities. 

Unfortunately the quality of charisma shown by that staff in 

accomplishment of this legislative objective was to be a mixed bless

ing. The lack of specificity in the law left unanswered the correct 

legal details concerning actual establishment of such a resource, how 
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its staff was to be compensated, and so forth. A question was put to 

the state Attorney General, who replied: 

Under Arizona law it is permissible to pay a salary from the 
Blind Services Fund to an individual placed in charge of the 
workshop for the blind although the work is not connected with 
the state or county (welfare] administration (State Department 
of Law, Opinion No. 53-4, January 14, 1953). 

A far more insidious aftermath of this initiative was the re

sultant series of reactions by the parent Department. It becomes obvi

ous in reviewing these responses that the Department of Public Welfare 

relished tight organizational control more than it valued those inno

vations which can derive from the careful delegation of authority. 

There is little doubt, in light of subsequent events, that the Division 

for the Blind was being "punished" for its display of imagination; that 

an organizational hierarchy more compatible with bureaucratic comfort 

was to be restored. The heresy of entrusting the operation of a pro

gram to workers for the blind could not long be endured. 

The first of what was to be many such moves came several months 

later, when the Board, at the behest of its Commissioner, disestab

lished the separate Division for the Blind as a major organizational 

unit of the Department: 

. . . the proposed consolidation of this division with that 
of Public Assistance Division [sic] will have been completed 
by August 1, 1953, and the Commissioner was authorized to 
proceed with this project as discussed during this and previ
ous Board meetings (State Board of Public Welfare, 1953). 

The Public Assistance Division administered the categorical 

welfare grant programs, including Aid to the Blind, and had been respon

sible for the blind service program before the infusion of vocational 
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rehabilitation and all its concomitant developments. Thus the adminis

tration of rehabilitation programs for the blind was entrusted to 

career public welfare officials, a situation analogous to earlier years 

when vocational rehabilitation itself had been under the jurisdiction 

of vocational education. 

Notwithstanding these developments, plans continued haltingly 

for the actual establishment of a sheltered workshop for the blind. 

An appropriation was secured from the state legislature, and an old 

building obtained and converted. Again, the state Attorney General 

was queried: 

. . . the $18,000 cash revolving fund appropriated for the 
"Arizona Industries for the Blind" may not be withdrawn by 
the State Department of Public Welfare for deposit in a bank. 
Further, that visually handicapped workers participating in 
the activities of the Blind Workshop are not to be considered 
employees of the State of Arizona for the purposes of retire
ment, social security, withholding tax, and the Merit System 
(State Department of Law, Opinion No. 53-146, August 4, 1953). 

Thus, although operating funds for the sheltered workshop were 

protected against being co-mingled with other monies, the blind workers 

were deprived of certain benefits of employment which accrue to most 

other categories of state employees. 

Mr. Bohannan, whose earlier assurances had already lost much 

of their credibility, was replaced about this time as Commissioner by 

Mr. Preble E. Pettit, under whose aegis the dissipation of the Depart

ment's once-integral program for the blind continued: 

The Department administered during 1952-53 a program which in
cluded prevention of blindness, restoration of sight, and 
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rehabilitation, training and placement of the blind in employ
ment. Its activities included medical and ophthalmological 
care, home teaching, training and adjustment of the newly 
blinded, craft instruction, sales of blind-made products, guid
ance on eye health, counseling, distribution of talking book 
machines and maintenance of a register of the blind of the 
State (State Department of Public Welfare, 1952-1953, p. 33). 

The dream of an identifiable and coordinated unit to serve the 

blind had been short-lived. 

The sheltered workshop, however, did finally get underway: 

During the year the first experimental workshop or "fac
tory" type operation was instituted on East Washington Street. 
The need for more space and expansion resulted in removal in 
July 1953 to the present location at 5610 S. Central Avenue. 
The shop employs 12 blind persons - will eventually employ 40 
to 50 (State Department of Public Welfare, 1952-1953, p. 34). 

From its moment of inception, then, the sheltered workshop was 

not the transitional "training center" for rehabilitation of blind per

sons that had been intended by those who worked for enactment of the 

enabling legislation. Instead, the workshop was to become a terminal 

employment station for the blind. 

The organizational dissection of the former Division for the 

Blind was not as yet completed. Competition was keen within the De

partment to control the program components, which would flourish through 

the end of the decade. 

First, the Public Assistance Division encountered difficulty 

containing all the blind service programs within its organization struc

ture. When several were actually lost, a "Blind Services Unit" was 

formed to house the remainder: 

The Division of Public Assistance and Services, Rehabilitation 
Services Section, through its Blind Services Unit, administers 
Services for the Blind as outlined in this portion of the man
ual, with the exception of Arizona Industries for the Blind 
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which is administered by the Business Enterprises Section (State 
Dept. of Public Welfare, 1954). 

A few years and a new Commissioner later found the game of 

organizational chairs stabilized somewhat: 

. . . the Department of Public Welfare maintains a Blind Serv
ices Unit within its Division of Public Assistance. The staff 
of this Unit administers services through three programs -
Vocational Rehabilitation, Home Teaching and Sight Conserva
tion (State Dept. of Public Welfare, 1955-1956, p. 43). 

The Public Assistance Division (which had become the Division 

of Public Assistance and Services) had for the moment reclaimed the 

errant vending stand and sheltered workshop programs but had felt 

obliged to keep them apart from the Blind Services Unit: 

Arizona Industries for the Blind. 
Under the above legal name, the Business Enterprises Section 
of the Division of Public Assistance and Services operates a 
two-way program to provide training and employment for the 
blind. The rehabilitation counselors, aided by the home 
teachers and social workers, select the individuals who are 
to participate in the workshop. The training for employment 
in the workshop is part of the rehabilitation plan for each 
of these trainees (State Dept. of Public Welfare, 1956a). 

Although the sheltered workshop remained a terminal employment 

facility, it was used extensively by the vocational rehabilitation pro

gram for the blind as a source of "successful rehabilitations." 

These organizational arrangements were again upset, as the up

heavals continued. The sheltered workshop gained in relative importance 

and the Blind Services Unit lost, as reflected in the following changes 

in job titles and specifications: "Chief of Rehabilitation Services 

Section to Supervisor, Rehabilitation and Blind Services. Chief, Busi

ness Enterprises Section to Manager, Arizona Industries for the Blind 

(State Dept. of Public Welfare, 1956b)." 
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Following this,, the sheltered workshop began to move increas

ingly into its own orbit, while the business enterprises program affili

ated with vocational rehabilitation: 

This program is a supervised program employing qualified, 
trained operators in vending stands in public and commercial 
buildings. Equipment, merchandise for opening inventories, 
and the cost of training new operators are provided by Voca
tional Rehabilitation of the Blind (State Department of Pub
lic Welfare, 1956-1957, p. 20). 

Soon thereafter, these trends crystallized. The sheltered 

workshop completed its severance from the other blind service programs 

which, in turn, regained a semblance of their former identity: 

The State Board at its meeting on September 7, 1957, modi
fied the existing organizational structure of the State Depart
ment somewhat. 

Responsibility for rehabilitation other than the blind was 
shifted to the Supervisor of Public Assistance. This, in ef
fect, leaves a separate unit under the Director of Public 
Assistance devoted exclusively to the blind. 

Manuel Cajero, who will of course continue as Supervisor, 
Services to the Blind, will be responsible for all phases of 
work with the blind, including assistance, home teaching, 
sight conservation, vocational rehabilitation, vending stands, 
but not including the Workshop for the Blind which is a sepa> 
rate organizational unit. 

Transmitted herewith is a revised organizational chart, 
and revised class specifications for Supervisor, Services to 
the Blind. . . (State Dept. of Public Welfare, 1957a). 

The administrative status of the business enterprises program, 

however, was left somewhat in doubt as the organizational chart listed 

each of the following as separate units under the Director of Public 

Assistance: 



169 

Services for Blind (Blind Assistance, Vocational Rehabilita
tion for Blind, Sight Conservation, Home Teaching) 

Financial Assistance and Rehabilitation Services (Other than 
blind) 

Special Services Unit 
Workshop for Blind 
Vending Stands 
(State Dept. of Public Welfare, 1957b). 

Progress had been made by the end of the decade, despite the 

continuing organizational eruptions. While it seems safe to speculate 

that a great deal more would have been accomplished had the Division 

for the Blind been permitted to exist as a responsible, integrated 

program, nonetheless certain advances were made in services to the 

blind. 

Additions were made to staff: 

. . . special emphasis during fiscal year 1958 was given to the 
work of Sight Conservation. This was accomplished by the ad
dition to the staff of a full-time Supervisor of Sight Conser
vation and Restoration. 

Also strengthened during the last fiscal year was the 
counselor staff. In September an additional counselor was 
added in the Phoenix area, who thereby relieved the other two 
counselors of a portion of their cases and made it possible 
for them to devote more time to the outlying counties, includ
ing the Navajo Indian Reservation (State Dept. of Public Wel
fare, 1957-1958, p. 17). 

Starting with the first day of the fiscal year the first 
Employment Specialist for the Blind was hired with the aid of 
an Extension and Improvement grant from the [federal] Office 
of Vocational Rehabilitation (State Dept. of Public Welfare, 
1959-1960, p. 20). 

Several services achieved record accomplishments: 

The year saw the establishment of the first cafeteria-style 
snack bar by the Business Enterprises Supervisor, located ap
proximately in the new Senate wing of the State Capitol. Also 
a significant first in the Vending Stand Program was the 
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breakthrough in total gross sales in excess of $100,000 giving 
each of the 8 operators of stands an average net of $3,750 for 
the year. 

. . . the first permanent glaucoma clinic for detection and 
treatment of this second largest cause of blindness in the 
U.S. was established with the cooperation of the Maricopa 
County Health Department and St. Joseph's Hospital. 

During the past fiscal year four of these [regional eye] 
clinics have been held. ... A total of 920 persons were 
examined at these clinics. . . . For the first time more 
than 50 percent of all persons examined at the regional 
clinics were under 50 years of age, which is significant, for 
if we can detect visual handicaps in early stages of progress, 
then there is possibility [sic] of prevention of blindness. 

i 
In the past year 1829 eye examinations were given. This is 
an increase of 326 over any other fiscal year. At the same 
time 161 surgeries were done, also a record, and 283 treat
ments were prescribed (State Department of Public Welfare, 
1959-1960). 

Only the vocational rehabilitation program for the blind had 

no special accomplishments of which to boast at the decade*s end. 

Perhaps this program was harnessed more rigidly than the others be

cause of the large amount of federal financial participation: 

All decisions affecting the eligibility of clients, or the 
nature and scope of vocational rehabilitation services for 
blind persons will be made by the State Office of the State 
Department of Public Welfare through designated staff (State 
Department of Public Welfare, 1958a). 

While the sheltered workshop, vending stand and sight conserva

tion program each had acquired its own full-time supervisor, the voca

tional rehabilitation program was not so distinguished; 

Rehabilitation for the blind is the function of the Department 
of Public Welfare. The Supervisor, Services for the Blind, is 
under the supervision of the Commissioner through the appro
priate division director (State Department of Public Welfare, 
1958a). 
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Although federal guidelines and prevailing state practice by 

this time strongly encouraged certain combinations of training and 

experience for rehabilitation administrators, the Department saw no 

reason for its Supervisor of Services for the Blind to possess any 

knowledge of rehabilitation or of blindness. The job description for 

this position, which acknowledged that "... this is responsible pro

fessional work involving the planning and administration of a program 

of services for the blind in the Public Assistance Division," required 

the following qualifications: 

Graduation from an accredited four year college or university, 
one year of graduate study in an accredited school of social 
work, and four years of successful full-time paid employment 
in social casework in an agency with acceptable standards, one 
of which must have been in administrative, supervisory or con
sultative position [sic] involving public or private welfare 
administration. 

OR 

An equivalent combination of education and experience, substi
tuting one additional year of supervisory or consultative ex
perience in public or private welfare agency [sic] for the 
required year of graduate training (State Department of Public 
Welfare, 1957c). 

It is unlikely that anyone knowledgeable about the administra

tion of rehabilitation programs for the blind would have been able to 

qualify for the position. 

Perhaps the greatest remaining problem to plague the blind 

service programs was one which permeated throughout the entire Depart

ment of Public Welfare. For many years a penny wise but pound foolish 

philosophy had kept salaries of personnel within the Department severely 

depressed. This "savings" of tax dollars appears to have been 
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rationalized on the basis that the provision of financial assistance 

to the poor in Arizona was a relatively unimportant function of govern

ment. The practice had lasted for many years, and represented the 

prevailing view of both the welfare administration and the state legis

lature. It was unfashionable to oppose this juggernaut, as one welfare 

Commissioner had discovered ten years earlier when he was replaced 

shortly after making the following statements 

There has been no increase in the basic wage scale for employees 
for the past four years, yet the cost of living has increased 
tremendously in that time. We are unable to recruit new employ
ees in many instances today as our schedule of salaries is so 
low that there is no comparison with other states and in many 
cases with local industry for similar positions. We have en
deavored to hold the standard high in all technical positions, 
and for similar positions other states pay as much as $50 more 
per month. I would earnestly recommend that sufficient funds 
be made available to the Department to permit the State Board 
to adopt and maintain a schedule of salaries in keeping with 
the standards set up by the Merit System Council. A competent 
and adequately paid staff pays dividends in accomplishment and 
morale (State Department of Public Welfare, 1949-1950, p. 3). 

The problem, of course, did not depart with the Commissioner. 

In fact, it worsened through the decade of the 1950*s as the minor up

ward salary adjustments within the Department failed to keep pace with 

what was happening elsewhere. Staff turnover was severe. It is sur

prising that anyone continued in employment with the Department through

out the full decade. 

Superimposed upon the organizational and other adverse factors, 

this combined to make employment as a worker for the blind of dubious 

attractiveness to qualified persons. The inevitable impact upon the 

effectiveness of the rehabilitation services is reflected in the follow

ing comment: 



173 

Because of the excessive turnover in counselor staff during 
the fiscal year just ended, only one counselor completing the 
full year, there was consequent loss of experience in the very 
vital phase of vocational rehabilitation, which clearly showed 
up in a sharp drop in the number of persons successfully placed 
in employment during the period. . . . 

Starting with 73 active cases and 28 referrals at the be
ginning of the fiscal year, there were 69 new referrals received 
during the period. Of the total of 97 (69 & 28) referrals 
handled during the year, 52 were accepted for services compared 
to 44 the previous year, and 23 were closed, making the total 
processed 75. Thus, there remained at the end of the fiscal 
year 22 referrals. Adding the 52 accepted cases to the 73 ac
tive cases which we had at the beginning of the year brought 
the total active caseload to 125. In addition to the 23 cases 
closed after plans were initiated, 6 were closed after plans 
were developed, making the total number of cases closed during 
the period 29. Of these 29, only 11 were closed as employed, 
which is less than half of what was expected at the beginning 
of the year. As explained above, the excessive turnover in 
the counselor staff may partially explain this shortcoming, and 
since the total number of active cases at the end of the fiscal 
year was 96, compared to 73 the previous year, it shows that 
more prospective trained clients are in the "pipeline" for the 
current year. 

In order to determine the total number of counselor months 
and hours which were spent on the counseling and guidance phase 
of the work, statistics were developed showing that the 5 dif
ferent counselors who were employed during all, or part, of 
the fiscal year actually represented only 38 counselor months 
or 6,574 hours. There were 1,359 contacts made by the coun
selors during the year, which would mean the average time spent 
on each contact (including travel, necessary paper work, etc.) 
to be 4.84 hours. This average was undoubtedly boosted by the 
fact that the majority of the counselors were new on the job 
and therefore inexperienced, as evidenced by the sharp differ
ence between the only experienced sighted counselor with an 
average of 43.26 contacts per month to the newest counselor 
average of only 17.5 contacts per month (State Department of 
Public Welfare, 1957-1958, pp. 18-19). 

Starting the fiscal year with a Home Teaching staff of 
2-1/3 teachers, there were only 1-1/3 at the end of the fiscal 
year since a full-time Home Teacher resigned during the year. 
Total Home Teacher months amounted to 18 during the year . . . 
(State Department of Public Welfare, 1957-1958, p. 21). 
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This peculiar use of statistics was evidently intended to sug

gest a positive correlation between numbers of counselors and numbers 

of rehabilitations, which appears empirically sound. That this problem 

was constant among the blind service programs is illustrated by the 

following remark, which came at decade's end when a number of "firsts" 

were logged: 

For the first time in the history of the Unit there were no 
counselor resignations during the year so that the recurring 
and expensive turnover problem was at least temporarily solved 

' (State Dept. of Public Welfare, 1959-1960, p. 20). 

The following schedule, showing starting and maximum monthly 

salaries for selected positions with the Department, further illustrates 

the difficulty in hiring and retaining qualified personnel at the time. 

The figures reflect salaries after a recent round of increases: 

Position Starting Maximum 
Mgr., Ariz. Znd. f/t Blind $395 $480 
Supvr., Blind Services 395 480 
Supvr., Vending Stands 325 395 
Supvr., Sight Conservation 325 395 
Counselor f/t Blind 310 377 
Home Teacher 268 325 
(State Dept. of Public Welfare, 1958b). 

Finally, the disastrous effects of this policy became so evi

dent that an abrupt change in policy was necessitated. A special, ten 

page-pamphlet was compiled and distributed to members of the state 

legislature. Appropriations for higher salaries were requested in the 

strongest terms: 

This is a plea to the Legislature to recognize and provide for 
sufficient funds for salaries, additional staff, and enough 
travel [money] to do an effective job . . . the federal govern
ment's official statistics show that Arizona spends less 
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percentage-wise on administration compared to assistance than 
almost any other state in the Union. . . . 

What is our problem? Low salaries and insufficient staff and 
travel to do the job as we think the Legislature wants it done 

On the basis of present salary, staff, and travel, this depart
ment is not able to adequately maintain eligibility determina
tion. In other words, the department cannot offer services, 
develop motivation for rehabilitation and employment, and work 
with people toward becoming less dependent on public assist
an c e  . . . .  

Over the past ten years the increasing inadequacy of our re
cruiting salary has forced the standards downwards. In almost 
all instances, a lower caliber of work will result from use of 
less qualified employees. . . . 

A beginning salary of $268 for a professional level position 
in the Welfare Department is less than many private industries 
are paying for clerical and janitorial help, and in order to 
get personnel, we are more and more having to select people 
with inadequate training and experience. . . . 

By any criteria, our basic salary scale is far too low and will 
cause increasing deterioration of the quantity and quality of 
service rendered by this agency (State Dept. of Public Welfare, 
1959, pp. 1-4). 

For the blind service workers and others in the Department's 

employ, this new policy initiative was merely an affirmation of what 

was known to be true. While relief would not arrive promptly, it was 

perhaps some consolation that the Department now acknowledged one of 

its more notable deficiencies. Vocational rehabilitation and other 

services for the blind, however, remained largely uninspired at the 

conclusion of this portion of the history. The potential for provid

ing viable and comprehensive services through a properly coordinated 

program, which had appeared fleetingly at the beginning of the decade, 

remained but a dim memory. 
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New State Legislation 

When the transfer of the rehabilitation function for the blind 

to the Department of Public Welfare had been completed, Mr. Bene was 

partially compensated for the loss to his program by being allowed to 

add additional counseling and clerical staff to both the Phoenix and 

the Tucson offices through 1952 (Bene, 1970). This was scant compensa

tion for a loss of such proportion and no time was wasted in taking 

steps to strengthen the vocational rehabilitation programs remaining 

within the education agency. 

The surest steps which could be taken lay in the area of statu

tory reform. It must be remembered that while the federal vocational 

rehabilitation act had been amended and up-dated many times since its 

enactment in 1920, the Arizona acceptance act had remained unchanged 

since being signed into law in 1921. In many ways it had outlived its 

usefulness and, by the decade of the 1950*s, had become noticeably ob

solete . 

Although Mr. Bene had largely escaped the ravages of adminis

tration by vocational education through a series of good fortune, the 

acceptance act clearly called for all vocational rehabilitation matters 

to be controlled by vocational education. Nor was the specter of voca

tional education ever comfortably removed: 

. . . the State Board of Vocational Education is the sole agency 
for the administration, supervision and control of the voca
tional rehabilitation service within the state. The program 
is administered in accordance with the Federal Agency and the 
provisions of the "State Plan." The "State Plan" is a joint 
contractual agreement between the State Board of Vocational 
Education and the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation of the 
Federal Security Agency. It provides for the administration 
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and control of the program covering expenditure and account
ing of funds, making policies, rendering services to eligible 
disabled individuals and appointment of personnel on the basis 
of merit and certain established personnel standards (State 
Department of Public Instruction, 1948-1950, p. 54). 

There were other pronounced disadvantages in the aged accept

ance act. By the early 1950*s the act which had envisioned a $5000 

annual program was raising more questions than it answered. Expendi

tures of funds, for example, were questioned by the State Auditor with 

increasing frequency (Bene, 1970). The authority of the program to 

follow the federal initiative in such areas as workshops, rehabilita

tion facilities, and the sweeping liberalizations of the 1943 amendments 

to the federal act was most uncertain. 

To further complicate matters, the state money which was ex

pended for vocational rehabilitation had always been part of the legis

lative appropriation for vocational education. Vocational rehabilita

tion's portion was determined by the State Board and Superintendent of 

Public Instruction, rather than by the Legislature (Bene, 1970). Being 

partial to vocational education, it is no surprise that the dole which 

vocational rehabilitation received through this avenue seemed chronic

ally inadequate. And the idea that vocational rehabilitation was 

"stealing" money intended for educational purposes invariably would 

appear under these circumstances. 

Mr. Bene had arranged for the introduction of a proposed reform 

measure in the Legislature as early as 1950. Then, as well as the 

following year, the bill passed the House only to die in Senate com

mittee. The bill which had been developed was designed to replace the 
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original acceptance act entirely. It was copied from a "model" state 

law provided through the "courtesy" of the federal Office of Vocational 

Rehabilitation (Bene, 1970). 

With the advice and support of Miss Hester Hood, the effort to 

secure passage of the bill in 1952 was accelerated. Once again Mr. 

Bene sought and obtained the passive support of the State Superintendent 

and Board (Ben!, 1970). Once again, the bill was placed before the 

Legislature. 

Mr. Bene's proposal (Appendix D) was designed to correct the 

deficiencies of the state's original enabling act. It would establish 

vocational rehabilitation as a specific legal entity of the State Board 

of Vocational Education. As such it would receive its appropriations 

directly from the state legislature. 

The bill was referred to the judiciary and education committees 

three days after its introduction in the House on January 18th (State 

Legiislature, 1952, pp. 33-39). It encountered difficulty in the edu

cation committee where a reference to assure confidentiality of client 

information became a matter of concern. Several of the members felt 

that such a provision would deprive the taxpaying public of access to 

information to which it was entitled (Bene, 1970). Mr. Bene confirmed 

with Miss Hood that the applicable federal regulation governing confi

dentiality, as cit&d in the State Plan, took precedence in any event. 

He therefore agreed to the elimination of this provision (Bene, 1970). 

Thus the House committee on education recommended deletion of the sec

tion designated as "the protection of records and confidential 
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information." the impasse resolved, the bill was recommended for 

passage by the committee of the whole on February 28th (State Legisla

ture, 1952, p. 344). On March 3rd, after its mandatory third reading, 

the House passed the bill by a vote of fifty-nine ayes, one nay, six 

absent and six excused (State Legislature, 1952, p. 386). 

House Bill 39, as it had been designated, was introduced in the 

Senate the next day. After its first reading, it was assigned to the 

committees on judiciary and education on March 8th (State Legislature, 

1952, pp. 240-279). The bill sailed smoothly through the Senate, with 

final passage taking place on March 12th (State Legislature, 1952, pp. 

323-329). 

The new law repealed the original acceptance act and provided 

for a Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, with a Division Director, 

which would operate under the State Board of Vocational Education. 

Service and eligibility provisions were brought into accord with the 

1943 federal act. The Division was authorized to ". . . cooperate 

with other departments, agencies and institutions in providing for the 

vocational rehabilitation of disabled persons," thus appearing to re

move barriers to the development of joint rehabilitation facilities 

and other such inter-agency relationships. In effect, this bill did 

for Arizona's vocational rehabilitation program very much what the 

1935 amendments to the federal Social Security Act had accomplished at 

the national level. 

No reference, interestingly, was made about the blind. 
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Following passage of this legislation Mr. Brooks, who earlier 

had been no active friend of vocational rehabilitation, developed a 

somewhat more favorable attitude toward the program {Bene, 1970). 

Although Mr. Bene had written much of the law to his satisfac

tion, he soon found that certain ambiguities remained. Intended to 

clarify the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation's position relative 

to the establishment of workshops and rehabilitation facilities, the 

bill unfortunately was open to differential interpretation. Several 

State Attorney General opinions were sought in an attempt to clear up 

these outstanding areas of doubt. One such opinion represented a sur

prising reversal: "There is no specific provision for, nor can it be 

interpreted from the Act creating the Division of Vocational Rehabili

tation, that the Division has power to establish and operate a manufac

turing plant to produce goods for sale (State Department of Law, Opinion 

No. 53-33, February 16, 1953)." Regardless of what the original ambi

tions of the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation might have been in 

this area, this restrictive opinion by the Attorney General was to have 

the lasting effect of considerably limiting the Division's range of op

tions in the development of workshops and rehabilitation facilities 

within the state. 

By this time, the prominence of Mr. Bene's involvement at the 

national level in vocational rehabilitation affairs had diminished con

siderably. Within the state, however, he remained as potent as ever 

and became, in 1953, chairman of the Governor's Committee on Employment 

of the Handicapped (Arizona Republic, July 29, 1953, p. 11). 
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New Federal Legislation 

The national Congress had observed vocational rehabilitation 

with consummate interest since the program had "come of age" in 1943 

with passage of Public Law 113. Again, beginning in 1950, formal sub

committee hearings were begun to review the program's accomplishments 

and determine whether additional legislation might be needed (Obermann, 

1965, pp. 308-309). The proceedings were generally favorable to voca

tional rehabilitation. Considering the rising manpower demand created 

by the Korean action, and the recognition that a great many disabled 

individuals were not receiving vocational rehabilitation services, pro

posals to expand the program were introduced (Obermann, 1965, p. 309). 

In 1952 the election of Dwight Eisenhower brought a new adminis

tration to the nation's capitol. Since new policies had to be developed, 

in vocational rehabilitation and elsewhere, the momentum which voca

tional rehabilitation had been generating in Congress was halted until 

the administration's position became clear. In due time, it became 

evident that vocational rehabilitation would become a favored program 

in the Eisenhower administration, although a greater financial contribu

tion by the states in the financing of the program would be expected 

(Obemann, 1965, p. 313). 

When hearings were resumed in 1953, Mary Switzer stated the 

administration's position. She urged greater strength in rehabilita

tion research, in bringing about more and better trained rehabilitation 

personnel, and in the development of workshops and other rehabilitation 

facilities. At the same time, she advocated abolition of the full 
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federal payments for state administrative costs, suggesting instead a 

percentage matching formula with the state-federal ratio being determined 

by specified criteria (Obermann, 1965, p. 300). 

The bills which were drafted and introduced were not especially 

controversial. The only differences of opinion concerned how, rather 

than whether, a given change should be made (Obermann, 1965, pp. 314-

316). Inevitably the necessary compromises were made and a bill desig

nated Public Law 565 passed both houses of Congress and was signed into 

law on August 3, 1954 (Obermann, 1965, p. 316). In the words of the 

Director of the federal Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, who worked 

so diligently to secure its enactment: 

The gap between need and available service exists because 
of three principal blocks—insufficient funds, facilities, and 
trained personnel. These needs were recognized in 1954 by the 
President, who submitted to Congress comprehensive plans for a 
dynamic expansion of the Nation's resources for rehabilitation, 
setting a goal of 200,000 disabled to be rehabilitated annu
ally. The bulk of these plans is embodied in the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Amendments of 1954, which were approved unani
mously by Congress and signed into law by the President in 
August 1954. As a result, we now have a basis for a nation
wide frontal attack on disability. 

The new law provides for a substantial increase in grant-
in-aid funds for the state agencies and for increased flexi
bility in their use. In addition, under this new law grants 
can be made for the first time to private, nonprofit groups 
whose activities will aid the national expansion. Further, 
provision was made for traineeships and training grants to 
institutions preparing people for professional work in the 
various disciplines engaged in vocational rehabilitation. This 
will help to alleviate the severe shortage of professional 
personnel, which has constituted one of the major bottlenecks 
(Switzer, 1956, pp. 543-544), 

The Vocational Rehabilitation Amendments of 1954 were to have 

a subsequent profound effect upon the program. Both at the national 
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level as well as in Arizona, Public Law 565 would leave its indelible 

mark upon vocational rehabilitation. 

The federal Office of Vocational Rehabilitation moved quickly. 

Only three days after President Eisenhower signed the bill into law, a 

bulletin was issued to all state vocational rehabilitation agencies, to 

which was attached a copy of the new legislation. The bulletin dis

cussed the major areas to be affected, and mentioned new state plan 

requirements for the states: 

The State Plan approved under Public Law 113, 78th Congress, 
remains in effect until July 1, 1955, subject to the same con
ditions under which it was approved, unless it is superseded 
prior to July 1, 1955, by a new State Plan approved under Sec
tion 5 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. 

. . . each State agency will be required to submit a new 
Plan by July 1, 1955, describing the State's operations in 
terms of the conditions stated in Section 5(a) of the Voca
tional Rehabilitation Act (pages 5-6). As soon as possible 
after the issuance of new regulations, a revised plan guide 
will be sent to each State agency for use in developing its 
new Plan (Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, 19544, p. 2). 

The bulletin expressed a firm, positive committment to achieve 

greater heights of success under the aegis of the hew legislation: 

"We are now on the threshhold of a new era in vocational rehabilitation. 

We have a strong and inherent obligation to attain the rehabilitation 

goals recommended by the President and confirmed by the Congress (OVR, 

1954a, p. 1)." 

Under the new law, the federal government for the first time 

became involved in the training of rehabilitation personnel, a move 

which ultimately was to have a vital impact upon future expansion of 

the program. Obermann observes: 
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To help reduce the shortage of trained personnel in the 
professions of rehabilitation, grants were authorized to col
leges and universities to expand curricula and to provide 
traineeships to graduate students. This was an attack on what 
was going to prove to be the most important inhibitor to rapid 
growth in the vocational rehabilitation movement. When Public 
Law 565 was passed there were optimistic predictions or goals 
of 200,000 rehabilitations a year. It was to be at least 
eight years before the 100,000 mark was reached. The crucial 
limitation was lack of trained personnel (Obermann, 1965, pp. 
316-317). 

Miss Switzer made it clear that she felt the training provisions 

to be among the most significant aspects of the new law: 

The passage of the Vocational Rehabilitation Amendments of 
1954, and related legislation, has laid the groundwork for over
coming the three major obstacles to an accelerated rehabilitation 
program—funds, facilities and personnel. Important as the first 
two are to any program, progress cannot be made without trained 
and dedicated men and women who have enlisted in the crusade for 
independence for the handicapped (OVR, 1955b, p. 1). 

Given the obvious need and the high priority assigned by the 

Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, the training of rehabilitation 

personnel in special college and university programs started swiftly 

and expanded rapidly. In the words of Miss Switzer: 

As of August 15, 1955, slightly more than a year after the 
President signed the law into effect, 91 teaching institutions 
had arranged their curricula and plans to cooperate and had re
ceived grants to help expand their teaching programs in reha
bilitation. To aid students, 104 traineeship grants were made 
to institutions, which in turn made traineeship awards to 
nearly 600 students in physical therapy, occupational therapy, 
rehabilitation counseling, social work, and other fields 
closely allied to vocational rehabilitation (Switzer, 1956, 
P. 545). 

Arizona failed to profit from the initial impact of this new 

training capability. Only one institution of higher learning within 

the state, The University of Arizona, evidenced any knowledge of or 

interest in this potential. There, Dr. David W. Smith had become 
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intrigued by the promise of rehabilitation, and attempted without suc

cess to obtain Mr. Benl's cooperation in developing a rehabilitation 

program within the University's College of Education (Smith, 1970). 

Mr. Bene', however, felt that other matters were more pressing, such as 

the back-log of applicants for service which his agency might now be 

able to reduce (Bene, 1970). 

Rehabilitation activities at Hie University of Arizona, conse

quently, did not get underway until after Mr. Bene's retirement. Dr. 

Smith was quick to develop a working relationship with Mr. Bene's suc

cessor which would have a vitalizing effect upon both men (Smith, 1970). 

Mr. Schafer displayed renewed interest at this point, and lent his 

support to the developing relationships between the University and the 

Division of Vocational Rehabilitation. By the decade's end, a rehabili

tation center had been established at the University, and community 

organization activities had been sponsored which were intended to ex

pand the base of professional rehabilitation leadership (Smith, 1970). 

The cycle had been fully completed. Vocational rehabilitation 

had arisen from education's womb and had spent much of its history 

seeking to extricate itself from the adverse affects of its bondage to 

vocational education. Now, it was found both desirable and necessary 

to turn to education for vital assistance in combatting a growing 

scarcity of trained manpower. 

Substantial changes in the methods of financing vocational re

habilitation activities were made by Public Law 565. The full federal 

financing of salary and related expenses of state agencies came to an 

end. Henceforth: 
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Each type of Federal support or grant required that local 
matching money be contributed. The amounts of the general-
support grants to the states were based on populations, per 
capita incomes, and other factors. The most that any state 
was required to contribute was 40 percent of the total spent 
in the general rehabilitation program (Obermann, 1965, p. 316). 

There had been substantial advance indications that the method 

of distributing federal funds would be changed, and that state finan

cial contributions would be expected for each part of the program. 

Although Mr. Bene was unable to take full advantage of the federal 100 

percent salary provision by getting permission to hire all the staff he 

needed, he did endeavor to forewarn the State Board and Legislature 

about the probable consequences: 

The Federal Government has been reimbursing the State 100 
percent on all Administrative and Vocational Guidance and Place
ment Service expenditures, such as salaries, travel, etc. to 
operate the program and 50 percent of all case service costs 
for clients or trainees. However, the U.S. Bureau of the Bud
get is advocating a new financing policy in which Federal fi
nancial participation in the Federal-State vocational rehabili
tation program will be reduced from the rate of 66-2/3 perecent 
[sic] to possibly 50 percent within a few years. This new 
policy was reflected in part in the 1951-1952 Federal alloca
tion of funds and the Federal forecast for 1952-1953. This 
gradual reduction of Federal funds points up the need for Ari
zona to plan now to meet this situation by increased appropria
tions (State Dept. of Pub. Instruction, 1950-1952, pp. 38-39). 

Since the amount of State Funds made available for voca
tional rehabilitation is the basis upon which Federal allot
ments are now made, it is obvious that our program can never 
begin to meet the essential needs of our handicapped citizens 
unless adequate State appropriations are made at this time to 
take advantage of the present large Federal financial contri
bution which covers two-thirds of the entire cost (State Dept. 
of Pub. Instruction, 1948-1950, p. 56). 

Mr. Bene's appeals evidently fell on deaf ears. The amount of 

money appropriated by the State Legislature actually decreased in the 

early years of the decade, as shown in Table VII (OVR, 1959c). Nor 
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TABLE VII 

DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
EXPENDITURES 
1950-1959 

Fiscal Year Federal State Total 

1950 73,322.67 35,174.04 108,496.71 

1951 74,030.71 32,113.34 106,144.05 

1952 64,541.52 29,386.07 93,927.59 

1953 95,657.68 49,173.21 144,830.89 

1954 94,877.00 61,760.18 156,637.18 

1955 109,371.67 74,390.25 183,761.92 

1956 203,591.08 101,556.36 305,147.44 

1957 241,982.18 147,557.16 389,539.34 

1958 321,973.00 161,773.90 483,746.90 

1959 334,219.00 162,122.00 496,341.00 

TOTALS 1,613,566.51 855,006.51 2,468,573.02 
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did the alarmist aspect of his plea actually materialize. For although 

the federal government required an across-the-board percentage contri

bution by the states following passage of Public Law 565, the total 

amount of the federal financial commitment to vocational rehabilita

tion was destined to increase markedly. Consequently, the total amount 

of federal money available to Arizona's vocational rehabilitation pro

gram during the 1950's grew steadily, while the percentage of total 

program obligation met with federal money (although calculated on a 

different basis after 1954) remained relatively constant. 

Mr. Bene, however, had not been alone in his concern that modi

fication of the method of computing federal shares might be harmful to 

the state programs. The major thrust of this concern is summarized in 

the following comment by John Kratz: 

How heavily the states have been leaning upon the govern
ment for support of their programs can be seen from an examina
tion of the following data. In 1943 state agencies were putting 
a little more than 3 million dollars in the program. By 1953 
they were expending about 11.5 millions. In 1943 the Federal 
government contributed about 3 millions, and in 1953 its con
tribution was 23 millions. Under the 1954 Amendments a system 
of Federal grants was adopted which will provide, after a 
transition period of several years, for a much reduced portion 
of Federal financial support. Therefore, unless the current 
program is to suffer a serious setback, the states generally 
will have to make provision for considerably larger state ap
propriations to maintain their services at even present levels. 
Likewise, any material expansion of the program in the near 
future will require substantially increased state appropria
tions (Kratz, 1954, p. 5). 

No such dislocating consequences, however, found their way into 

Arizona. Beginning about mid-decade, the amount of state money avail

able to vocational rehabilitation started to increase steadily. Swelled 

by the vast additional sums of federal funds which were thus earned, 
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the total vocational rehabilitation budget in Arizona reached unprece

dented heights at the end of the decade. 

A further area of significant expansion in the 1954 Vocational 

Rehabilitation Amendments was represented by the enlarged capabilities 

in constructing, staffing and equipping workshops and rehabilitation 

facilities. References to such programs had been present in vocational 

rehabilitation language for years; now a determined committment was to 

be made which, simply stated: "... provided financial assistance in 

expanding or remodeling of buildings to make them suitable for the re

habilitation of severely disabled persons or for sheltered workshops 

(Obermann, 1965, p. 316)." 

Although Mr. Bene had not taken advantage of those aspects of 

Public Law 565 which dealt with the training of rehabilitation personnel, 

he did have a keen interest in workshops and rehabilitation facilities 

which, as has previously been noted, antecedes the 1954 Act. He would, 

accordingly, be quick to explore whatever possibilities that Act might 

contain in developing such resources for his adopted state. 

Others also profited quickly from this provision of the new Act. 

A year after passage, Miss Switzer was able to report: 

The approach to the shortage of rehabilitation facilities 
by the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation is showing . . . 
tangible results. It is working both toward the expansion and 
improvement of existing facilities and toward the construction 
of new ones. Efforts in this connection are based both upon 
Public Law 565 and upon the closely allied Medical Facilities 
Survey and Construction Act of 1954. 

Using funds made available to the state vocational reha
bilitation agencies during the current fiscal year, 27 agencies 
have made plans to establish rehabilitation facilities of vari
ous types; 33 agencies have provided for the establishment of 
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sheltered workshops. Funds also have been made available to the 
various states to encourage better liaison between rehabilita
tion agencies and state hospitals and other institutions with 
physical medicine and rehabilitation programs (Switzer, 1956, 
P. 546). 

Nr. Bene was determined to make progress, too. For although 

the Attorney General's opinion early in the decade had somewhat confined 

such activities by restraining the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

from operating such a facility, Mr. Ben^ was not to be deterred. If he 

could not run a workshop or rehabilitation facility, then perhaps he 

would be able to help some other agency to do so. 

The vocational rehabilitation program had a lengthy heritage of 

cooperative relationships with other agencies. In the early years of 

the program, when medical services could not be purchased, developing 

arrangements whereby such services might be provided through other than 

purchase procedures had been vital to the success of the rehabilitation 

effort. Surely, at this time, Mr. Bene would be able to draw upon these 

cooperative relationships maintained with other organizations as a 

channel through which his workshop and rehabilitation facility ambi

tions might be realized. 

Mr. Bend's interests in this area were closely patterned after 

the national scene. The federal vocational rehabilitation office, as 

has been seen, had long encouraged the development of cooperative reha

bilitation agency relationships and programs in the states. The regula

tions, in fact, required that state vocational rehabilitation agencies 

develop certain cooperative agreements and list them in the State Plan. 

There was a growing recognition that workshops and rehabilitation 
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facilities would need to be developed so vocational rehabilitation 

could provide truly comprehensive client services. 

Mr. Bene had cultivated such relationships throughout his long 

rehabilitation career. Even before the passage of Public Law 565 

stimulated plans for expansion in this field, he was able to boast of 

the following: 

Through the State Central Office at Phoenix and the Northern 
District Office at Flagstaff and the Southern District Office 
at Tucson, every effort is made to maintain good working rela
tions with all public and private agencies throughout the state 
and who are interested in disabled people [sic]. The Indus
trial Commission of Arizona, the Arizona Department of Public 
Welfare, State Department of Public Health, State T.B. Sani
tarium at Tempe, Crippled Children's Division, State School for 
the Deaf and Blind, Arizona Employment Service, Veterans Ad
ministration, the State Colleges, public schools and other 
public and private agencies and interested individuals, are 
constantly referring disabled persons in need of rehabilita
tion (State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1948-1950, p. 55). 

In the several years immediately following passage of Public 

Law 565 there was to arise an unprecedented flurry of activity in this 

regard. One after the other, new and different cooperative arrangements 

designed to broaden the rehabilitative aspects of existing programs were 

attempted. During this period Mr. Bene'found Hester Hood to be very 

helpful and influential. She actively promoted several of the special 

projects, was instrumental in obtaining federal clearance, and assisted 

Mr. Bene7 in the formulation of his ideas and priorities. She was also 

interested in the program for the blind, having temporarily lost her 

sight some years earlier (Bene' 1970). 

One early venture involved a cooperative relationship with the 

State Hospital aimed at facilitating the recovery and return to em

ployment of selected patients of that institution: 
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Under P.L. 565 the Federal Government now reimburses the 
State for approximately 64 percent on all Administrative, Voca
tional Guidance and Placement Service expenditures such as 
salaries, travel, etc., including Casework Service costs for 
clients or trainees. Additional Federal funds are also avail
able for special projects and for extension and improvement 
projects like the one recently started for the rehabilitation 
of the mentally ill at the State Hospital which is reimbursed 
at the rate of 75 percent (State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1954-
1955, p. 45). 

Not all agreements were elaborate documents which involved ex

penditure of funds or use of facilities, staff or equipment. An example 

is the State Welfare Department. Although the Divison of Vocational 

Rehabilitation had maintained working relationships with this agency 

for many years, it was not until the post-565 craze that the Division 

developed ". . .an agreement with the State Welfare Department [in] 

1954 whereby the Welfare Department would make referrals of feasible 

clients to Arizona D.V.R. (Holdship, December 5, 1969)." The earlier 

informal relationships had included a "rehabilitation team" consisting 

of representation from the welfare and rehabilitation agencies, as well 

as the State Employment Service. This team, beginning about 1951, met 

monthly in efforts to better coordinate agency services to selected 

clients (Bene', 1970). 

Another illustration of formalizing and broadening a relation

ship of many year's standing is seen in the case of the State Industrial 

Commission. After many years of serving common clients, an agreement 

had been established in 1948 which permitted the Division of Vocational 

Rehabilitation to earn federal matching funds based upon Industrial 

Commission expenditures for rehabilitation (Bene, 1970)'. Then: 



193 

Our cooperative agreement with the Arizona State Industrial 
Commission was written in 1956. Under this agreement the In
dustrial Commission refers cases that are in need of rehabili
tation services. These cases are handled like any other case 
with the exception that the Industrial Commission pays the 
costs. We are able to use these costs for Federal matching 
funds (Holdship, December 5, 1969). 

This agreement, at the core of a continuing controversy over how 

best to meet the needs of persons disabled in industry, is described 

further in the following illustration by Mr. Bene: 

[A] young man, age 29, while working as a welder received 
the full impact of a tremendous explosion of a steel cylinder 
full of pressurized oxygen. He woke up in the hospital, to 
discover that both legs had been amputated, one above the knee. 
This accident was a great shock to the young man and he was 
deeply distressed when he realized that he could never return 
to his former occupation and worried considerably what he could 
learn, if anything, in order to support his wife and their three 
small children. 

The Industrial Commission surgeon called in a counselor from 
our Division to build up his patient's morale and to demonstrate 
what a legless amputee could do with a will to learn a new trade 
and become self-supporting. 

During the counseling process it was found that this appli
cant's interest in mechanics could be turned to good advantage 
in learning an occupation that he could perform in a sitting 
position. Accordingly, he was enrolled in a training course in 
watch repair. Through a cooperative agreement with the Indus
trial Commission of Arizona the trainee was not only provided 
with tuition, necessary tools and equipment, but with living 
maintenance as well. His progress in learning how to walk on 
two artificial legs was good and his interest in his watch re
pair course increased as time went on. 

He completed the course satisfactorily and now is the proud 
proprietor of a watch repair shop of his own. He hopes later 
to add a line of jewelry and expand his business as conditions 
warrant. He is happy in his work and life looks good to him 
again as he realizes his ability to properly take care of him
self and family as a self-sustaining citizen (State Dept. of 
Pub. Instruc., 1954-1955, pp. 48-49). 
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Not all of these new cooperative adventures could, by any means, 

be deemed fully successful. An example of one which soured is seen in 

the effort, begun in 1957, to initiate a cooperative program with Good

will Industries to serve mentally retarded clients of the Division. 

After about six months neither party was satisfied, and the project was 

discontinued (Bene, 1970). 

The great majority of these cooperative rehabilitation projects, 

as has been noted, were focused upon the expansion of an existing 

facility. This did not, however, represent the only means by which 

the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation helped stimulate workshop and 

rehabilitation facility development during this fertile period. 

The best example of beginning a facility from scratch is seen 

in the Epihab story. Epihab operates a number of training and employ

ment workshops for epileptics across the country, and in 1957 developed 

interest in establishing such a facility in Arizona. The Division of 

Vocational Rehabilitation and other local sources displayed considerable 

local interest and support (Ben4, 1970). In addition, the Division was 

instrumental in seeking financial and other assistance from the federal 

Office of Vocational Rehabilitation for the project. The following 

year, with $14,000 "local" funds put up by Los Angeles Epihab and 

matched by a $28,000 federal vocational rehabilitation grant, the opera

tion got underway and has grown steadily since (Bene, 1970). 

There were also instances where the Division lent its support 

even when federal financial support, other than through the Office of 

Vocational Rehabilitation, was making the primary contribution. The 
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Division assisted the Samuel Gompers Rehabilitation Center by furnish

ing some equipment for hearing evaluations, for example, even though 

the federal construction money was received through the Hill-Burton 

program rather than the vocational rehabilitation program: "Additional 

Federal funds were available for special projects like the Hearing and 

Speech Center at the Samuel Gompers Memorial Clinic, Phoenix, and the 

Evaluation Unit and Homebound Program for the Severely Disabled at Tuc

son (State Dept. of Pub. Instruc., 1955-1956)." 

The Evaluation Unit and Homebound Program, which came to be 

known as Homecrafters, provides a lucid illustration of the forces and 

considerations commonly involved during this period. Mr. Bene had come 

under the influence of E. Jay Howenstine, a founder of the National 

Society for Crippled Children and Adults. Mr. Howenstine, who had 

"retired" to Tucson, retained his interest in human service programs. 

He became active in the Arizona Society for Crippled Children and Adults, 

and soon developed interest in securing some sort of sheltered work 

facility for disabled people in Tucson (Bene', 1970). 

It was quite natural that he turn to Mr. Bene for assistance in 

such an undertaking, and not surprising that he would find a receptive 

audience in Mr. Bene'. No sooner had the ink used to sign Public Law 

565 dried than Mr. Howenstine pressed his requests for assistance. Soon 

it was agreed that the Division could help most effectively by purchas

ing the equipment to be used in the facility. Although this action was 

intended to avoid the Division's outright operation of the facility to 

comply with the earlier Attorney General's opinion, the equipment 
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purchases were nonetheless questioned by the State Auditor (Bene, 1970). 

Consequently, the Attorney General was asked whether, in terms of the 

recent state vocational rehabilitation law, it would be legally possible 

for the Division ". . .to purchase machinery and equipment which would 

be loaned to a non-profit corporation organized for training disabled 

persons (State Dept. of Law, Opinion No. 55-6, January 13, 1955)." The 

reply, although in the affirmative, failed to specify whether the Divi

sion or the non-profit corporation would hold title to the equipment. 

This led to renewed friction between Messrs. Bene and Howenstine and 

the State Auditor, and so it was decided to request yet another opinion 

from the Attorney General. This time the question was more carefully 

phrased: 

Under the provisions of Chapter 56, House Bill 39, can 
State funds appropriated by the State Legislature, and Federal 
funds allotted to the State of Arizona by the U.S. Office of 
Vocational Rehabilitation be expended for the purchase of 
necessary equipment, supplies and services required by a non
profit, incorporated sheltered workshop, to be used by the 
State Division of Vocational Rehabilitation for the rehabili
tation of their severely disabled clients, the title to such 
equipment to be retained by the State (State Dept. of Law, 
Opinion No.55-49, March 12, 1955)? 

The Attorney General's reply was affirmative, thus establishing 

a precedent which would have the effect of making the Division respon

sible and accountable for all equipment subsequently issued to Home-

crafters and other facilities under similar circumstances. 

Deprived of ownership of the training equipment, Mr. Howenstine 

next determined to charge the Division a fee for use of his training 

facility. A schedule of fees was established and Mr. Bene's agreement 

to abide by them obtained. When the Division began paying the fees, 
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however, the ever-diligent State Auditor questioned the basis on which 

a non-profit corporation, which had already been equipped by the Divi

sion, should now see fit to charge the Division for services rendered 

(Bene", 1970). Mr. Bene' was obliged to place his case, once again, 

before the Attorney General. His request was sanctioned, and the pur

chase of services permitted to continue (State Dept. of Law, Opinion 

No. 55-245, November 30, 1955). 

Related Considerations 

Mr. Howenstine continued his close relationship with Mr. Bene' 

for some while, steadily strengthening the Division's support of the 

Homecrafter's shop in Tucson in the process. Their relationship was 

by no means one sided, for in addition to the obvious benefits which 

disabled clients of the Division received through the workshop, Mr. 

Howenstine reciprocated in other ways as well. 

In 1951 Mr. Bene had activated an advisory committee to support 

the Division's interests, and installed Mr. Howenstine as committee 

chairman. As originally conceived the committee would provide impar

tial advice and assistance to the Division, and would communicate the 

Division's purposes and needs to the community (Bene, 1970). In its 

early years the advisory committee met regularly and, under Mr. Howen

stine' s leadership, did in fact fulfill many of its objectives. In a 

widely-distributed annual report for fiscal year 1954, submitted by 

Mr. Howenstine, the committee comments upon the "humanitarian and eco

nomic values" of vocational rehabilitation and describes the year's 

services provided much in the manner used by Mr. Bene in the reports 
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of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction. The advisory com

mittee report concluded: 

The General Advisory Committee unanimously voted to ap
prove this request of a state appropriation of $115,079 for 
the fiscal year 19 55-r56. 

It expressed the hope that the State Legislature would rec
ognize the economic value of this investment of tax money in 
the rehabilitation of our disabled citizens who pray for the 
privilege of becoming self-supporting people of our respective 
communities. 

The Committee commended the work of Homecrafters, Inc., 
Tucson, in its program of rehabilitation of the more severely 
disabled and expressed the hope that this plan might be ex
tended throughout the state. 

Homecrafters' Annual Report showed 59 people employed— 
average payroll 25—10 moving out into regular employment. 
Disabled welfare clients, screened and accepted by Vocational 
Rehabilitation constitute the major employees of Homecrafters. 

. . .  A  u n a n i m o u s  v o t e  o f  c o n f i d e n c e  w a s  g i v e n  M r .  H a r r y  
V. Ben</, State Director of Vocational Rehabilitation and his 
staff of counselors and office personnel serving the state 
in the Phoenix, Tucson and Flagstaff offices (State Board for 
Vocational Education, 1953-1954). 

A more convenient arrangement could hardly be expected. 

In the beginning, Mr. Howenstine was the only committee member 

residing outside of Phoenix (Bene", 1970). Rather than continue to re

quire him to travel to meetings at his own expense, Mr. Bene asked the 

State Attorney General whether the "travel and subsistance" for ad

visory committee members attending meetings could be paid by the Divi

sion, and received an affirmative reply (State Dept. of Law, Opinion 

No. 55-233, November 14, 1955). 

After Mr. Howenstine left the advisory committee its effective

ness gradually declined, and it would be virtually abandoned in the 

following decade. 
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It was obvious that the federal Vocational Rehabilitation 

Amendments of 1954 exerted a profound influence upon Arizona's voca

tional rehabilitation program. By no means, however, did Arizona take 

advantage of every benefit of Public Law 565. One opportunity the 

state did not elect to avail itself of, dealt with the organizational 

location of vocational rehabilitation agencies in stage government. 

While vocational rehabilitation programs for the blind received Con

gressional permission in 1943 to be flexibly located within a state's 

administrative system, all other vocational rehabilitation programs 

were still required to be administered by the board responsible for 

vocational education. This requirement had remained essentially un

changed since the program's inception in 1920. Obermann explains the 

wider latitude permitted by Public Law 565: "Certain prerogatives and 

flexibilities were authorized in state and local administration that 

were not available under previous legislation. The states could set 

up independent commissions or agencies to administer their vocational 

rehabilitation programs (Obermann, 1965, p. 317)." There is no record 

of any effort having been made in Arizona at this time to release voca

tional rehabilitation from the firm educational grip. 

No discussion of the effects of Public Law 565 would be com

plete without mentioning the expanded federal reporting requirements 

which inevitably seem to accompany a change in the status quo. Miss 

Switzer delicately broke the news to the state rehabilitation agencies 

with this preamble: 
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As you all know, the State-Federal Program of vocational 
rehabilitation is very much in the spotlight. The record of 
accomplishments and needs which you supplied to us had great 
weight in shaping the 1954 legislation which offers us our 
present opportunity to move toward the goals which all of us 
recognize as essential in meeting our responsibilities to our 
disabled people. 

We have already been called upon to evaluate progress— 
you will recall our wire last month requesting an estimate of 
rehabilitations in 1955. It is more and more essential that 
we have data immediately at hand to appraise the current situ
ation. 

The outlook now is for a substantial increase in our ap
propriations for fiscal 1956 over 1955. We must be prepared 
to justify, with factual evidence, this confidence which the 
Congress is placing in our program (OVR, 1955c> p. 1). 

The "factual evidence," of course, referred to quantitative 

statistical descriptions of the program's growth. 

Federal influence in the operation of the state rehabilitation 

agencies, substantial throughout the history of the program, was fur

ther accelerated by the 1954 Amendment provisions. In addition to the 

research, training and related capabilities which have been described 

previously, one mechanism which flourished at this time consisted 

simply of furnishing the state agencies with profuse quantities of 

ideas, pamphlets and other paraphernalia. One of many examples: 

We have a new, six-panel exhibit which illustrates the 
major points in the Vocational Rehabilitation Amendments of 
1954. 

Attached are copies of two of the panels used in the ex
hibit and a sketch of a panel depicting the economic value of 
vocational rehabilitation in a State. Perhaps they will prove 
of value to you in preparing your next exhibit. 

Our exhibit consists of six individual, 3' x 4' aluminum 
panels and frames set on aluminum legs. It is so constructed 
that either one or two—or all six*--of the panels can be used 
in different sized exhibit areas at conventions (OVR, 1955a', 
p. 1). 
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Nor was vocational rehabilitation the only area in which federal 

legislation would exert strong influence upon the state programs during 

this decade. Mention has already been made of changes in public as

sistance and construction titles of other legislation and their effect 

upon vocational rehabilitation. The Social Security Act was to be the 

scene of yet one more amendment which would have a substantial impact 

upon Arizona's vocational rehabilitation program. 

Amendments to the federal Social Security Act in 1954 adopted 

the so-called "disability freeze," which preserved O.A.S.I. benefits 

for workers and their dependents during periods of extended disablement. 

Obermann explains: 

. . .  i t  w a s  p r o v i d e d  t h a t  d i s a b l e d  o l d e r  p e r s o n s  c o u l d  a p p l y  
to the Bureau of Old Age and Survivors Insurance for the "freez
ing" of their earnings at a level that would avoid the penalty 
of lower earnings resulting from their disabilities. Those 
found to be unable to engage in any kind of gainful activity 
could be placed on Social Security payrolls for the duration of 
these disabilities. These amendments were important to the 
state rehabilitation agencies because the Bureau turned to 
those agencies in all states except New York, North Carolina, 
Oklahoma and Washington to make the disability determinations 
of these applicants. Furthermore, those who were found to be 
not sufficiently disabled to receive the new Social Security 
benefits were almost by definition to be considered for voca
tional rehabilitation. Here were thousands of new vocational 
rehabilitation clients who had already had extensive medical 
and vocational diagnosis. They could become a major part of 
the workloads in the states (Obermann, 1965, pp. 318-319). 

Congress had specified that the knowledge and experience of 

state vocational rehabilitation agencies in diagnosing and working with 

disabled people would be a great asset in the expanded social security 

programs. At the time this represented a major legislative display of 

confidence in the vocational rehabilitation process. Miss Switzer's 

explanation places the matter in context: 
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This Act is the third part of the three point program which 
the President recommended to the Congress for strengthening and 
substantially expanding rehabilitation and other services to 
the handicapped. 

The first part of the President's program is, as you know, 
the new Vocational Rehabilitation Act. The second part is the 
Medical Facilities Survey and Construction Act of 1954 . . . 
the preservation of the old-age and survivors insurance benefit 
rights of individuals who become disabled is the third part 
which rounds out and completes this most far reaching and com
prehensive program for our handicapped people. 

The provision of the Social Security Act which protects 
the old-age and survivors benefit rights is analogous to the 
"waiver of premium" in commercial life insurance and will main
tain an individual's rights to retirement benefits at the amount 
he would have received had he become 65 and retired on the date 
his disability began. . . . 

This provision to protect benefit rights has another major 
objective, clearly delineated in the law, which is the reha
bilitation of as many of these disabled people as possible 
(OVR, 1954b, p. 1). 

In the actual text of the law, however, the Congress did not 

require that state vocational rehabilitation agencies be assigned the 

disability determination function although they were cited as the 

agency of choice. The designation was to be made by the governor of 

each state, and when several failed to designate the vocational reha

bilitation agency, Miss Switzer promptly went into action: 

The attached letter, dated December 8, was sent by Secre
tary Hobby to the Governor of each State (except those States 
in which designation has already been made) concerning desig
nation of the State vocational rehabilitation agency or agen
cies, or other appropriate State agencies, to make disability 
determinations for the preservation of the old-age and survi
vors' insurance benefit rights of persons who become totally 
disabled. 

You will note that the Secretary has pointed out that the 
Congress identifies the State vocational rehabilitation agency 
as the agency of choice to perform this function. Attention 
was also called to the relationship between designation of the 
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State vocational rehabilitation agency and the objectives of 
the expanded vocational rehabilitation program about which the 
Secretary wrote each Governor October 25, 1954. 

I urge that if he has not already done so, each State Di
rector initiate action to acquaint his Governor with the inter
est, ability, and appropriateness of the State vocational 
rehabilitation agency to perform this function (OVR, 1954c, p. 1). 

In Arizona this gubernatorial prerogative became momentarily 

entangled in politics. The Republican Governor Pyle, who had succeeded 

himself in 1952, was defeated by his Democratic opponent McFarland in 

the 1954 general election (Arizona Legislative Review, December 3, 1969, 

p. 6). Although he could have made the designation during his lame 

duck period of service, he instead deferred such decision to his suc

cessor. Several months after assuming office, Governor McFarland duti

fully named the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation as the state 

disability determination unit, as expected (Bene", 1970). 

Mr. Bene' might have had his doubts about this matter, for he 

waited until after the Governor's designation to establish whether he 

might properly accept such responsibility within the context of state 

law. He thereupon asked the State Attorney General: 

Question 1: Does the Division of Vocational Rehabilita
tion have authority under Arizona law to enter into an agree
ment to make disability determinations called for by the 
Federal Act? 

Question 2: Does the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 
have authority to provide the Section of the Federal Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare with assistance in gathering 
information necessary to make determinations of disability 
under Federal Law (State Dept. of Law, Opinion No. 55-61, March 
24, 1955)? 

The reply was affirmative in both instances. 
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Satisfied that he could legally initiate this program (and re

ceive the complete federal funding which went with it), Mr. Bene pro

ceeded to develop the disability determination unit. In considering a 

supervisor for the unit Mr. Bene, a staunch advocate of seniority, 

first approached U. P. McCullough, who had been hired as a counselor 

almost ten years earlier. Mr. McCullough, however, asked not to be 

considered (Bene, 1970). Accordingly, the position went to Mr. M. W. 

Holdship, who had joined the agency shortly after Mr. McCullough and 

who "set up the office of Disability Certification within D.V.R. in 

1955 and became supervisor of this unit (Holdship, December 5, 1969)." 

This new function of the Division, which greatly expanded its 

budget, its staff, and its responsibilities, was commented upon by Mr. 

Howenstine's committee: 

The Division of Vocational Rehabilitation was selected by 
Governor McFarland to administer in Arizona the Old Age and 
Survivors insurance System pertaining to the Disability "Freeze" 
applicants and which now includes disabled applicants (50 years 
or older) for cash benefits, and children who were disabled be
fore age 18 and are dependents of retired workers. 

This program is designed to integrate potential vocational 
rehabilitation cases with the regular rehabilitation procedures 
of the Division with the hope that some of these claimants can 
be rehabilitated into remunerative employment. 

While the "determinations" have been carried on success
fully, the number of potential cases for vocational rehabili
tation have [sic] so far been few in number, but expected to 
increase with a better understanding of the rehabilitation 
program by the claimants (State Board for Voc. Educ., 195.6-
1957). 

There can be little doubt about the immediate and dramatic im

pact which these various Congressional changes had upon Arizona's voca

tional rehabilitation program midway through the decade of the 1950's. 
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One additional measure suggestive of this impact is the number of per

sons claimed to have been successfully rehabilitated by the Division. 

Interestingly, the numbers of such persons had actually been declining 

until the new federal laws came into being. Then, as seen in Table 

VIII, a steady increase in the number of successfully rehabilitated 

persons was recorded which would last through the end of the decade 

(OVR, 1959c). 

In the same state election where the Democrats re-occupied the 

office of governor in the person of Mr. McFarland, a change was taking 

place in the office of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

C. L. Harkins replaced M. L. Brooks as the Democratic nominee and won 

the general election, continuing the Democratic control of that office. 

Two years later, however, Mr. Brooks decided to try again, and bested 

Mr. Harkins in a hard-fought battle for the nomination (Bene, 1970). 

Mr. Brooks was returned to the office in the general election. 

This time, his attitude had changed greatly from what it had formerly 

been. Every new employee to be hired within the education agency was 

investigated as to political affiliation, and financial and other forms 

of support were expected from his staff. 

The End of the Road 

In the next election Mr. Brooks was defeated in the primary by 

W. W. "Skipper" Dick, who went on to victory in the general election. 

Mr. Dick, former Maricopa County School Superintendent, held this post 

through the end of the decade, surrounding himself with friends who had 

retired from positions in education. 
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TABLE VIII 

DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
SUCCESSFUL REHABILITATIONS 

1950-1959 

Fiscal Year Number 
Average Cost 
Per Person 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

216 

215 

193 

180 

172 

203 

289 

413 

496 

458 

502 

494 

487 

805 

911 

905 

1,056 

943 

975 

1,080 

TOTAL 2,835 
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Mr. Bene by this time was almost 70 years old and would shortly 

be forced to retire. There remained one objective which had stead

fastly eluded him through the years, to which he now turned his atten

tion. Although he had been president of the National Rehabilitation 

Association and had held other offices in that organization, no local 

chapter had ever been established in Arizona. Mr. Bend's interest in 

developing such a chapter was great and of long standing. Years 

earlier he had written: "I want to drop you this note to remember to 

send me as soon as it is available, a copy of our by-laws so that we 

can work toward forming at least one chapter of the NRA in Arizona 

(Ben/, May 21, 1948). 

Efforts to establish an Arizona chapter, however, were not re

warded until 1956. In that year, the state was successful in hosting 

the Pacific Regional Conference of the National Rehabilitation Associa

tion, an event which generated the interest and memberships necessary 

for the formation of a state chapter of the association. 

The following year, having reached the mandatory state retire

ment age, Mr. Bene retired, effective June 30, 1957 (Arizona Republic, 

June 20, 1957, p. 14). 

At the time of his retirement his annual salary was $7,500 

(Ben£, 1970). The Division which he headed had grown to include 34 

employees (Arizona Republic, June 20, 1957, p. 14). In a position 

which he had assumed during the heyday of political spoils, he had 

served under eight different Governors and seven different State Super

intendents. The Governor in office at the time of his retirement noted: 
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"Among those who have knowledge of your activities most recognize that 

few public servants have given more of themselves and have devoted more 

time to helping their fellow citizens than you. I observed your work 

while I was in Washington and as Governor it was a privilege for me to 

work with you (McFarland, July 9, 1957)." 

But the most touching eulogy was published several years before 

his retirement: 

Helping others to help themselves is the life work and fore
most interest of Harry V. Bene. 

A kindly, sympathetic nature and a genuine interest in his 
fellow man led him into that field ... a quarter of a century 
ago. 

And because he accepted the challenge of a humanitarian 
job that needed doing, literally hundreds of Arizonans are 
grateful for his help in overcoming tremendous handicaps 
.... Hardworking, unassuming Harry Bene and his staff have 
been too busy helping others to tell of their accomplishments 

• • • • 

"Essentially," Bene says, "this is our objective: To 
strengthen our economy by taking people whom accident or other 
misfortune has [sic] more or less relegated to the scrap heap, 
and remold them into self supporting citizens and taxpayers. 

"We provide for the handicapped persons an opportunity for 
job preparation equal to that which the public education pro
gram provides for the non-handicapped. Our guiding philosophy 
is this: Forget what the individual has lost and build on 
what he has left." 

Bene's interest in helping the handicapped began years ago 
while he was on the Miami City Council. As chairman of its 
welfare committee, he saw many cases of disability. He began 
to think about what could be done to restore these individuals 
to useful lives. 

"When the opportunity was given me to enter the vocational 
rehabilitation department, I took it," Ben^ recalls. "I have 
never regretted it. The inner satisfaction that one derives 
from helping these people more than compensates for the money 
I might now be receiving had I remained in private business 
(Arizona Republic, January 22, 1953, p. 14)." 
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But for Mr. Bene the end of the road had not yet arrived with 

his retirement. He was successful in obtaining from Mr. Brooks, then 

State Superintendent, a two-year contract to serve as part-time consult

ant. This arrangement, approved by the State Board, was arranged to 

take maximum benefit of the Social Security retirement earnings limita

tions, and provided that Mr. Bene would be available to both the State 

Superintendent and the new Division Director (Bene, 1970). 

The new Division Director named to succeed Mr. Bene was Mr. 

Holdship, who had evidenced interest in the position whereas Mr. 

McCullough had not (Bene', 1970). Mr. Brooks, continuing the tradition 

of the State Superintendent being active in agency appointments, was 

agreeable to naming Mr. Holdship to the position. Mr. Holdship had 

also been nominated for promotion by the Arizona A.F.L.-C.I.O. Director, 

who had been an active supporter of Mr. Brooks during the earlier elec

tion campaign (Holdship, December 5, 1969). 

It has been mentioned that Mr. Bene's recommendations for pro

motion were strongly influenced by his firm adherence to seniority 

principles, no doubt dating back to his labor associations within the 

mining industry. His support of Mr. Holdship as his replacement cannot 

fully be explained without first considering the events that occurred 

and the status of Charles Orvis, who as the first counselor ever hired 

by Mr. Bene ranked highest in terms of seniority. Two factors may be 

cited to account for Mr. Orvis' being passed over, in the first place 

he was not interested in leaving Tucson, where he had lived continuously 

since 1943 after being selected by Mr. Bene to open a branch office in 
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that community. In the second place, there had developed a general 

concern about whether Mr. Orvis could make an executive commitment. 

This concern is illustrated in the following remarks which Hester Hood 

addressed to him in a gentle attempt to push him to a more vigorous 

expansion of the program in the southern portion of the state: 

Charlie, I hope that sometime you might have Miss Genung 
[sic] discuss with your staff . . . what is going on with men
tally retarded in the Tucson schools, and see how this relates 
to your serving these young people as they prepare for employ
ment, and are in need of VR services. I believe the Work 
Evaluation Unit might very well "tie in" with this school pro
gram for the 14-16 year old group, and together plan better 
activities which have some vocational evaluation content could 
be developed [sic]. 

Mr. Tillinghast and one of his assistants visited the 
Phoenix office while I was there. I think your office should 
begin thinking of how the School for the Deaf and your office 
could be brought together in evaluation of potential of these 
students one or two years before they finish at the school, 
and whether the school should have more vocational exploratory 
experiences. There would be a possibility of the School pro
viding matching funds toward the employment of a VR counselor, 
who might do a combination job of vocational counseling and 
planning with these students, engage in placement of deaf, and 
carry a part caseload besides in the Tucson office. There was 
a recent release from OVR on cooperative relationships with 
schools for the deaf (Rehabilitation Service Series No. 357) 
which I am sure Mr. Bene will want to discuss with you. It 
seems to me that you have a most cooperative person in Mr. 
Tillinghast, so it should be possible to work out something 
very worthwhile. 

There are other possibilities for expansion within your 
district and I hope you and your staff will develop these this 
coming year, bringing your plans to the attention of the State 
Director and Casework Supervisor as you have begun to see the 
outline for them. Mr. Ben^ hopes to get the distribution of 
case funds on a more even quarterly distribution basis so you 
can plan on a full year basis. There is enough to be done in 
your district that you should be able to justify every bit of 
casework funds that can be made available. It takes good case
work management by every staff member, good records of spending 
and plans to spend, plus vision coupled with good justification 
of your overall plans. I have great faith in your district 
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staf£ functioning on a well organized and planned program basis 
if you will start planning now, and quite specifically. For
give me for the lecture—it is only because I want your district 
to show real development and compete successfully with the 
Phoenix district (Hood, June 29, 1956). 

And so it was that Mr. Bend's support went to Mr. Holdship, 

thus virtually assuring his selection as Director. 

Mr. Bend's service as part-time consultant lasted for two years, 

and then was discontinued. His successor had barely become Director 

before being exposed to a most trying ordeal. Under strong influence 

from State Superintendent Brooks, Mr. Holdship had hired Miss Laura 

McRea as rehabilitation counselor. It soon became apparent that her 

attitude, her remarks and complaints about the Division and its opera

tions did not incur the favor of Mr. Holdship. When Mr. Dick replaced 

Mr. Brooks as Superintendent, Mr. Holdship acted to terminate her em

ployment. Miss McRea contested the matter in court and, after a long 

and divisive contest, was restored to her former position. The inci

dent had, unfortunately, left a scar on the Division's reputation in 

the State Legislature and elsewhere (Bene, 1970). The many years of 

meddling by the State Superintendent in the personnel practices of the 

vocational rehabilitation program, coupled with the absence of an in

dependent merit system, finally culminated in severe repercussions. 

Mr. Holdship and the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, 

however, did not come tumbling down but, instead, closed strongly at 

the end of the decade, as indicated by the following: 

ADMINISTRATION 

The Federal Civilian Vocational Rehabilitation Program is 
placed with the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education 
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and Welfare through the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation and 
the State Board for Vocational Education. 

FUNDS 

The Federal Government reimbursed the State approximately 
65% for all rehabilitation services .... Federal participa
tion [sic] will continue in accordance with the amount of State 
Funds made available. 

PURPOSE 

The objective of this program is to provide a resident of 
Arizona, 16 years of age or older, who by reason of his physi
cal or mental disability is unable to earn his living the 
necessary rehabilitation services to make him employable and 
self-supporting. 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 

All necessary services such as counseling, guidance, psy
chological and medical examinations, transportation for diag
nostic purpose, vocational training and placement do not 
require a financial means test; however, corrective surgery, 
hospitalization, prosthetic appliances, textbooks, supplies, 
tools, supplemental living maintenance, transportation and 
placement equipment aire only provided—based on financial need 
to enable the disabled person to become self-supporting. 

ECONOMIC SIGNIFICANCE 

Four hundred fifty-five disabled persons were rehabilitated 
in 152 different occupations. They were vocationally handi
capped by various disabilities such as visual, deafness, hard 
of hearing, orthopedic deformities, arrested tuberculosis, 
cardiac and other physical or mental impairments. 

FIFTY-SIX RELIEF CLIENTS ASSISTED 

Public assistance amounting to $66,096.00 per year had been 
given to this group (who had 131 dependents) at an average cost 
of $1,180.00 per person. All such clients were unemployed. 
Only 8 of the Relief Clients [sic] continued to receive some 
aid from the Welfare Department after rehabilitation, and these 
8 were so severely disabled that they could not be restored to 
full maximum productivity. Rehabilitation services costing 
$32,427.00, or an average cost per person of $579.00, resulted 
in permitting this group to achieve annual earnings of $123,344 
or an average wage of $2,203.00 per person. 
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FOUR HUNDRED FIFTY-FIVE MADE INDEPENDENT 

The total case service costs amounted to $209,404.00. 
After placement in various jobs these four hundred fifty-five 
persons were earning $1,175.00 annually [sic]* or an average 
wage of $2,583.00 per person. The average age of these per
sons was 35 years, with a conservative work expectancy of 25 
years. At their present rate of earnings, assuming no in
creases over the years, they will earn within the period over 
$29,000,000.00. 

REHABILITATION PAYS: IT DOES NOT COST 

THE AVERAGE REHABILITANT WILL REPAY THE COST OF REHABILI
TATION IN TAXES AT LEAST TEN TIMES. In almost all instances 
rehabilitation is not a recurring expenditure. The economic 
value of restoring the unproductive to productivity has been 
pointed out in the preceding paragraph; social and moral values 
are inestimable. The average cost of rehabilitating these 455 
persons was $460.00. It is apparent that this conservative 
investment has prevented the State and Federal Government from 
assuming a long time support program for these disabled. 

PRESENT CASE LOAD 

On June 30, 1960, 703 active cases were receiving various 
rehabilitation services. In addition, there were 433 cases 
that had not been fully interviewed, counseled, etc. . . 
(State Supt. of Pub. Instruc., 1959-1960, pp. 5-6). 

Although the course of Arizona's vocational rehabilitation 

program may at times have seemed to be erratic, and at other times to 

have meandered widely, its variations have not been altogether unique. 

Indeed, Arizona has in many ways merely reflected the trends in the 

program across the country. The following data, for example, reflect 

the number of persons successfully rehabilitated based upon a popula

tion constant. Figures for Arizona and for the nation as a whole are 

provided: 

*The correct figure is $1,175,265.00. 
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Year Arizona National 

1925 2.36 5.10 
1930 1.63 3.78 
1935 10.28 7.46 
1940 12.81 8.93 
1945 14. 32. 
1950 29. 39. 
1955 23. 35. 
1960 39. 49. 

(Rehabilitation Services Administration, 1970, pp. 14-15) 

The number of persons successfully rehabilitated per 100,000 

population has increased, both in Arizona and throughout the country, 

in strikingly similar fashion. From the program's inception until 

World War II (and passage of the 1943 Vocational Rehabilitation Act) 

the numerical gain was relatively modest in both instances. Since that 

time, it has been more dramatic. 

Both Arizona and the nation showed a mild recession in the late 

1920's, and again in the years immediately preceding the stimulating 

effect of Public Law 565. 

With the exception of the years 1935-1940, when Mr. Bene in his 

heyday singlehandedly surpassed the national average using this criterion, 

Arizona's performance has lagged consistently. And, until the final dec

ade of this study, the rate of lag had remained at about a remarkably 

stable forty percent. 

This simple statistic, measuring as it does only a single aspect 

of the rehabilitation program, does not constitute a sufficient base for 

the drawing of conclusions. Considered together with other information 

which has been examined in this study, however, it tends to affirm the 
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profound historical impact of federal influences upon the vocational 

rehabilitation programs in Arizona, as well as in other states. 



CHAPTER VII 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summarizing and reaching conclusions are two of the most diffi

cult tasks of the researcher. This statement applies particularly to 

historical research, where variables affecting the study are not amen

able to strict control. The research has not been immune from a partic

ular theoretical stance which has undoubtedly affected the manner in 

which the history of vocational rehabilitation in Arizona has been ob

served and reported. Certainly the same considerations will be re

flected in these closing remarks. 

This history has had as its focal point the state agency re

sponsible for the administration of vocational rehabilitation activities 

in Arizona. As such, it qualifies as a history of a state organization 

as much as its intended purpose—that of reviewing the birth and pro

gression of a program, or movement, within the state. Yet the review 

of organizational behavior as it relates to the movement in question 

has impressed the author as representing the most meaningful approach 

to this complex subject. Through this approach the administrative func

tions, forms of bureaucratic structure, sources of organizational power, 

and the like, have been examined in detail. It is the author's thesis 

that these items are central to the scope of the study. Within this 

orientation, those forces revolving around but not directly affecting 

216 
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the state administrative agency are almost by definition peripheral 

and subordinate to the report. 

Limitations of the Study 

Using the organizational elements as a framework through which 

the history of vocational rehabilitation in Arizona may be explored is 

an empirically sound approach. No claim may be made, however, to the 

effect that this is the only, or even the best, method of objectively 

studying the subject. 

It is apparent that the growth of vocational rehabilitation in 

Arizona on occasion has been cumbersome and slow. At other times, the 

growth has been accelerated. The determinants of the rate and even the 

direction of this growth have been those very forces which have been 

defined as peripheral to the focus of the study. Xt can be argued that 

these forces and their influencing affects upon vocational rehabilita

tion, such as policies and personalities in the federal government, 

attitudes of other state agencies, etc., have not been as thoroughly 

treated as might have been the case. 

While it is true that vocational rehabilitation in Arizona has 

not enjoyed an orderly, evenly distributed rate of growth, the report

ing of the history in increments of decades may have had a flattening 

or similarly distorting affect. 

By no means is this study an exhaustive work. The mere collec

tion of pertinent data does not constitute research. Yet by the very 

process of selecting those items to receive emphasis within the study 

(stressing, for example, workshop and rehabilitation facility 
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development while making little reference to the evolution of rehabili

tation counseling as a profession beyond the 1930*s) the author is at , 

best purposefully injecting his biases into the work and at worst dis

torting the objectivity of the study. 

Historical research is generally accepted as an activity whose 

methodologies fall well within the boundaries of responsible scientific 

research. Although primary sources have been used extensively through

out this report, and only after careful review of their authenticity, 

certainly there exist sources of information which were not located by 

the investigator. And although eyewitness testimony was obtained and 

used only when independent corroboration was possible, additional testi

mony might have been available had the investigator's search been more 

extensive. 

This consideration assumes greater importance in view of the 

relative sparcity of remaining information suitable for research con

cerning the history of vocational rehabilitation in Arizona. Many of 

the records about vocational rehabilitation in Arizona which had been 

maintained by the federal government were lost or destroyed during the 

various organizational upheavals of the 1930*s and 1940's. The Arizona 

Division of Vocational Rehabilitation discarded large quantities of 

irreplacable records and memorabilia during a physical relocation of 

its central office in the late 1950's. The State Department of Library 

and Archives is unable to locate several large boxes of assorted his

torical materials concerning vocational rehabilitation which were 

donated by Harry V. Bene shortly after his retirement. These limitations 
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in the availability of historical information have no doubt had some 

impact upon the comprehensiveness of the study. 

Finally, the data constituting this study were collected and 

analyzed by one very fallible researcher. What is seen and recorded 

is doubtless influenced by one's experiences and perceptions. Strong, 

personal interests or inclinations may tend to obscure the full picture 

from the observer. And so the researcher's own emotions, values and 

motivations, while a sustaining influence during the period of this 

project, may also have caused unwitting distortions within the report. 

Summary 

This study has been concerned with the historical development 

of vocational rehabilitation within Arizona. In view of the recent 

emphasis upon rehabilitation* manpower and health programs ambnig the 

country's social priorities, it was deemed important to develop an 

understanding and appreciation of the historical forces which have 

molded vocational rehabilitation. The complete absence of any prior 

effort to review this topic was cited as an additional imperative for 

the study. 

The research methodology entailed the collection and review of 

pertinent historical materials, in order to test working hypotheses 

which had been formulated. Such materials were subjected to rigorous 

internal and external criticism. Only the most verifiable data were 

utilized. 

In Chapter II the onset of the vocational rehabilitation pro

gram as an instrument of both Arizona and the federal government was 
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discussed. It was noted that the influence of World War I had a de

cided effect in preparing Congress to consider such a program as a 

matter of national responsibility. The initial placement of the voca

tional rehabilitation movement with the federal Board of Vocational 

Education, and the resultant profound affects which this expediency 

would have upon vocational rehabilitation's development, were mentioned. 

Arizona's initiation of a vocational rehabilitation program was posi

tively correlated as a direct response to the federal initiative. This 

response was forthcoming only after the substantial efforts of an 

employee of the Federal Board of Vocational Education whose job involved 

assisting states in developing vocational rehabilitation programs, and 

of a forward-looking state legislatress from Yuma County. Responsibility 

for administering the program in Arizona was assigned by the Legislature 

to the State Board of Education, which was responsible for administer

ing vocational education programs. Such assignment was required by the 

federal Act. 

The chapter dealing with the decade of the 1920's described the 

slow and aimless early years of Arizona's vocational rehabilitation 

program. It was suggested that vocational rehabilitation was assigned 

a status by the Board and State Superintendent of Public instruction 

which was decidedly inferior to vocational education and other educa

tional activities. The limited services which were provided within the 

state were accomplished on a part-time basis by personnel whose main 

interests and responsibilities lay elsewhere. By contrast, the first 

1 decade of vocational rehabilitation at the federal level was described 
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as one of high potential. Concepts which were to support the program 

for many years were formulated. In many service areas, an attitude 

conducive to flexibility and innovation was encouraged, which did much 

to hasten the eventual maturity of the movement at the national level. 

On the other hand, there were severe shortcomings in the federal pro

gram as well. Its forward movement was repeatedly jeopardized by 

Congress' treatment of it as temporary legislation. Vocational educa

tion personnel at the federal level, as within the state, were less 

than enthusiastic about furnishing leadership and support to the found

ling program. 

Chapter IV discussed the development of the program during the 

1930's.« The seldom discussed but nevertheless potent influence which 

the political forces have had upon vocational rehabilitation in Arizona 

was described. These were most apparent whenever a major elective 

office changed hands, as would be illustrated time and again throughout 

the history. The uniquely vulnerable position which vocational reha

bilitation occupied relative to the State Superintendent of Public 

Instruction was described in some detail. 

An effort was made to evaluate the background of Arizona's 

first full-time vocational rehabilitation employee, Harry Ben/, in an 

attempt to assess his character and qualifications for the prominent 

position within vocational rehabilitation which he occupied for more 

than a quarter century. The successes which he achieved almost single-

handedly in advancing the purposes of the state's program during this 

decade are discussed. His early forced reliance upon federal, rather 
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than state, sources for his guidance and training in rehabilitation 

processes are enumerated, as well as some of the resultant consequences 

of these relationships. 

Progress in the development of the program at the federal level 

continued at em accelerated pace, which was abetted by Congress' making 

the program permanent in the mid-19301 s. The precedent, begun in the 

1920* s, of the federal government accepting primary responsibility for 

leading and forming the program would continue unabated. The mixed 

effect of the Great Depression upon vocational rehabilitation at both 

the state and national levels was reviewed, as well as the growing in

fluence which the federal government would eventually exercise over 

the program at the state level through law, regulation and procedure. 

In the 1940's, which are discussed in Chapter V, the profound 

affect which World War II had upon vocational rehabilitation is treated 

in detail. The war and its consequences led directly to a heightened, 

realization of the contributions which vocational rehabilitation might 

make to the economy, and to a resultant massive and unprecedented ex

pansion of the program at all levels. The war also served as the 

catalyst which assured the passage of P.L. 113. This far-reaching 

piece of federal legislation advanced the parameters of vocational re

habilitation every bit as much as annual appropriations increases had 

enlarged the programs' records of quantifiable activities in the states. 

These federal Amendments also altered the formula for federal financial 

• participation in the cost of operating the vocational rehabilitation 

| programs in the states. What had been roughly a fifty-fifty proposition 
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was replaced by a strong inducement whereby the federal government 

would assume the full costs of all administrative and related expenses 

such as salaries. This in turn enabled Mr. Bene to achieve a limited 

expansion of personnel. 

The federal Office of Vocational Rehabilitation was established 

as a sequel to P.L. 113, in the continuing series of organizational 

locations for the program at the federal level. It established a 

regional office in San Francisco, which allowed the already flourishing 

personal relationships between state and federal counterpart personnel 

to prosper more greatly them hitherto. To Mr. Bene, who had felt 

threatened by a state election battle which illustrated the political 

shadow hanging over the state program, the interest and responsiveness 

at the federal level offered considerable sustenance. Action by Con

gress in the form of the Hatch Act eventually mollified the more fla

grant aspects of the local political influences. 

Considerable attention was devoted to federal-state relation

ships such as state plan requirements and other regulatory devices 

employed by the federal government. Their resultant effects upon state 

administrative prerogatives were studied. 

Improvements in the stature of the state vocational rehabilita

tion program were measurable in terms of expanded staff and budget as 

well as larger numbers of disabled persons receiving services. District 

offices were opened, which enhanced the program's service capabilities. 

Also, a State Superintendent of Public Instruction substantially ad

vanced, by administrative action, the status of the vocational reha

bilitation program and its chief officer. 
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Chapter VI is concerned with the program's development through 

the decade of the 1950's. Frank Clayton's resignation had ended an 

irreplaceable personal relationship which had sparked much of the ad

vance within the state. By this time, the program had gained suffi

cient strength and momentum that it was not nearly so reliant upon key 

personalities as it had been during its younger and more formative 

years. 

It was, nonetheless, a decade marked by a substantial influx 

of significant new personalities in the vocational rehabilitation arena. 

Miss Mary Switzer, Miss Hester Hood and Mr. Philip Schafer made their 

appearances on the federal level. Within the state, Mr. Bene gave way 

to such new faces as Mr. Merrill W. Holdship and Dr. David Wayne Smith. 

Each new figure, also, was to leave his own indelible and highly per

sonal mark upon the program. 

Early in the decade the state legislature passed a new voca

tional rehabilitation act, replacing the aged thirty year old accept

ance act. Unfortunately, the new bill failed to clear up all outstand

ing legal ambiguities. Since the bill had been largely based upon the 

federal 1943 Vocational Rehabilitation Act, the situation was not im

proved by the passage, shortly thereafter, of additional federal amend

ments in 1954. 

The accelerated federal emphasis upon workshops, rehabilitation 

^ facilities and training of rehabilitation personnel had interesting 

1 consequences in Arizona. Restrained from the actual operation of such 

i facilities, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation was drawn into a 
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series of commitments intended to strengthen other local facility pro

grams. Since the federal reimbursement formula had been changed in 

1954, and full federal salary funding was no longer available, "third 

party" agreements which earned access to federal funds through other 

local expenditures were cultivated. 

During this decade of rapid program expansion, an advisory com

mittee furnished helpful guidance and valuable public education service. 

Federal influence and incentives continued as strongly as ever 

throughout the decade. In addition, related federal legislation was 

enacted which had substantial impact upon the responsibilities of state 

vocational rehabilitation agencies. This was especially true in the 

Social Security field. 

The troubled history of vocational rehabilitation services to 

the blind was reviewed. It was seen how a series of maneuvers led to 

the shift of this function from the State Board for Vocational Educa

tion to the State Department of Public Welfare. In the education agency, 

vocational rehabilitation services for blind persons had advanced from 

nondescript beginnings to a position of possible adequacy: in the wel

fare agency they were combined with other blind service programs and 

tumbled through a decade of occasional promise and predominate despair. 

A concluding correlation was suggested between the history of 

vocational rehabilitation in Arizona and the program's history across 

the country. This phenomenon was attributed to the federal impact upon 

each state's vocational rehabilitation effort. 
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Conclusion 

The imprecisions of historical research militate against the 

claiming of any firm findings or conclusions. Review of the data tends, 

nevertheless, to suggest trends and possible explanations for the events 

which have been observed. These tendencies will be discussed against 

the backdrop of the directional hypotheses which were stated in Chap

ter I. 

1. The legislative branch of state government has had substantial 

influence upon vocational rehabilitation in Arizona, while 

there has been an historical dearth of executive and judicial 

influence. 

It appears at first glance that the state legislature has had 

limited impact upon vocational rehabilitation. Although favorably 

considering the enabling act which in 1921 brought vocational rehabili

tation to Arizona, the legislature thereafter appeared to ignore the 

program until the 1950's. Then, in 1952 a comprehensive bill was 

passed which improved the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation's legal 

stature within the state education agency. This bill, unfortunately, 

was signed into law shortly before passage of additional federal amend

ments and, largely as a result of this fact, raised as many questions 

as it answered (especially concerning workshops and rehabilitation 

facilities). The following year the state legislature passed a law 

establishing the Arizona Industries for the Blind. These few forays, 

as well as several laws passed in the 1930's related to blind indigents 

which were interpreted years later as having vocational rehabilitation 
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significance, appear to constitute the exclusive statutory interest 

paid to vocational rehabilitation by the legislature. 

The legislative influence upon Arizona's vocational rehabilita

tion programs is much greater than the statutory record suggests. The 

state operating revenues were appropriated by the legislature. Con

sidering the amount of funds deemed necessary by vocational rehabilita

tion personnel, it can be said that the greatest impact of the state 

legislature has been that of chronically starving the program through 

substantial underfinancing. 

The office of Governor appears to have been largely passive and 

disinterested with respect to vocational rehabilitation. The only ex

ceptions of note are the intervention to separate vocational rehabili

tation of the blind from the education agency in 1951, and the assignment 

of the disability determination function under the federal Social Security 

Act to the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation in 1955. 

It is surprising to observe that a program with such potential 

for disputed human interactions has been spared from any judicial scru

tiny in Arizona. However, opinions of the state's Attorney General have 

made occasional contributions to vocational rehabilitation's history, 

i.e., the provisions for appointment of vocational education director in 

1918; the opinions dealing with the blind workshop in the early 1950's; 

the largely restrictive parameters concerning DVR's involvement with 

rehabilitation facilities, issued in the mid-1950's; and finally, the 

determination that DVR could accept the disability determination func

tion without specific enabling legislation, in 1955. 
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Clearly, vocational rehabilitation has been a creature of the 

state political system, with particular consequences in financing, 

personnel and other areas. That the elective offices of Governor and 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, as well as the appointive chief 

administrative position for vocational rehabilitation, have all been 

controlled by the Democratic Party during the greater part of this 

history also implies effects upon the program. 

2. There have been no substantial regional influences upon voca

tional rehabilitation in Arizona except as otherwise noted 

throughout these hypotheses. 

The data tend to affirm this hypothesis. No natural influences 

within the southwestern area of the country appear to have impacted 

upon vocational rehabilitation in Arizona. A western regional office 

of the federal rehabilitation service was established in San Francisco 

in the late 1930's and appears to have fostered improved communications 

among the rehabilitation programs in the western states. When this 

federally-defined region was reduced in size to more manageable propor

tions in 1943 such communications were no doubt somewhat further ad

vanced. At about the same time, the western region of the National 

Rehabilitation Association began to sponsor conferences which probably 

contributed to some concept of regional identity. 

3. Federal legislation has had a vital influence upon vocational 

rehabilitation in Arizona, although the federal agencies re

sponsible for administering the laws and regulations have not 

been notably influential. 
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It appears difficult to underestimate the lasting influence 

which Congress has exercised over vocational rehabilitation through 

legislation, appropriations and hearings. The program was born through 

federal legislation in 1920. The growth and direction of the movement 

were profoundly influenced by subsequent amendments, especially: mak

ing vocational rehabilitation a permanent program in 1935; the new 

service and financing provisions of 1943; and the entry into personnel 

training as well as the expanded rehabilitation facility commitments of 

1954. In addition, federal legislation concerning blindness appears to 

have been the all-important factor in the development of services for 

that disability group. 

The slow early growth of the vocational rehabilitation program 

can be correlated positively with the temporary nature of the federal 

legislation at that time. The real footholds came after a permanent 

commitment had been made by Congress. Since the states rarely, if 

ever, spent more for vocational rehabilitation than was necessary to 

obtain federal matching funds, Congress' control of the program through 

its appropriations function was virtually absolute. 

Congress did not possess a monopoly on vocational rehabilitation 

influence, however, for the role of the federal rehabilitation agency 

appears to have been greater than hypothesized. The lasting federal 

agency influence in the forms of policies, procedures, guidelines, in

formational services, and on-site visits had a heavy and sustaining 

grip upon the local program. Special note has been made of the time-

honored use of the State Plan as an instrument for imposing conformity 
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requirements upon the various state programs. At one point, as has 

been seen, this document was virtually written by an eager federal 

functionary in the person of Miss Hester Hood. 

Personnel in the federal rehabilitation agency remained, in 

general, remarkably dedicated to their work no matter how situated 

within the federal organizational apparatus. It is evident, though, 

that during the first half of this history the federal rehabilitation 

personnel were rather frequently perplexed by the attitude toward the 

program taken by parent education agency. This seems equally true of 

the Board for Vocational Education and the Office of Education. The 

condition did not stabilize until the establishment in 1943 of the OVR 

at a more adequate organizational level. 

No force could prevent the early flowering at the federal level 

of advanced ideas and concepts governing vocational rehabilitation. 

Within ten years of the program's establishment, sophisticated standards 

concerning the rehabilitation process, personnel, facilities and the 

like had evolved to a point largely recognizable and acceptable by con

temporary practice. These conceptual breakthroughs advanced far more 

rapidly than actual practice in the field. 

It appears that federal influences upon Arizona's vocational 

rehabilitation program have been profound at every level. In the future 

as in the past, the primary opportunities and mandates for vocational 

rehabilitation may well arise primarily out of legislative, financial 

and agency developments at the federal level. 
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4. Rehabilitation facilities have had negligible influence upon 

vocational rehabilitation in Arizona until very recently. 

In the first decade of vocational rehabilitation's existance 

the federal rehabilitation agency envisioned the role which rehabilita

tion facilities might play in the vocational rehabilitation process. 

Guidelines were issued to assist the state programs in the development 

of programs in this area. 

Yet, with the possible exception of the ill-fated Arizona Hut 

venture in Tucson, the Arizona rehabilitation agency did not attempt to 

cultivate such relationships until after the mandate of Public Law 565 

in the final decade of this history. Then, in rapid succession, en

counters were observed with such private agencies as Gompers, Goodwill 

and Homecrafters, and with such other public agencies as the State 

Hospital, Industrial Commission and Welfare Department. DVR was also 

involved around this time in the initial establishment of an Arizona 

Epihab unit. 

These relationships were circumscribed by restricting Attorney 

General opinions which had been issued in the absence of adequately 

clarifying statutory language. No such limitation confronted the estab

lishment of the Arizona Industries for the Blind, a sheltered workshop 

with an obvious legal mandate. The law did not prevent the Welfare 

Department, however, from separating this rehabilitation facility from 

the blind vocational rehabilitation program and making it a terminal 

work station for qualified blind persons. 
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At the very end of this history a rehabilitation facility was 

established at The University of Arizona which would prominently extend 

itself into training and research as well as direct client services 

activities. 

5. The influence of the state education agency upon vocational 

rehabilitation in Arizona has been appreciable. 

With the exception of vocational rehabilitation for the blind, 

recently emancipated from education only to be consigned to welfare, 

Arizona's vocational rehabilitation has remained a curiosity of the 

state education agency since its establishment in 1921. Whether it be 

the Vocational Education Board, the Vocational Education Director, or 

the Superintendent of Public Instruction, this relationship has most 

consistently been characterized by disinterest, neglect, and sometimes 

hostility, by the educational host. 

When Mr. Alma Davis became in 1923 the state's first Vocational 

Education Director, he also earned the distinction of becoming the first 

vocational rehabilitation employee. It took ten years after passage of 

the basic acceptance act before vocational rehabilitation would gain 

its first full time employee in the person of Mr. Harry Bene. After 

Mr. Davis' appointment, it took ten years until, quite by accident, the 

vocational rehabilitation program would be able to report directly to 

the Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

The prevailing impression received of the Superintendents' ad

ministration of vocational rehabilitation is one of political interven

tion influencing personnel practices, trimming budgets, and soliciting 
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campaign endorsements. This pressure became so great that at one point 

the endurable Mr. Bene' felt compelled to seek employment elsewhere. 

The shining exception to the picture is presented by Dr. Nolan 

Pulliam who, during his abbreviated term in the mid-1940*s, initiated 

several meaningful programs to advance vocational rehabilitation which 

were to have a lasting influence upon the program. The single gesture 

of elevating the vocational rehabilitation supervisor's status and 

grade and normalizing his right to direct access to the Superintendent 

were to have subsequent profoundly beneficial impact upon the program's 

growth. 

The Board appears to have had little initiative with vocational 

rehabilitation. It listened to, and seldom disagreed with, the Superin

tendent; it rarely listed to the chief vocational rehabilitation ad

ministrator, to whom access to the Board was severely abbreviated. 

In sum, the influence of the state education agency over voca

tional rehabilitation appears to have been omnipresent, seldom positive 

and frequently negative while being superficially benign. 

6. Manpower and personnel considerations, and key personalities, 

have had notable influence upon vocational rehabilitation in 

Arizona. 

It has been suggested that service programs such as vocational 

rehabilitation can be no stronger than the calibre of personnel employed 

to administer and implement the program. If this is the case, then 

certainly the history of vocational rehabilitation in Arizona (and, 

indeed, across the country) presents a mixed impression. For the 
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greater part of its history vocational rehabilitation has lacked not 

only a system for the selection and training of its personnel, but 

also a consensual understanding of vocational rehabilitation's primary 

missions/ goals and methods. As though these were not sufficiently 

severe obstacles to an effective manpower system, the program has also 

been plagued by its location within the state education agency which, 

as an intermediate unit within government's educational system, has 

chronically depressed the volume of personnel which vocational reha

bilitation required. The lack of local "vocational rehabilitation 

districts," comparable to local school districts, through which opera

tional personnel could be situated, resulted in an educational strangle

hold on the program's vitality and growth whose significance cannot be 

underemphasized. 

During the first quarter of this history, vocational rehabili

tation lacked its own full-time cadre. Certainly the program failed to 

prosper during this era when it was "handled" by vocational, agricultural, 

homemaking and other educational specialists as a fringe responsibility. 

A quantifiable correlation exists between these chronic personnel 

shortcomings and the financing formula of the moment employed by the 

federal government. Personnel expanded most rapidly and most nearly 

approached adequacy during periods when federal funds and matching 

formulae were most generous. 

The short-sighted policy of underpaying personnel appears to 

have been rampant throughout the state's employment system during much 

of this century. The adverse effects of this policy are nowhere more 

noticeable than in the State Welfare Department during the 1950's. 
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What vocational rehabilitation lacked in effective personnel 

and manpower considerations, however, is made up for in abundance in 

its parade of glittering luminaries. Several of these made prominent 

impressions upon the vocational rehabilitation program. 

Mrs. Nellie T. Bush can be considered the mother of vocational 

rehabilitation in Arizona. Although a state acceptance act undoubtedly 

would have been passed one day without her efforts, she started the 

program on its way. 

Mr. Frank Clayton exerted a subtle but strong influence upon 

the state's vocational rehabilitation program from the beginning until 

1946. Many of the characteristics of the state program (and of its 

staff) can be traced to this rehabilitation pioneer's convictions and 

charisma. 

Mr. John Kratz exerted an even stronger and more durable influ

ence on the program nationally than did his subordinate, Mr. Clayton, 

within Arizona. His efforts to keep the program alive in Congress and 

to battle for an effective voice within the Federal Vocational Educa

tion Board and, later, the U.S. Office of Education had indirect but 

substantial consequences for Arizona's program, as did the emerging re

habilitation concepts molded at the federal level under Mr. Kratz's 

direction. 

Mr. Harry v. Bene has probably exerted the most influence upon 

Arizona's vocational rehabilitation program. Yet, the totality of his 

impact upon the program emerges as somewhat enigmatic. Certainly his 

early contributions to vocational rehabilitation in Arizona were prodi

gious enough. As the first full-time advocate of vocational rehabilitation 
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he combined his maturity and prior experience with a wealth of political 

savvy and personal contacts into an effective and sorely needed reha

bilitation catalyst. He distinguished himself and his program in that 

first decade in any number of unprecedented ways. At his apex came 

recognition as President of the National Rehabilitation Association as 

well as prodigious achievements in the number of rehabilitation clients 

served singlehandedly. 

But as the caseload carrying responsibilities which he held 

during two-thirds of his tenure began to be eclipsed by the administra

tive sophistication necessary to support an expanding operation, the 

quality of his contributions became somewhat diffused. Limited manage

rial expertise seemingly contributed to the disorderly rehabilitation 

facility development and other difficulties encountered following the 

expansionist federal amendments of 1943 and 1954. No matter how his 

role may ultimately be analyzed, however, he should be remembered for 

his humanitarian and at times herculean efforts to improve the quality 

of life for the disabled to the best of his abilities. 

Other key personalities made equally individualistic but less 

profound impressions upon vocational rehabilitation in Arizona: E. D. 

Ring, Charles Orvis, H. E. Hendrix, Michael J. Shortley, Ted Hartwig, 

Harry W. Hill, M. L. Brooks, Hester M. Hood, Howard Pyle, and Robert C. 

Bohannan. Still others, such as Merrill W. Holdship, Philip Schafer, 

David Wayne Smith and Mary Switzer, were to play their major parts in 

subsequent years. All in all, the hypothesis that key personalities 

have and continue to make prominent impact upon vocational rehabilita

tion tends rather vividly to be affirmed. 
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7. The availability and sources of funding have not had a sub

stantial impact upon vocational rehabilitation in Arizona. 

The data rather strongly tend to reject this hypothesis. At 

both the federal and state levels (and, to a lesser extent, from other 

sources), financial considerations have had a profound impact upon Ari

zona's vocational rehabilitation efforts. 

The parameters of the state program are circumscribed neatly by 

the patterns and methods of federal financial expenditure. At no time 

did the state exceed the minimum financial effort required to obtain 

the maximum federal support, even when such support was limited to 

$5,000 per year. Later, when the amount of federal funds available had 

greatly increased, the state's effort did not even equal the minimum 

level. 

That the amount of state funds appropriated for vocational re

habilitation seemed inadequate to the rehabilitation administrators is 

a continuing theme throughout this history. In some measure this is 

attributable to lack of access to the appropriating body by the reha

bilitation personnel. By the time the budget request reached the legis

lature it had invariably been pruned significantly by the educational 

hierarchy. 

Although the federal rehabilitation administrators had advocated 

using other local funds (known as "third party" funds) as a means for 

supplementing meager state appropriations as far back as the 1920's, 

Arizona's ventures into this alternative did not achieve significant 

importance until the final decade of this study. 
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The number of persons successfully rehabilitated through the 

years was determined largely by the amount of money available to the 

program. Yet the continuing effort at both state and national levels 

to use the numbers of persons rehabilitated as dominant justification 

for budget increases appears not to have been altogether successful. 

Certainly Arizona's legislature has remained unimpressed by such argu

ments. Possibly this approach, which stresses the program's effective

ness in economic terms, rather than the remaining mission in humani

tarian terms, merits reconsideration. 

Vocational rehabilitation's effectiveness will no doubt continue 

to be heavily determined by the willingness and the ability of society 

to finance its activities. Society's generosity at federal, state and 

"third party" levels will no doubt continue to be influenced by the 

credibility of vocational rehabilitation's image as a viable human 

service system, as reflected in its descriptive social yardsticks. 

8. Lay and voluntary groups have had but a modest historical in

fluence upon vocational rehabilitation in Arizona. 

Such influences do appear to have been modest and of fairly 

recent origin, with the notable exception of the advocacies generated 

on behalf of the blind. 

The advisory group established by DVR in the 1950's did exercise 

some public relations functions, although its overall influence was de

cidedly limited. 

The state rehabilitation agencies seem to have had little to do 

with, and to have been but minimally influenced by, volunteers and 
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service consumers. Although the blind as an exception have exerted 

considerable successful influence on national legislation, it does not 

seem as though their efforts have carried much weight within Arizona. 

9. Other tendencies. 

Several other hypotheses have surfaced throughout this study 

which bear mentioning. 

(a) The fate of the national vocational rehabilitation program, 

and consequently Arizona's program, appears to be almost as heavily 

dependent upon the contingencies of war as is the so-called "military-

industrial complex." The program's birth would have been postponed 

(perhaps permanently) had it not been for World War I. The changes of 

greatest magnitude in the program's direction and funding resulted as 

direct legislative reactions to World War II and the Korean Conflict. 

(b) Regionalization within the state has had a significant 

bearing upon the character of Arizona's vocational rehabilitation pro

gram. The opening of the Tucson office in 1945 and the Flagstaff office 

in 1947 brought the program's services nearer to more people than ever 

before. On-site agency representation led to greater local awareness 

and involvement, which in turn helped DVR develop more effective re

sponsiveness to and cooperation with other concerned agencies. 

(c) The history of vocational rehabilitation services for the 

blind in Arizona is significantly different from the basic focus of 

this study. This is due to the admixture of vocational rehabilitation 

with other services for the blind, as well as to the differential or

ganizational pattern in the final decade of the study. Whether the 
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concept of combining a variety of helping services for a single dis

ability group into a coordinated system is viable cannot be answered, 

for it can hardly be said to have received an adequate trial to date 

within the State Department of Public Welfare. 

(d) An apparent correlation emerges between program effective

ness on the one hand and organizational visibility and authority on the 

other. Whether within the federal bureaucracy, or in the state educa

tion or welfare structures, the vocational rehabilitation program's 

greatest achievements occurred during periods of highest identity and 

autonomy, and conversely. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

There are many discrete components to this study which bear 

further investigation, as they have been but superficially treated here. 

Examples include the evolution of the profession of rehabilitation 

counseling, the growth of the organized rehabilitation facility move

ment, and the development of "third party" and other funding strategies 

for vocational rehabilitation. 

Many developments have taken place which have influenced the 

state and national vocational rehabilitation movements in the years 

following the expiration of this study. While the historical research 

methodologies employed here are not suitable for analyzing the events 

of the 1960's and 1970's, these relatively recent and monumental hap

penings represent fitting material for a descriptive research project. 

The principle focus of this study has been upon the primary 

state vocational rehabilitation agency. As a consequence, many 
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significant rehabilitation institutions have received fairly cursory 

treatment which, nonetheless, possess their own unique and as yet un

written histories. Examples of other public and private agencies which 

should be considered as prospects for future research include: the 

blind service programs of the State Welfare Department; the western 

regional office of the federal rehabilitation agency; the State Indus

trial Commission's rehabilitation program; the Rehabilitation Center 

at The University of Arizona; Epihab; Goodwill; Gompers; and Home-

crafters (later to be known as Arizona Training Center for the Handi

capped) . 



APPENDIX A 

ARIZONA'S VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACCEPTANCE ACT 

The Text of Senate Bill 133, March 12, 1917 

To Accept the Benefits of an Act Passed by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in Congress Assembled 

to Provide for the Promotion of Vocational Education. 

Be it Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Arizona: 

Section 1. The State of Arizona hereby assents to the provisions 

and accepts the benefits of an act passed by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled 

entitled: "An Act to provide for the promotion of vocational educa

tion; to provide for co-operation with the states in the promotion of 

such education in agriculture and the trades and industries; to provide 

for co-operation with the states in the preparation of teachers of 

vocational subjects; and to appropriate money and regulate its expendi

ture," approved February 23, 1917, and will observe and comply with all 

requirements of said Act. 

Section 2. The State Board of Education is hereby designated as a 

state board for the purposes of the said act and is hereby given all 

necessary power to co-operate with the Federal Board of Vocational Edu

cation in the administration of the provisions of the act. 
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Section 3. The State Treasurer is hereby designated as custodian 

for vocational education for the purposes of the said act, and shall 

receive and provide for the proper custody and disbursement of moneys 

paid to the state from the appropriations of said act. 

Section 4. For the purpose of meeting the requirements of said 

Federal act, there is hereby appropriated out of the general fund of 

the state, a sum of money sufficient to meet the requirements of said 

act; provided, however, that said sum of money shall not be less than 

Fifteen Thousand ($15,000.00) Dollars annually. 



APPENDIX B 

THE FEDERAL VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACT 

The Text of Public Law 236, June 2, 1920 

AN ACT 

To Provide for the Promotion of Vocational Rehabilitation of Persons 

Disabled in Industry or otherwise and their Return to Civil Employ

ment. 

Be it Enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress Assembled: 

Section 1. That in order to provide for the promotion of vocational 

rehabilitation of persons disabled in industry or in any legitimate oc

cupation and their return to civil employment there is hereby appropri

ated for the use of the States, subject to the provisions of this Act, 

for the purpose of co-operating with them in the maintenance of voca

tional rehabilitation of such disabled persons, and in returning voca

tionally rehabilitated persons to civil employment for the fiscal year 

ending June 30, 1921, the sum of $750,000; for the fiscal year ending 

June 30, 1922, and thereafter for a period of two years, the sum of 

$1,000,000 annually. Said sums shall be allotted to the States in the 

proportion which their population bears to the total population in the 

United States, not including Territories, outlying possessions, and the 

244 
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District of Columbia, according to the last preceding United States 

census; Provided, That the allotment of funds to any State shall not be 

less than a minimum of $5,000 for any fiscal year. And there is hereby 

appropriated the following sums, or so much thereof as may be needed, 

which shall be used for the purpose of providing the minimum allotment 

to the States provided for in this section, for the fiscal year ending 

June 30, 1921, the sum of $46,000; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 

1922, and annually thereafter, the sum of $34,000. 

All monies expended under the provisions of this Act from ap

propriations provided by section 1 shall be upon the condition (1) that 

for each dollar of Federal money expended there shall be expended in 

the State under the supervision and control of the State board an equal 

amount for the same purpose: Provided, That no portion of the appro

priation made by this Act shall be used by any institution for handi

capped persons except for the special training of such individuals 

entitled to the benefits of this Act as shall be determined by the 

Federal Board; (2) that the State board shall annually submit to the 

Federal board for approval plans showing (a) the kinds of vocational 

rehabilitation and schemes of placement for which it is proposed the 

appropriation shall be used; (b) the plan of administration and super

vision; (c) courses of study; (d) methods of instruction; (e) qualifi

cation of teachers, supervisors, directors, and other necessary 

administrative officers or employees; (f) plans for training of teachers, 

supervisors, and directors; (3) that the State board shall make an annual 

report to the Federal board on or before September 1 of each year on the 
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work done in the State and on the receipts and expenditures of money 

under the provisions of this Act; (4) that no portion of any moneys 

appropriated by this Act for the benefit of the States shall be applied, 

directly or indirectly, to the purchase, preservation, erection, or re

pair of any building or buildings or equipment, or for the purchase or 

rental of any lands; (5) that all courses for vocational rehabilitation 

given under the supervision and control of the State board and all 

courses for vocational rehabilitation maintained shall be available, 

under such rules and regulations as the Federal board shall prescribe, 

to any civil employee of the United States disabled while in the per

formance of his duty. 

Section 2. That for the purpose of this Act the term "persons 

disabled" shall be construed to mean any person who, by reason of a 

physical defect or infirmity, whether congenital or acquired by acci

dent, injury, or disease, is, or may be expected to be, totally or 

partially incapacitated for remunerative occupation; the term "reha

bilitation" shall be construed to mean the rendering of a person dis

abled fit to engage in a remunerative occupation. 

Section 3. That in order to secure the benefits of the appropria

tions provided by section 1 any State shall, through the legislative 

authority thereof, (1) accept the provisions of this Act; (2) empower 

and direct the board designated or created as the State board for vo

cational education to cooperate in the administration of the provisions 

of the Vocational Education Act, approved February 23, 1917, to co

operate as herein provided with the Federal Board for vocational 
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Education in the administration of the provisions of this Act; (3) in 

those States where a State workmen's compensation board, department, 

or agency exists, charged with the administration of the State work

men's compensation or liability laws, the legislature shall provide 

that a plan of cooperation be formulated between such State board, de

partment, or agency, and the State board charged with the administra

tion of this Act, such plan to be effective when approved by the 

governor of the State; (4) provide for the supervision and support of 

the courses of vocational rehabilitation to be provided by the State 

board in carrying out the provisions of this Act; (5) appoint as cus

todian for said appropriations its State treasurer, who shall receive 

and provide for the proper custody and disbursement of all money paid 

to the State from said appropriations. In any State the legislature 

of which does not meet in regular session between the date of the 

passage of this Act and December 31, 1920, if the governor of that 

State shall accept the provisions of this Act, such State shall be en

titled to the benefits of this Act until the legislature of such State 

meets in due course and has been in session sixty days. 

Section 4. That the Federal Board for Vocational Education shall 

have power to cooperate with State boards in carrying out the purposes 

and provisions of this Act, and is hereby authorized to make and es

tablish such rules and regulations as may be necessary or appropriate 

to carry into effect the provisions of this Act; to provide for the 

vocational rehabilitation of disabled persons and their return to civil 

employment and to co-operate for the purpose of carrying out the 
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provisions of this Act, with such public and private agencies as it 

may deem advisable. It shall be the duty of said board (1) to examine 

plans submitted by the State boards and approve the same if believed 

to be feasible and found to be in conformity with the provisions and 

purposes of this Act; (2) to ascertain annually whether the several 

States are using or are prepared to use the money received by them in 

accordance with the provisions of this Act; (3) to certify on or be

fore the 1st day of January of each year to the Secretary of the 

Treasury each State which has accepted the provisions of this Act and 

complied therewith, together with the amount which each State is en

titled to receive under the provisions of this Act; (4) to deduct from 

the next succeeding allotment to any State whenever any portion of the 

fund annually alloted has not been expended for the purpose provided 

for in this Act a sum equal to such unexpended portion; (5) to withhold 

the allotment of moneys to any State whenever it shall be determined 

that moneys alloted are not being expended for the purposes and condi

tions of this Act; (6) to require the replacement by withholding sub

sequent allotments of any portion of the moneys received by the custodian 

of any State under this Act that by any action or contingency is dimin

ished or lost: Provided, That if any allotment is withheld from any 

State, the State board of such State may appeal to the Congress of the 

United States, and if the Congress shall not, within one year from the 

time of said appeal, direct such sum to be paid, it shall be recovered 

into the Treasury. 
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Section 5. That the Secretary of the Treasury, upon the certifica

tion of the Federal board as provided in this Act, shall pay quarterly 

to the custodian of each State appointed as herein provided the moneys 

to which it is entitled under the provisions of this Act. The money so 

received by the custodian for any State shall be paid out on the re

quisition of the State board as reimbursement for services already 

rendered or expenditures already incurred and approved by said State 

board. The Federal Board for Vocational Education shall make an annual 

report to the Congress on or before December 1 on the administration of 

this Act and shall include in such report the reports made by the State 

boards on the administration of this Act by each State and the expendi

ture of the money alloted to each State. 

Section 6. That there is hereby appropriated to the Federal Board 

for Vocational Education the sum of $75,000 annually for a period of 

four years for the purpose of making studies, investigations, and re

ports regarding the vocational rehabilitation of disabled persons and 

their placements in suitable or gainful occupations, and for the ad

ministrative expenses of said board incident to performing the duties 

imposed by this Act, including salaries of such assistants, experts, 

clerks, and other employees, in the District of Columbia or elsewhere 

as the board may deem necessary, actual traveling and other necessary 

expenses incurred by the members of the board and by its employees, 

under its orders, including attendance at meetings of educational asso

ciations and other organizations, rent and equipment of offices in the 

District of Columbia and elsewhere, purchase of books of reference, law 
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books, and periodicals, stationery, typewriters and exchange thereof, 

miscellaneous supplies, postage on foreign mail, printing and binding 

to be done at the Government Printing Office, and all other necessary 

expenses. 

A full report of all expenses under this section, including 

names of all employees and salaries paid them, traveling expenses and 

other expenses incurred by each and every employee and by members of 

the Board, shall be submitted annually to Congress by the Board. 

No salaries shall be paid out of the fund provided in this sec

tion in excess of the following amounts: At the rate of $5,000 per 

annum, to not more than one person; at the rate of $4,000 per annum 

each, to not more than four persons; at the rate of $3,500 per annum 

each, to not more than five persons; and no other employee shall re

ceive compensation at a rate in excess of $2,500 per annum: Provided, 

That no person receiving compensation at less than $3,500 per annum 

shall receive in excess of the amount of compensation paid in the regu

lar departments of the Government for like or similar services. 

Section 7. That the Federal Board for Vocational Education is 

hereby authorized and empowered to receive such gifts and donations 

from either public or private sources as may be offered unconditionally. 

All monies received as gifts or donations shall be paid into the Treas

ury of the United States, and shall constitute a permanent fund, to be 

called the "Special fund for vocational rehabilitation of disabled 

persons," to be used under the direction of the said Board to defray 

the expenses of providing and maintaining courses of vocational reha

bilitation in special cases, including the payment of necessary 
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expenses of persons undergoing training. A full report of all gifts 

and donations offered and accepted, together with the names of the 

donors and the respective amounts contributed by each, and all dis

bursements therefrom shall be submitted annually to Congress by said 

board: Provided, That no discrimination shall be made or permitted 

for or against any person or persons who are entitled to the benefits 

of this Act because of membership or nonmembership in any industrial, 

fraternal, or private organization of any kind under a penalty of $200 

for every violation thereof. 



APPENDIX C 

ARIZONA'S VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACCEPTANCE ACT 

The Text of House Bill 148, March 14, 1921 

AN ACT 

To Provide for the Acceptance of the Benefits of an Act Passed by the 

Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 

in Congress Assembled to Provide for the Promotion of Vocational 

Rehabilitation of Persons Disabled in Industry or Otherwise; to 

Provide for the Appointment of a Custodian of all Monies Received 

by the State from Appropriations Made by the Congress of the United 

States for the Purpose Stated; to Provide for the Appointment of a 

State Board to Cooperate With the Federal Board for Vocational Edu

cation in Carrying Out the Provisions of Said Act, and Prescribe 

Its Powers and Duties; and to Make Appropriations to Provide for 

the Vocational Rehabilitation of Persons Disabled in Industry or 

Otherwise. 

Be it Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Arizona: 

Section 1. The State of Arizona does hereby, through its legisla

tive authority, accept the provisions and benefits of the act of Con

gress, entitled, "An Act to provide for the promotion of vocational 

rehabilitation of persons disabled in industry or otherwise and their 
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return to civil employment," approved June 2, 1920, and will observe 

and comply with all requirements of such act. 

Section 2. The State Treasurer is hereby designated and appointed 

custodian of all monies received by the State from appropriations made 

by the Congress of the United States for the vocational rehabilitation 

of persons disabled in industry or otherwise, and is authorized to re

ceive and provide for the proper custody of the same and make disburse

ments therefrom upon the order of the State Board herein designated. 

Section 3. The Board heretofore designated as the State Board of 

vocational education to cooperate with the Federal Board for vocational 

education in the administration of the provisions of the Vocational 

Education Act, approved February 23, 1917, is hereby designated as the 

State Board for the purpose of cooperating with the said Federal Board 

in carrying out the provisions and purposes of said Federal Act pro

viding for the vocational rehabilitation of persons disabled in indus

try or otherwise and is empowered and directed to cooperate with said 

Federal Board in the administration of said Act of Congress; to pre

scribe and provide such courses of vocational training as may be neces

sary for the vocational rehabilitation of persons disabled in industry 

or otherwise and provide for the supervision of such training; to ap

point such assistants as may be necessary to administer this act and 

said act of Congress in this State; to fix the compensation of such 

assistants and to direct the disbursement and administer the use of 

all funds provided by the Federal Government and this State for the 

vocational rehabilitation of such persons. 
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Section 4. The State Board designated to cooperate as aforesaid 

in the administration of the Federal Act, is hereby authorized and 

empowered to receive such gifts and donations, either from public or 

private sources, as may be offered unconditionally or under such con

ditions related to the vocational rehabilitation of persons disabled 

in industry or otherwise as in the judgment of the State Board are 

proper and consistent with the provisions of this Act. All the moneys 

received as gifts or donations shall be deposited in the State Treasury 

and shall constitute a permanent fund to be called the special fund for 

the vocational rehabilitation of disabled persons, to be used by the 

said board to defray the expenses of vocational rehabilitation in 

special cases, including the payment of necessary expenses of persons 

undergoing training. A full report of all gifts and donations offered 

and accepted, together with the names of the donors and the respective 

amounts contributed by each, and all disbursements therefrom shall be 

submitted annually to the Governor of the State by the State Board. 

Section 5. There shall be appropriated a sum of money available 

for each fiscal year not less than the maximum sum which may be al

lotted to the State for the purposes set forth in said Federal Act, 

and there is hereby appropriated for such purposes out of any moneys 

in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated for the fiscal year ending 

June 30, 1921, the sum of Five Thousand ($5,000.00) Dollars. 



APPENDIX D 

ARIZONA'S VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AMENDMENT 

The Text of House Bill 39, March 18, 1952 

AN ACT 

Relating to Vocational Rehabilitation; Providing for and Prescribing 

the Powers and Duties of the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation; 

Providing for a Director and Prescribing his Duties; Prescribing a 

Penalty; and Repealing Sections 56-501 and 56-502, Arizona Code of 

1939. 

Be it Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Arizona: 

Section 1. DEFINITIONS. In this Act, unless the context otherwise 

requires: 

"board" means the state board of vocational education; 

"division" means the division of vocational rehabilitation; 

"director" means the director of the division of vocational reha

bilitation; 

"disabled person" means any person with a physical or mental condi

tion which substantially contributes to or which, if not corrected, will 

probably result in an obstruction to occupational performance; 

"vocational rehabilitation" or "vocational rehabilitation service" 

means any service found by the director to be necessary to enable a 
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disabled person to engage in a remunerative occupation and includes 

medical and vocational diagnosis, vocational guidance, counsel and 

placement, rehabilitation training, physical restoration, transporta

tion, occupational licenses, customary occupational tools and equip

ment, maintenance and training books and materials; 

"physical restoration" means medical, surgical or therapeutic 

treatment necessary to correct or reduce the employment handicap of a 

disabled person and includes medical, psychiatric, dental and surgical 

treatment, nursing service, hospital care not to exceed ninety days, 

convalescent home care, drugs, medical and surgical supplies, and 

prosthetic appliances; 

"prosthetic appliance" means an artificial device necessary to 

support or take the place of a part of the body, or to increase the 

acuity of a sense organ; 

"maintenance" means money payments not to exceed the estimated 

cost of subsistence during vocational rehabilitation. 

Section 2. DIVISION OP VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION. The state 

board of vocational education shall maintain a division of vocational 

rehabilitation, which shall provide vocational rehabilitation service 

to disabled persons deemed eligible therefor as provided in this Act. 

Section 3. DUTIES OF DIVISION. The division of vocational reha

bilitation, under the general supervision of the state board of voca

tional education, shall cooperate in carrying out the purposes of 

federal statutes pertaining to vocational rehabilitation. The divi

sion may adopt such methods of administration as are found fcy the 
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federal government to be necessary for the proper and efficient opera

tion of agreements relating to vocational rehabilitation, and shall 

comply with such conditions as may be deemed necessary to secure the 

full benefits of such federal statutes. The division is authorized 

to; 1. Cooperate with other departments, agencies and institutions 

in providing for the vocational rehabilitation of disabled persons and 

studying the problems involved therein, and in establishing, developing 

and providing such programs, facilities and services as may be deemed 

necessary or desirable; 2. enter into reciprocal agreements with 

other states to provide for vocational rehabilitation of residents of 

the states concerned, and 3. conduct research and compile statistics 

relating to the vocational rehabilitation of disabled persons. 

Section 4. ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE. (a) Vocational rehabili

tation service shall be provided to a disabled person, resident in the 

state, whose vocational rehabilitation, in the judgment of the director 

after investigation, can satisfactorily be achieved, or to any such 

person who is eligible for rehabilitation service under the terms of 

an agreement with the federal government or with another state. Unless 

otherwise provided by law, the following vocational rehabilitation 

services shall be provided at public cost only to disabled persons 

found to require financial assistance: 1. physical restoration not 

including curative treatment for acute or transitory conditions; 2. 

transportation not otherwise provided to determine the eligibility of 

the individual and the nature and extent of the rehabilitation services 

necessary; 3. occupational licenses; 4. customary occupational 
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tools and equipment; 5. maintenance, and, 6. training books and 

materials. 

(b) The right of a disabled person to maintenance granted under the 

provisions of this section shall not be transferable or assignable at 

law or equity. 

Section 5. DIRECTOR OF DIVISION. A director of the division of 

vocational rehabilitation shall be appointed by the board upon recom

mendation of the executive officer of the board. It shall be the duty 

of the director, acting under the regulations of the board to: 

1. Make regulations governing the manner and form of filing appli

cations; eligibility, and the investigation and determination thereof, 

for vocational rehabilitation service; procedures for fair hearings; 

and such other regulations as he may deem advisable to carry out the 

purposes of this Act. 

2. Establish, with approval of the board, appropriate subordinate 

administrative units within the division, and appoint such personnel 

as may be necessary to perform the work of the division. 

3. Submit to the state board of vocational education annual re

ports of activities and expenditures, and, prior to each regular session 

of the legislature, estimates of sums required for carrying out the 

provisions of this Act and of the amounts to be made available for 

such purpose from all sources. 

4. Certify claims for the disbursement of funds available for voca

tional rehabilitation. 
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5. Accept gifts made to the division for the purpose of carrying 

out the provisions of this Act. 

6. Do all things necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

Section 6. HEARINGS. Any person applying for or receiving voca

tional rehabilitation service who is aggrieved by any action of the 

division, shall have the right of appeal to the state board of voca

tional education, subject to the rules and regulations of the division. 

Section 7. ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS, (a) The state treasurer shall 

be the custodian of moneys received from the federal government for the 

purpose of carrying out any federal law relating to vocational rehabili

tation, and shall disburse the same and any state moneys available for 

vocational rehabilitation purposes in the manner provided by law. 

(b) The legislature shall annually appropriate to the division of 

vocational rehabilitation out of the general fund, such funds as may 

be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

Section 8. PERSONNEL. Personnel shall be employed as provided 

by law. In the absence of any provision to the contrary the division 

may establish a merit system for the employment of personnel. 

Section 9. REPEAL. Sections 56-501 and 56-502, Arizona Code of 

1939, are repealed. This section does not negative an implied repeal 

of any statute which conflicts with this Act. 
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