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PREFACE

In the five decades following the final reduction of the Indian 

barrier in 1886, cattle raising and politics in Arizona were inseparably 

linked. The reaction of the beef producers to this condition is an 

aspect of Arizona's past that heretofore has not been examined in 

detail. The Spanish, Mexican, and early Anglo-American cattlemen were 

well aware that their successes depended upon the degree of protection 

from the Indians that their respective governments saw fit to extend. 

Latter-day Arizona cattlemen, on the other hand, often failed to see why 

the government should take a hand in their affairs. After the removal 

of the Indian menace, new problems arose to accompany the new potentials 

of the industry. As the twentieth century advanced, these problems grew 

more complex and necessarily enlarged the role of government in the 

management of the western ranges.

The cattle business was gradually forced to adjust with the 

times. In Arizona most of the individuals concerned unwillingly went 

along with the trend, an outspoken few condemned it, but all were caught 

up in it. Perhaps the easiest way to adjust was to become better 

informed on national affairs and to assume an active role in local 

government. But men who had long made it a point to keep their own 

fences mended, so to speak, found adjustment difficult. As new and 

greater restrictions were placed on the conduct of their business,
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Arizona stockmen found themselves suddenly confronted with national and 

international problems of commerce. At the same time they were 

witnessing the desperate struggle of the sacred doctrine of American 

individualism. By the time of Pearl Harbor, it was obvious that the 

range cattle industry had, out of necessity, revised its political out

look. It had been proven that noninvolvement on either the local or 

national level was impossible if the industry were to survive and 

progress, but for many this realization was a wrenching experience.

This process of adjustment, beyond the narrow realm of strictly 

municipal or county politics, can best be observed through an examina

tion of the policies of the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association. This 

organization, founded in 1905, has provided the principal voice for its 

membership and for closely allied county groups. Its convention 

resolutions and the statements of its officers, as they appear in 

official publications, newspapers, and personal correspondence, illustrate 

the political vexations that confronted Arizona's range cattle producers. 

To construct the complete picture, however, is not possible at present.

Not until the Cattle Growers open their statistical records and files of 

correspondence to historical research will it be possible to present a 

full assessment of the role of the cattle industry in the history of 

Arizona.

A number of acknowledgments are certainly in order. Phyllis 

Ball, Colonel B. M. Greeley, and Joseph Park of the Special Collections 

Division of the University of Arizona Library, Mrs. Nova Alderson, 

formerly of the Arizona Pioneers' Historical Society, Tucson, and



Marguerite B. Cooley and her staff of the State Department of Library 

and Archives, Phoenix, have all generously provided me with essential 

research materials. Bert M. Fireman of the Arizona Historical 

Foundation allowed me to utilize items from the Stauffer-Heard 

correspondence. Dr. John Goff of Phoenix College gave me permission to 

obtain information from the George W. P. Hunt papers. The graduate 

history faculty of the University of Arizona, and especially its head.

Dr. Russell C. Ewing, have shown understanding throughout my doctoral 

program, as have two members of the University's Department of 

Government. Henry G. Boice and A. C. Webb, two past presidents of the 

Arizona Cattle Growers' Association, and the organization's Secretary 

Emeritus, Abbie W. Keith, granted informative personal interviews.

Mr. and Mrs. Walter D. Armer and family of Tucson extended the warmth of 

their household to an harassed writer. My loving mother has been a source 

of inspiration throughout my college years, and my wife has been a 

faithful breadwinner, secretary, and critic through what must have seemed 

an endless period of research and writing. And finally, any student who 

has been influenced by John Alexander Carroll, teacher, scholar, and 

friend, must express heartfelt appreciation for his sound direction and 

unstinting encouragement.
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ABSTRACT

The cattle industry of Arizona has a long history of involvement 

with government. The conquistadores and the gentle padres who colonized 

for the Spanish Crown depended upon livestock to give stability to their 

efforts in what is now the American Southwest. But as the Spaniards 

penetrated the region known as Pimeria Alta, present Sonora and Arizona, 

they quickly realized that stock raising could not succeed here unless 

protected against the marauding Apaches. The infant Mexican government 

attempted to do just this, after 1825, but political turmoil rendered the 

young republic powerless to cope with the Indian problem. The Treaty of 

Guadalupe Hidalgo and the Gadsden Treaty finally transferred this 

responsibility to the United States.

Intrepid American miners and settlers who defied the Apaches in 

the 1850s and entered the region south of the Gila found the American 

government occupied with the slavery issue, and thus Arizona continued 

to be plagued by Indian depredations. Although cattle raising was 

secondary to the quest for mineral wealth, the mining entrepreneurs who 

lobbied for separate territorial status for Arizona, then part of New 

Mexico, used the potential of the ranching industry as an argument in 

securing their objective, which they finally did in 1863 when the 

Territory of Arizona was, created. But military protection was still 

withheld, and requests for troops emerged from Arizona throughout the 

1870s and 1880s. Finally, in 1886, the renegade Geronimo capitulated.
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the Apache menace had been removed, and the cattle industry could 

progress at its own rate.

The years between 1886 and the end of the drought of the early 

1890s constituted a difficult adolescence for the industry. Political 

difficulties were confronted in unorganized fashion, and ineffectiveness 

was the distinguishing characteristic. Cattlemen simply would not unite 

permanently, nor would they effectively participate in territorial 

politics. Finally in 1904-1905, because of the rustlers' menace, they 

joined together to form the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association, an 

organization that aided them in contending with the increased number of 

problems that emerged in the first two decades of the twentieth century. 

These new problems included the new forest grazing regulations after 

1905, the tariff issue, the continuing railroad controversy, the war 

against range predators, and the constant effort to secure the appoint

ment of bona fide cattlemen to the Live Stock Sanitary Board, over the 

years the most important of the territorial and state agencies. The 

question of statehood also touched the cattle industry, which did not 

lend its official support to the movement because the additional 

taxation which would attend the new status meant that admission simply 

was not sound business. Yet at the constitutional convention which met 

at Phoenix in 1910, stockmen played a significant role in drafting the 

plan of government for the forty-eighth member of the Union.
The demands placed upon American farmers and stockmen by the 

First World War brought prosperity to the cattle industry. But with the 

advent of the 1920s, a nationwide agricultural depression set in —  a
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calamity that would last, with only an occasional break, for twenty 

years. The disastrous 1920s with its drought and low prices forced many 

out of the business, and it was during this time that the Cattle Growers 

fought desperately to maintain their organization. The problems that 

attended this catastrophe were too many and too great to be met locally; 

they necessitated increased dependence upon the federal government. The 

regulation of the packers, marketing difficulties, the need for live

stock credit, and other requirements all meant an expanded role for 

national authority in the conduct of the industry.

The New Deal further complicated the lives of Arizona cowmen. 

Relief and drought buying, range conservation and improvement programs, 

the enactment of the Taylor Grazing Law on the public domain, and the 

passage of an effective cattle theft law were some of the areas in which 

the government aided producers. The "rugged individualism" of the 

frontier had adjusted to meet the exigencies of the alphabetic 1930s; 

most cowmen had assumed a new posture. Also during the course of the 

depression, cattlemen came to realize that their involvement in state 

government was not what it should have been, and thus greater numbers of 

them took seats in the legislature. They took steps to change 

Arizona's tax structure, and they were able to stabilize the Live Stock 

Sanitary Board. They had finally grasped the fact that cattle and 

politics were inseparably linked, as they had been since the days of 

the Spaniards.



Chapter One

SPANISH, MEXICAN, AND ANGLO-AMERICAN ORIGINS OF THE CATTLE 
INDUSTRY IN ARIZONA: AN HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION

Cattle raising in Arizona, from its inception in the heyday of 

the Spaniards until the close of the last Apache war, flourished or 

languished according to the relative concern of governments with the 

omnipresent problem of Indian containment. The Spanish presidial 

system, when fully developed, brought some relief from Apache 

depredations and encouraged ranching in the last half of the eighteenth 

century. In the first half of the nineteenth century, however, unstable 

administrations in Mexico could not cope with the northern tribes, and 

stockmen —  what few there were —  endured a reign of terror as their 

herds diminished. After the Gadsden Treaty had transferred this 

problem to the United States, Anglo-American cattlemen likewise found it 

necessary to look to the federal government for assistance. By the 

decade of the 1880s the cattlemen of Arizona, whether they liked it or 

not, had behind them a long tradition of dependence upon government.

How this tradition came to full flower, therefore, constitutes a fitting 

introduction to this study of cattle and politics in Arizona.

1



2

Even though the conquest of Mexico by Cortez was largely a direct 

result of Spanish avidity for mineral wealth, Charles V quickly sought 

to establish agriculture on a sound basis in New Spain. As the salients 

of the Conquest pushed outward from the interior valleys of Mexico, 

animal husbandry was introduced as a guarantee of stability in the plan 

of imperial achievement. The use of livestock in securing the loyalty 

of the natives was suggested as early as 1525. Stock raising would also 

give the conquistadores a reason to remain, and lessen their natural 

desire to despoil the new land and return to Spain. The rewards of such 

a policy were manifest; it would enhance the royal treasury, and 

Spain's prize possession would be made safe from possible encroachment 

on the part of her rivals in Protestant Europe.'®"

When Antonio de Mendoza, first viceroy of New Spain, arrived to 

assume his duties in 1535, he brought with him the assurance that stock 

growing would be earnestly supported. Although interested primarily in 

sheep, he also encouraged cattle raising in and about Mexico City. By 

1538 a stockmen's association had been formed, a system of branding was 

in wide use, and laws against rustling had been adopted. Expansion 

northward, however, seemed unlikely because of the barrier presented by

I

1. William H. Dusenberry, The Mexican Mesta; The Administration 
of Ranching in Colonial Mexico (Univ. of Illinois Press, 1963), 32; 
Charles E. Chapman, The Founding of Spanish California: The Northward
Expansion of New Spain, 1687-1783 (New York, 1916), 2-3; and Rodrigo de 
Albornoz, Contador of New Spain, to Charles V, December 15, 1525, in 
Lesley Byrd Simpson, The Encomienda in New Spain: Forced Native Labor in 
the Spanish Colonies, 1492-1550 (Univ. of California Press, 1929), 
Appendix IV. 210-11.
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the Chichimeca Indians. Then Cabeza de Vaca returned from his

wanderings to tell of cities of gold in the distant north, Fray Marcos

de Niza confirmed the tale, and the viceroy ordered the youthful

governor of Nueva Galicia, Francisco Vasquez de Coronado, to explore

beyond the reaches of settlemen into the mysterious northern lands

which the enthusiastic friar had described as a "terrestrial paradise.

Early in 1540 all was in readiness for the march which would bring the

first corps of Europeans into what is now Arizona.

When they came, they brought livestock with them. To feed his

several hundred men, Coronado included in his retinue a large herd of

sheep and more than one hundred head of ganado mayor, the hearty

Andalusian cattle of the Conquest. These animals proved poor travelers,
3however, as they were lazy and could not be hurried. Although much of 

his beef supply was lost, Coronado's herders managed to prod the
4remainder northward into modern Sonora, Arizona, and New Mexico. While 

he received no credit for this feat in the face of his failure to find

2. Arthur S. Alton, Antonio de Mendoza: First Viceroy of New
Spain (Duke Univ. Press, 1927), 110-11; Herbert E. Bolton, The Spanish 
Borderlands: A Chronicle of Old Florida and the Southwest (Yale Univ.
Press, 1921), 86-90; George P. Hammond and Agapito Rey (ed. and trans.), 
Narratives of the Coronado Expedition 1540-1542 (Univ. of New Mexico 
Press, 1940), 84-85; statement of Don Juan Suarez de Peralta as quoted 
in George Parker Winship, "The Coronado Expedition, 1540-1542," Four
teenth Annual Report of the Bureau of American Ethnology (Washington, 
1896), pt. 1, 365.

3. Winship, "Coronado Expedition," 382, 384.

4. J. J. Wagoner, History of the Cattle Industry in Southern 
Arizona, 1540-1940 (Tucson, 1952), 9.
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the fabled cities of Cibola,■* Coronado's contribution to the establish

ment of stock raising in the American Southwest must be recognized as 

primary.

Even though Coronado returned empty-handed, the compelling 

promise of new mineral deposits continued to drive settlement northward—  

and livestock inevitably followed. At Zacatecas, on the central plateau 

of Mexico, silver was discovered in 1546. Eight years later the 

Guanajuato strike drew increasing numbers of treasure-seekers into the 

dangerous domain of the fierce Chichimecas, and large estancias, or 

ranches, grew up near the diggings. The Chichimeca taste for beef 

caused stockmen to petition for government protection, which prompted 

the establishment of the first presidios, or frontier garrisons, on the 

fringe of civilization. By 1600, through the extension of permanent 

settlement and the implementation of a peace policy which called for 

distribution of beef to the Indians, la tierra de guerra had been 

subdued.^ The eastern and central approaches to the north were now open, 

but the vast territory between Monterrey and the Pacific Ocean remained 
unconquered.

5. See Arthur S. Alton, "The Later Career of Coronado,"
American Historical Review, XXX (January 1925), 298-304.

6. The subject of the Chichimeca barrier and its effect on the 
cattle industry of New Spain, and on settlement in general, is discussed 
in Dusenberry, Mexican Mesta, 36-39, and in Philip W. Powell, Soldiers. 
Indians and Silver: The Northward Advance of New Spain. 1550-1600 (Univ. 
of California Press, 1952), passim.
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For half a century after Coronado's expedition, the far north

western frontier of New Spain was largely forgotten. In the early 1580s 

Antonio de Espejo prospected for precious metals in the region west of 

present-day Prescott, collected some promising samples, returned to what 

is now Chihuahua to tell of mineral wealth, but made no lasting 

contribution toward settlement. Meanwhile, however, the Spanish were 

gravely concerned that the Elizabethan buccaneer Francis Drake would 

establish English claims along the Pacific coast and thus threaten the 

northern rim of Spain's New World empire. And so to make New Mexico 

secure, Juan de Onate, whose family had done noble service for the 

Crown, took up the standard in 1598 and headed out from Zacatecas toward 

the Rio Grande. His official title was "governor, captain, general and 

pacifier of the provinces of New Mexico," and his task was "the spreading 

of His holy Catholic faith, and the reduction and pacification of the 

natives of the said p r o v i n c e s . T o  aid his purpose, Onate took a herd 

of bulls, cows, and calves which numbered about 1,300.® With these he 

hoped to domesticate the Indians and insure the permanency of his colony. 7 8

7. Taken from "Instructions to Don Juan de Onate, October 21,
1595," In George P. Hammond and Agapito Rey (ed. and trans.), Don Juan de 
Onate; Colonizer of New Mexico, 1595-1628 (Univ. of New Mexico Press, 
1953), pt. 1, 65. The work of this Spanish soldier-statesman is the 
subject of George P. Hammond, "Don Juan de Onate and the Founding of New 
Mexico, 1595-1620," Ph.D. dissertation. University of California, 
Berkeley, 1924. t

8. Hammond and Rey (ed. and trans.), Onate, 224.



6

Onate achieved his objective. Soon he had received the pledges of the 

principal chiefs, constructed the first church in New Mexico, and started 
the development of agriculture, a significant feature of which was 

several ranches.^ The "black cattle" which Onate brought to this far 

land were the forerunners of the range livestock industry of New 
Mexico.^

Onate had stocked New Mexico, but nearly a century passed before 

Arizona benefited from similar efforts. Between 1600 and 1650 ranching 

took hold as far north as the Yaqui River in Sonora, a province well 

suited for agriculture. Mining also flourished, and again, as in the 

south, beef for miners was essential. The tide of civilization pushed 

ever northward, and by the early 1690s the mission and presidial 

frontier extended almost to the present Mexican boundary of Arizona.

This area was Pimeria Alta, the land of the upper Pima t r i b es , a n d it

9. Ibid.. 485. See also Bolton, Spanish Borderlands, 172-74.

10. Onate1s contribution to the cattle industry of the southwest 
is discussed in J. Frank Dobie, "The First Cattle in Texas and the South
west, Progenitors of the Longhorns,9 10 11 12 Southwestern Historical Quarterly, 
XLII (January 1939), 192-93. Hereafter cited as SWHQ. A more general 
treatment is Charles J. Bishko, "The Peninsular Background of Latin 
American Cattle Ranching," Hispanic American Historical Review. XXXII 
(November 1952), 497-98.

11. James R. Hastings, "People of Reason and Others: The 
Colonization of Sonora to 1767," Arizona and the West, III (Winter 1961), 
326-29, 332.

12. The aboriginal composition of the region including northern 
Sonora and Arizona, below the Gila River (Pimeria Alta), is detailed in 
a scholarly work by Carl Sauer, The Distribution of Aboriginal Tribes 
and Languages in Northwestern Mexico (Ibero-Americana: 5) (Univ. of 
California Press, 1934), 52-54 and passim.
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awaited the envoys of powers temporal and secular. This was also the 

region roamed by the dreaded Apaches, the scourge of northwestern 

settlemen throughout the period of Spanish domination.^

Into this setting rode the "Padre on Horseback," Eusebio 

Francisco Kino. Between the mid-1690s and his death in 1711, this 

Italian-born Jesuit established his claim as Arizona's first cattleman. 

In what is now southern Arizona, he founded missions for the conversion 

and pacification of the natives. And as in New Mexico, agriculture was 

used to bring the various tribes into the Spanish fold. At San Xavier 

del Bac, at Tumacacori, and at several lesser locations, Kino "put in a 

few cattle...for the beginning of...little r a n c h e s . K i n o ' s  work did 

not go unnoticed. In the late fall of 1697, Horacio Policio, padre 

visitador of the Sonora missions, recorded that some of the Sobaipuris 

of the San Pedro Valley kept both cattle and sheep.^ In April, 1701, 

Captain Juan Manje, a frequent traveling companion of Kino, described 13 14 15

13. The early period of Apache warfare against the Spanish is 
the subject of the revisionist article by Donald E. Worcester, "The 
Beginnings of the Apache Menace of the Southwest," New Mexico Historical 
Review, XVI (January 1941), 1-14.

14. Herbert E. Bolton (ed. and trans.), Kino's Historical 
Memoir of Pimeria Alta (2 vols., Univ. of California, 1948), I, 165.
This edition is two volumes in one, a reproduction of the original work 
which appeared in 1919.

15. See document number eleven entitled "Relacion del Estado 
de La Pimeria, por el ano de 1607," dated Dolores, December 3, 1697, in 
Documentos Para la Historia de Mexico (20 vols., Tercera Serie, Mexico, 
1865), I, 798.
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the existence of "sheep, goats, cattle, mares and horses" and among 

these some p e o p l e . K i n o ,  missionary and diplomatist, realized he 

could better serve both his masters —  the Lord and the Spanish monarch —  

by the introduction and encouragement of stock raising. He regarded it 

as "another temporal means which our Lord gives us for the promotion of 

these new conquests...."^^ Thus by the end of the first decade of the 

eighteenth century, despite constant Apache threats, the basis for the 

cattle industry of southern Arizona had been laid. Future generations 
could build on these beginnings.

With Kino gone, trouble beset Pimeria Alta. Ranches were burned 

andabandoned, cattle were slaughtered and scattered, the long night of 

Apache terror grew even darker. Although the Pimas continued raising
IQ ostock, and a few persevering padres kept small herds, u the Apache 16 17 18 19 20

16. Harry J. Karns, (trans.), Unknown Arizona and Sonora 1693- 
1721; From the Francisco Fernandez del Castillo version of Luz De Tierra 
Incognita by Captain Juan Mateo Manje (Tucson, 1954), 237.

17. Bolton (ed. and trans.). Kino's Historical Memoir. II, 266.

18. Herbert E. Bolton has left little doubt that Kino was an 
early day "Cattle King," which the title of a chapter in his brief 
biography of the Jesuit, The Padre on Horseback: A Sketch of Eusebio 
Francisco Kino, S. J., Apostle to the Pimas (San Francisco, 1932), 64-67. 
Bolton's definitive biography, Rim of Christendom; A Biography of Eusebio 
Francisco Kino, Pacific Coast Pioneer (New York, 1936), 498, should also 
consulted, as should his brief article, "Coming of the Cattle," in 
Touring Topics. XXIII (March 1931), 7. See also. Wagoner, Cattle 
Industry of Southern Arizona. 10-17.

19. Padre Luis Velarde, "Relacion of Pimeria Alta, 1716," trans
lated by Rufus Kay Wyllys, New Mexico Historical Review, VI (April 1931), 
129.

20. "Estado y descripcion de la^provincia de Sonora, 1730," 
introduction and notes by Francisco Gonzalez de Cossio, Boletin de Archivo 
General de la Nacion, XVI, no. 4 (October-November^December 1945), 608.
It has been ascertained that the author of this document was a Jesuit.
See also Hastings, "People of Reason and Others," 337.
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menace brought agricultural advancement to a standstill. It was not

until the founding of the mine at Arizonac in 1736, the Planchas de

Plata, that a case could be made for royal outlays to support a concerted

attempt at permanent settlement in the valleys of the San Pedro and

Santa Cruz. The plan offered up by Captain Don Juan Bautista de Anza,

renowned Indian fighter from the presidio of Fronteras, for the

exploration of Pimeria Alta and the unknown region to the west, was 
21denied approval. Stockmen continued to bear the brunt of the Apache 

depredations. One observer commented: "Already it is feared that they

have almost swept away the stock which the missions and neighboring 

ranches p o s s e s s . A n z a  himself testified that the Apaches and 

"other allied nations" had "depopulated many horse and cattle ranches... 

and have stolen or killed a great quantity of s t o c k . I t  seemed as 

if only a tragedy could arouse the government to act. 21 22 23

21. See Donald W. Rowland, "The Elizondo Expedition Against 
the Indian Rebels of Sonora, 1765-1777," Ph.D. dissertation. University 
of California, Berkeley, 1930, 49-50.

22. Donald W. Rowland (ed. and trans.), "The Sonora Frontier 
of New Spain, 1735-1745," in New Spain and the Anglo-American West: 
Historical Contributions Presented to Herbert Eugene Bolton, edited by 
Charles W. Hackett and others (2 vols., Los Angeles, 1932), I, 156.
This is the translated statement of Don Agustin Vildosola.

23. "Statement of Don Juan Bautista de Anza," in ibid., 157. 
Useful general information may be found in Hubert Howe Bancroft, History 
of Arizona and New Mexico. 1530-1888 (San Francisco, 1889; facsimile, 
Albuquerque, 1962), 362; and Rufus Kay Wyllys, Pioneer Padre: The Life 
and Times of Eusebio Francisco Kino (Dallas, 1935), ch. 18.



Indian discontent with Jesuit treatment, compounded by

wranglings between secular and civil authorities, were capped by the

Pima uprising of 1751-1752. The Sonoran frontier was paralyzed. Indian

affairs had been sadly neglected, a fact borne out by the sanguinary

course of the r e v o l t, a nd  stock raising was dealt a serious blow.

Between Tubac and Arivaca every settlement was deserted; at Guevavi,

south of Tubac, neither livestock nor religious ornaments were spared;

and the gentle folk, gente de razon, were set upon, many of them

perishing before the rebels. This outbreak plus incessant Apache

warfare caused the German Jesuit Juan Nentuig, in 1763, to write, in his

"rough essay" on Sonora and Pimeria Alta, that while the region was well

suited for stock raising, there was "such a scarcity of black cattle...

that most of the people have not a head of cattle to kill for the use of

the family, nor a team with which to carry necessaries for their 
26support." The situation was indeed bleak. 24 25 26

10

24. Russell C. Ewing, "The Pima Uprising, 1751-1752: A Study in 
Spain's Indian Policy," Ph.D. dissertation, University of California, 
Berkeley, 1934, 38-40, 69-70.

25. Russell C. Ewing, "The Pima Uprising of 1751: A Study of 
Spanish-Indian Relations on the Frontier of New Spain," in Greater 
America: Essays in Honor of Herbert Eugene Bolton, edited by Adele Ogden, 
Engel Sluiter and others (Univ. of California Press, 1945), 273. See 
also Herbert I. Priestley, Jose* de Galvez: Visitor-General of New Spain 
(1765-1771) (Univ. of California Press, 1916), 270.

26. Juan Nentuig, Rudo Ensayo (Tucson, 1951), 27. For the 
entire province of Sonora, in 1763, only two farms and ranches were in
habited while 126 were listed by Nentuig as uninhabited (ibid., 144). 
Further evidence of the devastation of the ranching industry is found in 
the anonymous document "Descripcion Suscinta de La Sonora....," in 
Documentos Para La Historia de Mexico, XVI, 703. The data of the 
document falls somewhere between 1763 and 1772.



For more than a decade after the Pima rising, advancement was

halted almost completely. Apache incursions became more telling; the

need for military action more clear. In 1764 Charles III directed the

viceroy to take steps to bring peace to the frontier. The next year

Jose' de Galvez, the king's visitador-general. arrived in New Spain to

execute crown p o l i c y . G a l v e z  made an inspection of the northern

provinces and reported that only a strengthened administrative structure
28could bring stability. Thus, in 1772, a royal reglamento was issued.

Before its innovations were effected, however, an event of great import

had taken place —  the Franciscan missionaries had replaced the Jesuits,

expelled from New Spain by royal decree in 1767. Mission fields lay

fallow and herds went untended. Apache raiding continued unabated, and

despite the energetic efforts of the able Don Hugo O'Conor, commandante

of the newly created Interior Provinces, the vast Sonoran ranges grazed 
29but few cattle.

It was apparent that agriculture would thrive only if protected. 

The military engineer Nicolas de Lafora, who accompanied the Marques de 

Rubi on his inspection tour of Arizona and New Mexico in 1766-1768; 

remarked on the condition of stock raising: "Pasture is excellent and 27 28 29

11

27. Rowland, "Elizondo Expedition," 67-68.

28. Sidney B. Brinckerhoff and Odie B. Faulk, Lancers for the
King: A Study of the Frontier Military System of Northern New Spain
(Phoenix, 1965), 5-6.

29. Ibid., 6-7. The Interior Provinces included Nueva Vizcaya, 
Sonora, Sinaloa, California, New Mexico, Coahuila, Chichuahua, Texas, 
Nuevo Leon, and Nuevo Santander.



12

abundant. Consequently many mules, horses, and cattle of all kinds used 

to breed there, but they have been exterminated by constant raids of 

Seris and Apaches."^0 in January, 1773, Don Mateo Sastre, governor of 

Sonora, reported to Viceroy Antonio Bucareli that though "the decline of 

the herds is due in a great part to the lack of rain," the main cause of 

this condition was the "large number of...animals...stolen by enemies.

Since Sonoran cattle were necessary for the settlement of 

California, a link had to be forged between the two provinces. The 

individual who undertook the task was the captain of the garrison at 

Tubac, Juan Bautista de Anza. Like his father of the same name, Anza was 

an accomplished Indian fighter and a visionary. In 1774, having 

received the appropriate viceregal commission, he set out for California 

with approximately sixty-five head of beef. Some were given to the Yuma 

tribe on the lower Colorado River, and thus cattle were introduced to 

extreme southwestern Arizona. A second overland march, this one in the 

fall of 1775, brought the imperial banner to San Francisco, but proved 

less successful with respect to cattle. Some of the animals became 

unruly and scattered among the heavy stands of brush along the Colorado, 30 31 32

30. Lawrence Kinnaird (ed. and trans.). The Frontiers of New 
Spain; Nicolas de Lafora's Description. 1766-1768 (Berkeley, 1958), 126.

31. Alfred Barnaby Thomas (trans.), "A Description of Sonora 
in 1772" (containing a letter from Antonio Bucareli y Ursua, Viceroy of 
New Spain, to Fray Don Julian de Arriaga), Arizona Historical Review,
V (January 1933), 306.

32. Wagoner, Cattle Industry of Southern Arizona, 20.
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where many were left to roam wild. "The work of extracting the cattle 

from the brush was completed...after imponderable labor," Anza wrote, 

since many of the animals "refused to come out of their hiding places.

While the region south of the Gila remained in turmoil, 

significant entradas were made into the north where Spanish cattle were 

now encountered in large numbers. In 1758 reports filtered down from 

the Gila that cattle abounded seven days’ journey to the north.^ These 

were perhaps the progeny of the stock introduced by Coronado and Onate 

which were being kept and consumed by the Moquis.^ In 1776 Francisco 

Garces, the intrepid Franciscan explorer who would die a martyr's death 

on the banks of the Colorado, recorded evidence of large numbers of 

cattle in what is now northern Arizona. The Moguls, he stated, 

possessed "many ill-gotten cattle and horses," probably rustled from the 

New Mexican settlements. Wild cattle were used extensively among the 

people Garces called the "Yabipais" in the vicinity of the Bill Williams 

River in present northwestern Arizona. 33 34 35 36

33. Ibid.. 21; and Herbert E. Bolton (trans. and ed.), Anza's 
California Expeditions (5 vols., Univ. of California Press, 1930), III, 
34-35. The events described took place on November 23, 1775.

34. Hubert Howe Bancroft, History of the North Mexican States 
and Texas (2 vols., San Francisco, 1889), I, 558.

35. Clara M. Love, "History of the Cattle Industry in the 
Southwest," (Part I), SWHQ XIX (April 1916), 371.

36. Elliot Coues (trans. and ed.), On the Trail of A Spanish 
Pioneer: The Diary and Itinerary of Francisco Garces (2 vols., New York, 
1900), II, 335-39, and also 403, 406, 418-19.
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Thus in the last quarter of the eighteenth century there existed

throughout Arizona, north and south of the Gila, the basis for stock

raising. Its development would depend on governmental foresight; its
37success was an important key to control of the region.

When Bernardo de Galvez became viceroy in 1783, a new era in the

Indian policy of New Spain was begun. A nephew of Jose de Galvez and a

veteran of the Indian wars in Sonora, he quickly formulated a plan for

the destruction of the Apache barrier. There would be no compromise;

either all-out war or complete peace would prevail. The Indians would

be given a chance to abide by the Spanish system; if they refused, they
38would be reduced to a point where they could pose no further threat. 

Conformity or annihilation, it was that simple. By the arly 1790s this 

approach was proving effective. Most of the principal Apache bands had 

been settled near presidios, and raiding activities decreased markedly 

after the creation of feeding stations called establecimientos de paz. 

Under this program the Indians were provided with the necessities for a 

comfortable, peaceful existence. 37 38 39

37. Teodoro de Croix, commandant-general of the Interior- 
Provinces from 1776 to 1783, wrote that "Unless presidios are located in 
terrains capable of producing crops for their provision and consumption, 
at the same time there is being encouraged...the raising of herds, this 
idea [frontier defensql is impossible." Alfred Barnaby Thomas (trans. 
and ed.), Teodoro de Croix and the Northern Frontier of New Spain, 1776- 
1783 (Univ. of Oklahoma Press, 1941), 188.

38. See Joseph F. Park, "Spanish Indian Policy in Northern 
Mexico, 1765-1810," Arizona and the West, IV (Winter 1962), 340-41.

39. Ibid.. 341-42.
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Yet the stock ranches of Pimeria Alta were not freed entirely 

from Indian marauders. In 1794, the German Jesuit Ignaz Pfefferkorn 

wrote that the "thievish Apaches" who had formerly pursued horses and 

mules more than cattle now no longer spared "either oxen or cows" and 

were driving off "whatever allows itself to be led o f f . I n  the 

opening years of the nineteenth century Alexander von Humboldt, the 

naturalist and world traveler, noted that Sonora was suffering from 

"the frequent incursions of the independent I n d i a n s . S t o c k  raising 

was still a hazardous undertaking.

As Mexican nationalism grew, Spanish Indian policy declined.

With Hidalgo's call to arms in 1810, revolution enveloped the land —  

and the Sonoran frontier was now altogether left to the mercy of the 

A p a c h e s . W h e n  the struggle for independence ended in 1821, stock 

raising in Arizona became the prerogative of the Mexican nationalists. 

The fledgling government in Mexico City would now face the same problems 

that had harassed Spanish colonial authorities in the northwestern 
borderlands for a century and more. 40 41 42

40. Ignaz Pfefferkorn, Sonora: A Description of the Province, 
translated and annotated by Theodore E. Treutlein (Univ. of New Mexico 
Press, 1949), 98.

41. Alexander Freiherr von Humboldt, Political Essay on the 
Kingdom of New Spain, translated from the original French by John Black 
(4 vols., London, 1811-22), IV, 252.

42. Park, "Spanish Indian Policy," 343-44. Cf. Richard J. 
Morrisey, "History of the Cattle Industry in Arizona," M. A. thesis. 
University of California, Berkeley, 1940, 18.
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"The same Apaches who live among us in peace, and at our 

expense, continually ambush us...evidence of the danger of our being 

sacrificed to them at any m o m e n t . W r i t t e n  in 1823, this statement 

attested to the unfortunate state of affairs in Sonora at the outset of 

independence. As it proved, the unstable administration of the new 

nation could not cope with the Indian problem on a far-flung and distant 

frontier. The presidial system was allowed to decay; rancheros were 

forced southward out of Pimeria Alta; and mission cattle, once faithfully 

tended by passive neophytes, ran wild. Mexican Arizona was the 

indisputable domain of the Apaches.

Matters did not improve with time. The region, according to two 

observers, was admissibly suited for stock raising, but "incursions by 

the indigenous tribes" had caused their "annihilation.Virtually the 

same story was told in 1828 by Henry Ward, English ambassador to Mexico, 

who thought"no portion of Mexico" richer than Sonora in livestock. Sir 

Henry, however, belied his ignorance when he stated: "The inhabitants...

will soon learn to turn the advantages of their present position to 

account. From their former enemies the Apaches...they have no longer 43 44 45

43. Carlos Espinosa de los Monteros, Esposicion que sobre las 
provincias de Sonora y Sinaloa (Mexico, 1823), 21.

44. Ibid. See also Richard J. Morrisey, "The Early Range Cattle 
Industry in Arizona," Agricultural History. XXIV (July 1950), 151.

45. Juan M. Riesgo and Antonio J. Valdes, Memoria Estadistica 
del Estado de Occidente (Guadalajara, 1848), 32.

II
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anything to apprehend.Statistics for the mission at Tumacacori alone 

reveal this was not the case. In 1819 there were 6,000 cattle at the 

mission; in 1830 the number stood at approximately 400.^ A large cattle 

sale had accounted considerably for this difference, but mucho riesgo 

con los Apaches had taken its toll.^®

The secularization of the Sonoran missions in the late 1820s and 

early 1830s brought new miseries to local stockmen. By 1833 mission
f A Qcattle were a rarity in Pimena Alta. In 1835 Don Ignacio Zuniga, 

former commandant of the northern presidios, wrote in his Rapida Ojeada 

("Quick Glimpse") that the once prosperous settlements of Tucson and San 

Xavier were now "quite depopulated...at most reduced to three or four 

old Indians and without a single head of stock...." He estimated as many 

as 5,000 lives had been lost to warfare,"*® and yet his plan for re

organizing frontier defense fell on deaf ears. The rise of Santa Anna, 46 47 48 49 50

46. H. G. Ward, Mexico in 1827 (2 vols., London, 1828), II
601-602.

47. These two totals are found in "Estado espiritual y temporal 
de las Misiones de la Pimeria Alta...aho de 1819," an unsigned report 
dated Caborca, January 4, 1820, in Bishop of Sonora Documents, University 
of Arizona Library, Film 422, roll 88; and "...Estado enqe. resibjf las 
Misiones de la Pimeria Alta en el ano de 30....Tumacacori,11 an unsigned 
document in the Fray Josef Maria Perez correspondence, in Sonora Mission 
Letters, typescript, pt. 1, section 1, doc. 24, 40-44, from the trans
cript collection of Kieran McCarty, O.F.M., Arizona Pioneers' Historical 
Society, Tucson. This repository subsequently cited APHS.

48. "...Misiones...en el ano de 30...."; and Bancroft, Arizona 
and New Mexico, 385n.

49. Bancroft, North Mexican States and Texas. II, 650-51.

50. Ignacio Zuniga, Rapida Ojeada al Estado de Sonora, 
Territories de California v Arizona, edited by Vargas Rea (Mexico, 1948), 
66, 15. The original unedited version appeared in 1835.
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the attendant misrule, and the tribulations of the Texas revolution 

decreed that Sonora should be neglected. Conditions finally became so 

bad that the governors of Sonora and Chihuahua resorted to the drastic 

measure of the scalp bounty, contracting from time to time with American 

adventurers who gathered Apache hair for a price. But the bloody work 

of such scalp hunters as James Kirker, "Don Santiago Querque," did as 

much to intimidate the Mexicans as the A p a c h e s . T h u s  terror, blood

shed, and destruction —  what Zuniga called la guerra continua —  still

blighted the land. At the outset of the Mexican War the situation was
52more dismal than ever.

The two great events of the 1840s exposed both the plight and 

the potential of southern Arizona to outsiders: the American war with

Mexico and the Gold Rush of '49. Army officers and argonauts recorded 

their impressions of the country as they passed through en route to 

California. Earlier, a few American trappers, that unconventional and 

reckless breed of pathfinders, had wandered through the region, but 

their fanciful accounts included nothing of note on stock raising. The 

chroniclers of the Mexican War and the Gold Rush provide the earliest 

descriptions in English of the decline of cattle raising in Arizona. 51 52

51. This mercenary activity is surveyed in Ralph A. Smith and
Ray Brandes, The Scalp Business on the Border, 1837-1850 (Smoke Signal 
No. 6: Tucson Westerners, Fall 1962); and Smith, "The Scalp Hunter in
the Borderlands, 1835-1850," Arizona and the West, VI (Spring 1964),5-22.

52. This subject is discussed in detail in Robert C. Stevens, 
"The Apache Menace in Sonora, 1831-1849," Arizona and the West, VI 
(Autumn 1964), 219-22.
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General Stephen Watts Kearny's dragoons crossed Arizona by way 

of the Gila in the fall of 1846. Near San Carlos Creek, in east-central 

Arizona, Lieutenant William H. Emory, the historian of the march, noted 

"carcasses of cattle in every direction," the tokens of festivities 

following an Apache foray into what he called "Spanish territory.

Emory's entry for November 4 contained the comment that "the Apaches 

gave us to understand that a marauding party of their people were in 

Sonora. The broad fresh trail of cattle and horses...induces the belief 

that they have returned —  successful, of course."^4 close on the heels 

of Kearny came his subordinate, Lieutenant-Colonel Philip St. George 

Cooke whose Mormon Battalion blazed a wagon road well south of the Gila. 

At San Bernardino, Kino's deserted rancho in extreme southeastern 

Arizona, Cooke noted in his journal that 80,000 cattle once grazed within 

its borders, which extended northward to the Gila.’’** Where Cooke got 

this extravagant figure he did not say, but he did blame the Apaches for 

its reduction. Cooke spent the first half of December, 1846, in Arizona 53 54 55

53. W. H. Emory, Lieutenant Emory Reports: A Reprint of 
Lieutenant W. H. Emory's Notes of ji Military Reconnoissance, introduction 
and notes by Ross Calvin (Univ. of New Mexico Press, 1951), 109-10. 
Emory's report was originally published in New York in 1848.

54. Emory, Military Reconnoissance, 121. An excellent map of 
Apache plunder trails in Arizona may be found in Ralph A. Smith, "Apache 
'Ranching' Below the Gila, 1841-1845," Arizoniana. Ill, no. 4 (Winter 
1962), 6.

55. This entry was dated December 1, 1846, in Philip St.
George Cooke, The Conquest of New Mexico and California (New York, 1878; 
facsimile, Albuquerque, 1964), 139. Cf. Wagoner, Cattle Industry in 
Southern Arizona, 25.
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and made frequent mention of wild cattle which had formerly constituted 

ranch herds.Subsequent reports confirmed these observations.

Two gold seekers, journeying to the diggings in California, also 

remarked on the condition of Arizona stock raising. John E. Durivage 

and his party, camping at the San Bernardino ranch in May of 1849, were 

delighted to see "plenty of wild cattle signs" which gave "promise of 

fresh beef on the morrow." On the 28th of that month, at San Xavier 

mission, he acknowledged the fine quality of the range on which but 

scant numbers of stock grazed. "Such," he lamented, "is the condition 

of this once flourishing m i s s i o n . C h a r l e s  E. Pancoast, a Quaker 

'49er, was impressed by the industry of the "Pimo" Indians whose 

villeges were located near the great bend of the Gila. Their ingenious 

cactus cattle pens were "so impenetrable that not even a Rabbit could 

get through." As for the countryside, it was barren, and his "poor 

animals" were forced to "wander such long distances in search of food 

that sometimes we would have to spend the greater part of the day in 56 57

56. Cooke, Conquest of New Mexico and California, 139-46. See 
also "Cooke's Journal of the March of the Mormon Battalion, 1846-1847," 
in Exploring Southwestern Trails, edited by Ralph P. Bieber and Averam 
B. Bender (Glendale, Calif., 1938), 127-40. On December 11, 1846, in 
the San Pedro Valley, the Mormon Battalion fought its only major engage
ment of the Mexican War, the so-called "Battle of the Bulls." This 
bizarre encounter occurred when a herd of wild bulls charged Cooke's 
force and wounded several men, one of whom was Lieutenant George Stoneman 
subsequently to be commander of the Department of Arizona and governor
of California.

57. Ralph P. Bieber (ed.), "Through Mexico to California:
Letters and Journal of John E. Durivage," in Southern Trails to 
California 1849 (Glendale, Calif., 1937), 205, 210.
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hunting them....11 Many head were not recovered.Thus  a Pennsylvania 

Quaker, like the Spanish Catholics before him, contributed notably to 

the wild cattle population of southern Arizona.

Shaken by the loss of California and the misfortunes of 

el presidente Santa Anna, the foundering Mexican government could provide 

only token protection for Arizona following the Treaty of Guadalupe 

Hidalgo in 1848. Yet Jose Francisco Velasco, once a federal senator and 

prominent political figure in Sonora, described Tucson and Tubac as 

presidios capable of sustaining large populations, fine stock herds, and 

all types of agricultural products. The residents of Tucson, however, 

numbered fewer than a thousand, and Tubac had only "about four hundred.

A "good administration," Velasco thought, was essential; if withheld, 

the United States would almost certainly seize this promising area,

"as rich as any that we have lost already."*’®

In 1851 the joint boundary commissioners of the United States 

and Mexico were at work attempting to establish a permanent international 

border between the two countries west of El Paso. John Russell Bartlett, 

a noted scholar who was the chief U. S. Commissioner, and Colonel James D. 58 59 60

58. Charles Edward Pancoast, A Quaker Forty-Niner: The
Adventures of Charles Edward Pancoast on the American Frontier (Univ. of 
Pennsylvania Press, 1930), 244, 251.

59. Jose Francisco Velasco, Noticias Estadisticas del Estado de
Sonora (Mexico, 1850), 115-16; and the same author's work translated and 
abridged by William F. Nye entitled Sonora: Its Extent. Population.
Natural Productions. Indian Tribes, Mines, Mineral Lands...
(San Francisco, 1861), 73-74.

60. Velasco, Noticias Estadisticas, 34.
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Graham, the principal astronomer, traveled extensively through the 

region south of the Gila and recorded cogent observations on stock 

raising and the Apache menace. On September 19 Bartlett saw an 

abandoned hacienda, probably near present Tombstone, which he described 
as follows:

This hacienda...was one of the largest cattle establishments in 
the State of Sonora. The cattle roamed along the entire length 
of the valley [San PedrqJ; and at the time it was abandoned, 
there were not less than forty thousand head of them, besides a 
large number of horses and mules. The same cause which led to 
the abandonment of so many other ranchos, haciendas, and 
villages, in the State, had been the ruin of this. The Apaches 
encroached upon them, drove off their animals and murdered the 
herdsmen; when the owners, to save the rest, drove them further 
into the interior, and left the place. Many of the cattle, how
ever, remained and spread themselves over the hills and valleys 
near; from these, numerous herds have sprung, which now range 
along the entire length of the San Pedro, and its tributaries.

In the same month Colonel Graham, in the vicinity of Tubac wrote

similarly:

Remains of...ranchos CareJ found in many places in the north of 
Sonora, where settlements were made, wherever good ranges of grass 
and water were found suitable for grazing large herds of cattle.... 
[but] after the Mexican revolution, when the government of that 
republic became weak in these provinces, and the Indians had 
learned to feel their own comparative strength, they rose 
against these establishments, and killing many of the Mexicans, 
drove the rest to the interior, and were thus left in 
possession of the herds....The Indians in turn were attacked by 
military expeditions sent against them, but most of these settle
ments have remained ever since depopulated. The cattle were... 
dispersed over the plains, and a great many are still found 
roaming over them in a wild state.^ 61 62

61. John Russell Bartlett, Personal Narrative of Explorations 
and Incidents in Texas, New Mexico. California, Sonora, and Chihuahua 
(2 vols., New York, 1854), I, 396-97.

62. Graham's report is included in "Report of the Secretary of 
War 1852," Sen. Exec. Doc. 121, 32 Cong., 1 Sess. (1852), 39-40.



The aboriginal barrier had arested all development; stock raising still 

languished in the absence of effective authority.

The Gadsden Treaty of 1853 transferred to the jurisdiction of 

the United States the more than 29,000 square miles of lush grassland 

south of the Gila. It also marked the actual beginning of American 

involvement with Apaches of Arizona. Article XI of the Treaty of 

Guadalupe Hidalgo had charged the United States with the responsibility 

of controlling these Indians,OJ but no definite policy was formulated 

at that time. The Gadsden agreement now meant that Americans would 

settle in the verdant San Pedro, Santa Cruz, and Sulphur Springs 

valleys. They would require and demand protection, and as citizens 

they could expect it. For thirty years the unstable governments of 

the Republic of Mexico had been powerless to cope with the northern 

tribes, and the Spanish regimes of the colonial period had been hardly 

more effective. If the United States government could do better, 

cattle might yet graze on a thousand hills in Arizona. 63

23

63. Paul N. Garber's The Gadsden Treaty (Univ of Pennsylvania 
Press, 1923) is still the standard work on this subject. See also 
J. Fred Rippy, "The Indians of the Southwest in the Diplomacy of the 
United States and Mexico, 1848-1854," Hispanic American Historical 
Review. II (August 1919), 394-95. A more recent article is Joseph F. 
Park, "The Apaches in Mexican-American Relations, 1848-1861: A
Footnote to the Gadsden Treaty," Arizona and the West, III (Summer 
1961), 129-46. For a general discussion of the Indian problem in 
northern Sonora, see,Francisco R. Almada. Diccionario de historia, 
geografia y biografia sonorenses (Chihuahua City, 1952), 68-76.
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No sooner had the Gadsden Treaty been concluded than Texas trail 

herds began crossing southern Arizona, headed for the lucrative 

California markets. The Gold Rush brought thousands of hungry miners to 

San Francisco, Sacramento, Los Angeles, and San Diego, and beef was in 

heavy demand at unprecedented prices. A longhorn steer worth five 

dollars in Texas could be sold for $100 in northern California.^ The 

Standard of Clarksville, Texas, a starting point for many of the drives, 

printed the following notice on May 28, 1853:

A few days since the Messrs Rhine started eleven hundred 
head of cattle, 50 mules and nine wagons for California, 
accompanied by Mr. S. Rhine, and fifty assistants. Should all 
or the greater part of these get to their destination, the 
profit will be very large...we sincerely hope that the trip may 
be entirely successful, and such enterprise be rewarded as it 
deserves. The cattle have been purchased here at an average of 
eight or nine dollars per head. As expeditions of this sort 
have been got up in Missouri and Arkansas, we shall feel some 
curiosity to learn which locality succeeds best.

By three main routes Texas cattle converged on the Gila, followed 

it to the Colorado, and then crossed the California dqsert to the coast 

settlements. Lank longhorns were driven westward until 1861 when Texas 64

III

64. See the excellent introduction by Ralph P. Bieber (ed.), in 
Joseph G. McCoy, Historic Sketches of the Cattle Trade of the West and 
Southwest (Glendale, Calif., 1940), 25-27.
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entered the sectional conflict as a Confederate state.^ Probably the 

best-known drive was the one chronicled by James G. Bell in 1854. In 

his "Log" this young drover noted the Apache threat, the suitability of 

the country for stock raising, and the absence of military protection. 

On September 7 he wrote:

From the top of a high hill, the beautiful valley in which 
the town of Santa Cruz [east of present NogalesJ lies, lay 
stretched before us; a more desirable place for farming purposes 
could not be wished for...but the hostility of the Indians has 
stopped all operations....Mangus Colorado the chief of the 
Apaches in this section, made an attack on Fairchild's.party 
[another Texas herdj...and drove off his entire stock, killing a 
brother of Fairchilds....The companies of Erskin, Franklin &
Dean, and another party...made up a volunteer party in 
connection with some citizens, and made pursuit.86

Near Tucson, on September 21, Bell commented on the depopulation of the

area: "One old Mexican says that fifteen years ago he could stand on 65 66

65. These first of the great Texas trail drives to the west are
discussed in the following literature: Morrisey, "Cattle Industry in
Arizona," 37-38 and map; the cursory article by Noel M. Loomis, "Early 
Cattle Trails in Southern Arizona," Arizoniana. Ill, no. 4 (Winter 1962), 
21; the all too brief sketcy by Garnet M. and Herbert 0. Brayer in 
American Cattle Trails. 1500-1900 (Bayside, N. Y., 1952), 39-40; the 
general article by Gilbert Cureton, "The Cattle Trail to California, 
1840-1860," Historical Society of Southern California Quarterly. XXXV 
(June 1953), 99-109; and a popularly written re-hash of earlier works by 
Harry Sinclair Drago in his recent book. Great American Cattle Trails 
(New York, 1965), 220-21. Probably the most useful bit of writing on 
this subject is J. Evetts Haley's introduction in the first of a three- 
part article, James G. Bell, "A Log of the Texas-California Trail, 1854," 
SWHQ. XXXV (January 1932), 208-11.

66. Bell, "Log," 307. The journal of "Erskine," mentioned by 
Bell, has been published as Walter S. Sanderlin (ed.), "A Cattle Drive 
from Texas to California: The Diary of M. H. Erskine, 1854," SWHQ, LXVII 
(January 1964), 397-412, although it is somewhat inferior to the Bell 
account.
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the high land about town, and count fifteen ranches. Now there is not 

one." He went on to denounce the impotence of the Mexican government,̂ ^ 

apparently not aware that the Gadsden Treaty of the preceding year had 

recently been signed into law by President Pierce.

By now a few hearty gringos were defying the Apaches and 

beginning to exploit southern Arizona's stock raising potential. Early 

in 1856 the San Francisco Chronicle reported the formation of a "company 

of Rangers" for the purpose of recovering stock stolen by the Indians, 

but the few inhabitants of the Santa Cruz Valley eagerly awaited the 

United States Army. A few months later the same newspaper described the 

area as containing "a number of ruins of deserted ranches" with "herds of 

sheep, horses, mules, and horned cattle...to be seen grazing in the open 

timber and amidst the dense brush wood." The settlers at Calabasas, 

according to this article, found it necessary to be "continually on the 

lookout for the wild Apaches." If this valley were protected by a 

detachment of American troops, it would be very productive indeed.

This, then, was the condition of cattle raising in Arizona when 

the reins of authority were taken up officially by the United States 67 68 69

67. Bell, "Log," 316, 311.

68. See the typescript copy of an article from the San 
Francisco Chronicle of May 10, 1856, in the "Newspapers" subject file, 
APRS. See also the copies for the same paper of August 16, 25, 1856; 
and Morrisey, "Early Range Cattle Industry in Arizona," 152.

69. San Francisco Chronicle, August 11, 1856, "Newspapers" 
subject file, APRS. Additional information may be gained from Sybil 
Ellinwood, "Calabasas," Arizoniana, V, no. 4 (Winter 1964), 29, 32.



government. Protection alone could bring prosperity. Protection and 

prosperity were to be as inextricably linked in the immediate future as 

they had always been in the past.

The army now entered Arizona, but Captain Richard S. Ewell's 

company of dragoons did little in behalf of stock raisers and farmers. 

Such agricultural pioneers as Peter Kitchen of Tumacacori, Bill Kirkland 

of Tucson, and the Oury brothers, who had brought livestock from Texas to 

their ranch on the Rillito, were regarded merely as suppliers. The 

miners were the producers, and the arm was present primarily to.protect 

the mines. Fort Buchanan, established on the Sonoita River in 1857, 

proved insufficient for the needs of local settlers who were "in constant 

fear from the Apaches, every day expecting that that one would be their 

last." Yet the area was ideal for ranching. Stockmen, if given relief 

from the Indians, could realize substantial profit, because, as H. S. 

Washburn, U. S. Deputy Surveyor, observed, "there could be no better 

country for s t o c k . A t  the large Sopor! rancho near Tubac a traveler 

commented: "Cattle are very high, and will be worth more here than at

any place in the west. Most of the old ranchos are destroyed by Indians, 

but if those in command of the troops here do as they say they will, we

27

70. W. Clement Eaton, "Frontier Life in Southern Arizona, 1858- 
1861," SWHQ. XXXVI (January 1933), 190; and Washburn's statement in 
Marvin Wheat, Travels on the Western Slope of the Mexican Cordillera 
(San Francisco, 1857), 345. For information Ewell and Fort Buchanan, 
see James S. Hutchins, "'Bald Head' Ewell, Frontier Dragoon," Arizoniana, 
III, no. 1(Spring 1962), 21-22; and B. Sacks, "The Origins of Fort 
Buchanan: Myth and Fact," Arizona and the West, VII (Autumn 1965),
207-26.
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will soon be rid of these plagues....we hope the almighty arm of the 

United States will protect us from these thieving scoundrels."^

Most of the Americans who came to Arizona in the late 1850s were 

looking for silver veins, not grasslands. The lure of mineral wealth 

brought Coronado north three centuries earlier, and the same lure now 

caused many disappointed California gold-seekers to turn eastward into 

the Gadsden Purchase. Such entrepreneurs as "Colonel" Charles D. Poston, 

promoter of the much-advertised Sonora Exploring and Mining Company of 

Tubac, naturally tended to look upon agriculturalists like Kitchen and 

the Ourys as provisloners, mere grocers. Just as Coronado had brought 

cattle to feed his expedition, so were cattle now necessary in Arizona. 

But stock raising was not the reason that the Americans came, and the 

stockmen played no important part in the dramatic effort to obtain 

separate territorial status for Arizona. The potential of a great live

stock industry in the Gadsden Purchase was one of the arguments for 

territorial organization apart from New Mexico, but stockmen themselves 

did little to advance the argument. Already the cattlemen of Arizona 

were keeping their own counsel, remaining in the background, and 

permitting the promoters of mines and railroads to do the talking.

Poston, who took the lead, perhaps deserves the appellation of 

"Father of Arizona" which he subsequently bestowed upon himself. 

Arguments for territorial status in the late 1850s were predicated upon 71

71. Wheat, Travels, 346-47. This was the statement of William 
B. Roads. See also the views of Sylvester Mowry, a mining entrepreneur, 
in his Memoir of the Proposed Territory of Arizona (Washington, 1857; 
reprint Tucson, 1964), 27 and passim.
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Arizona's vast untapped mineral and agricultural resources, both of 

which needed military support. But on the floor of Congress the slavery 

question was paramount; conditions in the far Southwest were relatively 

unimportant in this hour of national crisis. President Buchanan, how

ever, recognized Arizona's "unhappy condition of affairs" in his annual 

message to Congress in 1858. The government of New Mexico Territory was 

unable to contend effectively with the Indian problem in Dona Ana County, 

the westernmost extent of its jurisdiction, and the President feared 

that hostile Indians might "break up the important stage and postal

communication...between our Atlantic and Pacific possessions." He
72concluded with the request for a separate government for Arizona. This

was the result desired by Poston and other mining speculators, prominent

among whom was Sylvester Howry. Howry, a former army officer, did not

slight the cause of Arizona's stockmen, and he included laudatory

material on cattle raising in his promotional book, The Geography and

Resources of Arizona and Sonora. Arizona was described as "the best

grazing country on this continent, capable of subsisting millions of
73cattle without the aid of man." Although this statement was certainly 72 73

72. James D. Richardson (comp.), A Compilation of the Messages 
and Papers of the Presidents. 1789-1897 (10 vols., Washington, 1896-1899), 
V, 514-15.

73. This book was published in San Francisco in 1859; a second 
edition appeared in 1863 under the title Arizona and Sonora. The letter 
quoted was written to Howry by Joseph Lane (Washington) on March 21, 1858, 
and is included in ibid., 121. See also pages 9, 49, and 120, as well as 
the observations of the mining engineer Raphael Pumpelly in Across America 
and Asia (2d ed. rev., New York 1870), 10; and Andrew Wallace (ed.), 
Pumpelly's Arizona: Excerpts from "Across America and Asia" (Tucson,
1965), 28.



an improvement on the truth, the potential of the range industry 

constituted a case for the creation of the Territory of Arizona.

With the coming of the Civil War, Arizona's chance for immediate 

organization as a separate territory was destroyed. So was its hope for 

military protection against the Indians. As its few federal troops were 

called back to the East,^ the citizenry reacted accordingly, and in 

desperation many cast their lot with the Confederacy. Among them were 

the Oury brothers, but Pete Kitchen fled instead to Sonora. Although 

Southern forces occupied Arizona just briefly in the spring of 1862, the 

fact itself revealed the intensity with which the inhabitants desired 

government support. John S. Watts, delegate from the Territory of New 

Mexico, chastized Congress for not extending succor to embattled South

western miners and stockmen. He termed this neglect a shameful 

"violation of our plighted f a i t h . T h e  perseverance of Poston and 

other lobbyists triumphed, however, and on February 24, 1863, President 

Lincoln signed the Organic Act creating the Territory of Arizona.
Again, the principal argument for territorial organization was Arizona's 74 75 76
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74. The War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Official 
Records of the Union and Confederate Armies (70 vols., Washington, 1880- 
1901), IV, series 1, 61; Ray Brandes, Frontier Military Posts of Arizona 
(Globe, Ariz., I960), 23-24; and Eaton, "Frontier Life in Southern 
Arizona," 191-92.

75. For Watts' eloquent speech of May 8, 1862, before the House 
of Representatives, see B. Sacks, Be lit Enacted: The Creation of the 
Territory of Arizona (Phoenix, 1964), 73.

76. The definitive study on the subject of Arizona's struggle 
to achieve territorial status is Dr. Sacks' book mentioned above. This 
volume is an enlarged version of an article in two parts which appeared 
in the spring and summer numbers of Arizona and the West in 1963.



great mineral potential, but her agricultural potential was also duly 

noted in the speeches of interested members of Congress.

Territorial government was no guarantee of military protection. 

The Indians grew bolder, stock losses increased, and it was clear, as 

the Verde Valley rancher King S. Woolsey wrote in 1864, that "the whites 
have either to leave or the Indians have to be badly whipped." In the 

absence of Union troops, a contingent of miners, farmers, and stockmen 

led by Woolsey, an Arizona Cincinnatus, set out that year to make the 

northern part of the Territory safe for settlement.^ Through the 

"beautiful little valleys" which "invited the farmer and the ranchero to 

follow the occupation of their choice," Woolsey pursued the local 

banditti, the Havapais. In his official report to Governor John N. 

Goodwin, he concluded that the Indian barrier was by no means 

insurmountable. With help from the U. S. Army it could be removed 

altogether.

We have dispelled the idea of vast numbers that has ever attached 
to that tribe. A few hundred of poor wretches compose the 
formidable fee so much dreaded by many. They will be brought to 
terms, or exterminated, I cannot doubt, when once the government 
shall know how small is the enemy by which so much annoyance has
been caused.78 77 78
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77. Clara T. Woody (ed.), "The Woolsey Expeditions of 1864," 
Arizona and the West, IV (Summer 1962), 160-61.

78. Woolsey's report, dated August 28, 1864, appeared in the 
(Prescott) Arizona Miner, September 7, 21, 1864, and is quoted in full 
in Woody (ed.), "Woolsey Expeditions," 170-76. Woolsey, an acknowledged 
Indian fighter, prospected near Prescott, ranched on the Agua Fria River, 
and served five terms in the territorial legislature before his death in 
1879.



32

An Arizona stockman had at least officially voiced the need for 

military protection. This was the first request for assistance from the 

livestock community to the federal government.

South of the Gila, the traveling journalist J. Ross Browne 

described from Tucson the unfortunate state of the livestock industry. 

The local operations, he reported, "formerly.. .were troubled a good 

deal about the care of their cattle and sheep; now they have no trouble 

at all; the cattle and sheep have failed into the hands of the 

Apaches. Congress was made further aware of Arizona's plight by a 

memorial from the First Territorial Legislature requesting an 

appropriation for "arming and sustaining companies of rangers in the 

field" and for the creation of an Indian reservation. The Territory 

possessed "pastural lands of excellent quality," but these could be 

exploited only when "the power of the Apache" was broken. u

While central and southern Arizona were blighted by Yavapai and 

Apache depredations, Mormon settlers in the strip country north of the 

Colorado were forced to contend with Navajo marauding. Quite possibly 

cattle were first introduced into the region by New Mexican trade 

caravans headed for California over the Old Spanish Trail, from Santa Fe 79 80

79. J. Ross Browne, Adventures in the Apache Country: A Tour
Through Arizona and Sonora (New York, 1869), 134.

80. "War Against the Apaches," House Misc. Doc. 18, 38 Cong.,
2 Sess. (1865), one page. The memorial was approved by Governor Goodwin 
on November 7, 1864.
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to Los Angeles, in the early 1830s.®* The Mormon trailblazer Jacob 

Hamblin, the "Apostle to the Lamanites" (Navajos), led the way for his 

pastoral brethren, and by 1863 cattle raising was established in north

western Arizona. But stock losses mounted each year, and by 1869 the 

estimated count stood at 500 horses and mules, the same number of cattle, 

and about 2,000 sheep. In 1870 a separate treaty was concluded with the 

Navajo raiders, and stock raising quickly became a lucrative enterprise. 

In 1873 the Church-supported Winsor Castle Stock Growing Company was 

formed, and it remained a profitable dairy and beef cattle venture
DOthroughout its twenty years of operation.

Farther to the southeast, cattlemen also were in the van of

Mormon colonization. Into the St. Johns-Snowflake area, unlike the

closed society in the northwestern settlements, gentiles were allowed to

drive their herds. A notable example was James M. Stinson, a

Californian who established a ranch north of Show Low in the early 1870s

and became a respected and prosperous rancher-legislator among the 
83Mormans. Another was the colorful Corydon E. Cooley, one of the 

founders of Show Low and for many years a stockman in that area. 81 82 83 84

81. This contention was drawn from LeRoy R. Hafen (ed.), 
"Armijo's Journal," Huntington Library Quarterly. XI (November 1947), 91. 
See also Antonio Armijo's diary in LeRoy R. and Ann W. Hafen, Old Spanish 
Trail (Glendale, Calif., 1954).

82. See Robert W. Olsen, Jr., "Pipe Spring, Arizona, and There
abouts," Journal of Arizona History. VI (Spring 1965), 12-18.

83. Howard E. Daniels, "Mormon Colonization in Norther Arizona," 
M. A. thesis, University of Arizona, 1960, 39, 121.

84. For an informative discussion of Cooley, see the military 
reminiscence of H. B. Wharfield, With Scouts and Cavalry at Fort Apache, 
edited by John Alexander Carroll (Tucson, 1965), 8-10.
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Despite persistent problems and the preoccupation of Governor 

Goodwin's energetic successor, Richard C. McCormick, with mining,®'* the 

cattle business progressed notably in the year immediately following the 

Civil War. Substantial numbers of California-bound Texas cattle 

continued to be driven across the territory, and many herds remained in 

Arizona. By 1870 the cattle population of the Territory was 37,694, a 

figure which included some quality midwestern breeding stock.®** The 

increase was due to two factors: army beef purchases and military

protection of the industry. On both counts new markets were created. 

Military posts meant government beef contracts, and enterprising cattle

men hastened to exploit this source of profit. Indian threats did not 

deter them, even though "grazing under such circumstances...could hardly 

be called very enticing." In the first six months of 1869 alone, the 

Tucson Weekly Arizonian set the figure for stolen or destroyed cattle at 

nearly 2,000 head.®® 85 86 87 88

85. McCormick's political activities in Arizona are given close 
consideration in Howard R. Lamar's interpretive article, "Carpetbaggers 
Full of Dreams: A Functional View of the Arizona Pioneer Politician," 
Arizona and the West, VII (Autumn 1965), 189-95.

86. See Thomas Thompson Hunter's reminiscence, "Early Days in 
Arizona." Arizona Historical Review, III, no. 1 (April 1930), 105-20; 
Cornelius C. Smith, "Some Unpublished History of the Southwest," ibid., 
IV, no. 1 (April 1931), 7-20; Maria Hargrave Shrode, "Overland by Ox- 
Train in 1870," Historical Society of Southern California Quarterly,
XXVI (March 1944), 5-37; Rupert N. Richardson and Carl C. Rister, The 
Greater Southwest (Glendale, Calif., 1935), 340.

87. James F. Ruslin, Across America (New York, 1874), 376. See 
also Samuel Woodworth Cozzens, The Marvellous Country: Three Years in 
Arizona and New Mexico, the Apache's Home (Boston, 1873), 164-65.

88. (Tucson) Weekly Arizonian, July 24, 1869. Cf. ibid.,
July 17, 1869, and July 23, 1870.
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Early in 1871 the territorial legislature again asked Congress 
89for protection. Following the notorious Camp Grant "massacre" of 

Arivaipa Apaches by a Tucson posse under the leadership of a prominent 

stockman William S. O u r y G o v e r n o r  Anson P. K. Safford succeeded in 

obtaining the appointment of an aggressive Indian fighter, Lieutenant- 

Colonel George Crook as military commander in the Ter r i t o r y . L a t e  in 

1872 Crook finally was given authority to subdue the hostiles by a means, 

a policy reminiscent of the program instituted by Bernardo de Galvez a 

century earlier. Within a few months the Yavapai barrier in northern 

Arizona had been overcome, and Crook was heralded by a grateful citizenry.^2 89 90 91 92

89. Memorial and Affadavits Showing Outrages Perpetrated by the 
Apache Indians in the Territory of Arizona, During the Years 1869 and 
1870 (San Francisco, 1871; reprint, Tucson, 1964), passim, to accompany 
"Protection from Hostile Indians," House Misc. Doc. 16, 42 Cong., 1 Sess. 
(1871).

90. Oury's role in this affair is discussed in James R.
Hastings, "The Tragedy at Camp Grant in 1871," Arizona and the West, I 
(Summer 1959), 150-53.

91. Judith E. Tobias, "The Administration of Governor A. P. K. 
Safford: A History of Territorial Arizona, 1869-1877," M. A. thesis, 
University of Arizona, 1965, 25-27.

92. Crook's successes Arizona in the early 1870s are detailed in 
Linda W. Bahm, "General Crook's Administration in Arizona, 1871-75," M.A. 
thesis, University of Arizona, 1966, chs. I-III. See also Ralph M. Ogle, 
Federal Control of the Western Apaches. 1848-1886 (Univ. of New Mexico 
Press, 1940), 116-17. Partially because of indifference in the State 
Department, which governed territorial affairs until 1873, sufficient 
protection was denied Arizona. After 1873 the Interior Department held 
jurisdiction over the territories. This topic is discussed in Earl 
Pomeroy, The Territories and the United States, 1861-1890 (Philadelphia, 
1947), 14. See the resolution in Acts, Resolutions and Memorials Adopted 
by the Seventh Legislative Assembly...of Arizona, 170. These territorial 
documents will be hereafter cited as Acts.
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Crook's men at Camp Apache ate meat supplied by Stinson and an 
associate.

The most prominent contractor in the Territory was now "Colonel" 

Henry Clay Hooker, proprietor of the sprawling Sierra Bonita Ranch in 

the Sulphur Springs Valley. His vaqueros herded cattle to various forts 

and Indian reserves throughout Arizona from 1868 until the mid-1870s. 

Hooker's activities caused the Arizona Citizen of Tucson to describe him 

as "about the liveliest man in Arizona,"9^ and one who "knows how to run 
a big beef business." 9 3 Captain Hugh L. Hinds, a partner of Hooker, was 

so successful by 1871 that he left Arizona for good, having "made 

enough...to do business comfortably anywhere."9^ During the decade of 

the 1870s those cattlemen who held such government contracts were by far 

the most propserous in the Territory.

Completion of railroad construction in the early 1880s was a 

further stimulus to expansion. By 1881 the Southern Pacific, building

93. Information on Stinson's activities can be found in Daniels, 
"Mormon Colonization," 39; and in Albert F. Potter, "A Brief History of 
the Cattle Business in Apache County," typescript MS., Special Collections 
Division, University of Arizona Library, 1. This repository will be 
hereafter cited as SC/UA.

94. (Tucson) Arizona Citizen, April 12, 1873.

95. Ibid., November 16, 1872. Hooker and his operations form
the basis of the article by Mrs. Harry Hooker, "Five Generations of Hookers 
on the Sierra Bonita Ranch," Arizona Cattlelog, IV, no. 4 (December 1949), 
32-35; and Gertrude Hill, "Henry Clay Hooker: King of the Sierra Bonita," 
Arizoniana, II, no. 4 (Winter 1961), 12-15.

96. Arizona Citizen, July 15, 1871. See also ibid., April 2,
1870, and July 5, 1873.
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eastward from Yuma, connected with Deming, New Mexico; and the next year

the Atlantic and Pacific, building westward, reached Flagstaff.

Immediately cattle raising boomed. Greater numbers of stock could be

shipped to market and blooded eastern animals could be imported safely

and inexpensively. By 1883 the cattle population of Arizona stood at

168,973, and values climbed with equal rapidity.

But all was not well. The Indians who had been confined to

reservations by Crook were restive again by 1877, the last year of

Agent John P. Glum's remarkable regime at San Carlos. Crook's successor,

Colonel August V. Kautz, had quarreled bitterly with Clum; and the next

commander, Colonel Orlando B. Willcox, proved ineffective. During his

tenure the affray at Cibecue Creek in August of 1881 renewed open
98hostilities which would drag on for half a decade. The return of Crook 

in 1882 was applauded by cattlemen and others, but the hero of the 

Yavapai campaign was now unable to duplicate his success against 

Geronimo's band of renegade Chiricahuas. The last Apache was was drill

97. Ibid., April 28, 1877; Wagoner, Cattle Industry of Southern 
Arizona, 44; Bert Haskett, "Early History of the Cattle Industry in 
Arizona," Arizona Historical Review, VI, no. 4 (October 1935), 41; Earle 
R. Forrest, Arizona's Dark and Bloody Ground (rev. and enl., Caldwell, 
Ida., 1959), 326n; Potter MS., 1; and James H. McClintock, Mormon Settle 
ment in Arizona (Phoenix. 1921), 153-54.

98. Ogle, Federal Control of the Western Apaches, 206. Clum's 
years at San Carlos are recounted in Pat. M. Ryanls popularly written 
article, "John P. Clum: 'Boss-With-The-White-Forehead,'" Arizoniana, V, 
no. 3 (Fall 1964), 48-60. Kautz' tenure in the Territory is the subject 
of Andrew Wallace, "General August V. Kautz in Arizona, 1874-1878," 
ibid.. IV, no. 4 (Winter 1963), 54-65.



underway when Crook was replaced early in 1886. Stockmen apparently 

were not sorry to see him go.

The promise of quick fortune overshadowed the Apache threat, 

however, and Arizona ranges grazed more and better cattle in the early 

1880s than ever before. Stock raising was becoming firmly entrenched in 

the front rank of the Territory's economy. All the while that the cattle 

industry experienced ups and downs, it also drew political notice. 

Governor Safford, President Grant's appointee who served from 1869 to 

1877, was apparently quite favorable to stockmen. The Englishman Herbert 

R. Hislop, who held large cattle interests in Pima County as an associate 

of Walter L. Vail, wrote in 1876: "The Governor of Arizona says he is

glad we have located here, as he likes to see such men come into the 

c o u n t r y . I n  August of 1878 the first Territorial Stock Raisers' 

Association was organized with John J. Gosper, the,influential 

Territorial Secretary, as chairman. Two years later Gosper was elected 

vice-president of the first "body of men calling themselves republicans 

that ever met in Arizona...." Another stockman, George W. Hance of 
northern Arizona, was chosen as secretary.^^0 Governor Frederick A. 

Tritle, in his annual report to the Secretary of the Interior in 1883,
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99. Herbert R. Hislop (Tucson) to Amy Hislop, September 23, 
1876, reproduced in "An English Pioneer in Arizona: The Letters of 
Herbert R. Hislop" (Part II), The Kiva, XXV (February 1960), 25. Cf. 
Safford's message of 1877 in H. S. McCluskey (comp.), "Messages of 
Territorial Governors to Territorial Legislatures from 1864 to 1909," 
typescript SC/UA, 13.

100. (Prescott) Weekly Arizona Miner. August 23, 1878; and 
George W. Hance, "Notary Public for Fifty-Six Years," Arizona Historical 
Review, I, no. 1 (April 1928), 102.
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showed sympathy for stock growers when he urged the establishment of 

"a mounted patrol along the border of Arizonia C sicl and New Mexico" so 

that the "depredations of 1 cowboys1 and 'rustlers1" might be stopped.

He considered such lawlessness "a proper subjects for the attention of 
the General Government. "̂ -Ol

In the early 1880s Arizona's livestock potential was considered 

by most residents as "unlimited." John C. Fremont, the famous "path

finder" who served the Territory rather poorly as its fifth governor, 

was of the opinion that "there is no reason why Arizona should not be 

able in a short time to supply the epicures of the British Isles with a 

sample of beef far superior to the stall-fed article on which John Bull 

has so long prided himself."^^3 Some did not display this optimism.

One of John Bull's own traveling observers contended that Arizona, "on 

account of its sterile soil," was "of little value for stock raising."^04 

A few visitors were impressed by the apparent lack of water; to them it

101. Report of the Governor of Arizona. Made to the Secretary of 
the Interior, for the Year 1883, 10-12. Cited hereafter as Report. See 
also Hazel Ada Bell, "The Federal Relations of the Territory of Arizona 
from 1863 to 1893," M. A. thesis. University of California, Berkeley,
1928, 104-105. The term "cowboy" seems to have denoted a good-for-nothing 
or even an outlaw.

102. Fremont's governorship has been assessed in Bert M. Fireman, 
"Fremont's Arizona Adventure," The American West, I (Winter 1964), 9-19.

103. Tucson Daily Citizen, December 4, 1883; an unidentified 
newspaper clipping, dated 1883, in the F. A. Tritle Scrapbook, APHS; and 
Report of the Governor, 1881, 927.

104. William Groham-Baillie, "Cattle Ranches in the Far West," 
The Fortnightly Review, XXVI, n. s. (July-December 1880), 442.
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seemed essential that artesian wells should be provided by the 

government.105 a. contemporary historian stated, however, that only the 

"industry of man" was needed to put Arizona beef ahead of the Eastern 

p r o d u c t . T o  that end, farsighted newcomers, such as the Cameron 

brothers of Pennsylvania began importing blooded Hereford breeding 
stock.107 Herds were thus improved, and the future appeared bright.

In the early 1880s publicists were booming the range stock 

industry, and Arizona cattlemen became increasingly interested in 

measures which would protect their valuable holdings. Phrases such as 

the "stock-grower1s paradise" were used by sometimes overly enthusiastic 

boosters who claimed that Arizona possessed "more natural advantages for 

stock-growing," and offered "more inducements to those who wish to 

engage in it, than any portion of the United States."1^® In 1884 one 

journalist -claimed that the Territory had "55,000,000 acres of grazing * 46

105. William Edgar Blake, "The Land of Manana: Journal of a 
Trip Through New Mexico, Arizona and Northern Mexico in 1883," 184-85, 
handwritten MS., SC/UA; and Report of the Governor, 1884, 524.

106. Bancroft, Arizona and New Mexico. 530.

107. See Jane A. Wayland, "Experiment on the Santa Cruz: Colin 
Cameron's San Rafael Cattle Company, 1882-1893," M. A. thesis, University 
of Arizona, 1964, 15-16. Cf. Morrisey, "Early Range Cattle Industry in 
Arizona," 153-54.

108. Patrick Hamilton, The Resources of Arizona (ed ed., San 
Francisco, 1884), 257-59. Similar information is found in Wallace W. 
Elliot (comp.). History of Arizona Territory (San Francisco, 1884), 139-
46. Bert Fireman recently described the Elliot and Hamilton volumes as 
"booster" literature in his very readable introduction to Sources and 
Readings in Arizona History, edited by Andrew Wallace (Tucson, 1965),
6-7.
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land capable of sustaining 2,000,000 head of cattle and turning off 

400,000 beeves annually...worth from $12,000,000 to $15,000,000.11 The 

only drawback was the lack of water, but that situation "in every 

instance is remediable." Another slight impediment was the fact that 

the reservation of the docile Papagoes included prime range, "thousands 

of acres of fine grazing lands," which might best have been turned over 

to cattlemen. "It won't do," the writer contended, "for a handful of 

Indians to stand in the way.

Arizona cattlemen were at last beginning to make contact with 

others in the industry, and to communicate with themselves. With an eye 

toward preventing the introduction of disease at a time when territorial 

law was deficient in this respect, Arizona delegates attended national 

conventions of stock growers in Chicago and St. Louis in 1883 and 1884.^® 

In 1884 also, Phil S. Montague established the Southwestern Stockman at 

Willcox, the Territory's first such sheet and the "Only Paper Devoted 

Exclusively to the Stock Growing Interests of Arizona."

The next year brought the crystallization of several problems 

with which stockmen were forced to contend. One was politics. In 

January the Southwestern Stockman, while claiming to be non-partisan, 

admitted that the sixth successive Republican governor, Frederick A. 

Tritle, had worked faithfully in behalf of the Territory, a tribute

109. See an unidentified newspaper clipping dated April 13, 
1884, in Tritle Scrapbook; and Arizona Star, May 24, 1884.

110. Ernest S. Osgood, The Day of the Cattleman (Univ. of 
Minnesota Press, 1929), 169-179-80.
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which was denied his "immediate predecessors." There were, Editor 

Montague continued, "many sterling Democrats" who would be willing to 

disregard his political affiliation and support his reappointment by 

President Cleveland. Within two months, as a result of the actions of

Tritle and the "D---- " legislature, this attitude had reversed. The

Council of the Thirteenth Territorial Legislature had passed a bill for 

the "Prevention of the Introduction of Cattle from Infected Districts 

into the Territory of Arizona" which stockmen badly wanted. Such a law 

would exclude contagious bovine diseases from Arizona ranges. This 

measure, however, was vetoed by Tritle on the grounds that it did not 

"seem to be based upon the necessity for quarantine and protection," but 

was instead a device of "those interested in cattle within the territory."

The bill, therefore, was "in restraint of trade." By this action Tritle

had gone back on his earlier recommendation for such legislation, and in 

retaliation the Stockman endorsed B. Frank Hall, a business promoter, for 

appointment to the governorship.^ As it turned out, the cattle 

interests were able to salvage something. Through the efforts of Council

man W. G. Stewart of Yavapai County, Assemblyman E. W. Risely of Pima, 

and others, a weaker version of the quarantine bill became law, along
112with measures governing stray animals and the prosecution of rustlers.

111. Issues of January 10, March 14, and May 9, 1885. The South
western Stockman, after moving from Willcox to Phoenix in 1895, continued 
publication until 1932 under various titles. It will be cited as Stockman 
throughout. Second Biennial Message of Frederick A. Tritle...1885, 32.

112. Acts. Thirteenth Legislative Assembly, nos. 30, 34, 35, 
pages 30-39, 48, 49-51 respectively. See also Stockman, February 28, 
September 12, 1885.
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In the matter of taxes and the proposed creation of a new county, 

cattle politicians did not fare so well. Ranchers in southwestern 

Arizona felt they were paying the entire cost of government. The plan 

to form a new country to be called Sierra Bonita —  perhaps in deference 

to Henry Clay Hooker —  out of sections of southern Graham and northern 
Cochise counties, arose directly out of the issue of tax inequality.

In 1879 Solomon Barth, a Jew among the Mormons and a prominent cattleman 

in northeastern Arizona, had led the fight for Apache County and the 

placing of the seat of government at St. Johns instead of Snowflake, amid 

Mormon charges of stuffing the ballot b o x e s . N o w ,  in 1885, the cattle 

forces -- "those to whose ears the lowing of herds is sweeter than the 

ring of pick and drill" —  were led by M. W. Stewart, son-in-law of Hooker 

and a former legislator. The opposition, directed by M. J. Egan, legal 

counsel for the Arizona Copper Company, and Assemblyman C. C. Stevens of 

Tucson, were able to secure the support of the Maricopa representatives 

and thus defeat the cattlemen in their attempt to create another new 

county.

By 1885 the railroads, at first regarded by cattlemen as a 

blessing, were now cast in the villain's role. The Thirteenth Territorial

113. Stockman. February 14, June 6, 1885.

114. George H. Kelly (comp.). Legislative History of Arizona, 
1864-1912 (Phoenix, 1926), 83-84; and Daniels, "Mormon Colonization," 
122-25.

115. Kelly (comp.), Legislative History, 114; and Stockman, 
January 10, 17, February 21, 1885.
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Legislature failed to pass a "freights and feres" bill which would have

precluded the Southern Pacific road from continuing the "same game of

cinch on the cattle interests that has for years past so retarded mining

and agricultural pursuits."11  ̂ Its rate schedule was responsible for

"stagnation" among Salt River Valley ranchers; and in northern Arizona

the carload charges from Ash Fork to Los Angeles were raised from $115

to $174, and from $155 to $203 on shipments to San Francisco. Concerning
this increase, one disgruntled cattleman wrote:

If there was heretofore anything lacking to convince the people 
of the territory that it is necessary to bring railroads under 
subjection and to regulate and establish rates, this last act 
should furnish the missing link. It certainly will discourage 
the shipping of cattle if the railroad company can at will raise 
the price of transportation....No man will make a business of 
buying and shipping cattle if he is left entirely at the mercy 
of a corporation like the S. P. R. R. Co.^?

Regulation was required, but, warned the Stockman, the restriction should

be just, so that the railroads would still be able to realize sufficient

profit. "THE STOCKMAN is always in the heartiest sympathy with the

people when it comes to a question of their oppression, but it is no

communist and believes that corporations have some rights that should be

respected...." The editors, shortly thereafter, expressed hope for the

passage of the interstate commerce bill of Congressman John H. Reagan

116. Stockman. February 7, March 14, 1885.

117. Letter of J. W. Sullivan to the Prescott Courier, in 
Stockman. February 7, 1885.
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of Texas —  "the most important bill...that has been before Congress for 
years.

Failure to secure needed legislation was due largely to the 

inability of the cattlemen of Arizona to form a permanent, effective 

territorial organization. In 1878 a group met in Prescott and launched 

such an understanding, but its accomplishments were few. In December of 

1884 another such organization came into existence, convening in Prescott 

the next month "to consider chiefly a number of proposed legislative 

bills."119 But by summer of 1885 the Stockman called for the establish

ment of a general territorial association patterned on the Wyoming Stock 

Growers' Association, which had been established a decade before, on the 

grounds that it was necessary to combat cattle thieves, and that it 

would insure the rights of the small rancher against infringements by 

their "wealthier neighbors." It was estimated that not one-fourth of 

Arizona's stockmen were connected with local associations, and "perhaps 
the percentage of membership is not this large."1^

An appeal to organize was also broadcast in northern Arizona.

In November, 1885, "Buckey" O'Neill, the outspoken editor of the Prescott

118. Stockman. February 7, 21, 1885. See also ibid., July 25, 
August 22, 1885. Reagan's efforts to secure regulation of the railroads 
is the subject of chapters XVII and XVIII in Ben H. Procter's biography.
Not Without Honor: The Life of John H. Reagan (Univ. of Texas Press, 1962).

119. Clifton (Ariz.) Clarion, January 21, 1885; and Wayland, 
"Experiment on the Santa Cruz," 24.

120. Stockman. June 27, May 9, 1885.
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Hoof and Horn which now rivaled the Stockman on its masthead as the 

"Only Paper Devoted Exclusively to the Stock Growing Interests of 

Arizona" —  urged ranchers to "at once follow the example which has been 

set them by every other cattle growing state and territory in the Union 

by forming a strong Territorial organization."1'2  ̂ If brought into being, 

such a force could make itself felt in county and territorial government. 

O'Neill was glad to report also that Governor Tritle had appointed 

J. W. Sullivan, John G. Campbell, and John J. Gosper, all "prominently 

identified with our stock interests," as delegates to the 1886 National
ionCattle Growers convention in Chicago.

For the cattlemen of Arizona, the year 1886 was to prove 

significant beyond any other in the development of the industry to date. 

The capitulation of Geronimo's band of renegade Chiricahuas in September 

following the intensive summer campaign of General Nelson A. Miles, at 

last removed the Indian barrier to profitable use of the ranges. Cattle

men throughout the Territory, and especially in southern counties, had 

good reason to applaud the work of the army, for now they could graze 

their herds anywhere without the old fear of depredations. But perhaps 

this blessing was not so great as it seemed. Army protection of the

121. (Prescott) Hoof and Horn, November 12, 1885. This paper 
was in existence from 1884 to 1889, edited throughout by O'Neill who ran 
unsuccessfully for territorial delegate on the Populist ticket in 1894 
and 1896, and who met a hero's death in Cuba with the Rough Riders in 
1898. The existing, unscholarly biography of O'Neill is Ralph Keithley's 
Buckey O'Neill (Caldwell, Ida., 1949). Hoof and Horn, aside from its 
erratic editorial policy, was superior to the Stockman in reporting live
stock news around Arizona.

122. Hoof and Horn. November 12, 19, 1885.
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industry had its other side which had allowed stock raisers to realize 

profit. Now, however, the necessity for the presence of the troops had 

been eliminated, a situation which would create different problems for 

cattlemen in the future.

* * * * * *

The period of Spanish rule saw the beginnings of the livestock 

industry in Arizona. Yet not until the reglamento of 1772, the sub

sequent administration of Viceroy Bernardo de Galvez, and the 

implementation of a realistic Indian policy were the early cattle kings 

able to operate on a stable basis. The brief golden age of Spanish 

Sonora was shattered by the revolution of 1810-1821, and the years 

between the Plan of Iguala and the official American occupation of the 

Gadsden Purchase lands were characterized by deterioration. The tumult 

of Mexican politics did not permit proper defense of the northwestern 

frontier. Stock raising, in a region blessed with resources, was reduced 

to a pitiful state. The Apache barrier loomed insurmountable.

When the first Americans entered the lush grasslands of Arizona, 

they likewise were faced with the prospect of constant Indian depredations. 

And, as in times past, these settlers were also denied sufficient 

military protection by their government. The achievement of territorial 

status brought hope, but little else. Not until the 1870s were 

conditions improved, although complaints continued to be voiced. Despite 

memorials to Congress and punitive measures by civilians, ranching



suffered from the savage marauders who defied containment. At the same 

time other problems were developing for stockmen, problems which 

attended Arizona's overall growth. Disease, oppresive railroad rates, 

taxation, and rustling were difficulties which prevailed throughout the 

cattlemen's West, but in Arizona they were combatted ineffectually in 

unorganized fashion by the masters of the range who failed to grasp the 

benefits to be derived from association. The Indian barrier finally 

came tumbling down in 1886, but its removal only illustrated the fact 

that Arizona stockmen were still, as they had been for nearly two 

centuries, reliant upon government.
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Chapter Two

NEW PROSPECTS, NEW PROJECTS, NEW PROBLEMS:
A DIFFICULT ADOLESCENCE, 1886-1893

Arizona's lush open range grazed increasing numbers of cattle 

after the removal of the Apache menace in 1886. Restrictive land laws 

had caused Texas companies to ship their stock westward in search of free 

grass, and crowded conditions on the North Plains made the Southwest 

appealing. This expansion brought serious problems. Disease traveled 

with these hooved "Texans"; raucous, thieving "cowboy" elements filtered 

into the region; and, most unfortunate of all, the quest for quick profit 

led to the overstocking and eventual depletion of the range. When 

drought struck in the early 1890s, the livestock industry was nearly 

ruined. Prices which had soared to dizzying heights now plummeted to 

rock bottom, and catastrophic losses forced many out of the business.

At year's end, 1893, Arizona cowmen talked the language of the short 

grass country. And they had discarded, at least for the time being, 

their objective of immediate gain in favor of long-run practicality.^

1. Haskett, "Cattle Industry in Arizona," 39-42; Morrisey,
"Early Range Cattle Industry in Arizona," 154-56; Wagoner, Cattle 
Industry in Southern Arizona, 44-52; and U. S. Department of Agriculture, 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Livestock on Farms, January 1, 1867- 
1919 (Washington, 1938), 127.
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With the surrender of Geronimo's band in the fall of 1886, the

cattle industry of Arizona was free to advance at its own pace.

Secretary of the Interior L. Q. C. Lamar received the following

optimistic report from Governor C. Meyer Zulick:

...with the removal of the renegade Indians, who during the 
American occupation of this Territory have defied all attempts 
to civilize them, and have repaid every effort of the Government 
in this direction with treachery and bloodshed, Arizona welcomes 
the dawn of a new day. Her rapid development will now go on 
without check or drawback.2

Addressing the Fourteenth Territorial Legislature on January 10, 1887, 

Zulick declared: "For the first time in her history, Arizona, relieved

from the curse of hostile Indians, opens the door that leads to the 

development of her many r e s o u r c e s . T h e  worst had passed, and there 

appeared to be no impediment to quick wealth and prosperity. But the 

next few years were different in many respects. Railroad rates, disease, 

and questions range policy caused cattlemen to feel new pressures. Their 

reactions, inconsistent and disjointed, pointed up the apparent rejection 

of organization, a dislike of, but a necessary reliance upon, federal 

authority, and an attempt to remain aloof from the wranglings of party 

politics. Stock raising entered its adolescence on wobbly underpins. 2 3

2. Report of the Governor, 1886, 3.

3. Message, to Fourteenth Legislative Assembly, 3. For 
details of Geronimo's surrender see the reminiscences of Charles B. 
Gatewood, "The Surrender of Geronimo," Arizona Historical Review, IV, 
no. 1 (April 1931), 34-44; and Robert Utley's well-documented article, 
"The Surrender of Geronimo," Arizoniana, IV, no. 1 (Spring 1963), 1-9.
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Federal Indian policy was criticized by stockmen. Arizona was 

being slighted. The savages had been defeated; that they be removed 

entirely from the Territory seemed only just. Reservation grazing lands 

could ease the increasing strain on the range, but there was little hope 

that "millions of acres" that the government had set aside "for the 

purpose of rearing a race that will surely turn on it" would be given 

to "an industry that will pay back with interest instead." Buckey O'Neill 

complained that Arizona, "though alphabetically first on the list," 

seemed to "slumber last" when it came to consideration from Washington.^

The desire to rid the Territory of the Apaches altogether was 

further evident. Meeting at the Palace Hotel in Tucson on December 16, 

1886, the Pima County Ranchmen's Association praised General Nelson A. 

Miles, who had received Geronimo's surrender terms, and endorsed Indian 

removal. One Thomas F. Smythe offered this motion, adopted by a 

unanimous vote: "Resolved, that we raise by popular subscription a

sufficient sum to purchase a gold sword for General Nelson A. Miles, to 

be suitably engraved as a souvenir of his illustrious services in the 

capture and removal of the Chiricahua Apache Indians.Cattlemen, 

perhaps more than any other group, appreciated the cessation of 

hostilities. 4 5

I

4. Hoof and Horn, October 7, 1886.

5. Arizona Daily Star, December 17, 1886.
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When in early summer, 1889, it appeared that Geronimo might be 

returned to Arizona, Buckey O'Neill expressed his displeasure in frank 
terms:

If such an accursed measure is urged on the grounds of 
philanthropy, considering the allegations that some of the 
delicate savages are pining away in their exilement, sic , 
could not the same argument be used with preponderant force 
against their return to the scenes of their atrocities, again to 
butcher, plunder and lay waste? Are they dying? Better let 
them all die....The earth resents their presence, and the fortune 
of hell will bathe their intrusion.6

The next year in southern Arizona, a popular notion held that the

Territory would benefit greatly if no Apaches remained; that if left in

their native habitat they would become troublesome; but if they were

transported elsewhere, like the southern tribes earlier, they would

become docile conformists. The following plea appeared in the Stockman:

"We would respectfully request the powers that have the authority to

remove these Indians to consider the above proposition , and would also

ask the Indian lovers of the East —  Fatherhood of God and brotherhood

of man fraternity --to ponder it."?

Matters did not improve. In 1892 the Commissioner of Indian 

Affairs recommended that 500,000 acres in Pima County be set aside for 

the Papago tribe. The plan was rejected by the Interior Department the 

following year, and the Stockman approved. It was only "simple justice" 

that the "grazing ground of countless numbers of cattle" should be given 6 7

6. Hoof and Horn. June 27, 1889.

7. Stockman. August 9, 1890.
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over to "the citizens who support this country" and who "should have at 

least half as much show as the lazy, dirty, illiterate Indians." Once 

again the cattleman would "have a show for his ante."® Indians, most 

agreed, were not compatible with stock raising. The benevolent White 

Father was asked, as in years past, to better manage his wards.

Although the Indian menace had ended officially in 1886, renegade 

bands continued raiding in southern and eastern Arizona. The military 

was still depended upon for retaliation, and even the slightest indication 

that these forces might be transferred from the Territory brought 

protestations from the ranching community. In the summer of 1890, 

citizens of Graham and Gila counties were aroused when they heard that 

Fort Thomas might be discontinued. The Stockman also issued a dissenting 

opinion, since that post offered protection for herds grazing near the 

San Carlos reservation.^

In the fall of 1893, the proposed elimination of Fort Bowie drew 

significant comment. Acting Governor Charles M. Bruce, a Cochise County 

cattleman, was notified of a recommendation for such action. He 

forwarded the information to Governor Louis C. Hughes who was at the time 

in Washington. Regarding this development, the Stockman stated: "If the

War Department is anxious to abandon anything, by all means let it be the 

idea, and not the military post which is the only one left in the southern 8 9

8. Ibid., July 22, 1893.

9. See ibid.. July 5, 1890, which also carried exchanges from 
the (Solomonville) Graham County Bulletin and the Arizona Silver Belt of 
Globe. Fort Thomas was abandoned in 1892. Brandes, Frontier Military 
Posts of Arizona. 69.



54

portion of the territory where all the Indian depredations are 

committed.10 11 12 Rather than a reduction, the argument ran, more troops 

should be sent, lest "the great resources of Arizona...go for naught. 

Hughes succeeded in having the matter "laid in the shade" temporarily, 

but the people were warned that only their constant vigilance would 

insure the future existence of the fort.*^ The issue was raised again 

the following year, with the result that Fort Bowie, the guardian of 

Apache Pass in southeastern Arizona, was now dismantled. Cowmen had 

failed to convince the War Department of their needs. Government 

military protection was at an end.

II

Another serious complication was the threat of disease. Newly 

arrived South Plains cattle were often infected with "Texas," or tick, 

fever or pleuro-pneumonia, both of which had proved disastrous to stock- 

men in other sections of the West. Pleuro-pneumonia had caused sufficient 

destruction by the fall of 1886 so that in November a national organiza

tion of cattle growers asked Governor Zulick to send delegates to discuss 
12the problem. In the same month similar concern was manifest in Arizona. 

An aroused Buckey O'Neill warned that "we are done up" if the next 

legislature did not provide "a more rigid safeguard against the prevalent

10. Stockman. September 30, 1893.

11. Ibid.. October 14, 1893. See also ibid., October 7, 1893; 
and Brandes, Frontier Military Posts of Arizona. 20.

12. Wayland, "Experiment on the Santa Cruz," 54.
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destructive diseases." The statute of 1885, he continued, "exists only 
on paper," with but little effort directed toward its actual enforcement. 

A territorial veterinarian with power to appoint inspectors was the 
answer.^

Prominent stockmen were alarmed. Brewster Cameron, associated 

with his brother Colin in the Rancho San Rafael in the Santa Cruz Valley, 

was a driving force in the move for adequate protection. Late in 

November, 1886, he complained: "There are very many stockmen foolish

enough to maintain that the disease pleuro-pheumonia cannot exist or 

spread in the climate of the West. How silly!" A few weeks later he 

warned that "something has to be done to awaken our people to the 

importance of legislation." He did admit, however, that they were 

"stirred...up now.

The Fourteenth Territorial Legislature convened in January, 1887, 

amid demands for an effective quarantine law. The Stockman called for 

immediate action on such a measure: "Pleuro-pheumonia and other 13 14

13. Hoof and Horn. November 18, 1886.

14. Brewster Cameron (San Antonio, Tex.) to Alexander M. Fulford, 
November 30, 1886, San Rafael Papers, box 1, SC/UA; and Cameron (Lochiel, 
Ariz.) to Fulford, December 20, 1886, ibid. Cited hereafter as SR. The 
Cameron brothers were Pennsylvania Republicans who arrived in Arizona in 
the early 1880s. Colin Cameron, the more prominent stockman of the two, 
was closely connected with affairs on the Sanitary Commission until his 
death in 1911, and he was recognized as one of the most influential and 
successful cattlemen in Arizona. A sketch of Colin Cameron appears in 
Roscoe G. Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona (2 vols., Phoenix, 1951) 
II, 29. The existing study of the Camerons and their role in Arizona 
ranch history is Miss Wayland's excellent thesis, "Experiment on the 
Santa Cruz: Colin Cameron's San Rafael Cattle Company, 1882-1893," 
previously cited.
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contagious bovine diseases must be kept out of this Territory, and the 

cattlemen look to the Legislature to do this." The governor also 

recommended that appropriate legislation be enacted.^ The point had 

been made. A committee composed primarily of members of the Territorial 

Livestock Association gathered in Prescott to insure the creation of an 

agency staffed by stockmen, but directed by the territorial government.

The rangemen commanded sufficient influence among the legislators so 

that a law authorizing the formation of a Live Stock Sanitary Commission 

was passed in March. The Camerons and other prominent cattlemen had 

cause to rejoice.

Concern over appointments to the Live Stock Sanitary Commission 

was soon evident. Cattle spokesmen urged the government to use caution 

in selecting the commissioners. Politics should not be the sole deter

minant , but if good Democrats were available "no one will of course object 

to their being given the preference over their Republican brethren."

Yet it was hoped the best men possible would be chosen "regardless of 

political a f f i l i a t i o n . W i l l  C. Barnes, an Apache County cowman, was 15 16 17

15. An exchange from the Stockman in Hoof and Horn, February 3, 
1887. Message of Governor Zulick, January 10, 1887, in McCluskey, 
"Messages of Territorial Governors," 14-15. See also Hoof and Horn, 
January 13, 1887.

16. Wayland, "Experiment on the Santa Cruz," 56-57. Out of 
thirty-seven legislators, at least seven were connected with the cattle 
industry. An earlier plea for a convention and a strong quarantine law 
appeared in Hoof and Horn, December 23, 1886.

17. Hoof and Horn, April 7, 1887. See also ibid., March 31 
and April 28, 1887.
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a member of the original Commission. A Republican, he later 

reminisced:

My first political venture was in 1887, when the Governor of 
Arizona Territory, C. Meyer Zulick, appointed me a member of the 
first Arizona Live Stock Sanitary Board....This was not exactly 
a political appointment, the Governor being a Democrat and I a 
Republican. The stockmen, however, asked him to appoint me.18

Impartiality, for the time being, had been achieved. But matters would
not long remain ideal.

Shortly after its creation the Commission became involved in 

controversy over the question of Mexican beef. Several large and small 

ranchers along the border, including Colin Cameron, grazed cattle in 

Mexico. Contending that these animals were as healthy as their American 

counterparts, they protested a quarantine issued by Governor Zulick, in 

August, 1887. Subsequently, Cameron and three others were arrested for 18

18. Will C. Barnes, Apaches & Longhorns: The Reminiscences of 
Will C. Barnes. edited by Frank C. Lockwood (Los Angeles, 1941), 164.
The composition of the first commission is detailed in Barnes' article, 
"Cowpunching Forty Years Ago," Weekly Market Report and News Letter,
Arizona Cattle Growers Association. February 10, 1931. The original 
members were Henry Smith (Apache), Thomas Halleck (Mohave), Charles M.
Bruce (Cochise), B. E. Norton (Graham), Nathan Bowers (Yavapai), and 
Barnes. Bruce was elected first chairman and Dr. A. J. Chandler was hired 
as Veterinarian. Note Barnes used the word "Board," a designation given 
to the Commission in the 1890s. Soldier, cattleman, forester, historian, 
author, legislator and geographer. Will Croft Barnes (1858-1936) was all 
of these. He first came to Arizona with the Army as a participant in the 
Apache wars, after which he ranched near Holbrook. In 1907 when he 
entered the Forest Service. He was a member of the United State Geographic 
Board for a decade prior to his retirement in 1930. As Arizona's first 
recipient of the Congressional Medal of Honor, he was buried in the 
Arlington National Cemetary. For sketches of Barnes' life see Andrew 
Wallace, "A Dedication to the Memory of Will Croft Barnes, 1858-1936," 
Arizona and the West. II (Autumn 1960), 203-204, and Willson, Pioneer 
Cattlemen of Arizona. I, 24.
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evading the order. In a letter to the Stockman, Cameron doubted if the 

regulation was "of any account, one way or the o t h e r . H e  was able to 

enlist the aid of Marcus A. Smith, Arizona's delegate to Congress, who 

asked Secretary of the Treasury Charles S. Fairchild to increase from 

two —  Yuma and Nogales —  the number of inspection stations at which 

cattle could cross. Smith justified this request with the dubious state

ment that it embodied the "almost unanimous desire of the stock raisers 
in this territory.

The Secretary complied, and increased the number of ports of

entry. Under the new program Mexican cattle could enter Arizona between
21November 15 and January 15, since cold weather thwarted bovine ticks.

The Tombstone Prospector criticized Charles M. Bruce, chairman of the 

Live Stock Sanitary Commission and president of the territorial stock- 

men's association, for his efforts in securing the quarantine and 

considered it no victory at all because the smaller owners would be hurt. 

"The only inference to be drawn," the editor reasoned, "is that it is a 

move on the part of the larger stock growers to put a stop to the 19 20 21

19. Colin Cameron (Lochiel) to Editor the Stockman. November 7, 
1888, in Hoof and Horn, November 12, 1888.

20. Marcus A. Smith (Tombstone) to Secretary of the Treasury, 
November 6, 1888, ibid.

21. Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 94-95.
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importation of cheap cattle."^2 But certain cattle barons apparently 

profited from the border crossings. The matter was not ended.

In 1891 the Commission was again involved in a political issue. 

Fred G. Hughes, a member of the upper house of the Sixteenth Territorial 

Legislature, attacked the purpose behind the passage of Council Bill 117, 

"An Act to protect the interests of the live stock producers."

Defenders of the measure contended that it was designed to prevent the 

sale of stolen beef. Hughes felt differently. In a letter to the 

Arizona Daily Star, he claimed the act gave the commissioners —  who as 

"every one knows...are cattle kings" -- the power to appoint inspectors 

who would decide in favor of their employers in every instance. Small 

owners would always be the losers. 22

22. Exchange from the Tombstone Prospector in Hoof and Horn, 
November 15, 1888. Charles Morelle Bruce (1853-1938) was a Virginian, 
who in the early 1880s was engaged in mining enterprises in the 
Patagonia area. Shortly thereafter he became associated with Hugh Tevis 
in the cattle business in southern Arizona. Aside from his high standing 
in stock-raising circles, Bruce was Territorial Secretary from 1893 to 
1897, in which capacity he served as Acting Governor on two occasions: 
in 1894, during Governor L. C. Hughes' prolonged absence, and in 1896, 
between Hughes' removal and the arrival of his successor, Benjamin J. 
Franklin. He later served as Assistant Commissioner of the General Land 
Office in Washington, a post which he held from 1913 to 1921. Essential 
facts of Bruce's life may be gained from the Tombstone Epitaph, May 28, 
1913, Tombstone Prospector. June 3, 1913, Arizona Daily Star, September 13, 
1927, and his letters to the Editor, Tucson Citizen. February 15, 1929, 
all of which are included in the Bruce clipping book, APHS.
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If one of these cattle kings in shipping a herd has a lot of the 
small cattle raiser's stock in his herd the inspector may shut 
his eyes...and if by chance the small raiser finds out the king 
is shipping his cattle and catches him in the act, the inspector 
simply tells the king to return the cattle...But under our 
statutes if the small raiser is found with one of the king's 
calves he must go to the penitentiary. About the only penalty 
that attaches to anybody under this law is to the party failing 
to pay the inspectors their fees, any person refusing to do that 
must be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor.23

The Commission, according to Hughes, was little more than a cattle

barons' club devoted to the elimination of the lesser interests.

There was yet more to Hughes' tale of injustice. The same bill, 

he charged, had been pushed through the Council by Brewster Cameron, who 

had no business being involved at all since he was no "sworn officer of 

the Legislature." Furthermore, at the "almost dictation" of Cameron, 

Governor John N. Erwin had signed it into law. This action was taken, 

according to Hughes, after the retiring governor, like Cameron a 

Republican, had sent his final message to the Council "severing his 

connection with us."^

The Commission was not without defenders. D. A. Hunsaker of the

Stockman, himself a champion of the small operator, was sure that the law

was meant to curtail thievery, not to destroy legal rights. As soon as

Hughes and the others understood this, they would surely "agree that
25such legislation was necessary and worth to them many dollars." He 23 24

23. Undated letter from Hughes to the Arizona Daily Star in the 
issue of July 12, 1891.

24. Ibid.

25. Stockman, July 25, 1891.



61

promised to print any comment which would help to clarify the matter,

and did so. J. B. Allen, a Council member of the Sixteenth, elaborated

on Hunsaker1s stand in a subsequent letter to the editor in which he

defended the law as a measure of "public safety.

Hughes' contention that the legislature and the governor had

been manipulated might not have been totally unfounded. The bill was in

the hands of the governor on March 17; his approval was extended on
27March 19, the same day his final message was delivered. The legislature 

therefore could well have been adjourned when the actual signing took 

place. Since the legislative journals do not carry debates or speeches 

in full, Brewster Cameron's role in the affair remains conjectural. 

Although it appears that Hughes had little support, his charge of 

collusion, which was not placed before the courts, was never refuted.

In 1893 criticism again was aimed at Commission-inspired law.

This, however, was merely a feeble outburst from a few Phoenix butchers 

who were unhappy over having to pay an inspection fee of twenty-five cents 

per head.28 Late in that same year both the commissioners and the laws 

were applauded by the major stock journal, and Colin Cameron, recently 

appointed by Governor Louis C. Hughes, was praised as "a most useful 26 27 28

26. Undated letter from J. B. Allen to Editor of the Stockman 
which appeared on August 1, 1891.

27. Journals of the Sixteenth Legislative Assembly of the 
Territory of Arizona. 1891, 560, 303. Cited hereafter as Journals.

28. (Phoenix) Arizona Republican. June 17, 1893; and Stockman, 
July 1, 1893.
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member and an exceptional chairman."29 Despite their Republican ties, 

the Cameron brothers were the most influential cattlemen in a 

predominantly Democratic territory. They favored administration policy, 

at least in this instance, to the detriment of many lesser stockmen.

And, yet more important, they were not above causing dissension in the 

Live Stock Sanitary Commission and in the territorial cattle raisers' 

association, nor were they completely absolved of irregularities connected 

with the passage of favorable legislation.

Ill

Arizona stockmen with Mexican holdings fought importation 

restrictions. At a time when the United States was the leading exporter 

of all the beef it could raise or buy, this cheap Sonoran source meant 

substantial profit. Early in 1890, Delegate Smith again spoke out for 

the border cattlemen when he introduced in the House a bill which would 

allow the recovery and return, duty free, of animals that had strayed 

across the line."^ This measure at first drew only lukewarm response 

from the press. By September of 1893, however, a battle of words had 
materialized.

Although usually Democratic in their politics, the livestock 

editors were not free traders. With the Cleveland victory in 1892, a 

downward revision of the McKinley Tariff of 1890 was inevitable. In 29 *

29. Stockman. November 11, 1893. See also ibid.. October 21,
1893.

30. Stockman, January 25, 1890.
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Arizona the situation again centered around the importation of American- 

owned Mexican cattle. The Tombstone Prospector of September 5, 1893, 

told of a petition being circulated in that city for the removal of the 

tariff on Sonoran stock. That the Camerons and other large operators 

wanted the elimination, or at least the reduction, of the duty were 

evident. Because labor costs were "next to nothing," and because water 

was more plentiful in northern Mexico, the "Mexicans" could be raised 

for less and therefore sold at greater profit. Within the week the 

Stockman answered sharply, deploring those who would sell beef at a 

figure so low as to "bankrupt our cattlemen who now support the 

country.

The Florence Tribune also took the majority stand. Since Mark 

Smith had been re-elected as delegate the previous year, the Tribune felt 

justified in stating that the greater part of Arizona's cattlemen "train 

under the Democratic banner." This was clearly the case since they had 

not worked to oust Smith, even though they were aware he would support 

Democratic trade policy. Editor Paul Brown warned stock raisers to 

prepare themselves for 'k liberal dose of the free trade mess being 

concocted by the representatives of their party in Washington. He 

concluded that "a Democratic Congress" was working an extreme hardship 

on producers "by admitting, free of duty, the cheap cattle of Mexico."32 31 32

31. Ibid., September 9, 1893, and also October 7.

32. Exchange from the Florence Tribune in Stockman, September 30, 
1893. See also the Arizona Daily Star throughout September and October, 
1893, for arguments in favor of a tariff reduction on cattle.
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A similar attitude was exhibited by Charles W. Pugh of the Stockman.

"If the cattlemen desire to protect themselves and their interests in 

this country," he wrote, ;it was "their duty to take such steps as are 

possible" to have Smith's petition "laid in the s h a d e . T h e  Enterprise

of Tucson contributed the view that "one or two cattle owners" who sought
removal of the tariff were causing grief for many others.^4 Late in 1893 

the duty was removed, and the Stockman denounced the President and those 

whose political connections were placed ahead of the welfare of a major 

Arizona industry:

Compare the price of labor, of everything eatable, of everything 
in fact, that we have to pay, with that of our neighbor below the
line, and any man who says we can compete with him in selling
cattle in our own market is either a knave or a fool, and blind 
to his own interests. No party love should cause a man to stand 
by and applaud when the bread on which they subsist is taken out 
of the mouths of those dependent on him....when a man stands up 
for a foreign country, to the exclusion of the land of his birth 
...it shows him to be a foreigner at hear just as the big chief 
Grover is.

The diatribe ended on this ominous note: "Argue as you will, this
35tariff repeal means the death knell to the cattle industry of Arizona."

IV

"Every stockgrower should become a member of his nearest and 

most convenient association" -- this was a sentiment voiced throughout 

the period 1886-1893. When formed, the associations should be run by 33 34

33. Stockman. October 7, 1893.

34. Exchange from Tucson Enterprise in Stockman. October 7, 1893.

35 Stockman, December 9, 1893.
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"an energetic and liberal class of men" and not for the "agrandizement 

and benefit of a few skinflints. Cattle thieves were operating 

unchecked; the industry needed much helpful legislation; the answer was 

permanent organization. Cattlemen were called upon to unite.

From time to time during the late 1880s and early 1890s, there 

were some ten local and county stockmen's associations in existence.

They were not permanent and were usually dissolved after an immediate 

problem had been overcome. The major reason for the creation of these 

ephemeral organizations was cattle thieving and rustling. For instance, 

in Mohave County, in the remoteness of northwestern Arizona, ranchers 

were plagued by rustlers early in 1886. Attempts to band together for 

mutual protection were difficult because of the vast distances members 

had to travel to meet. By May still no definite action had been taken 

and stock raids increased. Buckey O'Neill blamed the cattlemen them

selves : "That such a state of affairs should be permitted to exist is a

sad commentary on the intelligence and ability of the stockmen of Mohave 

County, who could have easily ensured the security of their property from 

such depredations by o r g a ni z in g . T ho u g h  his efforts apparently brought 

no immediate success, the editor of the Hoof and Horn.kept alive his 

crusade for organization.

The creation of the Live Stock Sanitary Commission in 1887 was a 

tribute to the effective lobbying of the Camerons and other energetic 36 37

36. Hoof and Horn, March 18, 1886.

37. Ibid., May 13, 1886; and also Ibid., January 21, March 25, 
July 1, 1886.
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cattlemen who had formed the Territorial Livestock Association. An 

example had been set, yet most stockmen still could not visualize the 

gains to be made from permanent organization. But some were more far

sighted than others. During the debate over the Commission bill,

Brewster Cameron had praised the cowmen of Cochise County as the "most 

progressive" in Arizona. A prominent figure in the territorial group, 

he believed that if cowmen throughout Arizona would "support their local 

ranchmen's associations, as they do in Cochise County, Arizona would 

forthwith take the place which nature has generously given her, as first 

among the cattle growing states and territories of the West." He was 

forced to admit, however, that "many cattlemen" were "too nearsighted to
O Osee that it would be to their financial advantage" to organize.-30

In 1892, when the bloody Pleasant Valley range war was nearing

the end of its violent phase, cattlemen in northern Arizona were aroused

by the incursions of sheep herds on their grazing lands. On February 25

Coconino County cowmen met to discuss the problem, determined to make

known their grievances. One member of the group predicted that

sufficient pressure would be exerted on the Seventeenth Territorial

Legislature "to compel" passage of the "necessary laws for protection of

the graziers of the territory." He also recognized that organization was
39necessary to accomplish this end. In urging the formation of an 

association of ranchmen in the summer of 1893, the Stockman explained 38 39

38. Letter from Brewster Cameron (Tombstone) to Hoof and Horn, 
January 28, 1887, in ibid., February 3, 1887.

39. (Flagstaff) Coconino Weekly Sun, February 25, 1892. Earle 
R. Forrest's classic account, Arizona's Dark and Bloody Ground, is the 
standard work on this episode of western range warfare.
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that such units were essential in other regions of the West, and asked: 

"Why would not the same benefits be derived from such association in 

Arizona?" The "time to broach the subject" was at hand, the day had 

passed when one man could "dictate to his conmunity, or carry things 
independent of his neighbors e n t i r e l y . T h e  idea of a permanent 

territorial stockmen's association had been discussed, but not acted upon.

V

Drought and land use policy were two issues which brought to 

light in Arizona a basic characteristic of western cattlemen —  dislike 

of federal interference. In the peak year of 1885 graziers had been 

warned by a livestock editor that an increase in animal numbers would 

lead to the depletion of the range. Yet the growth of herds went on.

In later years Will Barnes reminisced: "What a lot of blind men we all

were. Nobody wanted to sell a cow for anything. It was numbers and 

nothing else. We fondly imagined that those wonderful ranges would last 

forever and couldn't be over-stocked. The preponderant attitude of 

the day throughout the West stemmed from the premise that he whose cattle 

occupied the land controlled it; this was the only method to save the 

grass from outsiders. In 1886 President Cleveland, on the strength of an 

act of the proceeding year, ordered the removal of all fences from the 

public domain, and stockmen were faced with the alternative of occupy or 40 41

40. Stockman, August 12, 1893.

41. Stockman. September 12, 1885; and Barnes, "Cowpunching 
Forty Years Ago," 3.
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be shut out. Brewster Cameron saw it as "only a question whether our 

cattle eat this grass or the stock of other parties. There is so much 

grass that we cannot hope to keep others away unless we fill up the 

range....Nothing is clearer to my mind than that we should occupy the 
range."42

Arizona graziers were soon convinced that the number of animals 

on the range would have to be reduced. This meant shipping or driving 

cattle out of the Territory. In 1887 while attending a meeting of the 

International Range Association, Brewster Cameron had been approached by 

northern buyers regarding the establishment of a trail to connect Arizona 

with Wyoming and M o n t a n a . W h e n  he learned of this possibility, Buckey 

O'Neill heartily approved. Such an outlet would relieve the crowded 

ranges and would give Arizona-bred cattle the benefit of pastures which 

"enjoy the blessings of more bountiful rain and snowfall."44 Early in 

May, a committee of the Tombstone Stock Growers' Association reported 

that such a trail was "entirely practicable" and further suggested that 

the various livestock organizations in Arizona supply the necessary 

capital. Although the scheme appeared sound, it was never developed to 

the extent originally anticipated.45 Their attempt to prevent over

stocking had failed, yet cattlemen continued their ruinous practices. 42 43 44 45

42. Brewster Cameron (Tucson) to Alexander M. Fulford, 
January 23, 1886, SR/1.

43. Exchange from the Tombstone Democrat in Hoof and Horn, 
March 31, 1887.

44. Hoof and Horn, April 7, 1887.

45. Tombstone Prospector. May 5, 1887; and Wagoner, Cattle 
Industry in Southern Arizona. 47.
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Further injunctions went unheeded, and grazing conditions grew 

steadily worse.^ In 1891 past mistakes were compounded by a devastating 

drought. "The general feeling" in northern Arizona, according to one 

knowledgable observer, was that "nothing could be done but trust in 

Providence to bring a little more rain the following season." Spotty 

showers occurred between 1891 and 1893, but the damage to the range had 

been so severe that recovery would be long and difficult.After viewing 

matters firsthand in southern Arizona, Rochester Ford, a St. Louis 

attorney and an associate of the Camerons, was as downcast over the 

depressed state of the cattle industry as he was about a recent reversal 

in the prize ring. "The ranch and range," he wrote, "are very dry and 

feed is short and will be shorter. There is a prospect of a considerable 

loss, and this and the fact that the only John L. has been knocked out do 

not conduce to hilarity of spirits."^® Losses were great, many stockmen 

were driven under, and in Apache County "everyone was anxious to get out 
of the business. 46 47 48 49

46. Hoof and Horn, May 27, June 13, 1886; (Globe) Arizona Silver 
Belt, July 3, 1886; and Rochester Ford (St. Louis) to Senator J. D. 
Cameron, October 23, 1890, SR/2.

47. Potter MS., 3-4. The views of Albert F. Potter and Will 
Barnes must be tempered somewhat, since both men were later to join the 
Forest Service and dedicate themselves to range conservation, and since 
their comments were recorded after the fact. Potter's undated manuscript 
was written in the early 1900s, and Barnes' article in 1931.

48. Rochester Ford (Tucson) to Alexander Fulford, September 8, 
1892, SR/2. See also Ford (St. Louis) to Fulford, September 28, 1892, 
ibid.. and Ford (Jersey City) to Fulford, October 16, 1892, ibid.

49. Potter MS., 4.



In the late spring of 1886, Republican Congressman William W. 

Morrow of California introduced legislation which would have altered 

drastically grazing on the public domain. His bill was intended to 

promote range conservation by giving the rightful occupant of any section 

of government land the opportunity to file suit against trespassers. 

Stockmen, therefore, would no longer enjoy unrestricted use of the 

national range. This measure was termed "asinine" because it would, in 

fact, foster monopoly. Since the railroads held title to the alternate 

sections, they would be able to prohibit use of non-railroad lands 

included in the checkerboard grants made under the earlier railway land 

acts. Entry into the unappropriated sections would be impossible without 

actually committing trespass. The Hoof and Horn asserted that the effect 

of such a law in Arizona would be to "virtually disposses and evict every 

stockman located within fifty miles of the line of the Atlantic and 

Pacific railroad." The graziers of the Territory were urged to "rise en 

masse" against the Morrow proposal. The bill failed, but cattlemen were 

warned to be on guard against similar measures in the future."*®

Early in 1890 Representative Joseph H. Sweeney of Iowa introduced 

a measure whereby one dollar per head per year would be charged users of 

the public range. Enforcement would be guaranteed by a federal lien on 

grazed animals, and the Secretary of the Interior would be authorized to 

make "all necessary regulations for carrying this act into operation. 50 51

50. Hoof and Horn, June 17 and August 4, 1886.

51. The text of the bill appears in the Florence Enterprise, 
February 22, 1890. See also Stockman, February 15, 1890.

70
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Stock raisers stood directly opposed to this proposition. They 

protested on grounds which would become familiar over the years: a

dollar per head fee exceeded the value of most of Arizona's grazing 

acreage. Furthermore, the administration of such an act would necessitate 

the employment of great numbers of government officials whose salaries 

would almost certainly absorb all the rent monies. Most important, the 

cattlemen could see no wrong in the prevailing system. Even though they 

were witnessing the destructiveness of their unrestricted grazing 

practices, they insisted that the land was not being harmed. Federal 

control, in their eyes, was not only unwarranted, it was unfair. The 

Florence Enterprise explained why Arizona cattlemen were "considerably 

exercised" over the Sweeney bill and felt there was no reason why their 

industry "should be singled out for Government oppression." The Stockman 

considered the proposal "so unreasonable and unjust that the good sense 

of the majority of our lawmakers will undoubtedly consign it to the 

Congressional waste-basket." Cattlemen could feel relieved when the 

measure was defeated.

When the drought of 1891-1893 appeared to be on the wane, stock- 

men became optimistic. The future, they felt, would justify their 

individualistic philosophy. They were told that "courage always wins," 

and that "those who have had the courage to hang on and make the best of 

a bad situation will in the very near future be recompensed for their 52

52. Stockman. March 8, 1890, and the Florence Enterprise. 
March 8, 1890.
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patience and b e l i e f . A f t e r  the life-giving rains of the summer of

1893, one observer remarked: "If any one industry in Arizona is more

promising than another, it is the cattle b u s i n e s s . W h e t h e r  stockmen

had learned from experience not to overstock, or to keep their herds

intact for the sake of numbers, would be demonstrated in the years to 
55come.

VI

Throughout the late 1880s Arizona cattlemen, in common with mid- 

western farmers, were at odds with the railroads. Shipping rates were 

"extortionate." Buckey O'Neill displayed his Populist tendencies when 

he castigated the railway companies for attempting to "depreciate" the 

livestock industry by "high rates and slow transportation" to eastern 

markets. If reasonable charges were effected, the producers would 

profit, the ranges could be saved from overgrazing by the rapid movement 

of herds, and finally, the railroads themselves would realize more than 

"twice the amount now paid these c o m p a n i e s . W h e n  John G. Campbell, a 

respected Yavapai County rancher, presented these views to officials of 

the Santa Fe, he was informed that the large discrepancy between rates 53 54 55 56

53. Ibid., July 8, 1893.

54. Ibid., August 12, 1893.

55. Compare this view with Wayland, "Experiment on the Santa 
Cruz," 106-107; and Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 54.

56. Hoof and Horn, August 19, 1886.
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to the coast and to eastern points was necessary because of present 

economic conditions and could not be a l t e r e d . T h i s  uncompromising 

attitude, plus an expanding market in California, were major factors in 

discouraging Arizona cattlemen from shipping to Kansas City or Chicago 

when it was simpler and cheaper to contract with Los Angeles commission 
merchants.

Perhaps Congress could help. Hope existed, according to the

Hoof and Horn, in the form of Texas Representative Reagan's Interstate

Commerce bill. Section two, dealing with discriminatory rates, was
58considered the most significant clause. Its passage in 1887 brought 

some relief, but complaints were soon heard in southern Arizona. In 

its early years the Interstate Commerce Commission was largely nugatory; 

and in the Southwest cattlemen were quite aware of its shortcomings. 

Cochise County ranchers claimed they were not receiving fair treatment 

from the Southern Pacific, whereas the Santa Fe was more eager to please. 

Again the livestock press asserted that the railroads were denying them

selves additional profits by not adopting "a more liberal and just policy" 57 58 59 60

57. Ibid., November 25, 1886. John G. Campbell, a Scot and a 
cattleman in the Prescott area since 1868, was twice a member of the 
territorial legislature and served two terms as Arizona's delegate in 
Congress. He was active in the Yavapai Stockgrowers' Association for 
many years before his death in 1903. See Willson, Pioneer Arizona 
Cattlemen, II, 8.

58. Hoof and Horn, December 23, 1886, and February 3, 1887.

59. Tombstone Prospector, March 24, 1888.

60. Exchange from the Tombstone Epitaph in Stockman.
November 2, 1889.
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in their dealings with cattle shippers.Throughout 1889 the companies 

remained intransigent, and several disgusted cowmen prepared to 

retaliate.

If the carriers would not cooperate, cattle would have to be 

driven to market. George W. Lang, a proven trail master from the North 

Plains, "turned up very unexpectedly" in Willcox in November, 1889. He 

had come to Arizona to arrange a drive from Nogales to southern 

California. In December the experiment took place and was judged a 

success. Although prices were on the decline, the amount saved by not 

shipping made the venture worthwhile.®^ When the same conditions faced 

enterprising cattlemen in late 1890, another drive was undertaken; it 

too was profitable.®^

These energetic counter-measures were not without effect. Before 

the second drive had begun, interested parties met at the Palace Hotel 

in Tucson and listened to the rate schedule presented by the Southern 

Pacific.®^ Railroad owners, it seemed, were viewing matters more 

realistically. Perhaps motivated by the successes of their estranged 

customers, or by the regional notice of conditions in Arizona, the 

companies, although making few rate reductions, introduced such 

innovations as the Burton car which allowed stock to be watered and fed 61 62 63 64

61. Stockman. November 2, 1889.

62. Ibid.. November 23, 30, 1889, and March 8, 1890; and Wayland, 
"Experiment on the Santa Cruz," 80-82.

63. Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona. 46-47;
Arizona Daily Star, December 3, 6, 1890; and Stockman, December 6, 1890.

64. Arizona Weekly Citizen, December 20, 1890.
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without unloading, thereby saving time and reducing shrinkage in 

transit.*’*’ Where newspaper protestation failed, direct action had 

triumphed, at least temporarily. These early encounters with the rail

roads did not spell an end to controversy, but merely set the stage for 

wranglings which occurred throughout the succeeding half-century.

Arizona cattlemen proved to be not entirely adverse to government 

regulation. The "Big Four" meat packers were held partially responsible 

for the economic woes of the beef industry in the late 1880s; and 

western producers felt the combination should have been investigated and 

broken up. Swift, Armour, and others had entered into rate-fixing agree

ments with major railroads, thereby channeling the majority of eastern- 

bound beef into Chicago and establishing a monopoly. Protesting cattle

men, and some retailers, designated November 20, 1888, as the date for 

the start of a convention in St. Louis, where the question of the packing 

trust would be considered.

This matter was likewise discussed by Arizonians. At an 

executive session of the Arizona Live Stock Association in Benson, 

Rochester Ford, the Missouri lawyer with Arizona interests, was chosen 

to represent the cattlemen of the territory at the St. Louis convention 

and to offer the following resolution:

WHEREAS, The cattle growers of Arizona, in common with all 
others of the country, have for a series of years past suffered 
from an unusual and unprecedented depression in their business, 
which is believed to be due to the unlawful manipulation of the 65

65. Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 47; and an 
exchange from the Fresno Republican in Stockman, January 31, 1891.
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large meat markets of the United States by unprincipled men with 
unlimited capital, and have been unable in their individual or 
associated capacity to discover any means of relief,

THEREFORE, Cattlemen of the Territory of Arizona heartily 
endorse the action of the United States senate in appointing a 
committee, with full power to enquire into and fully investigate 
all causes that have led and have continued for so long a time 
the depression in this branch of business, and desire to express 
their full sympathy with the objects of the convention of the 
Cattle Growers' Association of the United States that meets...in 
conference with the Butchers1 Union of the United States and the 
aforenamed honorable senate committee....66

Brewster Cameron was also present and spoke on the workings of the beef

pool. He described the four-way division of cattle once they reached the

Chicago yards and the apparent unchallenged position of the meat moguls

in the American economy.Arizona cattle raisers were unhappy over the

power wielded by those with whom they were forced to deal, and they

favored government intervention.

In the summer of 1893, cattlemen throughout the West desired the 

creation of a bureau of statistics, federal or private, to inform them 

of market conditions. Producers contended that if they were apprised of 

fluctuations in supply and demand cattle would enter "the channels of 

trade at the proper time and receive the benefit of their actual value in 

the economy of the world." One livestock editor was certain that the lack 

of knowledge of the "extrinsic circumstances" would "rob" stock raisers 

of the "enhanced prices they should get for their cattle."*’® Arizonans 66 67 68

66. Hoof and Horn, November 12, 1888.

67. Exchange from the St:. Louis Globe-Democrat in Hoof and Horn, 
December 20, 1888. A colorful discussion of the Big Four is included in 
Matthew Josephson, The Robber Barons: The Great American Capitalists, 
1861-1901 (reprint, New York, 1962), 284-86.

68. Editorial from the Stock Growers Journal (Miles City, Mont.) 
in Stockman, July 15, 1893.
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agreed and were urged to work on behalf of Senate Bill 3522 which would 

provide for such a government reporting service. Late in July, the 

Stockman exclaimed that "all are for it.

VII

The question of statehood also occupied the attention of Arizona 

stock raisers. Following Grover Cleveland’s first presidential victory 

in 1884 and his subsequent neglect of Arizona office-seekers, the forces 

of statehood came to the fore. The Fifteenth Territorial Legislature 

sent to Governor Zulick a measure authorizing a constitutional convention, 

which he signed into law in 1889 as Public Act 59.^ But his successor, 

the Republican Lewis Wolfley saw fit to withhold the necessary 

proclamation for the election of delegates. Another attempt was made and 

on March 19, 1891, Governor John N. Irwin approved Council Bill 16, a 

measure which provided for a constitutional assembly.

Delegates were chosen, the convention was held, a document was 

agreed to, and on March 14, 1892, Mark Smith introduced an Arizona 

admission bill on the floor of the U. S. House of Representatives. The 

Senate defeated this try, as it would a second in 1893. Arizona, it 

seemed, had too many Democrats at a time when the Republicans held sway 

in the upper branch of Congress. There was another liability: the 69 70 71

69. Stockman, July 29, 1893.

70. Acts, Fifteenth Legislative Assembly, 1889, 84-88.

71. Arizona Republican, May 22, 1891; and Acts, Sixteenth 
Legislative Assembly, 1891, 97-100.



78

Territory's mining interests were too outspoken in their support of the 

Sherman Act and the free coinage of silver.Throughout these years 

the stockmen’s press spoke out against the proposed State of Arizona.

Many contended that Arizona simply was not ready for membership

in the Union. Arizona cattlemen, like those of New Mexico, felt that

the tax rates which would attend the new status would be excessive, and

they also viewed the move as a plan conceived by office-seeking
73politicians to secure influence in the new government. The Stockman 

heartily endorsed an editorial in the Florence Enterprise which explained 

that Arizona's small population did not merit, nor could it afford, state

hood. Even a constitutional convention would be too costly. The 

governor was asked to withhold a proclamation for the election of 

delegates. If Wolfley followed this advice, he would perform a service 

to the people who would applaud it "as heartily as it will be condemned 

by the professional politicians. The Arizona Silver Belt was praised 

for its stand against a convention, a premature step which would mean 72 73 74

72. See the exchange from the Washington Post in St. Johns (Ariz.) 
Herald, September 8, 1891. One of the few existing studies on the 
neglected subject of Arizona statehood, although somewhat lacking, is 
Walter W. Walker, "Arizona's Struggle for Statehood with Emphasis on the 
Proposed Constitution of 1891," M. A. thesis, American University, 1964,
15, 17-19, 75-76, 81, 83.

73. See an exchange from the Las Vegas (N.M.) Stock Grower in 
the Santa Fe Herald, March 24, 1888, as quoted in Marion Dargan, "New 
Mexico's Fight for Statehood: III. The Opposition within the Territory 
(1888-1890)," New Mexico Historical Review, XV (April 1940), 148; and 
Stockman, April 27, 1889.

74. Florence Enterprise, June 22, 1889; and Stockman.
June 29, 1889.
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only additional territorial indebtedness ’’without offering any 

compensating benefits."^5 d . A. Hunsaker of the Stockman wrote in July 

of 1889: "Let Governor Wolfley demonstrate that he has got 'backbone’

by ignoring the enactment of the last Legislature calling for a 

Constitutional Convention. Don't call the Convention, Gov."^

Wolfley heeded the recommendations and decided against an 

election of delegates. Buckey O'Neill concurred with the decision, 

remarking that the Territory was "to be congratulated on the turn 

affairs have taken concerning this premature impulse toward a capacity 

for which she is in no sense fitted." Because of the governor's wisdom, 

he added, "Arizona is $60,000 ahead of the game," the estimated cost of 

a constitutional convention.^ Throughout the remainder of 1889 and 

into 1890, the Stockman likewise opposed statehood.^8

Defeated in 1889, the advocates of statehood presented their case 

two years later with some success. Executive approval was extended, 

delegates were elected, and a convention took place. The cattle interests, 

as before, demurred and were represented at the proceedings by a single 75 76 77 78

75. Exchange from the Arizona Silver Belt in Stockman, July 6,
1889.

76. Stockman. July 13, 1889. See also ibid., July 27,
August 10, 1889.

77. Hoof and Horn. August 22, 1889.

78. Stockman. December 14, 21, 1889, and May 17, 1890.
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"rancher-farmer," Thomas Davis, an English-born resident of Pinal County. 

Within a short time, however, this unfavorable attitude was revised some

what .

In 1893 admission was supported by some stock growers. When a

Senate committee on territories cancelled a planned visit to Arizona,

the Stockman told its readers they would have to "try all the harder to

present to Congress...the information that this committee was expected

to gather," because statehood was desired no stone should be left
80unturned to show that we do want it." In September, when the second 

admission bill was introduced by Delegate Smith, hopes for success ran 

high. The following month Governor Louis C. Hughes, attending to 

official business in the nation's capital, was informed that he would be 

allowed to return home if he would "work up sta t e h o o d . C h a r l e s  W.

Pugh, who had taken over the editorship of the Stockman from D. A. Hunsaker 

in 1892, declared that statehood would mean "nothing but good for our 

people.

Under new editorship the Territory's only livestock journal 

changed its view toward the fight for admission. Cattlemen were given 79 80 81 82

79. Ibid., May 9 and June 6, 1891; and Walker, "Arizona's 
Struggle for Statehood," 33-34. For information on Davis see Richard E. 
Sloan, Memories of an Arizona Judge (Stanford Univ. Press, 1932), 65-70.

80. Stockman. July 8, 1893; and also ibid., July 29, 1893.

81. Ibid., September 9, 16, 1893. Quoted from ibid., October 15,
1893.

82. Ibid.. December 23, 1893. See also ibid., November 18, 1893.
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frequent opportunity to imbibe the statehood potion, but they probably 

were not affected by it. A partial explanation can be drawn from their 

position on the issue of grazing land, the physical basis of the industry. 

In mid-December, 1893, the Weekly Phoenix Herald asked: 11...CdoJ the

schools, charitable institutions, etc., which as a State we would build 

from proceeds of the sale of public lands granted to us as a State fjneanJ 

nothing?" The question was pertinent. Each public domain state 

received from the federal government specified sections of land, the 

revenue from which was to be used to finance schools and universities. 

That is, graziers on these particular lands, upon admission, would have 

to pay for their privilege. As citizens of a territory they were not 

subject to lease charges because the government bore the educational 

costs not covered by taxes and because at that time a federal grazing 

program had not yet been legislated.

Arizona users were grazing their herds on the unappropriated 

sections of the federal range free of charge. Thus, in 1889, when 

Senator Henry M. Teller of Colorado proposed a bill authorizing the 

leasing of Arizona's school and university lands, he was not applauded 

by the Territory's stockmen. Therefore, although the chief livestock 

organ was pro-statehood in 1893, it did not necessarily speak for the 

majority of Arizona producers. Statehood was not sound business, and 

when the second admission bill was put to death by Senate inaction in 83

83. Weekly Phoenix Herald, December 14, 1893.
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August of 1894, cattlemen received an extension of their free land
„ 84tenure.

VIII

The county and territorial elections of 1886 were given

considerable space in the columns of Hoof and Horn. "Political

ringsters" —  that class of office holders whose only concern was to

"draw their sustenance from the public crib" -- had been too long in

control. In Apache County this element had been ousted by the

appearance of stockmen on the Board of Supervisors. This example should

have been followed in every county. Because cattlemen were engaged in

the most stable industry in Arizona, editor O'Neill felt that they surely

would not "jeopardize its safety by the election of incompetent or

unworthy candidates." Espousing a nonpartisan line, he did not advocate

the formation of a "distinctive party," but he did believe ranchmen could

"dictate to a great extent what men shall be intrusted with the reins of
85local government." The same attitude was expressed with regard to 

legislators.

Cattlemen, regardless of party ties, were boosted as candidates 

for the Fourteenth Legislature. The industry could no longer be ignored 

by the lawmakers, especially since it was "the revenue derived from the 84 85

84. Stockman. December 28, 1889; Walker, "Arizona's Struggle 
for Statehood," 81.

85. Hoof and Horn. May 6, 1886. See also an exchange from the 
Stockman, ibid.
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stockgrower" that "carried along both territorial and country 

g o v e r n m e n t s . T h e  stockman was urged to overcome his subservience to 

the mine owners and merchants, and to vote intelligently for those who 

"would protect his interests, and see that they are not sacrificed to 

promote the prosperity of others." Competent leaders were needed in the 

Council and Assembly, men "whose ambitions and sense of duty leads them 

to do something more than devoting their time and energy to midnight 

revelry" rather than those who were in the habit of "taking the leading 

part in vaudeville scenes by the light of the moon or in the back room 

of a grog shop or bawdy house." Honest public servants who sympathized 

with "honest progressive stockman" were needed.^7

Election results indicated that seven cattlemen would occupy 

seats in the legislature. Six of these would serve in the twenty-four 

member Assembly, while the seventh would be one of twelve in the upper 

house. Once they had been duly sworn, the cattlemen-legislators were 

quick to act. A "Legislative Stock Growers' Committee" met on 

January 19, 1887, to "recommend such measures as will simplify the laws 

relative to live stock, so that they may be comprehended by any stockman." 

Graham County Assemblyman Daniel H. Ming and two Cochise County 

colleagues, J. M. Bracewell and Scott White, were named to study proposed 86 87

86. Hoof and Horn. September 2, 1886. See also ibid., July 15,
1886.

87. Ibid., September 23, October 14, 1886.
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legislation. Enthusiasm was evident, positive action had been taken,

and success would surely follow. During the next few months, however,

the expected achievements did not occur.

Apathy had replaced enthusiasm. Less important measures were

approved while legislation vital to the industry progressed "in a manner

that leaves no grounds to encourage the belief that they will be passed."

Early in 1887 the Hoof and Horn commented on "the indecision and

hesitation which marked the introduction of live stock laws" and the

lack of united action and "uniformity of opinion" which would insure

their "ultimate defeat." This situation was in keeping with the

passivity toward politics adhered to by stockmen in the late 1880s.

They exhibited an almost "total lack of interest so far as enactment of

any laws relative to their rights" were concerned. "To be sure," wrote

a disappointed Buckey O'Neill, "there are occasionally individuals who

strive to accomplish some good in this regard for themselves and their

colleagues," but their efforts certainly did not speak for the
89acquiescent majority.

Again in 1888 seven cattlemen won election to the legislature, 

four in the Assembly and three in the Council. Nearly twenty per cent 

of the overall membership of the Fifteenth had livestock connections. 

Will Barnes, who ran in Apache County, later recalled his campaign of 88 89

88. Ibid., January 20, 1887. Information on cattlemen in the 
Fourteenth Territorial Legislature was taken from the legislative 
Journals, Kelly (comp.), Legislative History, the lists contained in 
Haskett, "Cattle Industry in Arizona," and Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of 
Arizona.

89. Hoof and Horn. February 24 and January 13, 1887.
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that year. He and Albert F. Potter, another stockman, were chosen by
90the so-called "People's Party" of the county to challenge the power of 

the Democrats. Barnes' description reveals somethings of the political 
climate of the area:

In the fall of 1888, a number of citizens of Apache County met 
in conference and organized The People's Party. There had been 
but two elections held in the County...At both...the Democratic 
ticket was alone in the field...The new party was a hybrid affair. 
Republicans, Democrats, Mormons, Mexicans, and Gentiles were 
present at its organization. Hence its non-political name.91

Barnes, "a Republican by family ties and training," and Potter mounted

the hustings, "made a strong fight," but failed. Yet they had contested,

and that was most important —  "We both ran more for the principles

involved than in hopes of v i c t o r y . T h i s  was an apt description of

the attitude surrounding cattle politics in Arizona.

Territorial appointments also drew comment in the late 1880s.

The question of "home rule" had been an important one throughout the

years since 1863. Arizonans felt they were entitled to be governed by 90 91 92

90. Earlier; in the late 1860 and 1870s, the People's Party had 
achieved notable success at the polls in Pima and Yavapai counties.
Largely a non-partisan protest movement against carpetbag rule, its 
candidates were seldom prominent cattlemen, even though the Pima County 
convention platform of 1874 included a plank pledging encouragement to 
the "farmers, miners and stock-producers of our whole Territory."
(Arizona Citizen, October 10, 1874.) In that year Pedro Aguirre, a Pima 
County stockman, was elected to the Board of Supervisors on the People's 
ticket, (ibid., September 26, 1874.) Generally speaking, however, 
cattlemen did not figure significantly in this organization. See 
(Prescott) Weekly Arizona Miner throughout September, October and November, 
1868, 1870, 1872, and 1874, and the Arizona Citizen for the same periods.

91. Barnes, Apaches & Longhorns. 164-65.

92. Ibid.. 165.
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those most conversant with conditions in the Territory, men who actually 

resided there and not spoilsmen who had little interest in anything but 

personal gain. In January, 1889, when N. Oakes-Murphy, a longtime 

Arizona Republican, was mentioned for the office of territorial 

secretary, Buckey O'Neill requested President Harrison to "view this 

matter in its proper light and give us Mr. Murphy."93 94 Two months later, 

when the nomination was sent to the Senate for confirmation, which was 

subsequently granted, the Prescott editor was certain "a more deserving 

appointment could not have been made for this position." In a non

partisan vein the article continued, "His unfaltering devotion to the 

Republican party has been a matter of record for years. His superior 

qualifications and unquestioned integrity are conceded even by those to 

whom the idea of a Republican ascendancy is most repugnant."9^

Republican or Democrat, it made no difference —  Arizona should have 

been governed by its own citizens.

But the office of territorial governor, some powerful cattle 

interests contended in 1889, should not have been filled by a certain 

Arizonan. The individual in question was Lewis Wolfley who formerly had 

been attached to the Surveyor-General1s office in Tucson. The Camerons

93. Hoof and Horn, January 10, 1889.

94. Ibid., March 21, 1889. Murphy, eastern-born and an investor 
in Arizona railroads and irrigation, has been described by Professor 
Howard R. Lamar as a "do-it-yourself" politician, and one who "opposed 
subsidies in the form of federal paternalism." Lamar, "Carpetbaggers 
Full of Dreams," 205.
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detested Wolfley and were prepared to exert every effort toward his

defeat. A letter to the President in early March stated that Wolfley's

appointment "would not only disrupt the Republican party of the

Territory of Arizona, but would lead to scenes as discreditable as those

which have disgraced the official career of our present Executive,"
95C. Meyer Zulick. Wolfley also had his supporters. The Hoof and Horn 

claimed that no other person would be more satisfactory to the citizenry. 

To be sure, the candidate was not without the "usual number of enemies 

and detractors," but disregarding this group. Wolfley's selection would 

be greeted "most heartily." The two opposing factions were agreed on 

one point, a dislike for Governor Zulick.

In an editorial entitled "Sweet Relief," O'Neill gave thanks for 

Zulick's removal. He then delivered a scathing denouncement of the 

former governor:

A swelling sigh of blessed relief floated heavenward from long- 
suffering Arizona last week when it became known that C. Meyer 
Zulick, the oleaginous Hebrew, the carricature of manhood and 
dignity...the burlesque on executive dignity and integrity, whose 
prostitution has extended beyond the lines of official jurisdiction 
into his social and marital relations, whose debauchery of sacred 
obligations has disgusted and dismayed even the most debased of 
his partisan contingent, whose name is a synonym for treachery, 
chicanery and depravity...had witnessed the handwriting on the 
wall which numbered his days in the office which he has insulted 
and disgraced. Cloyed with corruption and overwhelmed by the 
contempt of an outraged commonwealth, possibly even Zulick him
self welcomes the edict which soon removes from his hands the 
defiled and complaining official perogative .C sic l .96 95 96

95. Brewster Cameron and others (Tucson) to The President, 
March 9, 1889, SR/2 (copy).

96. Hoof and Horn. March 21, 1889. See also ibid.. May 16,
1889.
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The intensity of the attack leaves some doubt as to whether the hyper

critical editor actually was in wholehearted support of Wolfley, or 

whether he would have advocated any appointee who could deliver the 

Territory from the grasp of such a contemptible sort. Whatever the case, 

the move to block Wolfley proceeded.

Having accomplished everything possible in Arizona, the Camerons 

drew upon their eastern influence. Alexander Fulford, a Maryland stock

holder in the San Rafael operation, was requested to inform his 

Senators, Arthur Pue Gorman and Ephraim K. Wilson, as to the situation 

with Wolfley; Rochester Ford of St. Louis was contacted in hopes that 

his father might persuade his Senate friends to vote against the 

nomination; and the aid of a powerful Ohio politician was actively 

sought. No stone was left unturned, since Brewster Cameron felt if "we 

can beat that £wolfley^, no officer here during CtheJ next 4 years will 

try and injure our i n t e r e s t s . I n  the end, however, the Pennsylvania 

establishment was defeated. After Wolfley's confirmation by the Senate, 

the opposition showed no regret in having "made the fight," and uttered 

a warning that in the future "the man who makes war...for the purpose 

ZTof3 injuring our property, must accept the consequences. Certain 

aspects of cattle politics had far-reaching implications. 97 98

97. Brewster Cameron (Tucson) to Alexander Fulford, March 25, 
1889, SR/2.

98. Cameron (Tucson) to Fulford, March 29, 1889, ibid. See 
also Rochester Ford (St. Louis) to Fulford, March 29, 1889, ibid. This 
affair involving the Camerons and Wolfley is discussed in the article by 
Jane Wayland Brewster, taken from her previously cited M. A. thesis,
"The San Rafael Cattle Company: A Pennsylvania Enterprise in Arizona," 
Arizona and the West. VIII (Summer 1966), 150.
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In November of 1889 Governor Wolfley made his first annual 

report to the Secretary of the Interior. In it he ranked the cattle 

industry second in the Territory's economy behind mining, an assessment 

which did not sit well with the Stockman.^ In addition to this slight, 

the Willcox paper deplored the attempt by Wolfley to have Congress enact 

legislation allowing the governor to remove county officers. Shortly 

thereafter, in April, 1890, Editor Hunsaker endorsed the stand taken by 

the Tucson Star in favor of a bill which would prohibit the governor 

from appointing legislators to territorial offices. The power to 

exercise such "undue influence" should not be g r a n t e d . W h e n  Wolfley 

resigned, the man who should have succeeded him was Territorial 

Secretary N. Oakes Murphy who had earlier received backing from the 

Hoof and Horn. President Harrison chose instead John N. Irwin of Iowa, 

onetime governor of Idaho, an appointment which was accorded only a luke

warm reception in the livestock press. An Arizona man should have been 

selected.^*"

In the summer of 1890 a non-partisan political attitude was 

evident among southern Arizona cattlemen. When the Nogales Herald 

learned of the proposed formation of a "straight cattlemen's Legislative 

ticket" for the fall elections, it criticized the notion that a single 99 100 101

99. Stockman. November 23, 1889.

100. Ibid.. March 15, April 19, 1890.

101. Ibid., September 6, October 4, 1890, and Florence 
Enterprise. August 30, 1890.
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industry in the Territory could "segregate itself politically" from the 
102others. A reporter from the Tucson Citizen interviewed "several 

large cattlemen" who expressed no interest in the election of a ticket 

other than that "entertained by every good citizen of the county."

"The election of men who will faithfully represent all interests" was 

the only requirement, according to the newspaper s t o r y . T h e  

intimation of a "cattle party" might have caused enthusiasm to decline, 

but at any rate the Sixteenth Territorial Legislature of 1891 contained 

only four cowmen, all of whom were Assemblymen, as opposed to seven in 

1887 and 1889.

A half dozen pertinent laws were enacted by the Sixteenth, yet 

several "first class" measures were unsuccessful. The railroad lobby 

was effective in preventing the passage of livestock bills which it 

considered detrimental.^^ The mining and railroad interests were 

united, and even those who tilled the soil were seeing to it that a 

"Farmers' Alliance" was "taking deep root in A r i z o n a . B u t  the cattle 

interests remained unorganized. Even Acting Governor Murphy's attack 102 103 104 105

102. Exchange from the Nogales (Ariz.) Herald in Stockman, 
June 14, 1890.

103. Arizona Weekly Citizen, June 14, 1890.

104. Stockman. March 28, 1891.

105. Ibid., January 3, 1892.
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upon the Live Stock Sanitary Commission failed to arouse the majority of 

cattlemen to united action.

Political fortunes did not improve in 1892. The rising star of 

Tucson publisher Louis C. Hughes, who was being mentioned as a 

possibility for either territorial governor or Commissioner of Indian 

Affairs, fostered optimism but not activity among stockmen. The 

elections of that year proved disastrous, and only two cattle candidates 

were victorious. When Hughes became governor, at least a small measure 

of gratification was possible. The Commission was rid of the 

unsympathetic M u r p h y ; a n d  there was also the satisfaction that one of 

their own, Charles M. Bruce, in reward for his role in securing Hughes' 

appointment, had been named territorial secretary. Even though J. 0. 

Dunbar of the Phoenix Arizona Daily Gazette attacked Hughes' Arizona Star 

for being the "organ" of Colin Cameron, "the czar of the San Rafael,"^8 

the year 1893 closed on a note of optimism. 106 107 108

106. Message of Acting Governor Murphy to the Sixteenth 
Territorial Legislature, January 20, 1891, in McCluskey, "Messages of the 
Territorial Governors," 26. Although he had received support from some 
quarters of the industry, Murphy displayed hostility toward stock growers 
throughout his tenure as Acting Governor. This point is discussed in 
Wayland, "Experiment on the Santa Cruz," 107.

107. See clippings from the Stockman dated December 3, 1892, and 
January 7, 20, 1893, in Hughes Scrapbook, I, APHS; Stockman. November 4, 
1893; and Wayland, "Experiment on the Santa Cruz," 107-108.

108. Stockman. October 7, 1893, and the (Phoenix) Arizona Daily 
Gazette. November 21, 1893.
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Politics took the measure of Arizona stockmen in the late 1880s 

and early 1890s. Just briefly did they unite in the face of major 

problems, and even then it was apparent that certain powerful individuals 

who had assumed control were chiefly interested in furthering their own 

operations. This failure to stand together was indicative of political 

apathy that existed among cowmen. Despite constant urging from the 

livestock press, they were unwilling to join forces on behalf of their 

industry. A few significant figures among them were effective in making 

their wants and needs heard, but the large majority carried very little 

political weight. Furthermore, they seemed generally unconcerned about 

this impotence. Yet their rejection of political involvement and their 

individualism were not in accordance with their desire for government 

assistance in the areas of Indian and military affairs, marketing, and 

transportation. This ambivalence was characteristic of the confused 

seven-year period which constituted the difficult adolescence of the 

Arizona cattle industry.



Chapter Three

"GOD HELPS THOSE WHO HELP THEMSELVES": A DECADE OF 
PROGRESS AND TRANSITION, 1894-1904

Drought conditions that had plagued Arizona for several years

began to diminish by 1894. Optimism was high. Heavy winter rains

justified the prediction of "a most prolific crop of pasture and hay

during the present year," and it was felt that cattlemen would heed

their past mistakes as "a severe lesson and...profit thereby.Cattle

numbers remained steady for the next decade; improved breeding methods

yielded superior beef and a corresponding increase in value; and per

capita meat consumption rose with the growth of population in Arizona

and California. The Salt River Valley was proving to be a profitable

feeding area, and the ranges during this period were blessed with

moisture sufficient to prevent a recurrence of the earlier disaster.

Economic stability, previously absent from the Arizona scene, was 
2achieved, in the ten years that embraced the close of the old century 

and the beginning of the new. Moreover, cattlemen now exhibited greater 1 2

1. Exchange from the Arizona Daily Star, in Stockman, April 6, 
1894. See also Stockman. March 8, 1895, and the (Phoenix) Arizona Stock 
Journal, October 26, 1895.

2. See Livestock on Farms. 1867-1919. 127; Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Livestock and Meat Statistics. 1957, USDA Bulletin No. 230 
(Washington, 1958), 283; Wagoner, Cattle Industry of Southern Arizona, 
53-55; and Arizona Stock Journal, January 18, February 29, 1896.

93
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concern over territorial affairs, which in turn led to the passage of 

several pieces of vital legislation. Heretofore disunited, they were 

becoming aware of the advantages to be derived from organization. But 

such progress was accompanied by the unpleasant realization that Arizona 

was not exempt from the exigencies of American politics. The statehood 

issue rested in the hands of outsiders; and the rising conservation 

movement, with its high-minded grazing policies, challenged the frontier 

individualism of Arizona stockmen.

I
Among the agencies of the territorial government, the Live Stock

Sanitary Commission was by far the most important to cattlemen. The

Commission was not infrequently the subject of controversy, and it was

both attacked and defended by the increasingly vocal livestock press.

The years 1895 and 1896 provide adequate evidence of this fact. In

January, 1895, the official organ of the Commission, the Southwestern

Stockman, published by Charles W. Pugh and shortly to be moved from

Willcox to Phoenix and re-named the Southwestern Stockman, Farmer and

Feeder, quite naturally praised its accomplishments during 1894. The
3record was one that members "feel proud of, as well they may." Yet 

when a bill authorizing a livestock tax for the purpose of financing the 

Commission was introduced before the Eighteenth Territorial Legislature, 

the Stockman questioned its merit.^ Pugh's stand grew out of his desire 3 4

3. Stockman, editorial, January 18, 1895.

4. Ibid., editorial, January 25, 1895.
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to see the Commission work efficiently, free of fiscal difficulties. 

Service was its only reason for being, and anything which would guarantee 

this Pugh supported. Thus, when Will Barnes, an Assemblyman from Apache 

County and an appointee to the original Commission, presented a measure 

designed to reduce the number of members from five to three, the Stockman 

agreed that three "good, competent men" could perform the services "as 

well as a greater number," and at "less e x p e n s e . O n  the other hand, 

when doubt was expressed as to the actual need of such an agency, not 

only Pugh but also the editor of the newly established Phoenix Arizona 

Stock Journal made no attempt to hide their feelings. "Those who have 

been brought in contact with the commission have a full appreciation of 

its services," read an article in the Journal, and only to "those who do 

not understand its duties may Cit] seem to be a territorial luxury.
Colin Cameron, as in years past, was a controversial figure in 

the mid-1890s. As a Republican and chairman of the Sanitary Commission, 

he was frequently the subject of criticism. In an undated letter

5. Ibid., February 1, 1895; and also ibid., editorial, March 22, 
1895. "An Act to Amend Title LIX, Chapter Three, Stock and Sanitary Law, 
Approved March 10, 1887, Revised Statutes of Arizona," was passed by the 
legislature and approved by Governor Hughes on March 21, 1895. See 
Session Laws of the Eighteenth Legislative Assembly of the Territory of 
Arizona, no. 57, 77-85. Cited hereafter as Session Laws.

6. (Phoenix) Arizona Stock Journal. November 30, 1895. This 
publication, which ran but briefly from August, 1895, to December, 1896, 
was formed by a merger of the Weekly Gazette and the Saturday Review, 
both of Phoenix, as stated in its first issue on August 31, 1895. Its 
goal was to give Arizona a politically non-partisan, "first class stock 
journal," but it soon assumed a purely Democratic stance. It was highly 
inferior to the Stockman in reporting cattle news, and frequently 
indulged in inter-party bickering. The editor's name was never 
mentioned in the facts of publication included with each issue.
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published in the Arizona Daily Gazette early in 1896, "A Democrat" 

deplored the actions of S. Price Behan, a commissioner from Yavapai 

County and livestock agent for the Santa Fe. Behan, a Democrat, aligned 

with Cameron to vote down one of his own party, in favor of a Republican, 

for the position of livestock inspector. Colonel Joseph D. Monihon, the 

lone Democrat on the three-man Commission, was warned he was only hurting 

his political future by serving, since no man who associated with that 

body could "hope for election on the democratic ticket in this county 

filaricopaj.The Stockman, championing the cause of good government, 

was disturbed that politics figured in the workings of the Commission, 

which should have been composed of "good men, men who are capable of 

performing the work" and who were concerned only with "carrying out the 

intent of the law." The sole criterion was "ability, not politics.

In somewhat inconsistent fashion, the newspaper comment continued. 

After accusing Behan of injecting railroad politics into the cattle 

inspection process, a different article in the same issue of the Stock 

Journal went on to praise the Commission for its "good work" in
qenforcing the quarantine against diseased herds. In May, 1896, Cameron 

was again the object of discussion. When Governor Benjamin J. Franklin, 

recently appointed by President Cleveland, retained Cameron as 

Commission chairman, the Stockman declared that the cattlemen of the

7. Arizona Daily Gazette. January 24, 1896. See also ibid., 
January 22, 1896.

8. Stockman, editorial, January 24, 1896.

9. Arizona Stock Journal. January 25, 1896.



territory appreciate his action and are thankful and grateful for it."

If he continued to exhibit such wisdom. Editor Pugh was certain that 

Franklin, a former American consul in Shanghai, would "make the model 

governor," and he was further convinced that "in saying this" he was 

supported by "the rural residents of Arizona.

The Stock Journal resented the position of its rival sheet.

This was illustrated when Cameron was denounced for attempting to under

mine the Democratic effort by informing the cattlemen of the Territory, 

"officially," that they "must patronize his republican friend Pugh."^

The influential chairman had also attempted, unsuccessfully, to secure 

the appointment of an outsider, a Missourian, as Territorial Veterinarian. 

In regard to this development, the Democratic paper remarked that the

legislature "very wisely...£disallowedJ the importing of republicans from
12other states to fill offices in this territory." Some virtue existed

on the Commission, however, as evidenced by the action of one of its

members, Colonel Joseph D. Monihon. Upon his election as Mayor of

Phoenix, he resigned his Commission seat in the best interests of the

cattle industry, thereby establishing himself as one of the "more
13faithful democrats in Arizona."

97

10. Stockman, editorial. May 1, 1896.

11. Arizona Stock Journal, May 30, 1896. The "Republican" 
label applied to Pugh was, so far as can be determined, an erroneous one. 
More often than not, his politics were moderately Democratic.

12. Ibid., May 23, 1896. See also ibid., May 16, 1896.

13. Ibid., June 27, 1896; and also ibid., June 6, 1896.
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During these years the Live Stock Sanitary "Board," as it was 

coming to be called, was strengthened by two significant pieces of 

legislation. A bill passed by the Nineteenth Legislature, and signed by 

Governor Franklin in 1897, established the recording of brands on a 

territorial rather than a county basis. Although the "bull tick" bill 

contained certain defects, the Board considered it, and the entire body 
of livestock statutes, among the "best and most far reaching" ever 

enacted by any state or t e r r i t o r y . I n  1903, another measure was 

approved which remedied some of the shortcomings of the 1897 law. It 

also attested to the untiring efforts of the Board members who 

canvassed Arizona stockmen, collected their suggestions, set them down 

in writing, and secured passage. They also were instrumental in the 

creation of the Arizona Rangers in 1901 during the second term of 

Governor N. Oakes Murphy. Supported by the new regulation, the Rangers 

were able to demonstrate that "the practice of illegal branding" was 

"not profitable."^ In fact, there was so much confidence in the live

stock code that in 1904, when there was "agitation" for revision, the 

Board's official answer was n e g a t i v e . T h e  cattle interests had seen 14 15 16

14. See "Minutes of the Livestock Sanitary Board, January 28, 
1897, to April 11, 1912," copied from the original minutes in the Office 
of the Livestock Sanitary Board, State House, Phoenix, for APRS, 1931, 
meeting of March 22, 1901. Cited hereafter as Sanitary Board Minutes.

15. Sanitary Board Minutes, October 12, 1903. For the 1903 act 
see Session Laws, Twenty-second Territorial Legislature, 33-39. The 
Arizona Rangers will be discussed at length in subsequent pages.

16. See Sanitary Board Minutes, October 13, 1904; and also 
ibid, April 7, 1904. The entire subject is discussed quite adequately 
in Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 88-94.



to it that they were governed by an effective and sympathetic agency 

armed with sufficient power to ensure the welfare of the industry.

Cattle representatives secured a number of other beneficial

measures. Among them was an amendment to the law "Regulating the

Slaughtering of animals for sale in the Territory of Arizona," passed by

the Seventeenth Legislature in 1893. A stronger inspection regulation

and "An Act Requiring Section Foremen of all Railroads...to Keep a

Record of all Stock Killed in their Respective Jurisdictions" were also

pushed through in 1895.^ The Stockman considered the cattlemen of

southern Arizona "almost a unit" in their desire to improve the live- 
18stock code. Thus, these victories appear to have resulted from 

concerted effort.

Success in terms of such legislation was indicative of a growing 

political awareness, at least among the larger operators, during the 

decade. Evidence of this lay in a general increase in cattlemen 

legislators. The Eighteenth Territorial Legislature of 1895 contained 

eleven cattlemen, only a single seat short of one-third of the entire 

membership; the Nineteenth, in 1897, was composed of nearly twenty-five 

per cent; in 1899 eight out of thirty-six in the Twentieth were stockmen 

six, and possibly eight, in the Twenty-first were favorable; and 

although the total slipped to only four out of thirty-six in the Twenty- 17 18

99

17. Session Laws. Eighteenth Territorial Legislature, 65-68 
(no. 52), 69-70 (no. 54), and 30 (no. 22); and see also Stockman. 
February 1, 22, 1895.

18. Stockman, editorial, February 22, 1895.
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second, the period definitely witnessed a stronger cattle 
19representation. The beneficial statutes of 1897 and 1903, and others,

were attributable to the influence of these men, prominent among whom

were Assemblymen Will Barnes of Apache County and N. W. Bernard of Tucson
20and Councilman Burdette A. Packard of Cochise County.

The livestock press, of course, was instrumental in arousing 

interest. Early in September, 1894, an editorial in the Stock Grower of 

Las Vegas, New Mexico, declared that "by united action much can be 

gained" and went on to explain that the stock raisers of that territory 

"meet at a central point, discuss their various wants and needs, and 

agree upon some definite line of action." The Stockman seconded the idea 19 20

19. Based on information obtained from legislative Journals: 
Kelly, Legislative History; membership lists contained in the Proceedings 
of the conventions of the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association for the 
years 1909, 1915, 1919, and 1920; and from three publications compiled 
and published by James H. McClintock, Arizona1s Nineteenth Legislature. 
Arizona's Twentieth Legislature, and Arizona's Twenty-First Legislature 
(Phoenix, 1897, 1899, 1901). In determining the composition of the 
various legislatures, the problem is one of defining who was and who was 
not a bona fide cattleman. Many of the these individuals were involved 
financially in other ventures such as banking, mining, and mercantile 
firms. Thus, the designations are not hard and fast, and they are 
based in part on the judgment of the author.

20. Bernard was born in Maryland, came to Pima County and 
engaged in stock raising, and served in the Eighteenth, Twenty-second, 
and Twenty-third Territorial Legislatures (Kelly, Legislative History,
175, 177, 230, 246, 263). Of the three men mentioned, Packard (1847- 
1935) was the most prominent. He was, in fact, one of the most 
influential men in Arizona during his lifetime. From 1908 until his 
death, he was president of the First National Bank of Douglas, and he 
also possessed large livestock holding in both southern and central 
Arizona. A native of New York, Packard served several terms in both 
branches of the Territorial and State Legislature. See Willson, Pioneer 
Cattlemen of Arizona, II, 15; and Kelly, Legislative History. 348-49. 
Praise for the efforts of these men is found in Stockman. February 1, 8, 
1895.
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and urged Arizona cattlemen to "take a sufficient interest in their own

welfare" and "select a suitable candidate or candidates" from among

their "own number" and then see to it that the "cattle counties...elect
21their own men who will stand by them." Newspaper support was assured

for those who would run on a cattle ticket.

Pima County stockmen were quick to take up the matter of

desirable legislation. A committee composed of Ramon Soto, B. Robles,

and L. W. Wakefield issued the call for a meeting to be held in the

morning of January 10, 1895, at which time the drafting and introduction
22of pertinent bills would be discussed. In the "nicely appointed 

parlors" of the Occidental Hotel, twenty-five "sturdy cattle raisers" 

gathered for the stated purpose. Among the subjects considered were 

animal losses through railroad accidents, an inspection law, and Papago 

thievery. Chairman Donald A. Sanford appointed three committees to 

write the necessary measures, along with a memorial to Congress regarding 

the Indian problem, for submission at a future date. The "settlement of 

expenses incident to the meeting" was accomplished by the voluntary 

contribution of one dollar per man, and "all present walked up to the 

table and planked down a big silver dollar with willingness that 

indicated a feeling of interest in the proceedings. Alongside such 21 22 23

21. Exchange from the Stock Grower in the Stockman,
September 7, 1894, and an editorial in the same issue.

22. Arizona Daily Star, January 8, 1895, and Stockman, January 4, 
1895. The original 10 A.M. time was changed to 7 P.M. on the day of the 
meeting.

23. Stockman, January 11, 1895; and also Arizona Daily Star, 
January 11, 1895.
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constructive efforts, there was some faint condemnation of the existing 

cattle theft law. In agreement with an antagonistic editorial in the 

Arizona Weekly Citizen, a letter from an anonymous contributor called 

that statute, which made stealing a felony, an "exaggeration" and claimed 

that it was excessively h a r s h . T h i s  was typical of the occasional, 

disjointed criticisms which cattlemen continued to endure.

Livestock interests were able to fulfill their needs in another

instance. The issue was the creation of Navajo County, which supposedly

would give the industry increased legislative representation. Will

Barnes introduced the necessary bill early in the session, but "due to a

hostile combination in which the presiding officer Cj . H. Carpenter, Yumajf

was involved" he was unable to bring it to a vote until the final day.

His account, perhaps somewhat overstated, is as follows:

At ten a.m. that ZJlastJ day I managed by skilful parliamentary 
tactics to get my bill before the House for a final vote. It 
had already passed the Senate. The opposition then began an all
day filibuster....No adjournment was allowed by either side....
About half-past eleven that night the enemies...grew careless.
They believed they had won and that it could not be passed before 
adjournment at midnight....Finally I got the floor on a point of 
order, and moved the passage of the measure. In five minutes it 
was over....At not more than five minutes before midnight,
March 22, 1895...the Governor signed his name to my bill and my 
victory was complete.

It is safe to conclude that the Eighteenth Territorial Legislature was 

generally favorable toward the livestock industry. These successes, how

ever, did not escape criticism. 24 25

24. (Tucson) Arizona Weekly Citizen, January 12, 1895. The 
letter was dated January 5.

25. Barnes, Apaches & Longhorns. 167-68.



Unfavorable newspaper comment appeared in southern Arizona.

Allen T. Bird, editor of the Nogales Oasis, protested a retail meat tax.

He contended the charge placed on butchers, per quarter of beef sold, 

reduced the prices they could afford to pay for range cattle, thereby 

penalizing the producers themselves.^ The Stockman replied that the 

intent of the law was misunderstood. The criticism was "mighty weak," 

since the regulation was passed for the protection of reputable butchers 

and to eliminate "mushroom shops" which "aimed to kill nothing but 

stolen cattle." The idea was clear, and any man who would "raise an 

objection to the law can be considered as in sympathy with the class of 

people who formerly slaughtered cattle which belonged to someone else. 

Logically, there was no basis for such criticism, as this legislation 

was supposedly induced by the highest of motives.

The press campaign for cowman participation in politics continued. 

The industry was of paramount importance to the Territory and deserved to 

be "intelligently looked after and cared for" by those dependent upon it. 

Only if the cattlemen themselves acted vigorously and wisely could they 

insure their own well-being in the legislature. It was in their hands; 

they alone were responsible. They were told: "Don't blame everything

on God for the failures in your business. We must look in that direction 

for rain, but we can do considerable to help ourselves while awaiting 

his pleasure. Do something." To this end, ranchers were urged to meet 26 27 28

26. (Nogales) Oasis, editorial, May 11, 1895.

27. Stockman, editorial. May 17, 1895.
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28. Ibid., editorials, September 13, June 28, 1895
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together in order to select the "proper legislative timber" for the 

political contests in the fall of 1896.^ Cattlemen made dependable 

public servants, and if elected they would provide Arizona with sound, 

non-partisan leadership.

Such encouragement paid substantial dividends. In several

counties cattle candidates were nominated. Pinal County Republicans

drafted a platform which read in part: "We demand legislation that

shall afford relief to cattle owners, that butcher and cattle laws shall

be codified so that the depredations upon cattle herds— which are

manifest and recognized--shall cease, and full protection afforded this

industry." This group at Florence, the county seat, intended to secure

their aims by entering a number of cattlemen on the ballot; and

Democrats throughout the Territory also were taking similar action.

These county organizations felt that, when seated, their men would guard

the welfare of all citizens. The course of events was "refreshing;" the

Stockman could comment on the "practicle" nature of the activity; and as

to the eventual outcome, it was convinced "firmly" that "a larger

representation from the range will take part in the work of the
30legislature the coming session than ever before."

Although territorial affairs were uppermost, concern over the 

national scene was also manifest. Free coinage of silver, the dominant 

political issue in 1896, was not without effect in Arizona. Mining 29 30

29. Ibid., editorial, April 24, September 11, 1896.

30. Ibid., editorial, September 18, 1896; exchange from the 
Florence Tribune in Stockman, September 25, 1896, and an editorial in the 
same issue; and ibid., editorial, October 9, 1896.
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interests campaigned vigorously for "16 to 1" in that crucial year; and

two prominent Arizonans with cattle connections were involved in

Populist and Silver Republican activities. Buckey O'Neill, erstwhile

editor of the defunct Hoof and Horn, and Will C. Barnes, Apache County

cattleman and legislator, figured significantly in the battle for ballots.

As early as November, 1895, O'Neill began his move for the

Populist nomination for territorial delegate. By May of election year,

the Arizona Stock Journal characterized him as the "royal chieftain of

all the populist forces of A r i z o n a . N e v e r  a strong party in the

Territory, the Populists in general fared miserably in 1896. Yet

O'Neill, a staunch supporter of the initiative and referendum, polled a

large number of votes —  a fact attributed to his personal popularity,
32not his political affiliation. The Silver Republicans were no more 

successful in taking their cause to the electorate.

The silver issue split Arizona's Republican Party "wide open" in 

1896. Barnes was chosen secretary of the Central Committee, and assisted 

by the pro-silver chairman, Dr. J. M. Ford, a member of the Twenty-First 

Legislature from Maricopa County, he set about to draft a platform. When 

the party withheld endorsement of a proposed silver plank. Ford resigned 

and Barnes was elevated to the chairmanship of the overall campaign. 31 32

31. Arizona Stock Journal. November 30, 1895, and May 23, 1896. 
See also ibid., February 15, 1896.

32. See (Tucson) Arizona Weekly Star, February 9, 1899; and 
Charles F. Todd, "The Initiative and Referendum in Arizona," M. A. 
thesis, University of Arizona, 1931, 7-8. The broader subject of popular 
law-making has been treated effectively by Neal D. Houghton in his 
article "Arizona's Experience with the Initiative and Referendum,"
New Mexico Historical Review. XXIX (July 1954), 183-209.
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The mining interests and the Silver Republicans lent their best efforts, 

and on election day, Arizona, as Barnes stated, "showed herself strong 

for the '16 to 1* idea.

It was a hard-fought campaign, and Barnes worked diligently, but 

the Republican ticket ran a weak second to the Democrats. More 

important, the results portended ill for Republican fortunes in 

subsequent years. Barnes later recalled: "The Republicans were badly

whipped. We never got to first base. From that year to the present, 

with but an occasional break, the Territory (and then the State) has 

been overwhelmingly Democratic...." He went on to offer this 

explanation:

...the early settlers came into the Territory from Texas,
Arkansas, and other Southern States; and that for years the bulk 
of the population was in the towns of the southern end of the 
Territory. The settlers got in the habit of voting the 
Democratic ticket, and those who came later simply followed 
their example. ^

The most notable achievement of the cowman political forces was 

the creation of a law enforcement agency to combat cattle thieves. 

Lawless elements were attracted to southern Arizona by the Tombstone 

silver strikes and by the increasing numbers of quality animals. These 

miscreants caused territorial governors to request corrective measures. 

In February, 1881, Governor Fremont urged the formation of a force of 

volunteers to arrest the worsening situation, but was refused by the 

Legislature; and in 1883 Governor Tritle asked Congress, in vain, to 33 34

33. Barnes, Apaches & Longhorns. 168.

34. Ibid.. 169.
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establish "a mounted patrol or police along the border of Arizonia /sicjf

and New M e x i c o . I n  1890 the idea of a special force was not popular
36with a majority of stockmen, but before the end of the decade most of 

them were favorable to it. They needed help. Rustlers were out of hand, 

and cattle raising, except for the largest operators, was becoming 

unprofitable. The stage was set for the enactment of legislation to 
reduce this menace.

In 1901 a bill to create the Arizona Rangers was passed by the 

Twenty-first Legislature and signed by Governor N. Oakes Murphy. The 

groundwork for the introduction of this measure, by Assemblyman Richard 

Gibbons of Apache County, had been well-laid without pretention; any 

opposition that might have existed had no opportunity to organize 

formally. Approval was virtually unanimous. All economic interests 

seemed to be for it. Only a few, who regarded rangers as little more 

than cowboys "camping around the country making coffee," were negative." 

Those who had suffered from lawlessness were of an entirely different 

mind. The Rangers were given a free rein in fulfilling their duties, 

and they could not easily be manipulated by factions or individuals. 

Harry Heffner, manager of the Empire Ranch near Tucson, later recalled: 

"We thought they the Rangers were wonderful because, after all, these 

local sheriffs around here were subject to political control. The 35 36 37

35. Wagoner, Cattle Industry of Southern Arizona, 104-105; and 
Report of the Governor, 1883, 12.

36. Stockman. April 11, 1891.

37. Quoted in Mulford Winsor, "The Arizona Rangers," Our 
Sheriff and Police Journal, XXXI, no. 6 (June 1936), 50.
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Rangers weren't. They had the right of entry anywhere throughout the 
38territory," A non-political, rough and ready law enforcement unit had 

been created, and cattle losses diminished rapidly.

II

Rustling brought about another significant development —

permanent organization. Throughout the mid and late 1890s the livestock

press lent its efforts toward the formation of an effective territorial

stock raisers' association. The Las Vegas, New Mexico, Stock Grower

printed an editorial in June, 1894, which urged its readers to unite

against a common foe, the cattle thief. This note was also sounded in

Arizona. The Stockman, in reply to the Stock Grower, remarked:

"...organizations among cattlemen are a necessity...The thieving of

cattle and horses...is a ten-fold greater loss than the small amount of
39money that it would require...to maintain such organization."

Commenting on the same editorial. Art MacDonald of the St. Johns Herald 

wrote: "Organization and cooperative action...would soon put a stop to

this practice of cattle-stealing entirely or at least render it so 38 39

38. See Harry L. Heffner's "Reminiscences Regarding His 
Experiences as Manager of the Empire Ranch, Pima County, Arizona, 1893- 
1905," typewritten MS., SC/UA, 17. Information on Heffner, later to 
become first secretary of the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association, is 
found in an article in the Arizona Daily Star, January 27, 1954, written 
on the occasion of the organization's semi-centennial convention. Given 
but little notice to date, the Arizona Rangers will come in for a measure 
of deserved consideration in a book being completed by Joseph G. Miller 
to be published by Hastings House.

39. Exchange from the Las Vegas, New Mexico, Stock Grower in 
Stockman, June 8, 1894, and an editorial in the same issue.
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hazardous that only a few of the more desperate and hardened characters 

would dare engage in i t . T h e s e  sentiments did not go unheeded, and 

early in 1895 a group of southern Arizona ranchers answered a call to 
meet.

At a gatherine of "a goodly number" of Pima County's "largest

cattlemen," in Tucson on January 10, 1895, George Pusch, respected stock-

man and legislator, gained the floor. Speaking with a heavy German

accent, he told the assemblage that the industry could succeed only if a
41permanent association were created. The idea was sound, but apparently 

it had little immediate effect. Later that year similar pleas were made 

in the Stockman for a "conservative organization" of cattlemen which, if 

effected, could not fail to "bear good f r u i t . I n  the fall similar 

sentiment was voiced, but forthright action was still to come.

While stockmen acquiesced, a group of farmers took the 

initiative. In late October, agriculturalists of all sorts convened in 

Phoenix. Among the recommendations drawn up by the committee on 

permanent organization were these two: 40 41 42

40. St. Johns Herald, June 14, 1894.

41. Stockman. January 11, 1895. George Pusch (1847-1921) came 
to America from his native Germany in 1865 and nine years later settled 
in Tucson. His cattle holdings in southern Arizona were extensive and 
included interest in the Arivaca Land and Cattle Company and Pusch, Bogan 
and Bernard. A longtime member, and for four years chairman, of the 
Livestock Sanitary Board, Pusch also served in the Sixteenth and 
Twentieth Territorial Legislatures and was a member of the 1910 
constitutional convention. See Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona.
I, 23.

42. Stockman, editorial, March 29, 1895. For additional 
support for an organization, see ibid.. October 11, 18, editorial, 1895.
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1. That a permanent organization, to be known as the 
Arizona Agricultural association, is desirable....

3. That an executive committee, consisting of the three 
elected officers {[president, vice-president, and secretary- 
treasures] and five members to be chosen by this convention, 
who shall represent the several interests of general farming, 
fruit growing, dairying, stockraising and bee culture, shall 
serve until the next annual meeting.

A general organization was the goal; and to this end, a meeting was set

for the following January.

The proposed January meeting, or "Farmers' Institute" of the 

Arizona Agricultural Association was held in Phoenix on the 24th. Among 

its important actions was the formation of a "good government" committee. 

One of its members was Emery Kays, a Salt River Valley rancher who in 

1897 would be appointed to the Live Stock Sanitary Board.^ Kays had 

encouraged governmental reform in a letter to the Arizona Stock Journal 

in which he advocated "an organization of good men of all parties who 

are willing to work for pure methods and pure m e n . B u t  in spite of 

these promising developments, the Stockman, the inveterate champion of 

cowman unity, could report little actual progress. The situation had 

not improved, there was still "general inattention" by the very persons 

whose interests were most directly involved. Quite frequently in years 

past cattlemen had banded together; but once these temporary associations 

had served an immediate need they were allowed to "die a natural death," 43 44 45

43. Arizona Stock Journal, October 26, 1895.

44. Ibid., January 25, 1896, and the Tempe (Ariz.) News, April 10, 
1897. For additional information on the good government committee, see 
Arizona Stock Journal, March 7, 1896.

45. Letter dated Phoenix, January 13, 1896, in Arizona Stock 
Journal, January 18, 1896.
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and unfortunately "resuscitation" had "thus far proven impossible."^ A 

few individuals were enthusiastic, but the concept of organization for 
the many had yet to be accepted.

Once again, in the fall of 1896, Pima County cattlemen took 

steps to unite. Early in September "about thirty" of them gathered in 

the district court room at Tucson to deal with the problem of Indian 

cattle thieves. A "permanent organization for protection against the 

Papagoes" was created, and the following officers were elected:

C. W. Wright as president; W. J. Ross as secretary; George Pusch as 

treasurer; and the executive committee composed of N. W. Bernard, James 

Finley, and Sabino Otero. A system of range patrols was decided upon, 

with the six men employed for this purpose to be paid by assessments 

levied upon the membership. Unlike the Wyoming "range inspectors," who 

were expected to ambush even the least suspicious persons, the Pima 

County guards, upon discovery and apprehension of a wrongdoer, were told 

to "bring him in and attempt to secure his punishment.^

Denied military protection, these stockmen took matters into 

their own hands. "It is refreshing," read an editorial in the Stockman, 

"that those interested have taken the view that God helps those who help 

themselves, and in the future they will work along this l i n e . T h i s  

was a beginning, but much remained to be done. Events elsewhere, however, 

would bring home the case for unity among cowmen. 46 47 48

46. Stockman, editorial, January 10, 1896.

47. Ibid., September 4, 1896.

48. Ibid., editorial. See also editorials in ibid., for 
September 11, 18, October 23, 1896.
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In January, 1898, the National Live Stock Association was 

founded in Denver. Western stockmen were at last drawn together. One 

of its main purposes was to weld state and local organizations into one 

main body. John W. Springer of Denver was elected the first president, 

and Charles F. Martin, onetime editor of a New Mexico range journal, 

served as "press secretary.Throughout its first six years of 

existence, Arizonans were among the most prominent members of the 

Association. J. V. Vickers, Burt Dunlap, Will C. Barnes, N. W. Bernard, 

Alfred S. Donau, Burton C. Mossman, and others contributed mightily to 

its early progress."*® These accomplishments on a national scale 

precipitated no immediate action in Arizona, but progress was in the 

offing. 49 50

49. Unfortunately, the only study of the American National 
Cattlemen's Association, the present title of the national organization, 
is the general article by Charles A. Burmeister, "Six Decades of Rugged 
Individualism: The American National Cattlemen's Association, 1898-1955," 
Agricultural History, XXX (October 1956), 143-50. It was also published 
in The Producer, the official organ of the American National, in 
November, 1956. See page three of the first-named publication for a 
discussion of the organizational meeting of 1898.

50. See Will C. Barnes, "Looking Backward," The Producer. VII, 
no. 11, pt. 1 (April 1926), 6; Proceedings of Second (1899) and Third 
(1900) Annual Conventions of the National Live Stock Association, 
unnumbered front matter; and Arizona Daily Star. January 12, 1904. 
Vickers, a member of the Sixteenth Territorial Legislature (1891), was 
from Tombstone; Dunlap sat in the Fifteenth (1889) and Eighteenth (1895) 
as a Councilman from Graham County; Donau lived in Tucson; and Mossman, 
who eventually became first captain of the Arizona Rangers, had made his 
reputation as a cowman while associated with the famous Hashknife Outfit 
in northern Arizona, owned by the Aztec Land and Cattle Company.
Mossman's colorful life has been treated in popular and unfortunate 
fashion by Frazier Hunt in Cap Mossman. Last of the Great Cowmen
(New York, 1951).



The year 1904 was perhaps the most significant in Arizona

cattle history. To curb the threat of rustlers the Arizona Rangers had

been created in 1901; they were making progress but they needed help,

their numbers simply were not equal to the large task. Cattlemen

grasped the situation, in May of 1903, and the Stockman predicted a

territorial organization would be formed that fall. Readers were urged

to "lay aside the price of a steer or two" and "attend such a meeting

when it is c a l l e d , R e l i e f  could not come any too soon for those

ranchers whose herds were being reduced by the depredations. Even

Alexander Fulford, secretary of the extensive San Rafael Cattle

Company, was forced to admit that because "the losses from cattle

thieves" were "continuous and very great," it had "become a question in

the minds of some of the stockholders whether it is wise to continue our 
52business." But the earlier newspaper prediction was to bear fruit -- 

the cattlemen were aroused.

In January, 1904, the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association was 

born. At the behest of Colin Cameron, Burdette Packard, and other 

stalwarts of the industry, cowmen gathered in the newly completed Santa 

Rita Hotel in Tucson. Sixty-nine were enrolled as charter members.

Judge E. R. Monk of Willcox presided. A permanent name was not then 

determined, but a formal organizational meeting was called for 51 52
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51. Stockman, editorial, May 29, 1903.

52. Alexander M. Fulford (Bel Air, Md.) to The Stockholders of 
the San Rafael Cattle Co. of Arizona, July 7, 1903, SR/2.
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February, 1905. From these beginnings emerged the Arizona Cattle
53Growers' Association. Harry Heffner, the first secretary, later re

called: "From that meeting developed the desire to really organize.

The cattlemen of Texas, Wyoming, and Colorado had banded together in the 

1870s. Three decades later, after all other western ranges had 

organized,53 54 55 56 Arizona cattlemen finally united in the face of mounting 
problems.

Ill

The statehood question lingered, and it would, albeit slightly, 

affect Arizona beef producers. When in October of 1895 the Chicago 

Tribune suggested the combination of Arizona and New Mexico as one state, 

the Arizona Stock Journal answered negatively.**^ When statehood was 

placed before Congress early the following year, the people of Arizona 

were urged to lend "all possible assistance" in achieving the objective.

53. Heffner's remark appears in his "Reminiscences," 18; the 
list of charter members in the Proceedings of the Fifth Annual Meeting 
of the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association. 1909, 51 (cited hereafter as 
Proceedings, ACGA); and Arizona Daily Star, January 8, 1904. The name 
decided upon at the 1904 meeting was the "Arizona Cattlemen's 
Association," according to Heffner ("Reminiscences," 18) and Sanitary 
Board Minutes for the meeting of January 5, 1904. A somewhat different 
version of the first convention appears in an interview with Heffner 
published in the Arizona Daily Star. January 27, 1954.

54. Heffner, "Reminiscences," 18.

55. As early as 1896, the Stockman asserted: "In Arizona today
we have the only unorganized range section in the United States...." 
(ibid., editorial, October 23, 1896.)

56. Arizona Stock Journal. October 26, 1895.
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And when the House was slow in acting upon the measure, the editor of 

the Stockman voiced disappointment and pessimism and decided to "await a 

more auspicious t i m e . T h e  livestock press was optimistic over the 

chances for admission. Jointure with New Mexico, however, had no appeal 

whatsoever. Arizonans wanted "statehood without any increased 

territory, and if this is impossible now let us remain as we are. We 

are not playing second fiddle to anything.

This reasoning was correct —  the time was not right. There was

too much support for free silver in Arizona; and with "Czar" Tom Reed,

the all-powerful House leader, against the bill for admission, it did
59well to survive the committee on territories. Subsequent Congresses 

would pass upon Arizona's future as a state.

At the turn of the century, the statehood movement came to have 

a greater identification with the cattle industry. In 1901-1902,

Congress was considering Senate Bill 3311 which would impose a use charge 

of two cents per acre for leases on the public domain. A national 

organization, the short-lived American Cattle Growers, supported the 

measure,*’® but a similar attitude did not prevail in Arizona. In fact, 57 58 59 60

57. Ibid., January 18, 1896, and Stockman, editorial 
January 24, 1896.

58. Ibid., February 10, 1894. See also ibid., January 6, 1894.

59. Arizona Stock Journal. April 25, 1896. See also ibid.. 
February 1, 15, 1896.

60. See Louise E. Peffer, The Closing of the Public Domain 
(Stanford Univ. Press, 1951), 76; and Phillip 0. Foss, Politics and 
Grass: The Administration of Grazing on the Public Domain (Univ. of 
Washington Press, 1960), 41.
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it was held by some that this stand would impair chances for admission. 

The Stockman, however, contended it would make little difference since 

the bill was not popular anyway, and passage was considered "very 

remote -- even as remote as a statehood bill, and the Lord knows that is 

remote enough."^ The pessimism was justified; influential politicos 

were against separate admission of the two far southwestern territories. 

Beef production loomed significant in this hostile outlook.

One of Arizona's handicaps, at least in the eyes of Albert J. 

Beveridge of Indiana, chairman of the Senate committee on territories, 

was its limited grazing capacity. This misconception grew out of the 

events surrounding the "omnibus bill" introduced by Representative 

William S. Knox of Massachusetts, which provided for the separate 

admission of Oklahoma, Arizona, and New Mexico. It passed the House on 

May 9, 1902, and went to the Senate, where Beveridge was suspect of the 

motives involved. He feared powerful interests —  chiefly the railroad 

and mining companies with whom the Pennsylvania boss Matt Quay and his 

associate Charles "Bull" Andrews were connected —  were supporting 

admission in order to obtain political influence through the newly 

created congressional seats. Statehood would also enhance the value of 

their southwestern stocks. But the most serious shortcoming of both 61

61. Stockman, editorial, January 10, 1902. See also ibid.. 
editorial, January 3, 1902.



Arizona and New Mexico, Beveridge felt, was insufficient population.^ 

Beveridge delayed action on the bill until December, after his 

subcommittee had conducted hearings in the proposed states. In November, 

the delegation toured Arizona, where it stopped to interview citizens in 

Prescott, Phoenix, Tucson, and Bisbee. The findings from this testimony 

were placed before the Senate on December 10. His observations from a 

railroad car gave the doubting Hoosier an inaccurate impression of the 

Arizona range. He believed that cattle could graze only if they stayed 

within five miles of "water courses or 'water holes.1" Mining, not stock 

raising, was the "great occupation of the people of Arizona," and 

Beveridge judged the value of range cattle to be $4,887,809, a figure a
z: o

little more than nine million dollars below the official estimate.

This aspect of the committee's report was seriously in error.

Rightfully, Arizona could hardly be denied separate statehood because of 

an unproductive cattle industry.
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IV

The public domain and the forest reserves, two issues of 

paramount importance to cattlemen throughout the twentieth century, were 62 63

62. See LaMoine Langston, "Arizona's Fight for Statehood in the 
Fifty-Seventh Congress," M. A. thesis, University of New Mexico, 1939, 
37-46; Mary J. Masters, "New Mexico's Struggle for Statehood, 1903-1907," 
M. A. thesis, University of New Mexico, 1942, 6-7; and Claude G. Bowers, 
Beveridge and the Progressive Era (Cambridge, Mass., 1932), 194, 196.

63. See "New Statehood Bill," Senate Reports, I, no. 2206, 
pt. 1, 57 Cong., 2 Sess. (1902), 18. The error in the value of range 
cattle can be ascertained from an examination of USDA, Livestock on 
Farms...1867-1919, 127.
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placed squarely before westerners during the period 1894-1904. In fact, 

it was during this decade that problems of a national scope began to 

make producers look outward from their own immediate surroundings. What 

affected the nation affected Arizona. Concepts came to light which were 

to have a definite bearing on the course of stock raising throughout the 

West; and Arizona cattlemen contributed significantly to these 

developments.

Prior to 1898 the matter of the public range had not been a 

vital concern of American cattle producers. It was discussed by 

different cattlemen's organizations, but a definite policy had not been 

adopted. The desire for a lease system, or at least a method of 

controlling land use by stockmen, by the government was evident perhaps 

as early as 1877. In that year President Hayes, at the behest of 

Interior Secretary Carl Schurz, asked Congress to consider "a system of 

leasehold tenure" which would govern the disposition of the non- 

irrigable "desert lands...west of the hundredth meridian." This would 

serve a twofold purpose: it would provide "a source of profit to the

United States," and it would aid in "legalizing the business of cattle 

raising" on the public d o ma i n . S h o r t l y  thereafter, one of the most 

significant land surveys in American history was undertaken by one of 

the West's greatest explorers.

John Wesley Powell, the one-armed conqueror of the Colorado 

River, submitted his "Report on the Lands of the Arid Region of the

64. James D. Richardson (comp.), A Compilation of the Messages 
and Papers of the Presidents, 1789-1897 (10 vols., Washington, 1896-99), 
VII, 476.
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United States" in 1878. Major Powell expressed alarm over the 

haphazard and harmful practices of western graziers, and insisted that 

an orderly approach was needed. He therefore drew up "A Bill to 

authorize the organization of pasturage districts by homestead settle

ments on the public lands which are of value for pasturage purposes 

only" which involved the classification of the grazing areas into 

districts according to proposed use. If adopted, this plan would allow 

cattlemen to protect, by mutual agreement among the residents of the 

districts, their pastures from outside encroachment, thereby lessening 

grass and soil exhaustion.^"* Unless this were accomplished, Powell 

observed, a few persons would control the balance of the water resources 

and thus the most valuable part of the public domain. But this heterodox 

approach would never win recognition in a day when the laissez faire

philosophy of "first come, first served" was the code of the range„ 66 country.

After two decades of cutthroat competition over the free grass, 

the desire for stability was evident. A series of western range wars 

such as Arizona's Pleasant Valley feud,^^ had aroused concern in Congress 65 66 67

65. [j. W. Powelljl "Report on the Lands of the Arid Region of 
the United States, with a More Detailed Account of the Lands of Utah, 
with Maps," House Exec. Doc. 73, 45 Cong., 2 Sess. (1878), 33-38.

66. Foss, Politics and Grass. 40-41.

67. See Forrest, Arizona's Dark and Bloody Ground, passim; and 
Will C. Barnes, "The Pleasant Valley War of 1887: Its Genesis, History
.and Necrology," Arizona Historical Review, IV, nos. 3, 4 (1931-32),
5-34, 23-40.
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A lease measure was introduced in the Senate in 1899; and for all 

practical purposes, the movement for government control of the public 

range had begun in earnest.68 69 70 It would reach fruition three and one- 

half decades later with the passage of Taylor Grazing Act. Midway 

through his first term, Theodore Roosevelt gave serious consideration to 

the question. In 1903 the former Dakota cowman in the White House 

appointed a public lands commission which was to proceed "without loss 

of time" to survey the situation in the West with an eye toward producing 

a solution —  and a national policy.6^ In Arizona, this high-minded 

attitude did not gain ready acceptance.

In the mid-1890s small Arizona ranchers were opposed to a lease 

system. They feared larger interests would control the range by fencing 

off the few existing sources of water. It was the "rank and file" versus 

the "large cattle concerns," and the Stockman could not condone such a 

law. "We must not forget," Editor Pugh told his readers, "that Arizona 

is a cattle country made up chiefly of smaller owners," none of whom 

"would agitate or appreciate the new p l a n . W i l l  C. Barnes later 

confirmed this attitude in written testimony prepared for a Senate 

committee on public lands. In his book. The Story of the Range, the

68. As mentioned in chapter two, Representative Joseph H.
Sweeney of Iowa, in 1890, introduced a bill which provided for a charge 
of one dollar per year per head. This apparently received little notice, 
although it was an early attempt. The text of the Sweeney bill appears 
in Florence Enterprise. February 27, 1890.

69. Theodore Roosevelt, Autobiography (New York, 1913), 449.

70. Stockman, editorial, August 2, 1895.
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longtime forester-cattleman wrote: "The advocates of the leasing

system...found themselves opposed by many small owners who feared in any 

leasing system, no matter how carefully safeguarded, a monopolization of 

the ranges by the large stock owners and livestock corporations.Il̂

School and university lease lands also produced controversy. In 

December, 1895, Arizona's delegate to Congress, N. Oakes Murphy, 

introduced House Resolution 2769, a bill which would allow the 

territorial legislature to pass laws governing the leasing of that land 

set aside to finance the public schools and the university. Until 

formal legislative controls were effected, a three-man board composed of 

the Governor, the Territorial Secretary, and the Superintendent of Public 

Instruction would administer the leases, and the Secretary of the

Interior would not be required to approve permits granted under this
72measure. Although Murphy had attempted to retrieve a degree of home 

rule, and at least outwardly sought to put revenue into the Territory's 

education fund, his proposal met with determined resistance.

It was a matter of too much power in the hands of three men.

The Murphy bill, as passed by both houses and submitted to President 

Cleveland on February 21, 1896, was considered "a dangerous and unwise 

piece of legislation...gotten up for the purpose of jobbery." The 

current inhabitants of the lands in question stood to lose their homes 71 72

71. Will C. Barnes, The Story of the Range (Washington, 1926), 
36. This was published separately from the Hearings, sub-committee of 
the Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, 69 Cong., 1 Sess. 
(1926), pt. 6.

72. Cong. Rec., December 26, 1895, pt. 1, 328.
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and all of the improvements they had made at the whim of the lease 
73board. Aroused cattle and sheep raisers in northern Arizona took

action to combat the plan. Meeting in the G.A.R. hall in Flagstaff on

the afternoon and night of February 28, a citizens committee led by

E. J. Babbitt, of the prominent northern Arizona entrepreneurial family,

telegraphed to the White House a request for a veto of the measure. Not

only would the "small industries" be placed at the mercy of a select few,

but the threat of monopoly was eminent. If certain large landowners

could secure strategic sections of the public domain and then lease

adjoining railroad and school acreage, they could exclude great numbers

of settlers and small stockmen from some of the finest timber range in
74the West. The President vetoed the bill, but it was reintroduced and 

stimulated considerable discussion in the House.

Cleveland's action produced comment from other than Arizona 

politicians. Representative Joseph F. Lacey of Iowa contended that the 

veto was a "constitutional interference." He explained that a law of 

1894 granted similar provisions to Oklahoma.̂  Oscar W. Underwood, the 

Alabama Democrat, supported Lacey and stated that the Secretary of the 

Interior had received so many lease applications for Oklahoma land that 

he was unable to approve most of them. Therefore, the revenue from the 

school lands did not accrue to the Territory until much later, and the 73 74 75

73. Arizona Stock Journal. February 22, 1896.

74. Ibid., February 29, 1896. See also the Flagstaff (Ariz.) 
Democrat, February 24, 1896. Cleveland's veto message appears in Cong. 
Rec., February 29, 1896, pt. 3, 2296.

75. Cong. Rec., February 29, 1896, pt. 3, 2296.
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educational system was deprived of a considerable sum. So as to avoid a 

recurrence in Arizona, the Secretary recommended that the legislature, 

and the three-member board, handle lease approvals. The Murphy proposal, 

its supporters said, was intended to enhance the school fund immediately.^

Lacey then struck at the heart of the matter. "Squatters" were

utilizing and depleting the lands; and the educational fund was none the

richer for it. "In both cases Coklahoma and Arizona]," he said, "the

'cattle barons' and other unauthorized persons were in possession of the

lands; in both cases no rent was being paid; in both cases no leases by

the Territorial officers were provided f o r . T h e  bill passed the House
78again and went to the Senate. It seemed the two opposing sides -- the 

small stockmen in Arizona and the well-meaning Congressmen —  were both 

working against the larger interests, even though their approaches 

differed.

The House again passed the Murphy lease bill, and again the 

Flagstaff citizens met in protest. On March 2 another wire went to the 

President who was informed that the proposed law provided "no adequate 

safeguards and is bitterly condemned by the people of the Territory.

Comment from southern Arizona echoed the same sentiment. The Stockman, 

in an editorial of March 6, discussed the matter thoroughly and contended

76. Ibid., 2298.

77. Ibid.

00 Ibid., 2301.

79.
on March 5.

Flagstaff Democrat, March 2. 1896. A third meeting was held 
(ibid., March 9, 1896.)
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that "a certain large cattle corporation in northern Arizona" was 

responsible for the writing and introduction of the measure. This 

extensive operation, the inference doubtless pertaining to the Aztec Land 

and Cattle Company, or "Hashknife Outfit," was supposedly connected with 

the Atlantic and Pacific; and if it controlled certain school lands 

adjoining its own sections, as well as key sections belonging to the 

railroad, a virtual monopoly of the best range and most important water 

locations in that region of the Territory could be created. As to the 

benefits of such legislation, the editor reasoned that revenue from the 

leases would likely be absorbed by administration costs. "Where," he 

asked, "would the school fund benefit?"

On March 10 the Senate voted against passage. It did, however,

recommend that another measure be written which would satisfy the

objections of the President. This suggestion was followed, and a new

bill was introduced. Champions of the small stockman were still opposed.

Admittedly, some improvement would be gained, but the plan still was not

"conceived in good faith" and therefore remained unacceptable. Even

though the Secretary of the Interior, not the territorial board, would

approve the leases, the results would be the same -- a monopoly of the

most desirable grazing lands and watering locations by the large 
80owners. Others said it would be all right for the legislature to handle 

the leasing of the school lands, but on the other hand, the fact that 80

80. See Stockman, March 13, 1896, and also the Arizona Silver 
Belt, March 26, 1896.
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some elements favored the three-member board disclosed "the jobbery in
O  1

the measure." Agitation over the matter subsided by late April, 1896,

and with the removal of Louis C. Hughes from the governorship, interest

can be said to have "died out." In 1897 Congress gave the legislature
82power to lease school lands for periods not to exceed five years.

This compromise policy would govern grazing on that part of the public 

domain set aside for the support of Arizona's educational system until 

the Enabling Act of 1910.

Although controversy over school lands subsided, the public 

domain continued to vex Arizona cattlemen. There was a move afoot to 

have the unappropriated part of the federal lands turned over to the 

states or territories in which they were located. But again, certain 

less influential members of the industry feared that "local politics" 

would determine the distribution if the task were left to state and 

territorial legislatures. Speaking at least partially from his own 

experiences in Arizona, Will Barnes later recalled that as the leasing 

of the public domain was discussed more and more, stockmen became 

cognizant of the need for some sort of control, lest the range be 

depleted entirely. But, he added, "it was impossible to get them to 

agree on any definite plans for the management of these areas. They 

knew the patient was seriously ill and needed a doctor, but never did 

they agree as to what doctor should be called." Instead they remained 81 82

81. Arizona Stock Journal. March 21, 1896.

82. Stockman, editorial, April 24, 1896, and Wagoner, Cattle 
Industry in Southern Arizona. 71.
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intransigeant, "fearful of some hidden danger in any of the plans 

offered." They stood firmly by their motto, "let us alone.

This rigid attitude prevailed even though national stockmen's 

organizations had grasped the wisdom of a higher range authority.

Most Arizona ranchers felt that those in direct contact with the 

situation, men who had years of first-hand experience, were better able 

to cope with land problems than government officials who passed judgment 

from Washington. The cattlemen could work out matters on their own.

Forest ranges also caused controversy during this period.

Prior to the General Revision Act of 1891, cattlemen were able to secure 

grazing rights to forest lands under the Homestead Act of 1862 and the 

Timber Culture Act of 1873. Unsound conservation practices resulted.

The statute of 1891 gave the President power to set aside forest areas 

to the exclusion of commercial users, but no administrative machinery 

was created. Throughout the 1890s and into the early years of the 

twentieth century, a growing concern developed over the ruinous 

exploitation of the forests. In 1897 another act authorized the 

creation of reserves for specific purposes and provided for their 

administration. Further progress was made the next year when Gifford 

Pinchot became head of the Division of Forestry within the Department of 

Agriculture. Conservation would now be placed before both Congress and 83 84

83. Barnes, Story of the Range. 36; and Arizona Stock Journal. 
March 28, 1896. See also the excellent study by Samuel P. Hays, 
Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency: The Progressive Conservation 
Movement, 1890-1920 (Harvard Univ. Press, 1959), 53-54.

84. Stockman. October 11, 1904; Proceedings. Third Annual 
Convention of the National Association (1900), 46-49; and Foss, Politics 
and Grass. 41.
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the public. Pinchot increased the size of the Division and hired

trained foresters to conduct special scientific studies. On July 1,

1901, his agency was elevated to the Bureau of Forestry, and thereafter
85it enjoyed increased recognition from Congress. This trend toward 

federal control of forest grazing received something less than an 
enthusiastic reception from Arizona stockmen.

Several forest reserves were established in Arizona during the 

years surrounding the turn of the century, and livestock producers dis

played both curiosity and indifference toward this new extension of 

federal authority. They decided to wait and see what the government had 

to offer, but always they felt capable of handling any situation that 

might arise on the range. Will Barnes described the prevailing 

attitude:

For several years previous to this —  as early as 1896 —  we had 
heard reports that the President was creating some so-called 
'Forest Reserves’ in the timbered parts of Arizona and other 
western states. But nobody got unduly excited about it. We had 
scrapped with the Indians, some rather hard-boiled whites, and 
with each other for these ranges, and, like all pioneers, we felt 
ourselves amply able to take care of our interests. We wanted to 
see the color of the man's hair who was going to put us off these 
lands.85 86

A system of permits, with no fees attached, had been instituted to 

protect against overgrazing, and so, Barnes continued, "we good-naturedly 

took out the grazing permits...lied freely and fluently about our 

numbers of stock and brandings, and drifted with the tide." There was

85. A sound general work that discusses the early attempts at 
controlling forest use is Samuel T. Dana, Forest and Range Policy: Its 
Development in the United States (New York, 1956), chs. 3-6.

86. Will C. Barnes, "Winning the Forest Range," American 
Forests and Forest Life. XXXVI (July 1930), 399.
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no cause to worry, since "Washington was 3,000 long miles away while we 

were on the ground and in full possession."07

This stand, although somewhat defiant, was not as contentious as 

that of Arizona sheepmen. Western sheepmen almost uniformly were 

steadfast against forest control, and in this respect Arizona offered a 

prime example. Organized since 1886, the Arizona Wool Growers 

Association from 1898 until 1907 was under the strong leadership of 

E. S. Gosney, a lawyer by training, a banker by practice, and a sheepman 

by choice. In the late 1890s the Interior Department listened 

sympathetically to the complaints of Salt River Valley irrigators and 

northern Arizona cattlemen who contended that sheep grazing on the San 

Francisco Mountain and Black Mesa reserves ruined both the feed and the 

watershed, or grass covering. As a result, the streams were filled with 

silt which passed on down to lower elevations, much to the chagrin of the 

Valley agriculturalists. Gosney, with the support of the Wool Growers, 

was determined to discredit this "propaganda." By 1900 this controversy, 

which had produced heated debate in the meetings of the National Live 

Stock Association, was so intense that Interior Secretary Ethan Allen
o oHitchcock was asked to investigate.

87. Ibid. See also Dana, Forest and Range Policy, 144-45.

88. Barnes, Story of the Range. 36; Roosevelt, Autobiography,
438; Dana, Forest and Range Policy. 156; E. S. Gosney, "The Arizona Wool 
Growers Association, 1898-1912," typescript, APHS, 11; Proceedings.
Second (1899) and Third (1900) Annual Conventions of the National Live 
Stock Association, 202-19, and 189, 385-88 respectively; and Bert Haskett, 
"History of the Sheep Industry in Arizona," Arizona Historical Review,
VII, no. 3 (July 1936), 36-41.
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"During the fall round-up of 1900, two long, lean young men

appeared in the Arizona mountains. They said they came from

Washington, D. C..... They stayed with us," wrote Will Barnes, "for

several days, measuring trees, taking photographs, gathering specimens

of plants and flowers, watching the stock graze and talking to everybody

they could get hold of." These two outlanders who wore "funny clothes"

were Gifford Pinchot of the Division of Forestry and Frederick V. Coville

of the Bureau of Plant Industry. They had been sent to Arizona at the

urging of Hitchcock and both were employed by the Department of 
89Agriculture. Accompanied by Albert F. Potter, an officer of the Wool

Growers, and Professor E. C. "Con" Bunch of the Salt River Valley Water

Users' Association, Pinchot and Coville "put in three weeks that made
90history for the grazing industry of the West." A new era of 

conservation on western forest ranges was opened, and Arizona was serving 

as an early laboratory.

Pinchot and Coville decided the solution was to control sheep

grazing, not to "shut it out." Efficient regulation of the reserves was
91the key to the elimination of western range squabbles. As their 

investigation had been conducted "very thoroughly," large numbers of 

Arizona stock raisers —  both sheepmen and cattlemen —  began to see the

89. This description is taken from Barnes, "Winning the Forest 
Range," 399.

90. Gifford Pinchot, Breaking New Ground (New York, 1947), 178. 
See also Haskett, "Sheep Industry in Arizona," 41.

91. Pinchot, Breaking New Ground, 180-81.
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wisdom of the controlled approach. And even though they conferred at 

length with sheepmen, which apparently lessened their popularity among 

cowmen, Pinchot and his group paved the way for cooperation and 

efficiency on the forest reserves. Another result of this trip west was 

the selection of Potter, an Arizona "cowboy sheepherder," as head of the 

Branch of Grazing in the Department of Agriculture. In later life 

Pinchot wrote that Potter proved to be "the cornerstone upon which we
nobuilt the whole structure of grazing control." This appointment -

illustrated Pinchot1s realistic approach to the problem. He had chosen

a westerner, a man who knew "the smell of corral dust and the taste of 
94sheep dip," to deal with the hard-bitten individualists of the range. 

They could respect Potter; he was one of them.

Although a great deal had been accomplished by Pinchot1s visit, 

it was only the beginning. Most Arizona cattlemen were not easily 

convinced that federal control was best for them. They were suspicious 

even though Pinchot had stated that the best way to meet grazing problems 

was on a local basis, by flexible rules that could be "modified from time

92. Gosney MS., 12-13, and also Barnes, Story of the Range, 37.

93. Pinchot, Breaking Ground, 182, and also 386.

94. Barnes, "Winning the Forest Range," 400. Potter's role in 
the story of western grazing regulation is truly deserving of study. A 
Californian, Potter had gone to Arizona for health reasons in 1882, and 
until 1895 he engaged in the cattle business. He was a major force in 
the Arizona Wool Growers' Association in the late 1890s, and served as 
secretary of its "Eastern Division" prior to his federal appointment in 
1901. He died on New Year's Day, 1944. Material on Potter may be found 
in Pinchot, Breaking New Ground, passim, and in Hays, Conservation and 
the Gospel of Efficiency, 57-58.
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to time as local needs may r e q u i r e . V e t e r a n  stockmen who once had

fought off the Indians felt fully capable of handling any situation that

might arise; outsiders who attempted to tell them how to conduct their

business were certain to meet resistance. Fred S. Breen, a forest

supervisor in northern Arizona and subsequently a newspaper editor and

legislator, wrote the following humorous passages:

They stockmen complained that "they had come into the country, 
made the Indians 'good' and the country fit for whites to live in; 
the Government had invited them to come in where land was free, 
to make their homes and develop the country. Now, after years of 
hardships incident to pioneer life, the Government stepped in and 
took away their free range and timber and put them on a reserva
tion the same as Indians....It was plumb onery treatment....
Think of it! A permit to graze stock on the blamed old range 
where, for years, all a man had needed was a good horse, a long 
rope, a handy sixshooter, and nerve to use them. With one fell 
swoop freedom had been hog-tied, lammed into a corner and branded
with ignominy.

Even though stockmen were at best "diffident and retiring" toward 

government representatives, Breen later could sympathize with them. The 

Forest Service was forced to send untried and untrained men to deal with 

situations of which they were almost totally ignorant. The fledgling 

forestry schools at Cornell, Yale, and Biltmore (North Carolina) had not 95 96

95. Exchange from The Forester of November, 1901, which 
contained an article based on Pinchot's speech -- "Grazing in the Forest 
Reserves" —  given at the Fourth Annual Convention of the American Live 
Stock Association, in Stockman, December 20, 1901.

96. Taken from F. S. Breen, "Forest Reserves as Seen at Close 
Range," Forestry and Irrigation, XIII (April 1907), 182. Breen was 
supervisor of the Coconino National Forest in 1906-1907; in 1908 he 
purchased the Coconino Sun of Flagstaff; he was Lieutenant Colonel of the 
First Infantry of the Arizona National Guard during World War I; and he 
served in the Twenty-fifth Territorial Legislature, the First State 
Legislature, and was appointed to, but did not serve in, the Sixth State 
Legislature. A biographical sketch of Breen may be found in Kelly, 
Legislative History, 375-76.
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yet graduated enough qualified men even to cope with the problems in the

East, let alone those in the Southwest. The task of winning over

uncompromising graziers to federal policy was left to the supervisor

alone; but when his written recommendations did not prove successful,

Washington wanted to know why. "'Why,111 according to Breen, "became the
97most distasteful word in the English language." Mistakes were not 

confined to one side. Cattlemen were not entirely in the wrong, and as 

usual they were not hesitant in airing their grievances.

An increase in forest fires was supposedly one of several 

destructive results of the new policy. In the summer of 1901, the 

northern part of the Territory was plagued by a series of costly blazes 

which, in the eyes of some, were "infinitely greater than any grazing by 

cattle could cause." Cow herds supposedly lessened this menace, even
98though the Interior Department apparently chose to overlook the fact. 

Range warfare —  "rampant lawlessness" —  had also broken out since the 

introduction of government controls. Although such violence was 

restricted to the ranges of the Northwest and did not touch Arizona, the 

situation was considered alarming and called for federal intervention. 

This unfortunate state of affairs was attributed to the creation of 

forest reserves, which had "taken the use of a very large slice of the 

best range lands of the West away from the stockman." As sheepmen and 97 98

97. Breen, "Forest Reserves as Seen at Close Range," 180-81. 
See also Dana, Forest and Range Policy. 134-35.

98. Stockman, editorial, July 4, 1901.
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cattlemen were crowded together, they clashed. The loss of herds and 

human lives that followed was inevitable.^

Bloodshed had not yet occurred in Arizona, but tension was 

apparent. Cattlemen in the southern counties were apprehensive after 

being told by their northern counterparts that timber was not requisite 

for the creation of a forest reserve.*"®® How far would the "Government 

men" go? Violent opposition to forest policy was virtually unknown in 

the Territory during these years, yet there were those who 

"thoughtfully suggested" that forest supervisors would "look extremely 

well decorating the trees they came to herd."*'®*'

* * * * * *

The transitional decade between 1894 and 1904 brought Arizona 

cattlemen face to face with a number of significant problems. Some they 

met and overcame, while others were left for solution at a later time. 

Rustling and the lack of permanent organization, two major hurdles, were 

surmounted effectively. As to statehood, stockmen withheld support from 

the movement, fearful of the increased financial responsibilities which 99 100 101

99. Ibid., editorial, July 31, 1903.

100. Ibid., editorial, January 10, 1902.

101. Breen, "Forest Reserves as Seen at Close Range," 181. See 
also Mary Ellen Lauver, "A History of the Use and Management of the 
Forested Lands of Arizona, 1862-1936," M.A. thesis, University of 
Arizona, 1938, 45-47. A competent survey of Arizona forest policy, this 
study must nevertheless be accepted as primarily a condemnation of the 
grazing practices of Arizona stockmen.



would attend the new status. Arizona cowmen, in common with those 

throughout the West, were at first opposed to federal controls on the 

forest and public domain lands. Perhaps the most important feature of 

this period was that it foreshadowed the future. Hereafter, Arizonans 

would feel more and more those pressures under which the majority of 

American producers labored. Strictly local issues would no longer

134

dominate.



Chapter Four

THE NEW 48th AND "TEDDY'S PETS": A PERIOD OF 
ADJUSTMENT, 1905-1912

A generally prosperous condition existed in Arizona's cattle 

industry between the years 1905 and 1912. During the first decade of 

the new century California, the principal market, almost doubled in 

population, and Arizona itself grew by more than eighty thousand. More 

people were eating more beef; hundred-weight prices and value per head 

rose markedly; drought was of little consequence; and animal numbers were 

held in check. The sole detractor from this idyllic scene was the brief 

currency shortage brought on by the Panic of 1907. For some months 

buyers were unable to fulfill their contracts, but the corrective 

Aldrich-Vreeland Act of 1908 restored the market to normal. In 1912 the 

outlook was one of cheerful expectation.*

How long could Arizona cattlemen remain outside the sphere of 

government involvement? This question was answered by their increasing 

concern over the tariff, their opposition to arbitrary railroad shipping 

charges, and their acceptance of President Theodore Roosevelt's public

1. See Livestock and Meat Statistics. 1957. 248, 283; Livestock 
on Farms, 1867-1919, 127; The Statistical History of the United States 
from Colonial Times to the Present (Stamford, Conn., 1965), 12; Wagoner, 
Cattle Industry of Southern Arizona. 56; (Phoenix) Miner and Stockman. 
September 15, 1908; and Arizona Republican, editorial, November 12, 1912.
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land program. Federal control was steadily pervading the beef industry. 

Its presence, though resented by a resolute few, was not totally 

unwanted, and on occasion Washington was actually asked to help with 

problems that could not be met effectively by local or even national 

livestock organizations. In the midst of these consequential develop

ments, Arizona cattlemen were still relatively unconcerned with the 

affairs of their territory, though considerable interest was displayed 

in the drafting of a constitution for the new State of Arizona. While 

some continued to deny it, the lot of the beef producer was becoming 

more complicated.

I

Cattle politics in the Territory now centered in two agencies:

the Live Stock Sanitary Board and the Arizona Rangers. Although stock-

men had worked to make the Board non-partisan, this goal was not easily 
2to be attained. The difference between a competent, knowledgable live

stock official and a spoilsman was not always apparent to territorial 

executives. Early in 1905 cowmen complained of favoritism in the 

removal of Horace Harrison as secretary of the Sanitary Board, and its 

members resigned en masse in protest. The apparent reason for 

Harrison's "forced retirement" was the immediate appointment of 

J. B. Carter of Prescott, one of Governor Alexander 0. Brodie's Rough 

Rider cronies, to the vacated post. Popular with cattlemen, Harrison

2. Personal interview with Mrs. Abbie W. Keith, Secretary 
Emeritus of the Arizona Cattle Growers' Assn., Phoenix, September 3, 1965.

f
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was given a vote of confidence by the Arizona Stock Growers' Association, 

soon to become the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association. The Board, 

having expressed its "honest indignation," was applauded by the press.^

This difficulty seemed to be an exception. The seven-year

period witnessed little antagonism between the territorial government

and cattlemen over the question of the Sanitary Board. By 1912 any

serious problems that might have existed had been resolved, and the

Board was under the chairmanship of George Pusch, the respected Pima
4County rancher and legislator. A long-needed improvement was made that 

same year when W. L. Barnum of Phoenix became the agency's first 

permanent attorney, thus obviating the former practice of retaining 

special counsel every time a cattle theft case was brought before the 

courts.

A livestock code sufficient to the needs of the cattle industry 

had been framed, and demands for revision were not conspicuous in the 

resolutions of the Cattle Growers. Some new laws were desired, however. 

One of these provided for a fence, which would be built in subsequent 

years, between the United States and Mexico. If erected, such a barrier 3 4 5

3. Arizona Daily Star, January 29, 1905. Brodie was Governor 
from 1902 to 1905, having been appointed by the greatest "Rough Rider" 
of them all, President Theodore Roosevelt. Brodie is discussed in 
Charles H. Herner, "Arizona's Cowboy Cavalry," Arizoniana, V, no. 4 
(Winter 1964), 10-26. See also Arizona Daily Star, editorial, January 31, 
1905. Interestingly, Brodie himself was a charter member of the 
territorial cattlemen's association. Proceedings, Fifth Annual Convention, 
Arizona Cattle Growers' Association (ACGA), 1909, 51.

4. Arizona Daily Star, April 7, 1912.

5. Arizona Republican. December 7, 1912.
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would have prevented the introduction of splenetic fever into Arizona 

from the south.^ But on the whole few requests came forth. Captain 

W. H. McKittrick, president of the association in 1905, voiced a 

sentiment that held true generally throughout this period: "At present

we are satisfied with the laws" which now "make our investments a 

security, where before they were a poor g a m b l e . Y e t  there was one 

major legislative concern that drew serious consideration from stock

growing interests. This involved the Arizona Rangers.

There were some who continued to think the Rangers' only function 

was to go "camping around the country making coffee." Not so the cattle

men. To them this mounted force spelled the difference between success 

and failure. In southern Arizona especially, the need for such a law 

enforcement unit could not be over-emphasized. Speaking for the ACGA, 

Captain McKittrick had this to say in 1905: "...the rangers are

necessary in the southern part of the territory...where the renegades 

from Mexico made a practice of coming over the line... to kill and rob." 

Cattlemen stood "unalterably opposed" to the "retirement" of the Rangers, 

the "safeguard to the property interests of southern Arizona." The Live 

Stock Sanitary Board also lauded the "efficient co-operation which has 6 7 8

6. See "Resolutions" of the third annual convention of the 
Arizona Cattle Growers' Association, 1907, in an exchange from the 
(Willcox) Arizona Range News in Miner and Stockman, December 1, 1907; 
Proceedings, Fifth Annual Convention (1909), ACGA, 40, and Sixth Annual 
Convention (1911), 42; and Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona. 
99.

7. Arizona Gazette, January 24, 1905.

8. Arizona Gazette, January 24, 1905, and Arizona Daily Star, 
January 29, 1905.
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always been displayed by the Ranger force;" and Governor Joseph H.

Kibbey declared that the Rangers constituted a "bulwark" of the Arizona
qcattle industry. Needed or not, these cowboy law-bringers, commanded 

successively by Burton C. Mossman, Thomas H. Rynning, and Harry C. 

Wheeler, were destined to ride for but eight short years. In 1909 the 
opposition effected their demise.

In every legislature since 1901 at least one measure had been 

introduced which called for the disbandment of the Rangers. 

Representatives from counties where the force was not needed contended 

it was a useless expense. Then there was always the enmity of local 

peace officers whose authority was being encroached upon. Finally, 

there was the charge, not entirely unfounded, that the Rangers themselves 

were not always of upstanding character, and that some of them adhered 

too closely to the old frontier addage of "shoot first and ask questions 

later." It was not surprising, then, that in February of 1909 a bill 

for repeal, offered by T. F. Weddin of Pinal County, overrode Kibbey's 

veto and was approved by a vote of 8 to 4 in the Council and 17 to 7 in 

the Assembly.

Thus a colorful and useful law enforcement agency passed out of 

existence. Strangely, cattlemen acquiesced when it would have been to 9

9. Sanitary Board Minutes, March 17, 1905, and Arizona Range 
News, editorial, November 20, 1908.



140

their benefit to wage an organized fight on behalf of the Rangers.

Denis Murphy, a Globe "cattleraiser," wrote George W. P. Hunt, president 

of the Council, as follows: "It seems incredible that well meaning men

could vote for a measure that strikes at the well-being of every honest 

cattleman in Arizona....advise me if there is not some way to circum

vent the [repeal] measure before it becomes an effective l a w . E v e n t s  

had gone too far, the time for action had passed. Murphy’s feeble out

cry was too little and too late.

«. Quite simply, the demise of the Rangers was due in large measure 

to the political weakness of Arizona's cattlemen. Few of them sat in 

the legislature, and those who did apparently were ineffective. In the 

Twenty-third Legislature (1905), five out of the thirty-six members were 

stockmen; and in both the Twenty-fourth (1907) and the Twenty-fifth 

(1909) r - - the last to convene as a territorial body —  only three members 

of the Assembly could be considered cowmen. One of the members of the 

Twenty-fourth was the old Cochise County lawman and rancher John H. 10 11

10. See Kelly (comp.), Legislative History. 262, 266; and
Winsor, "Arizona Rangers," 60-61. Mr. Winsor was Territorial Historian 
at the time the Rangers were abolished and was well acquainted with many 
of the principals involved. His comments as to the weakness of the 
cattle elements are worth quoting: "That the representatives of the
dominant party from those counties were public sentiment unquestionably 
favored maintenance of the force did not offer more resistance 
constitutes an intriguing question mark...." He continued: "...even in
the southern counties there was a growing feeling that need for the 
Rangers was not what it had been— in other words, that that organization 
had to a considerable extent completed its task." (Ibid., 61)

11. Denis Murphy (Globe) to George W. P. Hunt, February 6, 1909, 
in George Wiley Paul Hunt Papers, Personal Correspondence, Arizona State 
Library and Archives, Phoenix. Cited hereafter as GWPH.
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Slaughter, but he was apparently ill at ease in his city clothes amid

unfamiliar surroundings. Slaughter, a man of action rather than words,
12was expert at managing cattle, but in politics he was a novice. If 

half the cattle delegation fitted this description, it is easy to under

stand why so important an agency as the Rangers went by the boards.

Perhaps it was the destruction of the Rangers which awakened the 

Cattle Growers to the need of keeping territorial officials informed on 

matters of importance to the industry. In 1909 the Association president 

was empowered to appoint three men to a "legislative committee" to "keep 

close watch" and furnish the legislature "full and practical information 

relative to the needs of the stockmen." Similar provision was made in 

1911 and 1912, and in the latter year the sum total of business trans

acted at the annual convention was the creation of a three-member
13committee "to wait on Governor Hunt." ,

II

When the matter of joint statehood with New Mexico came to a 

head in 1906, the majority of Arizonans were staunchly in opposition.

In April of 1904, Republican Congressman Edward L. Hamilton of Michigan 12 13

12. See the appropriate legislative Journals; Kelly (comp.), 
Legislative History; and the membership lists in Proceedings of the Fifth 
(1909), Sixth (1911), Eighth (1915), Twelfth (1919), and Thirteenth (1920) 
annual conventions, ACGA, and Allen A. Erwin, The Southwest of John H. 
Slaughter. 1841-1922 (Glendale, Calif., 1965), 269-70.

13. See Proceedings, Fifth Annual Meeting ACGA (1909), Arizona 
Daily Star. October 18, 1812; and Proceedings. Sixth Annual Meeting 
(1911), ACGA, 42. Apparently the Tucson meeting of 1912 was not a 
formal convention, since it was called at a most inopportune time— fall 
roundup--and was sparcely attended.
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introduced a bill which provided for the admission of Oklahoma and the 

Indian Territory as one state and Arizona and New Mexico, combined, as 

a n o t h e r . W h e n  Congress adjourned later that same month, jointure had 

passed the House but had not yet been considered by the upper branch 

where Senator Beveridge was its firm champion. Throughout the ensuing 

two years, Arizonan forces exerted every effort to demonstrate to the 

nation the evils of the Hamilton plan. In January, 1905, the Twenty- 

third Legislature resolved against the proposal; four months later the 

Anti-Joint Statehood League held a well-attended convention in Phoenix; 

and in the fall, when a House investigating committee toured the two 

territories, "separate statehood" advocates succeeded in winning 

additional support for their stand.^

Events conspired to work against jointure. When the bill was 

placed before the Senate early in 1906, Republican Joseph B. Foraker of 

Ohio offered an amendment which would allow elections to take place in 

Arizona and New Mexico. The citizens themselves would decide. Despite 

Beveridge's brilliant "Arizona the Great" oration, in which he pictured 

a vast border state bounded by California and Texas, the Foraker 

amendment was a c c e p t e d . W h e n  the ballots were cast in both territories. 14 15 16

14. Cong. Rec., XXXVIII, pt. 5, April 1, 1904, 4131.

15. See Rufus K. Wyllys, Arizona: The History of a Frontier 
State (Phoenix, 1950), 300-301; and Masters, "New Mexico's Struggle for 
Statehood, 1903-1907," 22-54.

16. Beveridge's speech appeared in Cong. Rec., XXXIX, pt. 2, 
February 5, 1906, 1930-31.
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the 29,336 votes for jointure fell slightly short of the 31,000 

against.

Throughout the debate, cattlemen were with the majority of

Arizonans in opposition to jointure. In December of 1905, at a special

meeting in Phoenix, the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association passed

unanimously three resolutions against the proposed connection with New

Mexico. The plan was described as "un-American" since it violated the

"first principles" —  that the "just powers of government are derived

from the consent of the governed." Rather than agree to this proposed

union, Arizona cattlemen could and would "submit to the evils of
18continued Territorial government...." This was preferable to the 

admission of "Arizona the Great," with its capital inevitably located at 

Santa Fe. For one thing, said James E. Bark, ACGA president, the live

stock laws of the two territories differed to the extent that jointure
19would result in considerably confusion.

There was a second complaint. As Representative Hamilton put it, 

Arizona stockmen had "a very excellent business reason" for opposing 

jointure. No small amount of the free public range would have to be set 

aside to finance the schools of the giant new state, and graziers would 17 18 19

17. See Wyllys, Arizona. 302; the standard article on the sub
ject by Howard A. Hubbard, "Arizona's Struggle Against Joint Statehood," 
Pacific Historical Review, XI (December 1942), 415-24; and Bowers, 
Beveridge and the Progressive Era. 233-34.

18. Arizona Range News, January 12, 1906. These objections 
were presented to Congress on January 25, 1906, and were accompanied by 
Mr. Bark's earlier testimony. Cong. Rec., XL, pt. 2, 1574.

19. Cong. Rec., XL, January 25, 1906, pt. 2, 1574.
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have to pay for the use of these lands. In one of his speeches Hamilton 

said:

One gentleman down there appeared before the committee [House 
Committee on Territories^. He had cattle on a thousand hills 
and more, and probably did not know how many cattle he has. The 
interests he represents are opposed to joint statehood for 
Arizona and New Mexico because of the disappearing public domain. 
These lands, intended for school purposes, for making one of the 
finest school systems of any State in the Union, would be no 
longer free grazing ground for the gentlemen who own large herds
of cattle.20

The disgruntled Senator Beveridge attributed the negative Arizona vote

to the domination of vested interests. In a letter to Albert Shaw,

editor of the progressive monthly, Review of the Reviews, he declared

that in Arizona twenty per cent of the voters favored jointure "in spite

of the railroads and cattlemen...and all the other corrupt influences of 
21the territory.

* As it proved, Arizona cattlemen wanted neither jointure or 

separate statehood -- and they did not expect to see separate statehood 

very soon. After its stand against jointure, the Arizona Cattle 

Growers * Association withheld mention of the struggle for admission in 

their annual resolutions. When both parties included Arizona statehood 

in their national platforms in 1908, the Stockman commented that 20 21

20. Ibid., March 8, 1906, pt. 4, 3535; Bowers, Beveridge and the 
Progressive Era, 234; and Cong. Rec. XL. January 24, 1906, pt. 2, 1510. 
See also Masters, "New Mexico's Struggle for Statehood," 115.

21. Beveridge to Shaw, November 16, 1906, as quoted in Masters, 
"New Mexico's Struggle for Statehood, 1903-1907," 132. Overall Arizona 
opposition to jointure is discussed briefly in Donald D. Leopard, "Joint 
Statehood: 1906," New Mexico Historical Review, XXXIV (October 1959), 
241-47.



145

Democratic Arizona would never be admitted so long as Republicans
22controlled Congress. Only after the Enabling Act was signed into law

in July, 1910, did the cattle interests display anything that could be
23considered enthusiasm. Apparently the prospect of increased taxes and 

the idea of paying for grazing privileges on school lands were sufficient 

to keep most stockmen in the background during the final stages of the 

battle. The railroads, the mines, and the growing labor element were 

active during these years; but the men of the range were not a vital 

force. Once enabling legislation had been passed, however, several 

cattlemen contributed no small part in drafting a constitution.

When the constitutional convention met in Phoenix on October 10, 

1910, nine of the fifty-two delegates had cattle connections.1 Cochise 

County sent Sam B. Bradner and Edward A. Tovrea; Fred T. Colter was the 

lone member from Apache; a Graham representative was Wilfred T. Webb;

John P. Orme was included in the large Maricopa delegation; Henry Lovin 

was the only participant from Mohave; the well-known George Pusch was 

prominent in the Pima contingent; Thomas N. Wills was one of the two-man 

Pinal representation; and A. A. Moor represented Yavapai.Committee 22 23 24

22. Stockman, editorial, June 10, 1909. See also ibid.. 
editorial, March 19, 1909.

23. Ibid., editorial, June 24, 1910. No mention is made of the 
cattle industry as being involved in the statehood fight in the standard 
article by Howard A. Hubbard, "The Arizona Enabling Act and President 
Taft's Veto." Pacific Historical Review. Ill (September 1934), 307-22. 
See also Bruce B. Mason and Heinz R. Hink, Constitutional Government in 
Arizona (Tempe, Ariz., 1963), 22.

24. Lists of convention personnel appear in Arizona Republican. 
August 14, 1910, and Wyllys, Arizona, 305-306.



chairmanships were held by Orme (Agriculture, Irrigation, and Water

Rights) and Colter (Schedule, Mode of Amending, and Miscellaneous).

Of the hundred and forty-seven resolutions adopted by the

convention, cattle delegates offered twenty-seven. Webb introduced eight

of these and Orme five. Although the Stockman, now edited by the

foreign-born Charles V. Falck, urged a thoroughly progressive document,

Webb, Orme, and the other livestock members debated both liberal and
25conservative measures. The cowmen followed a generally moderate course

throughout the proceedings. Colter was sure that his handiwork would be

approved in Apache County. "I believe," he declared, "that nearly all

the white republicans and democrats.. .will vote for the ratification of

the constitution. I believe further that many of the Mexicans will vote 
26with us, too." Although reticent during the final years of the 

admission fray, cattlemen played a significant part in drafting the 
Arizona constitution.

When the First State Legislature convened on March 18, 1912, 

those who could be considered bona fide stockmen numbered eight. Seated 

in the nineteen-member Senate were cattlemen C. M. Roberts of Cochise 

and W. W. Pace of Graham and perhaps John H. Willis of Navajo, an 

entrepreneur type who had been, among other things, a "rancher," a 25 26

146

25. This brief discussion is based on the competent unpublished 
work by Calvin N. Brice,"The Constitutional Convention of Arizona," M.A. 
thesis, Arizona State College, Tempe, 1953, passim. See also Kelly 
(comp.), Legislative History, 280-81. See Falck1s editorial in which 
the political credo of his paper is stated in Stockman, February 11, 
1910; and ibid., editorial, September 30, 1910.

26. (Phoenix) Arizona Democrat. January 19, 1911.
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designation that could have included practically any type of

agriculture. In the House, six out of thirty-four represented the

industry. In addition to Speaker Sam B. Bradner of Cochise County,

there was Harry J. Saxon of Santa Cruz, who was quickly becoming one of

the most prominent men in Arizona livestock circles; John Ellis of

Yavapai, an assemblyman in the Twelfth Territorial Legislature and a

miner, stockman, and farmer; A. A. Moore, also of Yavapai, a veteran

territorial law-maker; and George F. Cocke of Maricopa, and A. G. Curry 
27of Cochise. Conservatively, fifteen per cent of the membership of the 

first legislature carred cattle ties.

Ill

The Arizona Cattle Growers' Association made great organizational 

strides during these years. On the afternoon of January 26, 1905, the 

Association held its final convention session at a gala banquet at the 27

27. This information is based on Jo Conners (ed.), Legislative 
Blue Book of Arizona CPhoenix. 1912], passim. Saxon (1882-1964), a 
civic-minded cattleman of southern Arizona, was at one time president of 
the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association (1927-1929), mayor of Willcox, 
and chairman of the Livestock Sanitary Board. See Willson, Pioneer 
Cattlemen of Arizona. I, 16, and Saxon's obituary in Arizona Republic. 
August 12, 1964.
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28Hotel Adams in Phoenix. Dwight B. Heard, publisher of the Phoenix

Arizona Republican and president of the Bartlett-Heard Land and Cattle

Company, served as toastmaster, and between the singing and story-telling

he introduced ranking Arizona politicians who pledged their best efforts

on behalf of the livestock industry. George W. P. Hunt, recently-elected

president of the Council of the Twenty-third Territorial Legislature,

assured those present that their interests would be "carefully guarded

by that body of wise and good citizens." After "casting many bouquets"

at his colleagues in the Assembly, Thomas F. Wilson of Cochise County

told the audience that he was anxious to defend "every right" of the
29stockmen "when not conflicting with the rights of others." Although 

the convention was judged a success, doubt still existed over the 

prospect of holding the cattlemen "together in organized form, regardless 28 29

28. Eastern-born Dwight Bancroft Heard (1869-1929) came to 
Arizona in 1895 as a health-seeker and remained to amass a fortune and 
build a reputation that has seldom been equalled in the Southwest. 
Publisher, stockman, farmer, conservationist, and political figure, Heard 
was probably the most prominent individual in the state during its first 
quarter century of existence. He served as president of both the 
Arizona Cattle Growers' Association (1907-1908) and the American National 
Livestock Association (1915-1916); and in 1924, following a narrow 
defeat in the Arizona gubernatorial race, he was considered to succeed 
Henry A. Wallace as Secretary of Agriculture. See an autobiographical 
sketch of Heard in a copy of his letter to Charles A. Stauffer, dated
Los Angeles, November 21, 1924, in the Charles A. Stauffer correspondence, 
Arizona Historical Foundation, Phoenix. Cited hereafter as CAS. See 
also Heard (Phoenix) to Herbert Hoover, Secretary of Commerce,
November 12, 1924, ibid, (copy). For further information on Heard see 
Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona. I, 11.

29. Arizona Gazette, January 27, 1905. Additional information 
on the 1905 meeting can be found in ibid., January 26, 1905, and in 
Arizona Daily Star, January 24, 1905.
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30of the benefits that would follow." The Association would have to 

prove itself.

Although it had now become a part of the Arizona cattle industry, 

the Association displayed certain administrative weaknesses as late as 

1912. In the fall of that year J. M. Ronstadt, of the sprawling 

Baboquivari Cattle Company, laid plans for the annual convention 

scheduled tentatively for early November in Tucson. But Ronstadt was 

"greatly surprised" to learn in mid-October that the meeting would start 

on the 17th of that month. While he had been working to have the 

cattlemen come to the southern Arizona city, it had been decided by 

Association officers to convene in Phoenix so as to take advantage of 

the state fair. Because of the abrupt change in plans, a "large 

attendance1 at Tucson was not anticipated. The Association was not 

running as smoothly as it might have.

Poorly attended, the Tucson meeting illustrated a lack of 

organization. The financial situation pointed to the need for a 

salaried full-time secretary to handle the collection of dues. Many 

members had not paid their annual dues, and there were some who had 

never paid "a cent" into the treasury. The meeting was so inappropriately 

timed that the Association president, James A. Johnson of Coconino County, 

could not be present. From those who did gather came the plea that the 

cattlemen must work together, or else abandon any hope of achieving their 

legislative goals; and again the lack of a permanent secretary was 30 31

30. Stockman, editorial, October 6, 1905.

31. Arizona Daily Star. September 24, October 16, 1912.



150

deplored. Although a definite policy concerning future conventions had

yet to be formulated, an "enthusiastic feeling" prevailed as the members 
32dispersed. The situation might not have been ideal, but at least many

were favorably disposed toward a state organization.

In remote Mohave County, hitherto reluctant ranchers now evinced

a desire to join the Association. Sam B. Bradner, ACGA secretary,

visited Kingman in the fall as part of his statewide membership campaign.

He explained the advantages of belonging and the new policies which were

being considered. The effort paid off. In late November a subsidiary,

the Mohave County Cattle Growers' Association, was founded. George A.

Bonelli, a member of the state organization, was elected president; and

a "big delegation" was promised for the next state gathering to be held

in Phoenix in January, 1913, preceeding the convention of the national
33association which would also take place in the Arizona capital.

Although still hampered by organizational problems, the Arizona

Cattle Growers' Association had made marked progress during this period.
34Membership more than doubled by 1912. Mohave and Coconino County

35stockmen were supporting the parent body, and the national organization 

had recognized the efforts of the Cattle Growers, and doubtless Arizona 

admission, when it agreed to hold its annual meeting in Phoenix. This 32 33 34 35

32. Ibid., October 18, 1912.

33. Arizona Republican. December 1, 1912.

34. See the membership lists in the Proceedings. Fifth (1909) 
and Sixth (1911) Annual Conventions, ACGA.

35. The Coconino association was formed in 1904. See Stockman, 
editorial, October 6, 1905.
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last concept is significant. These two groups —  the Arizona Cattle 

Growers and the American National Livestock Association —  were spawned 

during the same years, and both experienced difficulty in establishing 
themselves permanently.

A schism in the National Livestock Association occurred at 

Denver in 1905, and Arizonans took part in it. The entry of January 13, 

1905, in Will Barnes' diary reads: "At national convention. Very

exciting day. Big row. A lot of us bolted the meeting about four 

o'clock, went over to the Brown Palace Ckotell, and organized a new
36association of our very own —  a cow organization straight through."

This was indeed a momentous Friday the Thirteenth. At the age of seven

the infant "National" suddenly became old.

The cleavage was the result of dissatisfaction among cattlemen

over the membership of "sheep, horse, and hog men, packers and commission

men, stock-yard managers, live-stock agents of every western railroad,

and any sort of human who had the price and desire to join." The "bolt

of 1905" included such notables as Barnes, who was then residing in Las

Vegas, New Mexico, Murdo Mackenzie of the large Matador Land and Cattle

Company of the Panhandle, Henry Boice, Sr., late of the famous XIT

spread of Texas and a substantial producer in southeastern Arizona,

Conrad Schaefer of Colorado, and M. K. Parsons of Utah. They felt that
37they "could get nothing out of such a Falstaffian army...." 36 37

36. Barnes, "Looking Backward," pt. 1, 3.

37. Ibid.
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The new temporary organization —  the American Stock Growers' 

Association —  elected the wily Mackenzie as president. Barnes was made 

secretary for the time being, but was later replaced by T. W. Tomlinson. 

These officers soon realized that all cattlemen should be united, and in 

January of 1906 the merger of the splinter association and the "National" 

was effected. Thus the American National Live Stock Association came 

into being, comprised of none but working producers and finishers of live

stock. Mackenzie became the first president; Frank Hagenbarth, head of 

the old organization, was chosen vice-president; and Tomlinson assumed 

the duties of secretary, a post he held until his death in 1928. A 

compromise had been struck, and "the hatchet was buried deep and 

forever.

IV

The tariff question grew to importance during these years.

Although the pre-World War decade was one of prosperity, the problem of

foreign imports was becoming significant. Prior to this time the only

protestation from Arizona had been voiced in 1894 when the Democratic

Wilson-Gorman Act was passed. This opposition was not considered serious,

however, since it was marked by disunity, the malady that was plaguing
39the political efforts of cattle raisers. 38 39

38. Ibid., 4-5; Burmeister, "Six Decades of Rugged 
Individualism," 3; and Tucson Citizen. January 31, 1906. For Arizona 
comment on the split see Arizona Daily Star. January 24, 1905.

39. Stockman, editorial, January 6, 1894.
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Concern centered largely on the prospect of admitting cheap 

Sonoran beef duty free. Territorial stockmen had just emerged from a 

disastrous drought and felt they were in no condition to combat this 

competition from below the border. The McKinley Tariff of 1890 had 

imposed a charge of ten dollars per head on Mexican stock. The Wilson- 

Gorman bill removed it. The Stockman, then the lone newspaper voice of 

the livestock industry, claimed to have no interest in the issue other 

than its desire to see the cattlemen of the country, and particularly of 

Arizona, in a "prosperous c o n d i t i o n . B u t  though the majority of cow

men remained silent, at least one made known his feelings about the new 

tariff, without Cleveland's signature, in August, 1894.

Will Barnes was disturbed that West Coast cattle feeders would

come to rely wholly upon Mexican sources for their range animals. In

early October he received a letter from a buyer for "two of the

heaviest slaughterers in San Francisco" which stated:

It looks as though California feeders must depend on Mexican 
cattlemen for their supplies as long as they can be furnished at 
figures now mentioned tunder the Wilson-Gorman Act!, which, 
owing to their cheap labor and low taxation, will likely continue.
So unless you can come down to about $8 per head f.o.b. there 
will be no use talking.

It was a matter of profit for the slaughter houses which were obliged 

"to buy where we can do best." Because Mexican ranchers paid their 

vaqueros lower salaries and because their lands and watering places were 40

40. Ibid., editorial, February 24, 1894. See also ibid., 
January 13, April 27, May 4, June 8, 1894.
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generally fenced, their operating or "running" expenses were

substantially lower than those of American cowmen.

Arizonans could enjoy some measure of revenge when they learned

that Representative William L. Wilson, "father of the free tariff bill,"

was defeated in the elections of 1894. The Stockman, while somewhat

aloof throughout the months of debate, crowed: "The people of West

Virginia, like the balance of the country, have decided that he Cwilson3

has done enough harm...and that in the future he will be given the

opportunity to deliberate on his past."^ Relief came in 1897 with the

passage of the Dingley Tariff which increased the rates on foreigh beef.

Although the issue of protection attracted some attention in the mid-

1890s, Arizona cattlemen, at a time when organization was a decade in

the future, failed to muster a united opposition. Sheepmen, on the

other hand, represented by the National Wool Growers' Association and

the Arizona Sheep Breeders' and Wool Growers' Association, gave unanimous
43voice to their resentment.

By 1909, however, cowmen were taking notice. The complexion of 

international.beef trading had changed significantly. Prior to 1905 41 42 *

41. Undated letter from Barnes in ibid., October 26, 1894.
Barnes wrote: "In Mexico, on ranches run by friends of mine, they pay
their men $8 per month, Mexican money, and their grub costs an average 
of $6 to $8 per man a month. Here we pay $35 and $40 per month and it 
costs $15 to $20 a month to feed them." In 1886, by Presidential order, 
fences were ordered removed from the public domain on the basis of an 
Act of Congress, of 1885, which prohibited further construction of 
unauthorized enclosures.

42. Stockman, editorial, November 9, 1894.

43 Ibid., January 6, 20, 27, 1894.
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the United States was the foremost exporter of beef; but in that year

Argentina emerged the leader. Exports began to fall off, gradually at

first, and then rapidly, until by the time of the outbreak of

hostilities in Europe the U. S. had changed from a "beef-surplus" to a

"beef-deficit" nation. This situation was attributable not only to the

fact that beef production had failed to keep abreast of population

growth, but whatsmore, it had not increased at all.^ In this respect,
45Arizona offered no exception. Cattle numbers remained steady despite 

a burgeoning population.

Notwithstanding flush times, the Arizona Cattle Growers desired 

trade advantages. A resolution adopted at the convention of 1909 urged 

Congress to conclude reciprocal tariff agreements with European 

countries so that U. S. beef might go abroad on a more favorable basis.^ 

Two years later, the Association applauded the efforts of the Taft 

administration to approach the tariff issue on a scientific basis through 

a non-partisan board. The cattlemen revealed their protectionist 

attitude when they approved a statement opposing "any change in the 

present import duties on live stock and meat food p r o d u c t s . U n d e r  44 45 46 47

44. See Lynn R. Edminster, The Cattle Industry and the Tariff 
(New York, 1926), 41-42.

45. Livestock on Farms. 1867-1919. 127.

46. Proceedings. 5th Annual Convention (1909), ACGA, 40.

47. Ibid., 6th Annual Convention (1911), ACGA, 41. Concerning 
the Taft tariff board see F. W. Toussig, The Tariff History of the 
United States (7th ed., New York, 1923), 405, 422-25.
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the provisions of the Payne-Aldrich Act of 1909,^ producers were 

enjoying pre-war prosperity; and they quite naturally wished to see it 

continue.

The attitude of the Arizonans was but an extension of the view 

held by the American National. The Cattle Growers were pledged the 

support of the parent body in their stand against the removal of tariff 

rates on Mexican animals. T. W. Tomlinson, ANLSA Executive Secretary, 

told those assembled at the 1909 convention in Phoenix that as long as 

this nation had an exportable beef surplus, the duties on imports were 

inconsequential. But a new situation had come about; the U. S. was 

consuming nearly all of its own product; and the demand for the repeal 

of duties on meat from Mexico and Argentena was being heard in Congress. 

"You can rely on the American National Live Stock Association opposing 

the withdrawal of import duties," he promised, and "I suggest that your 

organization take proper action as regards the admission of free 

Mexican cattle.

V

‘.Railroad shipping rates continued as a bogy to stockmen. The 

problem had proved a nuisance to the industry in the 1880s and 1890s, 

but in the first dozen years of the new century its intensity was 

mounting. In the fall of 1905, newspaper sentiment in Arizona favored 

an amendment to the Interstate Commerce Act which would authorize the 48 49

48. Edminster, Cattle Industry and the Tariff, 115-16.

49. Ibid.. 32-33.
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government to investigate and adjust discriminatory charges. Such action
50would "suit the cattle industry." Cattlemen could feel some relief in

June of the following year when President Roosevelt's demand for

stricter railroad regulation was answered in part by the Hepburn Act,

but the matter was by no means at an end.^

At the Arizona Cattle Growers' convention at Phoenix in the fall

of 1907, President James J. Riggs of Cochise County cautioned his fellow

members that they were "not off the firing line yet" regarding

unreasonable shipping charges.*** Not only were rates excessive, but

cattle cars, contracted for in advance, were frequently not delivered on

schedule. In some instances, owners had to keep their herds for

extended periods —  "days, weeks, and sometimes months" -- in pasture at

the railheads before they were actually loaded and bound off to market.
52An ACGA resolution asked for a law that would cover such violations.

Dwight B. Heard, ACGA president, took complaints to the Live

Stock Sanitary Board. The cost of transporting beeves from Arizona to

the West Coast markets was in disagreement with that in other range areas.

The Board agreed, a "request...[forj a proper adjustment" was drafted,

and the secretary was directed to forward such a request to the offending
53railway companies. The issue was also foremost on the agenda for the

54
Association's convention later that same fall of 1908. During fair 50 51 52 53 54

50. Stockman, editorial, October 6, 1905.

51. Miner and Stockman, December 1, 1907.

52. Resolutions for 1907 appear in ibid.

53. Sanitary Board Minutes, October 15, 1908.

54. Arizona Gazette, November 6, 1908.
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week, in mid-November, Arizona cattlemen converged on Phoenix and met in 

Melczer's Hall where they again passed a resolution asking for reductions. 

They further proposed the creation of a territorial railway commission 

which would look into the matter of discriminatory rates. Such an agency, 

with the power to file suit with the ICC, might be able "to intelligently 

demand of the railroads fair and reasonable freight rates.

A railroad commission was established. It had been created none 

too soon, since there was an urgent need for such an agency. At the ACGA 

convention in November, 1909, F. A. Jones, a Phoenix transportation 

expert, told those assembled that shipping charges from the Salt River 

Valley to Los Angeles were higher than anywhere in the nation. He 

supported his remarks with a list of rates that illustrated the 

discrimination to which Arizonans were being s u b j e c t e d . I n  his 

presidential address. Heard recommended that a special committee be formed 

to place Association grievances before the territorial commission.

Again the problem of cattle cars was discussed; again a law was requested; 

and the Association went on record as favoring the currently pending 

Culbertson-Smith bill which would provide "an adequate remedy" for this
C Ounfair practice. 55 56 57 58

55. Ibid., November 16, 1908.

56. Proceedings, Fifth Annual Convention (1909), ACGA, 33-34, 36.

57. Ibid.. 11.

58. Ibid.. 39.
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In 1910 the passage of the Mann-Elkins Act eased the plight of 

the stockmen. At the 1911 convention Congress was thanked for enacting 

such farsighted rate legislation, although the question of furnishing 

cars at the shipping points was still unresolved."^ Assured that their 

complaints against the railroads were "most just,11 the Cattle Growers 

were urged by Secretary Tomlinson of the American National to work for 

laws which would ensure prompt delivery of stock cars. This was a 

necessary solution, and it would be worth all "the time and money" 

expended to secure it.^ The national organization was in full sympathy 

with its Arizona members and pledged every effort toward achieving "more 

equitable charges on the live stock shipped from your Territory."

The promise of assistance was kept. In 1912 the American 

National filed an application with the ICC that sought a reduction of 

the rates imposed by the Santa Fe, Southern Pacific, and other western 

carriers. That fall hearings took place in Denver during which the 

Arizona case was p r e s e n t e d . B u t  the year closed with little 

accomplished toward improving the lot of Arizona producers.Success 

had yet to come, but Arizona cattlemen, like midwestern farmers, were 

anxious for the federal government to lend a hand in the fight against 

discriminatory railroad rates. 59 60 61 62

59. Proceedings. Sixth Annual Convention, ACGA (1911), 41.

60. Ibid.. 36-37.

61. Arizona Daily Star, September 15, 1912. See also ibid., 
September 17, October 2, 1912.

62. Apparently a final decision was not issued in regard to the 
Arizona complaint.
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Questions involving the nation's unappropriated land, which had

arisen earlier, now assumed primary importance. The Public Lands

Commission appointed by President Roosevelt in 1903 submitted its report

to Congress two years later. The findings were conclusive: the range

was being ruined, and, furthermore the users knew it. Questionnaires

had been distributed among western stockmen, and the overwhelming

majority answered in favor of realistic government supervision.

A1 Potter, the former Arizona rancher and now a Commission member, wrote

in his "Plan for the Control and Improvement of the Public Grazing Lands"

that "the solution of this question lies in the graduate application of

a system of control to different sections of the country" according to

the needs and conditions in each locale. Districts would be set up, lands

would be classified as "agricultural" and "grazing," both open to graziers,

and seasonal and long term permits would be issued. But not all districts
63would be governed by the same set of regulations. Potter drew upon 

his Arizona background and could sense the feelings of the sheep and 

cattle raisers. It was obvious that a single rigid standard could be 

applied to the entire West. Flexibility would be essential to any 

feasible approach. 63

VI

63. "Report of the Public Lands Commission," Sen. Doc. 189, 45 
Cong., 3 Sess. (1905), Appendix, 23. Out of 1,400 questionnaires 
circulated, according to Potter, 1,090 were in favor of a land classifi
cation system; 183 were against; and 127 "avoided answering the 
question." See "Questions Regarding the Public Grazing Lands of the 
Western United States," ibid., 18.



By 1906, most Arizona cattlemen had accepted the idea of some

kind of federal regulation; but not all of them were ready to pay for

grazing privileges, nor were they absolutely sold on a uniform land use 
64policy. The Live Stock Sanitary Board, at the behest of the Cattle 

Growers, drew up a series of resolutions which not only pointed out the 

need for control but also defended the rights of current users. "We 

believe," the statement read, "that the first duty of any legislation is 

to protect those who are already engaged in the business of grazing 

cattle on the public domain, and to encourage them to improve and 

increase the productiveness to the lands which are being used for that 

purpose...." Any rent that might be charged should be only what the 

present occupant could afford, but even on this basis it should not be 

mandatory that cattlemen pay for grazing rights. A system which would 

necessitate the hiring, at territorial expense, of inspectors to enforce 

lease laws was also opposed, as was any proposed attempt to determine a 

single, all-inclusive carrying capacity for the Arizona range. The 

number of animals any one section could accomodate was "purely a matter 

of rainfall, which no official is wise enough to forsee."^ Stockman —  

"pioneers in opening up the wilds for habitation" —  were still the best 

judges of what was good for the land.^^

Senator Elmer Burkett of Nebraska moved to implement this en

lightened plan. In April of 1906 he introduced Senate Bill 5511 which 64 65 66

64. Arizona Range News, January 12, 1906.

65. Ibid., January 19, 1906.

66. Ibid.
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called for the creation of grazing districts, but only with the 

approval of each individual governor acting on behalf of his state or 

territory. Unsuccessful on this first try, Burkett came forward with 

two similar proposals the following year, and both times he met defeat.

On a half dozen more occasions during the next five years grazing bills 

were offered up, but each was rejected. There were still enough stock- 

men in the range states, mostly sheepmen, who were committed to the idea 

of a 640-acre homestead as the answer to grazing difficulties. In 1909 

they rejoiced at the passage of the Enlarged Homestead Act which gave 

them the opportunity to withdraw 320 acres from public use for grazing 

purposes. Another obstacle involved the hassle between the Departments 

of Agriculture and Interior over the administration of any public domain 

program that might come about. They both demanded this authority. At 

any rate, a workable formula for government control of grazing on the 

national range had not appeared on the statute books at the close of 
1912?8

During the course of these attempts, the Cattle Growers 

consistently reflected the desire for federal surveillance. For 

instance, in 1908 the American National was commended for its endorsement 

of the grazing bill introduced by Senator Charles Curtis of Kansas;^ 67 68 69

67. For information on these various bills see Barnes, Story of 
the Range, 51-54, and Foss, Politics and Grass, 42-44.

68. Ibid.

69. Arizona Gazette, November 6, 1908. See also ibid.,
January 27, 1908.
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a year later the same piece of legislation, reintroduced, was again

supported;^ and in 1911 the Association asked Congress "to provide for

the classification of all the unoccupied lands of the West, and that

such lands as are found most suitable for grazing purposes, be leased to

the stockmen for g r a z i n g . W i l l  Barnes, who had joined Pinchot's

conservation forces in 1907, remarked in a letter to President H. A.

Jastro of the American National that three-fourths of Arizona's stockmen
72were "heartily in favor of a lease law."

A new era in American forestry began in 1905. Jurisdiction over

the Bureau of Forestry, now renamed and elevated to the Forest Service,
73was transferred from the Interior Department to Agriculture.

Accompanying this reorganization was a new policy toward grazing:

starting January 1, 1906, users of the forest range would have to pay
74for their privilege. Despite their confidence in Pinchot and Potter, 

Arizona stockmen at first took issue with the Service over the matter of 

fees. 70 71 72 73 74

70. Proceedings. Fifth Annual Convention, ACGA (1909), 39.

71. Ibid.. Sixth Annual (1911), 40.

72. Copy of a letter from Will C. Barnes to H. A. Jastro, 
February 19, 1908, Barnes Papers, Box 10, APHS. Cited hereafter as WCB. 
Barnes entered the Forest Service as "Inspector of Grazing" in the 
spring 1907. (Barnes, Apaches and Longhorns, 205.)

73. See also Dana, Forest and Range Policy, 144; and Hays, 
Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency. 42-44.

74. Dana, Forest and Range Policy, 145.
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Charges had been established, they were too high, but they would

be difficult to change. Though cattlemen did not like it, for the time

being they would have to rely on Pinchot1s claim that his agency desired

to impose only that which was "fair and right." "This being the case,"

the Stockman believed, steps would be taken "to amicably adjust the 
75matter." One thing was certain, the Chief Forester himself would have

to convince the graziers they would be guaranteed as much grass under

the fee system as in the free range days. The government had stated it

was anxious to work in harmony with the stockmen, but

...at the present time the feeling is not such as to cause stock- 
men to become very enthusiastic for the reason that they believe 
are asked to pay too much for the fiddler. Chief Pinchot will 
find it necessary to get out among the stockman for a time and 
show them the beauties of his plan before they will feel entirely
satisfied.76

The successful transition from the old to the new could not be 

accomplished in a day. And it could not be handled "from behind a 

carved desk in a Washington office," but rather from "the hurricane deck 

of a calico-colored cow pony right out on the range itself.

To say that stockmen were merely unhappy over forest policy in 

1906 would have been considered folly by "G. P.'s rangers, inspectors, 

and supervisors" sent out West. One Arizona official later recalled:

75. Stockman, editorial, September 29, 1905. See also Barnes, 
"Winning the Forest Range," 399.

76. Stockman. editorial, October 6, 1905.

77. Ibid.
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...when Uncle Sam, in the person of Theodore Roosevelt with aid 
of the Congress, commenced a wholesale setting aside of his 
public domain...and to this added the crowning indignity of 
requiring payment for the use of his trees and his grass, there 
arose in the west a roar which was heard from Medicine Hat to 
Showlow. Roosevelt the Rough Rider, the idol of the he-men and 
the wampus cats of the west, was damned from Dan to Bersheba and 
so were 'Tama Jim' Wilson [James Wilson, Sec. of Agriculture, 
1897-19093 and 'Gif Pinchot.' Boy howdy! There sure was some 
ruckus!

National forests, called "forest reserves" until 1907, were being 

created too rapidly, and frequent changes dictated in Washington "in 

the interest of improved administration" made it difficult for 

supervisors to deal with ranchers who were not yet accustomed to such 
"innovations.

To some extent, then, it was a case of too much and too soon. 

Cattlemen who had been unfettered for years could hardly have been 

expected to accept federal control without voicing opposition. Also, 

by their own admission, forest officials labored under a new and 

imperfect system; and these flaws further complicated an already 

difficult situation. Chief Forester William B. Greeley later recalled 

that Pinchot expected his personnel to be 'bupermen." The "realistic 

administration" these men were supposed "to hammer out" took time to 

develop, and while this was being done "the men on the ground" who were

78. "History of the Coronado National Forest," typescript, 
folder I, Fred C. Winn Papers, APRS, 3-4. See also Stockman.
December 28, 1906; William B. Greeley, Forests and Men (New York, 1951), 
73; and Roosevelt, Autobiography, 438.

79. Quoted from an undated letter written by Fred S. Breen in 
August, 1906, reproduced in Theodore S. Woolsey, Jr., "Early Arizona 
Problems," Journal of Forestry, XVIII (February 1920), 138. Breen was 
supervisor of the Apache, Tonto, Sitgreaves, Coconino, and Tusayan 
National Forests in 1906.
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"running the show stood or fell on over-all results." In addition, 

the Service was not entirely free from incompetence. Fred S. Breen, a 

forest supervisor in northern Arizona, became disgusted with some 

bungling subordinates and admitted that "it would be a great relief 

either to get fired or quit." Thus the cattlemen were not entirely at 

fault.

During 1907 tensions eased and stockmen came to accept, more or

less. Forest Service regulation. In his annual report of that year.

Governor Kibbey noted that the people of the Territory had witnessed

enough "overstocking of the ranges and forests" and were becoming more
82favorable toward conservation. Although this might have been an over

statement, a change for the better was occurring. Even Breen could 

comment that stockmen were "glad" to pay for this grazing privilege. 

"There are a few grumblers," but most disputes were "usually settled

amicably." He found it necessary to add, however, that "the trials of a
83supervisor in connection with grazing never cease." Nor would they 

ever, but at least a partial meeting of the minds had been achieved.

The improved relations were due in no small part to the untiring 

efforts of the crusading Pinchot. In the fall he met with cattlemen in

8 0

80. Greeley, Forests and Men. 73. Greeley was Chief Forester 
from 1921 to 1928.

81. Woolsey, "Early Arizona Problems," 138.

82. Report of the Governor, 1907, 28. See also Lauver, "History 
of the Use and Management of the Forested Lands of Arizona, 1862-1936," 52.

83. Breen, "Forest Reserves Seen at Close Range," 182.
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Tucson. Problems were discussed, suggestions offered, and federal

policy explained. One point was emphasized from the outset: the Forest

Service was "here to stay." Once this fact was accepted, according to

Roscoe G. Willson, acting supervisor of the Prescott National Forest,

the gathering resulted in a better understanding on both sides.^ That

progress had been made was illustrated late.: in November when the annual

convention of the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association adopted a
85resolution praising Pinchot and his department. As the year ended,

one livestock editor asserted that a "large majority" of stockmen were

desirous of an effective leasing system on the forest range.

Although the worst had passed, some antagonism still existed.

One southern Arizona forest ranger was warned not to assume his duties

in the Huachuca reserve since "a number of cattlemen and cowboys" had

threatened his life. R. A. Rodgers, the object of the intimidation,

explained that the ranger was "the man to fight and curse" —  and "was

he cussed!" He was to blame for everyone's miseries; the hard-bitten
87stockmen "thought he was the cause of it all and said so." A Phoenix

84. See Roscoe G. Willson, "'Teddy's Pets' Fought Hostility in 
Early Days of Forest Reserve," Arizona Days and Ways [Arizona Republic], 
March 4, 1956, 18-19. For information on Willson, later to become a 
popular historical feature writer for the Arizona Republic, see Ben 
Avery, "Knotheaded Prospector," Arizona Days and Ways, November 3, 1957, 
33-35.

85. Miner and Stockman, December 1, 1907.

86. Ibid., December 15, 1907.

87. R. A. Rodgers, "How and Why I Went Into the Forest Service,"
typescript, folder I, Fred C. Winn Papers, APHS, 2. Exclamation added. 
See also, Elmo R. Richardson, The Politics of Conservation: Crusades
and Controversies, 1897-1913 (Univ. of California Press, 1962), 28.
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journalist, who was conducting a private war against Pinchot, exhibited

dissatisfaction with the activities of the "suave baron" and his "large
88army" of "hirelings." In northern Arizona, one outraged grazier, who

claimed to speak for "every cattle man...Linl this part of Yavapai

County," roundly condemned the Service. A letter to George W. P. Hunt,

president of the Territorial Council, reads as follows:

Now in the first place there is no forest at Mayer or in this 
section of the country to be protected. We do not need the 
Reserve here, it is of no benefit to any one, [and] on the other 
hand it is a hinderance [ sic] to all our industries. Our taxes 
were heavy enough beforCel without being burdened by these 
miserable Forest Rangers. They are simply unjust medlers and 
blood suckers.89

But such outbursts were sporadic; and the years 1908 and 1909 witnessed
90improved relations between Arizona cowmen and the Forest Service.

The acceptance of federal grazing policies in Arizona, as

throughout the West, was attributed largely to the remarkable Pinchot •

and "his capacity to understand and work with men whose background was
91totally different from his own." When "G. P." was dismissed in 1910 

in connection with his dispute with Interior Secretary Ballinger, many 

Arizonans felt they had lost a friend. Yet they could realize a large

88. Miner and Stockman, March 15, 31, May 15, 1908, May 1, 1909.

89. Mrs. S. B. Mayer (Mayer) to George W. P. Hunt, February 13, 
1909, Personal Correspondence, GWPH. Punctuation supplied.

90. Arizona Gazette, November 16, 1908; Arizona Range News, 
November 27, 1908; Stockman, editorial, March 5, 1909; and Proceedings. 
Fifth Annual Convention, ACGA (1909), 40.

91. Greeley, Forests and Men. 66.



measure of victory. A1 Potter, the former Arizona stockman, emerged

from the conflict with the title Acting Chief Forester. Will C. Barnes,

another Arizonan in the Service, felt that Potter's appointment would

"smooth over many of the little causes of friction which have existed

between the Western people and the Forest Service.. . In a letter to

Pinchot, Barnes confessed: "For me there is some slight satisfaction in

the thought that if it had to be. then in all the service the Secretary

could not have made a better selection for a successor to yourself."

He concluded, "You know how highly I regard Potter. He will carry on
93the work as you would wish to have it, I know."

Many of the early difficulties in the grazing program had been

overcome. By 1912, "the practical work of the employees of the Forest
94Service" was being appreciated by Arizonans. "Teddy's Pets" had stood 

their ground; the ranger was a permanent institution on the Arizona 

cattle scene.
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92. Will C. Barnes to Albert F. Potter, January 12, 1910,
Box 10, WCB.

93. (copy) Will C. Barnes to Gifford Pinchot, January 12, 1910, 
ibid. See also Richardson, Politics of Conservation. 94-95; and Greeley, 
Forests and Men. 66.

94. Proceedings. Sixth Annual Convention (1911), ACGA, 41.
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, The twentieth century Arizona stockman was finding it impossible 

to maintain his traditional self-reliant stance. The government was 

asked to keep out foreign beef, and the ICC heard complaints against 

uncompromising shippers. A few conservation-mined Congressmen were 

determined to effect a lease system for the public domain, and "G. P.'s 

rangers, inspectors, and supervisors" would not be deterred from 

carrying their gospel to the Arizona forest range. Federal authority 

was expanding in scope, but not unnaturally. This situation, which was 

rapidly eclipsing state politics in importance, was virtually inevitable 

because of the mounting difficulties with which cattlemen had to contend. 

Local problems were giving way to those of national and international 

dimension, and Arizona cattlemen were being introduced, like it or not, 

to a more confused way of life that would become more so in the very near 
future. *



Chapter Five

THE COW JUMPED OVER THE MOON: A PERIOD OF GOOD
REGULATION AND BAD, 1913-1920

The bright prospects that appeared in 1912 grew even brighter.

By 1919 wartime needs had sent beef prices to the sky, and producers 

were marketing everything possible. These were the prosperous years and 

Arizona cowmen as well as out of state lessees utilized every available 

section of range. Many were forced to raise and store their own feed as 

the grasslands became crowded. But if the period opened on an 

optimistic note, it closed amid apprehension. Drought which had recently 

struck the Great Plains moved into Arizona in 1920; and this, coupled 

with a decline in prices and a nationwide agricultural depression, caused 

much financial loss. If this trend continued on into the 1920s, cattle

men could hope for little of their former prosperity.^

After statehood Arizona stockmen both courted and resisted 

government involvement. A lease system on the public domain, a more 

rigid campaign against predatory animals and poisonous weeds, a 

protective tariff, supervision over the large packing interests, and

1. Livestock on Farms, 1867-1919, 127; Livestock and Meat 
Statistics, 1957, 248; Arizona Daily Star, editorial, April 21, 1917; 
Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 56-57; and John T. 
Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on the Great Plains (Univ. of Nebraska Press, 
1963), chs. IV-VI.

171



172

depression loans —  these all were necessary. On the other hand, 

increased grazing fees on forest lands were considered injust. On both 

the congressional and state levels some progress was achieved in that 

many of those elected to high office were generally sympathetic toward 

stockmen. As the twentieth century moved into its war-torn teens, the 

Arizona cattle industry likewise attempted to emerge from its bewildering 

youth.

II

Cattle interests were consistently well-represented in the law

making branch of the new state government. In the Second (1915), Third 

(1917), and Fourth (1919) Legislatures, an average of close to twelve
oper cent of the total membership claimed connections with the industry. 

This improved picture was due largely to the vigorous leadership supplied 

by the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association. An active legislative 

committee motivated by hard-working secretary Sam B. Bradner, who in 

1913 was also chairman of the Live Stock Sanitary Board, sought to give 

cowmen full benefits under the law. But first, as Bradner affirmed, co

operation with public officials -- "one thing that seems to be lacking" —  

was essential if "crooked dealings" were to be eliminated. Most 

important, however, all cattlemen had to contribute their efforts through

2. For information on cattle legislators see Theodore Saal 
(comp.), Arizona Legislative Blue Book. 1915-16 (Phoenix, 1915), passim; 
Journals of the Third and Fourth State Legislatures; and membership lists 
in Proceedings, Fifth (1909), Eighth (1915), Twelfth (1919), and 
Thirteenth (1920) Annual Conventions, ACGA.
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the state organization so that it might function "as a unit in securing 

the protection provided by law and if necessary to agitate for special 

legislation." "Mr. Stockman," Bradner stated frankly, "it is up to you 

to join the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association...Get in and lend your 
support.

The response to Bradner1s fillip was heartening. At the annual 
Cattle Growers' convention in Phoenix on January 13, 1913, the day 

immediately proceeding the opening session of the American National Live 

Stock Association meeting, over sixty new members were enrolled, and the 

overall total rose to more than four hundred.^ With this increased 

support Arizona cattlemen were determined to place their needs before 

the legislature. They would strive for a strengthened inspection law, 

increased precautions against diseased Mexican stock, and relief from 

paying taxes for support of the Arizona Sheep Sanitary Commission, which 

had been created in 1906. "Each industry," cattlemen felt, must "pay for 

its own protection.

In 1914 the desire for a range police force was again expressed.
A legislative appropriation, not considered unreasonable for such a 

prominent industry, was requested. The funds were deserved, according 

to Secretary Bradner, but again he told the ACGA that favorable results 3 4 5

3. Stockman, January 10, 1913. See also Arizona Republican, 
January 1, 1913.

4. Arizona Republican, January 14, 1913; and also ibid., 
January 11, 1913.

5. Ibid., January 1, 1913; and Haskett, "History of the Sheep 
Industry in Arizona," 44-45.



would occur only when greater interest was shown in public affairs. 

Cattle raising was a foremost aspect of the state'e wealth and merited 

primary consideration, but

In order to get the legislature to make an appropriation for the 
protection of this great industry, it is essential that some of 
the legislators should be in sympathy with your line of business 
and therefore it is necessary that the members of the Association 
take an interest in the matter of nominations for the legislature 
and see that such men are placed on the ticket.

Statehood meant, among other things, another level of government with 

which to contend. Cowmen would have to play the game of Arizona 

politics if they were to be recognized.

Starting in 1915 two other matters caused no little concern. 

Predators and rodents —  mainly coyotes, wolves, mountain lions, and 

prairie dogs —  were inflicting damage to cow herds which amounted to 

millions of dollars annually. The U. S. Biological Survey, which was 

first established in 1885, and then the legislature, were asked by the 

Cattle Growers to help curb this destruction.^ In addition, the rail

roads continued to be difficult. The Corporation Commission was still 

attempting to bring about rate reductions, and some progress was being 

made. Yet injustices remained and, as drought conditions set in and as 6 7
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6. See Bradner1s article, "Work of the Arizona Cattle Growers' 
Association" in Stockman, January 2, 1914. Emphasis is mine. See also 
ibid., January 9, 1914. A similar request for an increased inspector 
force, "with full police power," to be underwritten by the legislature, 
was made in 1915 (Proceedings, Eighth Annual Meeting, ACGA, 79).

7. Proceedings, Eighth (1915), Ninth (1916), Twelfth (1919), 
and Thirteenth (1920) Annual Conventions, ACGA, 71, 106, 120-21, and 68, 
respectively.



175

increased numbers of animals were being destroyed in train accidents,
8beef producers accelerated their demands for improvements.

Life was becoming more complex. The more government grew, the

more it seemed to be relied upon. If Arizona cattlemen wanted to profit

from this forced association, they would have to become more politically

aware. Sympathetic legislators were necessary, but even more could be

gained if the governor's chair were occupied by someone with an ear to

their problems. In the new state's fourth gubernatorial contest, some

progress was made along these lines.

Thomas E. Campbell, who became Arizona's first Republican

governor in 1918,was, as he put it, a "parlor cowboy." Two years before,

he had been deprived of this office when disputed election results gave

the incumbent Democrat, George W. P. Hunt, his third consecutive term.

The margin of defeat, after a recount, was forty-three votes, although

Campbell held fast to his claim of victory on the basis of the original
qreturns which gave him a thirty-vote margin. On his second try, in a 

year when Arizona automobile license plates bore the head of a longhorn, 

Campbell barely triumphed over another pro-livestock candidate, Democrat 

Fred T. Colter of Apache County. 8 9

8. Arizona Republican, January 14, 1913; Stockman. January 9, 
1914, February 28, 1919; and ACGA Proceedings. 1916, 1919, and 1920, 115, 
129-31, and 67, respectively.

9. Wyllys, Arizona, 317; Bruce B. Mason (comp.), Arizona 
General Election Results. 1911-1960 (Bur. of Govt. Research, Arizona 
State Univ., 1961), 36; and Arizona Republican, December 7, 1916.
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Throughout what might have been called the "cowboy campaign," 

Colter, like Campbell an Arizonan by birth, was upheld by the South

western Stockman Farmer. An editorial of October 15 praised him for 

having "proven himself to be a man of worthy of the approval of all 

good people." Since "he is a farmer and a stockman," the statement 

continued, "that is a good and sufficient reason for this paper to make 

the request that the farmers and stockmen of the state, regardless of 

party affiliations, give him their loyal support."*0 Henry Fountain 

Ashurst, one of Arizona's first two United States Senators, considered 

his fellow Democrat "a fearless champion of equal rights to all and a 

foe of special privilege."**

Campbell was endorsed by Dwight B. Heard's Arizona Republican.

Espousing a "thoroughly independent" course in local affairs, the Phoenix

newspaper asserted its position as follows:

We are doing all that we can in support of the election of Thos. 
Campbell for governor for the reason that we are convinced that 
his election will mean increased economy and efficiency in state 
management, and the development of liberal, progressive policies 
within the state based on common sense justice which will mean 
the best welfare of all the people.

10. See also two other articles in the Stockman for October 15, 
1918, and ibid., November 15, 1918.

11. Ashurt's telegram (Washington, D. C.) to the Colter for 
Governor Club, Phoenix, September 16, 1918, appears in ibid., October 30, 
1918.

12. See "THE REPUBLICAN AND THE CAMPAIGN," a three-page type
written statement dated October 29, 1916, CAS. This was composed by 
William Spear, an editorial writer for the Republican, and was 
accompanied by handwritten insertions and corrections presumably added 
by Dwight B. Heard. See also Dwight B. Heard (Point-au-Baril, Ontario, 
Canada) to Charles A. Stauffer, July 19, 1916, ibid.
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Heard's backing, plus the damaging charges that Colter had been

connected with the detestible Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), and

that because he was currently a member of the legislature he was

ineligible to run for governor, were sufficient to elect Campbell. The

slight difference of only 339 votes, however, indicated that Colter was
13extremely popular.

Appeals would now be heard by someone who at least "wore a big 

hat," though Campbell would hardly have been classified a working cowman. 

Although Secretary of the Yavapai Cattle Growers' Association in 1915, 

this personable, physically rugged product of northern Arizona was noted 

primarily for his service as a county assessor. His fame as a "tax 

wizard" overshadowed his ranching " h o b b y . Y e t  he held an abiding 

interest in the well-being of the state's beef producers.

Early in January, 1919, only days after he had taken the oath of 

office, the new governor made known his sympathy for the stockman. In 

an address before the twelfth annual Arizona Cattle Growers' convention, 

Campbell, a charter member of the Association who claimed he felt "at 

home when I am at a convention of this sort, or at a cow camp, or around 13 14

13. See an unidentified newspaper clipping, dated June 23, 1917, 
in Fred T. Colter Clipping Book, APRS; Tombstone Prospector. February 20, 
1918; Tucson Citizen, editorial, September 12, 1918; Arizona Gazette, 
editorials, October 23, November 4, 1918; and Mason (comp.), Arizona 
General Election Results. 36.

14. Personal interview with Henry G. Boice, past president ACGA 
and ANLSA, August 19, 1965, Tucson; Verne Dyson, "An Interesting 
Westerner," two-page typescript sketch of Campbell, in Campbell boxed 
material, APHS; Thomas E. Campbell (Berkeley) to Verne Dyson, August 24, 
1915, ibid.; and Lenard E. Brown, "Arizona's State Governors," 
Arizoniana, III, no. 1 (Spring 1962), 3.
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a chuck wagon," assured his audience that they, better than any others, 

knew what was best for the industry. He would not attempt to dictate to 

experienced cowmen, some of whom had known him when he "was in swaddling 

clothes." He then pledged his efforts to improving the Live Stock 

Sanitary Board. Politics, he promised, would not determine the appoint

ment of inspectors; and the chief executive received a hearty applause 

for his statement, "When I feel they Csoard members! are not running it 

right, instead of removing this deputy live stock inspector or that, I 

will start removing from the head and not from the tail." He concluded 

by urging concerted action through the Association, so that "we cowmen, 

we cowboys, and we cowgirls," together, might "make Arizona a place we 

are proud to live in.

State lands, another aspect of Arizona government, vitally 

concerned cattlemen. By the Enabling Act of 1910, township sections 2 

and 32 were added to Arizona's existing landholdings, which under the 

territorial grant included sections 16 and 36. This state land could 

now be sold at a minimum per acre price of $3; but, the maximum amount 

that could be purchased by an individual was 640 acres. To administer 

these affairs, the State Land Commission, a temporary body, was created 

by the Legislature in 1912; grazing fees were set at 3 cents per acre; 

and the 640-acre limit was continued, although it was ignored, by design, 

on numerous occasions prior to 1915. In that year reorganization 15

15. Campbell's speech appears in Proceedings. Twelfth Annual 
Convention (1919), ACGA; see pages 24, 26-29.



occurred. A permanent Arizona State Land Department came into being, 

and a Commissioner was appointed by Governor Hunt. This agency was 

authorized to classify the lands under four headings: grazing,

agricultural, timber, and irrigable. The rental charges were maintained 

at 3 cents, and the current lessee was to be given first opportunity for 

renewal at the end of his p e r i o d . S i n c e  most of the state land was 

fit for grazing only, stockmen quite naturally constituted the largest 

single group of lease-holders.

In 1915 the Cattle Growers manifest concern over the 640-acre 

restriction. Article X, Section 11 of the State Constitution was not to 

their liking, and they recommended it be submitted to the voters as a 

referendum at the next general election.^ With the establishment of 

the State Land Department later that same year, attitudes apparently 

changed. Arizona's lease lands soon were being administered in an 

"equitable manner," and in 1919 the Association expressed its gratitude. 

This first experience with state grazing policy, then, did not result in 

any major disagreements. 16 17 18

16. See Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 70-72; 
Frank H. Gladen, Jr., "An Historical Survey of Public Land and Public 
Education in the State of Arizona from 1863 to 1960," Ed.D dissertation, 
University of Arizona, 1962, 151-52; and Edwin E. DeCamp, "The 
Administration of the State and School Lands in Arizona," M.A. thesis, 
University of Arizona, 1933, 19-30.

17. Proceedings. Eighth Annual Convention (1915), ACGA, 76

18. ' Ibid., Twelfth (1919), 131-32.
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State politics were significant, but they were being eclipsed by 

matters of national importance. Arizona could now raise its voice in 

Congress and be heard. The newest state could call upon the ample 

abilities and energies of its first congressional delegation: Henry

Fountain Ashurst, Marcus Aurelius Smith, and Carl Trumbull Hayden.

From 1912 to 1940, Ashurst, the former northern Arizona cowboy- 

politician, graced the upper house with his eloquence in defense of 

Democratic tariff policy, the laboring man, and his belief in Arizona, 

whose soil, climate, and mineral wealth "make the lamp of Aladdin and 

the purse of Fortunnatus appear tame and commonplace by comparison.

A native Kentuckian and a Tombstone lawyer, "Mark" Smith represented 

Arizona in Congress intermittently from 1887 to 1920, first as delegate 

and then as a senator. A commanding orator. Smith was a constant and 

driving force in behalf of statehood. It befitted his past efforts that 

he should be among the first to enter the national legislature from 

Arizona. Hayden, whose father had pioneered settlemen in the Salt River 

Valley, entered Congress in 1912 as a representative, won election to 

the Senate in 1926, and has served there to this day. A sound Democrat,

Hayden, consistently and impartially, has supported all aspects of
. 20Arizona's economy. Sent to Washington from a range state, these three 19 20

19. Quoted in Madeline F. Pare and Bert M. Fireman, Arizona
Pageant: A Short History of the 48th State (Phoenix, 1965), 275.

20. The existing study on the state's first representatives to 
Congress is Alice McKinney, "Arizona's Congressional Delegation, 1912- 
1921," M. A. thesis, Stanford University, 1955.

II
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men frequently found themselves concerned with affairs of the cattle 

industry.

Ill

Tariff revision, a foremost item on President Wilson's

legislative agenda, did not sit well with beef producers. In mid-

January, 1913, meeting in the old Water Users' Building in Phoenix, the

Cattle Growers urged Arizona's congressional delegation to vote for the

retainment of the tariff on livestock and meat provided by the Payne-
21Aldrich Act four years earlier. The Heard-owned Arizona Republican

sympathized with this view and commented editorially that it, "as all

progressive newspapers are," favored tariff reform in areas where "the

public derives benefit." But the belief that the public would gain by a

reduction or removal of the duties on foreign beef was "wholly erroneous."

Would would benefit from such action? "The packer and the butcher and

the middleman," not the cattle industry which was contributing "so
22largely to the prosperity of the whole country." Other papers echoed 

this sentiment in the face of formidable opposition.

Senator Ashurst constituted a potent weapon in the Administration 

arsenal. In April, 1913, he received numerous communications from 

constituents asking him to vote against tariff reduction. From the 

Flagstaff Board of Trade came this telegram: "We urge you to stick for 21 22

21. Arizona Republican, January 14, 1913.

22. Ibid., editorial, January 15, 1913.
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fair measure of protection on wool and meats. All business of State, 

especially central and northern Arizona, dependent on success of live

stock industry." He replied: "I believe you are intelligent, honest,

and brave enough to get along very well without any bounty or gift from

the Government...." The group was assured that any revision that might
23come about certainly would not "destroy" stock raising.

It was a matter of integrity. In answer to another letter urging

him to support protection, Ashurst said that it would be political

treason for him as a "Progressive Democrat" to vote against a reduction

in rates. And surely the individualistic stockmen would agree that "no

legitimate business should require a gift, bounty, or largess from the

G o v e r n m e n t . H i s  colleagues. Smith and Hayden, were sympathetic to

these requests, but Ashurst, who as a youthful cowpuncher had read the

prose and speeches of Macaulay, Daniel Webster, Ingersoll, and 
25Everett, felt that these sturdy men of the Arizona range could manage 

on their own. For his adherence to personal and party convictions, he 

received the following commendation from the President: 23 24 25

23. "Speeches of Senator Ashurst, U. S. Senate 1913," bound 
volume of speeches from the Congressional Record. April 7, 1913, 3-4, in 
Papers of Henry Fountain Ashurst, 1912-1962, Box 4, SC/UA. Hereafter 
cited as HFA.

24. Cong. Rec., L, pt. 1, April 7, 1913, 42. See also, Henry 
Fountain Ashurst, A Many-Colored Toga: The Diary of Henry Fountain 
Ashurst [ 1910-1937% edited by George F. Sparks (Univ. of Arizona Press, 
1962), 25.

25. See McKinney, "Arizona's Congressional Delegation," ch. I; 
and the introduction by George F. Sparks to "Three Years of the Diary of 
Henry Fountain Ashurst, 1910-1913," annotated by Herman E. Bateman and 
Ray Brandes, Arizona and the West, III (Spring 1961), 11.
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I have just learned...through the current number of Collier's 
Weekly of the stand you took towards those of your constituents 
who urged you to oppose the Democratic policy with regard to the 
tariff. May I not express my warm admiration of the course you 
have taken? It is not only in the highest degree manly, but it 
is most wise and public spirited.26

Two years later, in an address before the annual convention of the

American National Live Stock Association in San Francisco, Ashurst

implied that the Underwood Tariff of October, 1913, which allowed

foreign meat to enter duty-free, was not injurious to the country's

cattlemen. The United States, he remarked, could maintain its place "as

leader of the nations of the earth" only if it produced more beef. "We

must," he emphasized, "have an adequate supply of beef, and that beef
27must be raised...upon our own ranges."

The public need was not being met. The U. S., at this time,

was still a "beef-deficit" nation. Its burgeoning population demanded

more than was currently being produced, and, in fact, the revisional

legislation of 1913 was clearly an indication that Americans had come to
28rely on foreign beef. The solution was apparent to Ashurst, and he 

thought it should have been to cattlemen also. More beef, not more 

protection, was the answer. 26 27 28

26. Woodrow Wilson (Washington) to Henry F. Ashurst, April 24, 
1913, 1/HFA.

27. "Address of the Hon. Henry Fountain Ashurst," delivered on 
March 24, 1915, in Proceedings. Eighteenth Annual Convention (1915), 
ANLSA, 37.

28. Edminster, Cattle Industry and the Tariff. 41-42, 109-11,
116-16.
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Wartime needs boosted beef production tremendously. Prices rose 

to new heights, even though more foreign beef than ever before was being 

admitted. American cattlemen were not concerned, since they could not 

keep up with the unprecedented demand anyhow.Arizonans participated 

in this prosperity, and the Cattle Growers could find little cause for 

complaint." Shortly after the return of peace, however, the situation 

began to change for the worse.

Instead of a deficiency, cattlemen were now burdened with a 

surplus. Imports were tolerated and even encouraged during the conflict, 

but during the immediate postwar years the market was glutted, and the 

last thing domestic producers wanted was outside competition. The 

following ACGA resolution of 1919 is indicative of the attitude in 

Arizona:

Whereas, Under the wartime appeals made to our farmers and 
stockmen they have endeavored to increase their production at a 
great additional expense; and
Whereas, They have by such increase accululated a surplus of 
food products in this country;
Therefore Be It Resolved,...that our Senators and Representative 
in Congress be asked to lend their assistance to any legislation 
that will restrict agricultural products being imported into 
this country in competition with the products produced by our 
own people.30

In 1920, Congress was asked to restrict i m p o r t s . T h e  economic 

situation had reversed completely, and most cowmen were confronted with 

the prospect of adversity. As before the war, they once again stood 

with the pro-tariff forces. 29 30 31

29. Ibid., 110-13; and Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on the 
Plains, 58-59.

30. Proceedings. Twelfth Annual Convention (1919), ACGA, 137.

31. Ibid.. Thirteenth (1920), 64.
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Public land matters posed increased difficulties for graziers

during the war decade. It was clear that sort of government supervision

was necessary. At their convention in January, 1913, the Cattle Growers

were told by State Senator H. A. Davis, sometime member of the

Association and chairman of the Senate Public Lands Committee, that a

leasing system was a must. He stated that persistent misuse of the

national domain had made it a "no man's land," and thus "many barren

spaces" marred 'the scenes of former splendid r a n g e . A m e r i c a n

National President H. A. Jastro, who ran stock in both Arizona and

California, pointed to the efficient administration of the forest lands

and asked why such a system could not be applied to all the open ranges,

and thus make cattle raising "a permanent industry, instead of one that
33ebbs and flows with good and bad years." Arizonans took this to heart 

and endorsed an unsuccessful lease bill sponsored by Representative 

Asbury F. Lever of South Carolina.

At the 1915 Cattle Growers' convention, a measure introduced in 

the House by the Republican William Kent of California was the subject 

of considerable discussion. At a session held in the Columbia Theater 

in Douglas, President Charles P. Mullen of Tempe stoutly defended the 32 33 34

III

32. Article by H. A. Davis in Stockman, January 10, 1913.

33. Arizona Republican, January 13, 1913.

34. Ibid., January 14, 1913. See also ibid., January 15, 16, 
1913; and Barnes, Story of the Range. 54.
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bill as one that "would benefit every man who is in the cattle 

business." Opposed was William Riggs, prominent Cochise County ranch

man, who warned that the legislation offered no protection to cattlemen
35and that they should not be so willing "to accept anything." Mullen

then claimed he could "stand here all day" and relate the benefits of

this "leasing proposition.""^ He was seconded by the influential Dwight
37B. Heard and Bert J. Colter of Springerville. The resolution

recommending the Kent bill was passed, and it indicated the desire on

the part of prominent stockmen for a regulated public range.

As the land debate continued, Arizona graziers were supported by

their congressional delegation. In the spring of 1915, Senator; Ashurst,
38an advocate of more land for the settler and stockman, praised the 

American National for its convention resolution favoring the Range Home

stead bill sponsored by Representative Harvey B. Fergusson the New Mexico 

Democrat. The existing 320-acre provision was insufficient, and Ashurst 

told his audience that "it is a wise thing, in my judgment, for this 35 36 37 38

35. Proceedings, Eighth Annual Convention (1915), ACGA, 64.
For biographical information on Mullen (1873-1948), who served as State 
Land Commissioner in the 1930s, see Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona, 
I, 13.

36. Ibid., 66.

37. Ibid., 67-68. Heard1s views are also presented in his 
article, "Public Grazing Lands: The Range Homestead," The American 
Review of Reviews, XLII (September 1915), 333-37, and in a 4-page type
written memorandum from Heard to William Spear, editorial writer for the 
Arizona Republican, December 30, 1916, CAS.

38. See Cong. Rec., XLVIII, pt. 5, April 10, 1912, 4522; and 
McKinney, "Arizona's Congressional Delegation," 7.



Association to endorse that bill and help pass it through Congress.

A states' right advocate, Mark Smith contended that more public land

should be turned over to Arizona and all the western states, because at

present the government was "holding all the valuable lands within 
40them." Both men could feel somewhat gratified when the 640-acre Stock- 

raising Homestead Act was passed in December, 1916.

Predatory animals were causing untold damage to livestock on 

government lands —  and again Ashurst and Smith were sympathetic. In 

January, 1916, at their annual convention in Prescott, the Cattle 

Growers asked Congress to increase its appropriation to the Biological 

Survey so that it might more effectively "poison Prairie dogs and 

predatory animals on the public lands. In the Senate debate over an 

amendment to House Resolution 12717, which allocated funds for the 

eradication of predators, Ashurst stated that it was only fair for the 

government to combat this destruction, since it held in reserve almost 

half of Arizona's total acreage. Graziers had paid $152,799 for the use 

of forest and public range in 1915; they were entitled to protection 

from their landlord. 39 40 41 42
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39. Proceedings. Eighteenth Annual Convention (1915), ANLSA,
39-40.

40. Quoted from McKinney, "Arizona's Congressional Delegation,"
41. See also Smith's remarks in Cong. Rec.. LIII, pt. 3, February 7, 
1916, 2217.

41. Proceedings. Ninth Annual Convention (1916), ACGA, 106.

42. Cong. Rec.. LIII, pt. 11, July 6, 1916, 10481-82.
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On the same day, July 6, 1916, Ashurst introduced a similar 

amendment to the same measure. It was intended to provide funds for the 

"eradication of white and purple loco weed and other poisonous leguminous 

or pod plants in the West." Such an undertaking by federal authorities 

was "a matter of simple equity and j u s t i c e . S m i t h  agreed, since the 

government held "every particle of land that is worth anything." 

Furthermore, he concluded, Washington expected the state of Arizona to 

support itself "on the profits from cattle that are poisoned by these 

Government w e e d s . B o t h  amendments failed.

Efforts continued throughout 1920. The Cattle Growers 

consistently resolved in favor of a controlled grazing system, more 

taxable land for Arizona, and greater support for the war on predators. 

Arizona's senators and representative persisted in their endeavor to ease 

the federal hold on the state's landed area. Carl Hayden introduced 

measures to this effect in the Sixty-fifth Congress so that the West as 

a whole might get out from under excessive "control by the executive 

departments."^ In late August, 1918, success was achieved when Congress 

appropriated $100,000 for the "control of noxious rodents" in Arizona. 43 44 45 46 47

43. Ibid.. 10486.

44. Ibid.. 10487.

45. See Proceedings, Tenth (1917), Twelfth (1919), and Thirteenth 
(1920) Annual Conventions, ACGA, 77; 120-23; and 68, 140-41, respectively.

46. McKinney, "Arizona's Congressional Delegation," 81. See 
also ibid., 77, 82, 106, 113-14; and Cong. Rec., LVI, pt. 3,
February 16, 1918, 2241.

47. Cong. Rec.. LVI, pt. 10, August 30, 1918, 9688-89, 9691.
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One casualty of the Republican ressurgence 1920 was Mark Smith. 

He lost to Ralph H. Cameron in his bid for re-election to the Senate, 

and Arizona would no longer be served by this outspoken champion of 

"liberty to our S t a t e . A l l  three members of Congress had labored on 

behalf of local control of the unappropriated public d o m a i n . T h a t  

this had not come about could not be laid to lack of purpose on their 

part.

IV

At the same time the public domain was of great importance, the 

forest ranges were no less significant to cattlemen. Many of the 

uncertainties of the early years had been overcome; realistic Forest 

Service regulations had been effected; more personnel were better 

trained; and many Arizonans were satisfied with the performance of 

Chief Forester Henry S. Graves. Fees varied but slightly, and many were 

coming to realize that advantages could be derived from this improved 48 49

48. Ibid., LIII, pt. 3, February 7, 1916, 2217. Cameron's 
margin of victory was 6,724 votes (Mason (comp.), Arizona General 
Election Results, 10). In 1920, Arizona favored Harding for President 
(ibid., 1) and gave Republican Thomas E. Campbell a third consecutive 
gubernatorial term (ibid., 36). Hayden was one of the few successful 
Democratic office-seekers. He won the contest for U. S. Representative 
by nearly 11,000 votes over Republican James A. Dunseath. (Ibid., 20.)

49. McKinney, "Arizona's Congressional Delegation," 77,
113-14.
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program.*5® While attending the American National and ACGA meetings

being held at Phoenix in January, 1913, Elbert H. "Jack" Crabb,*5̂  a

prominent member of the Coconino Stockgrowers' Association and a former

Forest Service Range Examiner, told an interviewer that cattlemen in his

part of the state "object to any proposition that will decrease or

increase the present boundaries of the national forests." It would have
52been a mistake to turn these lands over to another agency.

The Cattle Growers agreed with Crabb. A resolution that

"districts now under administration by the forest service be kept
53intact" was passed at the sixth annual convention. Shortly thereafter,

at a meeting held in Flagstaff, the Coconino stockmen favored retention
54of the existing policy regarding forest permits. In March, A1 Potter, 

Associate Forester, wrote the Stockman that his department would 

welcome constructive ideas from graziers, "for we sincerely desire to 50 51 52 53 54

50. Lauver, "Use and Management of the Forested Lands of 
Arizona," 168. A useful discussion of forest grazing fees is included 
in Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 76-77.

51. Crabb (1881-1921) left his native Kansas at an early age, 
grew to manhood in the Salt River Valley, and finally engaged in ranching 
in Navajo County. He entered the Forest Service in 1908 and served as a 
Range Examiner until 1911. In 1921, the year of his death, he was 
elected President of the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association. Willson, 
Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona, 22.

52. Arizona Republican, January 14, 1913.

53. Ibid., January 14, 1913.

54. Exchange from the Coconino Sun in Stockman. January 31,
1913.
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make use of the forests by the stockmen as simple and practicable as 

they possibly can be."'^ In the same issue of the paper. Editor Roscoe 

G. Willson, the ex-forest supervisor, remarked that it would have been 

unwise for the Service to relinquish its grazing duties to the states, 
because

The Forest Service at present is handled by Civil Service men, 
who know neither political fear nor favor, and while some few 
local cases of unsatisfactory service may arise, the men as a 
whole are competent, trained to their work and free from 
political influence. Under state control the political feature 
would soon cause dissatisfaction and each succeeding state 
administration would have news ideas and new men to try out.*^

In 1914 other resolutions indicated the desire to see things left intact.

Harmony reigned for the time being, but it could not last indefinitely.

Relations between stockmen and the Service remained free from 

strain. Few complaints were lodged against forest management, and ACGA 

President Mullen remarked, "I am on the public domain, and I wish I were 

on the forest reserve." But in 1916 antagonism erupted. A proposed 

increase in grazing charges caused both cattle and sheep-raisers to vow 55 56 57 58

55. Undated letter from Potter to Editor, the Stockman, issue 
of March 15, 1913.

56. Ibid., editorial. See also ibid., August 1, 1913.
Willson edited the Stockman, along with M. E. Bemis and A. W. Morrill, 
from March to November, 1913. See Estelle Lutrell, Newspapers and 
Periodicals of Arizona, 1859-1911 (Univ. of Arizona, 1949), 40; and Ben 
Avery, "Knotheaded Prospector," Arizona Days and Ways, November 3, 1957, 
33-35. Willson claimed he "went broke" trying to edit the Stockman.

57. Stockman. January 9, 1914.

58. Proceedings. Eighth Annual Convention (1915), ACGA, 64-65. 
See also the favorable opinion in ibid., Ninth (1916), 106.
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to take the dispute "to the very head of the g o v e r n m e n t . F r o m  this 

time forward, with but few exceptions, forester and grazier would be at 

odds.

Two warring factions joined in protest. In late December a 

joint meeting of the cowmen and the Arizona Wool Growers' was held to 

discuss the new grazing fee. Jack Crabb explained that the increase had 

come about because Congress was insistent that the Forest Service, which 

operated at a deficit, should be self-supporting. Higher rates were 

justified in some instances, Crabb conceded, but the district including 

Arizona and New Mexico had always maintained itself. The cattle and 

sheepmen of the state did not "propose to pay the bills of their 

neighbors." This was the word John Kerr, district Grazing Chief who was 

present at the proceedings, could send on to his superiors in 

Washington.^ The protest went for naught —  grazing charges were 

raised.

This same hostile attitude was apparent early in March, 1917, 

when the Cattle Growers convened in Globe. Again they heard from Crabb 

who told them that Congress should have familiarized itself of the 

actual conditions in the West before it tampered with grazing policy. 

"Congress and the American people" had to be told, because 59 60 61

59. Arizona Republican, December 29, 1916. See also Dana, 
Forest and Range Policy, 229; and Lauver, "Use and Management of the 
Forested Lands of Arizona," 168.

60. Arizona Republican, December 29, 1916.

61. See Crabb1s address, "Grazing Privileges on Forest 
Reserves," in Proceedings. Tenth Annual Convention (1917), ACGA, 68.



193

...bear in mind, last but not least, that this great government 
of the United States is big enough and strong enough to curtail 
and deprive you of those privileges for which you have paid if 
you do not get in and educate...Congress and the American 
eastern people of the actual conditions that exist in our western 
country....

62In short, "teach them to know our state as we know it." The

Association agreed, and passed a resolution in protest of the fee 
63increase.

In 1919 tensions eased somewhat. The Forest Service issued

five-year permits and promised that charges would not be raised within

that period; and A1 Potter, Associate Forester, promised to support the

implementation of a number of changes proposed by the American National
64and seconded by the Arizona Cattle Growers. Despite these 

concessions, there was still much resentment toward the revision in 

grazing costs. On the floor of Congress, the government was made aware 

of this ill-feeling.

In the Sixty-sixth Congress, both Representative Hayden and 

Senator Smith registered the protests of Arizona stockmen.Another 62 63 64 65

62. Ibid., 69-70.

63. Ibid.. 94-95; and also ibid., 52. In addition, see 
Wagoner. Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 77. The editorial by 
Percival S. Ridsdale, "Increasing the Grazing Fee on National Forests," 
American Forestry, XXIII (March 1917), 177, comments on the stand taken 
by Arizona cattlemen.

64. Dana, Forest and Range Policy. 229; Stockman, February 28, 
1919; and Proceedings. Twelfth Annual Convention (1919), ACGA, 115-19.

65. McKinney, "Arizona's Congressional Delegation," 107-108.
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increase in charges was considered in 1920, and the range users were 

aroused. In response to a telegram from ACGA President Mullen,^ Hayden 

remarked that it was unjust to exact the cost of maintaining the national 

conservation program from those who used the forest lands. "Is it fair," 

he asked, "to place such a burden" upon this class of individuals?^

Smith assured Arizona cowmen that he would fight any unreasonable 

policies that might be introduced by the Forest Service.

Grazing problems were underscored in 1920 when the Forest 

Service and western stockmen both suffered a serious loss. A1.Potter, 

the onetime Arizona rancher, left his post as Associate Forester. Not 

only had he been a friend in high places, but he had striven to build 

cooperation between tenant and landlord on the federal range. Will 

Barnes wrote that he "sincerely hoped" the new man would "allow things 

to go forward as they have under Potter." Because if they did not,

Barnes himself doubted if he would "long remain on the job.

Potter's resignation capped four years of renewed controversy between 

cattlemen and the government; and it portended ill for the next two 

decades. 66 67 68 69

66. The telegram from Charles P. Mullen (Phoenix) to Rep. Carl 
Hayden, February 6, 1920, is reproduced in full in Cong. Roc., LIX,
pt. 3, February 11, 1920, 2777.

67. Ibid. See also ibid., 2774-75.

68. McKinney, "Arizona's Congressional Delegation," 107-108.

69. Copy of Will C. Barnes (Washington, D. C.) to C. H. Adams, 
March 24, 1920, 10/WCB.
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As in grazing matters, government supervision came to be an

integral feature of marketing and financing. As early as 1913 the

Cattle Growers had opposed the establishment of a union stockyard in

Los Angeles. It was more profitable for producers to continue to sell

their animals right on the ranch than to ship them to California to be

weighed and marketed.Commission men and packers were already enjoying

enough profit at the expense of the producer. To avoid domination by

the large packing houses, it was necessary for cowmen to keep abreast of

market conditions. Thus, in 1915, an ACGA resolution provided for the

creation of an information service to aid members in disposing of their

beef. A similar statement was also adopted the following year.^

The marketing situation demanded a remedy. Packers and

producers were at odds; the "law of the jungle" prevailed; and the need

for an investigation by the Federal Trade Commission was broadcast at a

marketing conference in Chicago early in December, 1917. Dwight B.

Heard, then president of the American National and a participant in the

proceedings, wrote that "conditions of real competition" had to be 
72restored. In January, 1919, a bill to curb the monopolistic practices 70 71 72

V

70. Arizona Republican. January 18, 1913.

71. Proceedings, Eighth Annual Convention (1915), ACGA, 94-95; 
and ibid.. Ninth (1916), 111-14.

72. Arizona Republican, December 7, 1916. Information 
concerning the conference was contained in an article by Heard. See 
also Dwight B. Heard to Charles A. Stauffer, September 1, 1918, CAS.
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of the Big Five meat packers was introduced in the Senate by the

Democrat John B. Kendrick of Wyoming, a stock raiser and former

governor of his state. The measure was given consideration by the
73Cattle Growers at their annual convention in February. A supporting 

resolution was passed, only to be withdrawn. The packers, ably 

represented at the Phoenix meeting, apparently were convincing.

One member of the Association felt the defeat of the resolution 

was not an accurate indication of the majority attitude. In a letter to 

The Producer, the official monthly publication of the American National, 

J. K. Campbell contended that this action did not "reflect the true 

sentiment of the 1,400 members." In fact, he continued, most were 

"strong for federal supervision —  not unbridled, but supervision with 

a wallop in it." He concluded that "the large packers must soon realize 

that the country demands federal regulation of their activities."^ 

Another cowman, L. B. Cannon, was firmly convinced that "the packers 

should be placed under federal c o n t r o l . A  reasonable amount of 

government regulation was not a bad thing.

Depressed conditions that began in 1919 forced cattlemen to ask 

Washington for financial help. As the 1920s approached, the Arizona 73 74 75

73. Proceedings, Twelfth Annual Convention (1919), ACGA, 127. 
See also Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on the Plains, 76-77.

74. Campbell's letter (Prescott) is dated November 24, 1919, 
and appears in The Producer, I, no. 7 (December 1919), 25-26. Cited 
hereafter as Producer.

75. L. B. Cannon (Congress Jet.) to ibid., November 5, 1919, 
ibid., 28.
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Cattle Growers' Association requested that rules governing the Federal 

Farm Loan Banks be altered so that stock-raisers might be allowed to 

borrow from them. A convention resolution adopted stated that the live 

stock industry was "entitled to the benefits and advantages from federal 

loans."76 The World War, a depression, and the realities of big 

business —  these unfamiliar and confusing aspects of twentieth-century 

economic life wrought change that would test the beliefs and determine 

the fortunes of the Arizona cattleman.

* * * * * *

Federal supervision had assumed primary importance, it could 

not be ignored. If properly administered, it might be beneficial. At 

least beef producers hoped it would prove to be so in the areas of 

predator control, the public domain, foreign trade, marketing, and 

agricultural loans. In regard to the Forest Service, however, just the 

opposite result occurred. Grazing policy proved more disagreeable than 

any other facet of national control. Overall, the politics of boom and 

bust left the Arizona cattleman uncertain as to the future. Things were 

just not the same in 1920 as they had been even eight short years 

before. Local considerations had definitely become secondary to those

136-37
76. Proceedings. Twelfth Annual"Convention (1919), ACGA,
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of national consequence. Cattlemen would have to close ranks in the 

face of these realities and adjust to them, even though some would not 

accept this fact.



Chapter Six

"WITH THEIR BACKS PRACTICALLY AGAINST THE WALL":
A DECADE OF DISASTER, 1921-1932

Low prices, drought, and depression characterized the 1920s and 

early 1930s. There were a few prosperous middle years, but the period 

opened and closed in dismal fashion. The market rose slowly during the 

first half and then surged upward as the 1920s ended, only to decline 

sharply in 1931 and 1932. Lack of moisture was a constant menace, and 

after a dry siege in 1925-1926 cattle numbers were reduced in 

anticipation of a recurrence.^

Straitened circumstances prevailed throughout, and adversity had

never been so great. Early in 1922 one stockman felt that he and his

fellow producers were "never going to be called upon again in our life
otime to go through as hard a time as we have had the last two years." 1 2

1. Livestock and Meat Statistics. 1957. 248; USDA Bur. of 
Agricultural Economics, Livestock on Farms and Ranches...1920-39 
(Washington, 1950), 31; Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 
58-59; and Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on the Plains, chs. VI-IX.

2. T. E. Pollock (Flagstaff) to A. G. Prey, January 7, 1922 
(copy), in Thomas E. Pollock Papers, 1900-1941, Box 2, SC/UA. Cited 
hereafter as TEP. See also E. H. Crabb (Flagstaff) to Producer. July 6, 
1921, in ibid.. Ill, no. 2 (July 1921), 26; and F. E. Schneider, 
Secretary ACGA (Phoenix) to ibid., October 28, 1921, ibid., III, no. 6 
(November 1921), 23.

199



200

An opinion current in 1925 was that the scarcity of rain during the 

previous winter was going to force many out of business. "The whole
3situation," wrote one candid observer, "is pretty badly demoralized."

In 1928, amid relative propserity, the depressed conditions that had 

existed since 1919 were termed the "Longest Dragon Nightmare on Record."^ 

Prices were again falling in the summer of 1931 when a Department of 

Agriculture official expressed hope that things would soon "take a turn 

for the better.""* By September, 1932, cattlemen could do little but 

express optimism for the future; it seemed as though the world had 

"touched bottom" and was "gradually moving upward. The dragon's tail 

had taken a full sweep; faith in what lay ahead and a sense of humor were 

two saving features of the cattle industry on the eve of the New Deal.

The hard times attendant to the lingering postwar agricultural 

depression tested the individualism of Arizona cattlemen. This was not 

a local catastrophe, it could not be overcome simply by keeping one's 

own affairs in order. The industry and the Arizona Cattle Grower's 

Association were at bay, and federal assistance would, in many instances, 3 4 5 6

3. Henry G. Boice, President ACGA (Phoenix) to Producer, March 27, 
1925, ibid., VI, no. 11 (April 1925), 17. See also F. P. Moore (Douglas) 
to ibid., March 6, 1925, ibid.

4. Undated letter from F. A. Gyberg (Flagstaff) to the Weekly 
Market Report and News Letter, Arizona Cattle Growers' Association, in 
ibid., April 24, 1928. Cited hereafter as News Letter.

5. Bert Haskett, Inspector, USDA Bur. of Animal Husbandry 
(Phoenix) to T. E. Pollock, June 4, 1931, 6/TEP. See also Pollock 
(Flagstaff) to Mrs. P. D. Overfield, February 17, 1931 (copy), ibid.; and 
Pollock (Flagstaff) to V. A. Powell, December 7 and 12, 1931 (copies), 
ibid.

6. News Letter, September 20, 1932.
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determine success or failure. But stockmen were still dedicated to the 

principle of self-help, and they undertook to conquer as much of the 

distress as possible by state and regional efforts. The situation 

seemed disastrous at times, but out of it all grew a healthier attitude 

toward the industry and a greater appreciation of the Arizona Cattle 

Growers' Association.

I
Faced with unprecedented economic hardship, Arizona cattlemen 

could succeed only if they worked together. Organization, more than ever 

before, was essential, but to maintain it was yet another matter.

Cattle Grower President Jack Crabb died in the summer of 1921, at which 

time Henry G. Boice assumed the leadership and would guide the 

Association through six crucial years.^ The treasury was soon depleted, 

and despite economy measures Secretary F. E. Schneider was forced to dip 

his pen in red ink. "Every cowman in the state" had found it difficult 

to "hold his outfit together" during the previous year, Boice wrote in a 

form letter sent out in November, "and our State Association has like-

7. Scion of a foremost western cattle family, Henry Gudgell 
Boice, served longer than any other Cattle Grower president. In the 
early 1930s he accepted the presidency of the American National, in 1940 
he was the founding president of the Arizona Tax Research Association; 
and as a member of the family-owned Chiricahua Cattle Company, Boice has 
come to be recognized as one of the nation's most prominent cowmen. See 
article by Richard G. Schaus, "Hereford Tradition of Arizona's Boices," 
in the American Herford Journal for July, 1959; and Willson, Pioneer 
Cattlemen of Arizona, I, 18.
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wise had great difficulty." Although the Association had not "borrowed 

a dollar," numerous outstanding bills had come due, and Boice thought it 

would take about $2,200 to sustain operation until convention time the
g

following February. In 1922 there was even talk of consolidating with
qthe Wool Growers; and in November of 1923 the ACGA Market Report and 

News Letter, now two years old, told its readers that the very "life of 

the association is at stake.

The middle years of the decade brought more of the same. At a 

semi-annual Board of Directors' meeting in July, 1924, not even a quorum 

was present, at a time when the Cattle Growers were struggling to 

s u r v i v e . " P a y  your dues now"! and "forward your dues AT ONCE"! were 

common pleas that issued from the Phoenix headquarters. By 1926, how

ever, the situation had improved somewhat, cooperation was increasing, 

and cattlemen were better able to cope with current exigencies. "The 

extreme individualism of the old time stockmen made concerted movements 

for the general good exceedingly difficult," the Stockman observed, "but

today...with their backs practically against the wall the stockmen are
12more of a unit than ever before."

8. Henry G. Boice, President ACGA (Phoenix) to T. E. Pollock, 
November 14, 1921, 2/TEP.

9. See Boice's "Call for Mid-Year Meeting," June 5, 1922, 3/TEP.

10. News Letter, November 13, 1923.

I l l  Stockman, July 15, 1924; News Letter. August 14, September 15, 
1924. The summer Board meetings, held in cool northern Arizona, were 
begun in 1921. See Arizona Republican. February 11, 1921.

12. Stockman, June 15, 1926.
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Much more remained to be accomplished. Concerted effort was the

solution; in fact it could accomplish almost anything except produce

rain, and even then, if other affairs were in order, according to the

News Letter, the moisture would "probably be pretty evenly 
13distributed." The lean years of the early 1930s gave rise to the 

sentiment that

The cattle industry, like every other, is hard hit, and many 
cattlemen are having a struggle to exist; but the storm can be 
weathered--not, however, unless we stay together and work 
cooperatively. Never at any time in the history of our industry 
has organization been more essential, or more deserving of our 
support, than at present, and it should be the duty of every cow
man to help maintain our association. Under any circumstances, 
it must not be allowed to fall in the rear through financial 
failure, thus preventing it from functioning efficiently.^

In December of 1932 many still had not grasped the value of unity. "The

main trouble is," wrote a Douglas cattleman, "that too many stockmen

fail to realize the importance of getting whole-heartedly behind their

organizations." There had to be some way of "getting under the hides"

of those who were withholding support.

13. News Letter. January 29, 1929. See also ibid., April 29,
1929.

14. Fred J. Fritz (Clifton) to Producer. June 11, 1932, ibid., 
XIV, no. 2 (July 1932), 17.

15. F. P. Moore (Douglas) to ibid.. December 10, 1932, ibid., 
no. 8 (January 1933), 17.
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Cattlemen for the large part displayed little interest in state 

politics, a fact attributed to both hesitancy and inability. Most of 

them "tried to steer clear of politics" -- they "stayed home and tended 

to their own operations." This was especially true at a time when a 

spare dollar simply did not exist. In prosperous years a cowman could 

indulge his fancy and campaign for the legislature, but in the 1920s and 

early 1930s most of them "were hard up and could not get too involved. 

With the advent of the 1930s this attitude underwent some change, as the 

Arizona Cattle Growers began to encourage active political participation.

The industry's legislative representation, which had declined 

steadily throughout the 1920s, began to gain strength at the start of 

the new decade. The fifty-eight member Fifth Legislature of 1921 

contained seven men with cattle ties; the Sixth, two years later, seven 

out of sixty-five; the Seventh, seven out of sixty-six; the Eighth, six 

out of seventy-one; the Ninth, only one out of seventy-three; and in 

1931 the Tenth included five out of eighty-two.^ This situation 

commanded only occasional notice in the columns of livestock publications 

in the early 1920s. In 1923, however, American National president 

Fred H. Bixby, an eminent southern California banker with Arizona

II

16. Personal interview with A. C. "Cone" Webb, past president, 
ACGA, May 16, 1965, Tucson.

17. Journals, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, and Ninth 
Legislatures of Arizona, unnumbered fore matter; and Directory of the 
Tenth General Assembly (Sec. of State, 1931), 3. As before, several of 
those mentioned must be termed "doubtful," since they were involved in 
other enterprises besides cattle-raising.
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ranching interests, told the Cattle Growers that they must combat

economic adversity by political means.

Don't ever forget that you have an association, and every man in 
that association represents one vote; and the first thing you 
know you can go to your state representatives here and say, 'Here 
are three thousand votes. If you don't pass that bill, you don't 
come back,' and I want to tell you you will get your legislation 
put over; and you will never get it any other way.18

The ballot could be effective if used properly, and apparently a few in

the audience were convinced by the message.

Prior to the fall elections of 1924, some enthusiasm was

evident in stock-raising circles. "Every cow man" was urged by the

Association to help elect men to the legislature "who have the cattle
19industry at heart." Those cattlemen who were sent to the Seventh let

it be known they were anxious to receive suggestions concerning
20beneficial legislation. This momentum continued to build, and as it

did the Cattle Growers once again espoused aloofness from party

committments. Efficient, honest government —  conscious of the needs of
21the industry, to be sure -- was the sole objective. Every public 

official, the feeling ran, existed only to serve the electorate; they 

were no different than any other employees; they were to be judged on

18. Quoted from an address by Bixby before the sixteenth annual 
ACGA convention, Phoenix, March 7, 1923, in Arizona Republican. March 8, 
1923.

19. News Letter, October 13, 1924. See also ibid., October 27, 
1924; and Stockman, editorial, August 15, 1924.

20. News Letter. March 16, 1925.

21. Ibid., September 4, October 23, 1928, March 12, 1929.



performance alone. "When you pick cowboys you pick them because of 

their ability to punch cows," reminded the News Letter, and "when you 

pick state and county and precinct officials you should also pick them 

for their ability to do that particular work for you. If they don't do 
the work properly, why not fire them?"^

A more direct approach was employed in 1930. Exhortations to 

"lay aside the politics of your father this year, and join the 'Cattle 

Party'" and "let's try a Legislature this year with a cattle
nocomplexion," were followed by "you'll have to run yourself if you want

to win the race."^ Mrs. Abbie Keith, who assumed the secretaryship of

the ACGA in 1923, brought forth the "Cattle Party" theme in an effort to

arouse the membership to action, although no pretense of forming a
25separate political organization was ever intended.

An encouraging number of cattlemen responded to the call. 

Candidates for the State Senate in the September 9th primary were John 

P. Cull of Cochise, Loy Turbeville of Apache, Thomas M. Peters of Pima, 

and Courtland Carter of Yavapai. Mrs. H. L. Cavness of Maricopa, Marshall 

Flake of Navajo, and Grant H. Merrill of Yavapai announced for the

206

22. Ibid.. December 26, 1929.

23. Ibid.. March 18, 1930.

24. Ibid., April 8, 1930. See also ibid., April 29, May 21, 1930.

25. Personal interviews with Mrs. Keith who served the 
Association for more than forty years. As Secretary Emeritus, she 
remains active in Cattle Grower affairs.
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H o u s e . E v e r y  one of the "Cattle Party" hopefuls survived the 

preliminary contest, including Dave A. Adams of Cochise County who
O *7supposedly "did not know before the Primary Election he was running." ' 

As the general election approached, Mrs. Keith reminded her readers to
po"talk for" every cowman who was seeking office. Both Democrats and

Republicans were represented on the "Cattle Party" slate, and formal

affiliation meant little. But because there were only two major parties

in the field, cattlemen, like every one else, had to register with one

of the two. This was unavoidable, but, as the News Letter pointed out,

"We are not in that kind of politics, but we are in CATTLE POLITICS."2^

The "Cattle Party" fared remarkably well. Five of the seven

candidates, four Democrats and one Republican, won seats in the Tenth 
30Legislature. Concerted effort had produced progress, and the future 

was promising. At the Association's "Silver Anniversary" convention in 

Safford, in February, 1931, President C. Warren Peterson"^ acknowledged

26. News Letter. August 26, 1930; and also ibid., September 3, 
July 1, 29, June 3, 1930.

27. Ibid., September 30, 1930.

28. Ibid.. September 16, 1930. See also ibid., September 30, 
October 14, 1930.

29. Ibid., October 28, 1930.

30. Arizona Republican, November 7, 1930.

31. Peterson (1875-1964), a Salt River Valley stockman, served 
as ACGA President in 1930-31; he was a Supervisor of Maricopa County 
intermittently from 1913 to 1939; and was several times elected to the 
State Tax Commission. Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona, I, 20.
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the successes of the previous fall, but served notice that more of the

same was to come. "From now on," he said, "we expect to see cattlemen

well represented in the law-making bodies and other important groups in

the state" —  and "we can be if we will.11"^

Another election year occurred in 1932. But it was different.

Cattle Grower officials spoke out in favor of voluntary, non-partisan

political participation; Fred Bixby was again vocal and asserted that

cattle producers, but "not the Cattle Association," should "go to bat"
33at the polls and send cowmen to the legislature; Wayne Thornburg, a 

well-known cattleman, made a strong bid for the chairmanship of the 

Republican State C o m m i t t e e a n d  yet the enthusiasm of 1930 was absent. 

This slackening of interest was to some degree caused by the increased 

intensity of the depression and the drought. Most prospective cowmen- 

legislators had their hands full on the ranch. John P. Cull, a senator 

in the Tenth Legislature, put it this way: "Well, the nomination is

over and I am one of the 1 left behinds1 and it is probably a good thing 

for my business...that I stay at home this winter and spring and help

32. News Letter, February 24, 1931.

33. Ibid., May 3, September 6, 1932; and ibid.. April 19, 1932.

34. Wayne Thornburg of Phoenix, who later would be ACGA 
president, was one of the founders of the Arizona Tax Research 
Association, and first president of the Arizona Live Stock Credit 
Association, yielded to Dr. R. J. Stroud of Tempe for the chairmanship 
of this committee. Arizona Daily Star. September 26, 1932, and Arizona 
Republic, September 26, 1932. The Republican became the Republic in 
November, 1930. Additional information on Thornburg may be found in 
Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona, II, 55.
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'tail up' old cows, as it looks as if we are going to have to do 
35that." It was, as another observer wrote, "a case of survival of the

fittest," and politics would have to wait for better times.

Gubernatorial elections were of consequence to the cattle

industry. Following his triumph in 1918, Thomas E. Campbell, the

"parlor cowboy," won two successive terms as governor, but in 1922 he

was defeated by Democrat George W. P. Hunt, lately returned from a
37diplomatic soujourn in Siam. Two years later the portly Hunt took the

38measure of publisher Dwight B. Heard in an extremely close contest.

In 1926 the Hunt juggernaut rolled over E. S. Clark in a campaign that 

saw the victor bitterly attack the opposition and particularly Heard, 

probably the state's most influential Republican. "There are two 

methods of fighting," Hunt wrote the Phoenix stockman-publisher, "one is 

with a bludgeon and a bowie knife, and the other is with a stiletto.

Your methods and those of...your associates, are typical of the fighter 

who wields a s t i l e t t o . I n  1928, Hunt was voted out of office in

35. Letter from John P. Cull (Douglas) to News Letter,
September 28, 1932, ibid., October 4, 1932.

36. Undated letter from Joe T. McKinney (Willcox) to ibid., in 
ibid., August 2, 1932.

37. Mason (comp.), Arizona General Election Results, 36. Hunt 
served as U. S. Minister to Siam in 1921-1922. Some interesting campaign 
highlights are included in "Address of Hon. Thomas E. Campbell, Tucson, 
Arizona, Saturday, October 21, 1922," 28 page typescript (copy) in 
Personal Correspondence, GWPH.

38. Mason (comp.), Arizona General Election Results, 36. The 
margin was 801 votes out of 75,943 cast. See also Arizona Republican,
May 4, 1924.

39. George W. P. Hunt (Phoenix) to Dwight B. Heard, May 5, 1926,
CAS.
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favor of John C. Phillips.^ Phillips was considered a "strong ally"

by the stockmen, and in his unsuccessful attempt at re-election in 1930,

in which he lost to Hunt, he was accorded a small measure of support by
41the Cattle Growers.

The campaign and election of 1932 illustrated clearly the

political individualism among cattlemen. Several candidates might have

commanded total support. None of them did. Governor Hunt, successful

in seven out of eight attempts, again sought the Democratic nomination.

In answer to charges that he favored the copper companies, Hunt replied

that all sectors of the state's economy were his concern, "the cotton

growers, the citrus raisers, the livestock interests, the lumber men,
42and the farmers...."

Hunt's efforts on behalf of the livestock industry had not gone 

unnoticed. Three prominent cattlemen —  Henry G. Boice, Warren Peterson, 

and E. Ray Cowden —  were considered at least "possible" supporters.^ 

Burdette Packard, the influential southern Arizona banker and stockman, 

assured the aging incumbent that "I had the pleasure of signing your 

petition," and "if you succeed in getting the nomination, it will be my

40. Mason (comp.), Arizona General Election Results, 36.

41. News Letter, February 25, 1930; Arizona Daily Star, 
February 19, 1930; Mason (comp.), Arizona General Election Results, 36.

42. Governor G. W. P. Hunt (Phoenix) to W. H. Duncan (copy), 
December 1, 1931, Political Correspondence, GWPH.

43. These names were included on a list attached to Robert E. 
Tally (Jerome) to Governor G. W. P. Hunt, June 10, 1932, ibid.
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pleasure also to cast ray vote in your f a v o r . A  rancher in the 

northern part of the state who was struggling to overcome the depression 

informed a member of Hunt's staff that "Had I the means I would 

certainly take the road and campaign for the G o v e r n o r . A  cattleman- 

merchant from Apache County advised that he was doing everything 

possible "to show the people...that you deserve their s u p p o r t . I n  

west central Arizona Hunt's forces were being directed by an Aguila 

ranchman who felt that "we will put you over again this election as 

u s u a l . H u n t  failed in the September balloting, but he was consoled 

by a number of stockmen who praised his past achievements in office.^® 

He had not, however, received anything like an official endorsement.

Fred T. Colter, the northern Arizona legislator who had run a 

close second to Campbell in 1918, was another Democratic hopeful with 

whom cattlemen might have identified, but did not. By this time Colter 

had committed himself totally to the cause of the Colorado River. He

44. Burdette A. Packard (Douglas) to Hunt, July 26, 1932, 
Political Supporters, ibid.

45. Fred Gyberg (Flagstaff) to J. W. Strode, August 21, 1932,
ibid.

46. Julius W. Becker (Springerville) to Hunt, September 10, 
1932, ibid. See also Becker (Springerville) to Hunt, August 16, 1932, 
ibid.

47. Clyde Hilliard (Aguila) to Hunt, September 5, 1932, ibid.
See also Walter A. Kent (Tuweep) to Hunt, August 30, 1932, ibid. Kent 
wrote: "Relative to the election would you please mail me a few of your
cards and posters, and I shall see that they get around."

48. For instance, see Fred Gyberg (Flagstaff) to Hunt, 
September 24, 1932, Subject Files, ibid.: and Julius W. Becker 
(Springerville) to Hunt, September 16, 1932, ibid.
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confided to a friend in 1931, "I have been on the firing line night & 

day and Cit3 has taken my home and allCmy] property & if it takes my 

life, I am going on until we w i n . H e  considered the Santa Fe compact 

of 1922 and the 1928 Swing-Johnson Act, both governing the distribution 

of river water, "decidedly unfair" to Arizona.**® Early in the campaign 

he took these views concerning the "state's greatest political issue" 

directly to the people."’* But the electorate was not receptive, and 

Colter failed to survive the primary.

One working cowman whose name appeared on the general election
52ballot in 1932 received substantial support. John C. "Jack" Kinney,

49. Fred T. Colter (Phoenix) to (?) Maxwell, July 14, 1931, 
Frederick Tuttle Colter Miscellany, Series 5, State Department of 
Library and Archives, Phoenix. Colter's brother, Bert J., recalled: 
"...he personally and almost entirely alone battled for Arizona and what 
he felt was right in the allocation of Colorado River rights, starting 
with opposing the Santa Fe Compact." Most Arizonans "thought he was 
crazy and I wasn't too sure myself about him...." See "As His Brother 
Knew Him - Fred Tuttle Colter," an 11 page typescript (copy) reminiscence 
by Bert J. Colter, APHS, 10. Although a rancher, Colter found little 
support for his stand on the Colorado River from the livestock press.
For instance, see the hostile editorials in Stockman. February 15,
May 15, July 15, October 15, 1924, and later in the (Phoenix) Arizona 
Producer, September 15, 1937.

50. Unidentified newspaper clipping, dated December 31, 1925, 
in Colter clipping book, APHS. See also Arizona Daily Star, May 12,
1925, and Wyllys, Arizona, 319, 338, 340.

51. St. Johns Herald, September 4, 1931. See also his obituary 
in Phoenix Gazette, January 8, 1944, and Arizona Daily Star, January 8, 
1944.

52. Kinney (1872-1949) was born in Illinois, worked cattle in 
Texas and Montana, and settled in Tucson in 1915. He served as Pima 
County Supervisor before becoming a gubernatorial candidate. Willson, 
Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona, II, 11.
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a Tucson Republican, spoke out against high taxes, pledged himself to

"a program of sensible economy" in government,and won decisively over

W. W. Midgley in the primary. His Democratic opponent in November would

be the Tempe physician Benjamin B. Moeur, who had defeated Governor 
54Hunt. Kinney embarked on his campaign with some encouragement from 

his fellow Cattle Growers. The News Letter of October 11 declared that 

"every cow man who comes in, regardless of his party politics, expressed 

the belief that 'Jack' Kinney would make an excellent governor, and they 

want to see him elected."

As Kinney stumped his way around the state he continued to draw 

p r a i s e . B u t  Cattle Grower enthusiasm was tempered somewhat by former 

president Harry J. Saxon, who agreed that Kinney's election would benefit 

the industry. He pointed out, however, that Moeur himself had been 

"raised" on a cattle ranch and apparently was "a real cow hand as a young 

man." "We are safe, for once, in either case," Saxon commented, and we 

can "exercise our privilege of voting in accordance with our conscience, 

with the assurance that we will have a friend in the capital Csicl for

53. Arizona Daily Star. September 11, 1932. See also News 
Letter, September 6, 1932.

54. Kinney's plurality was 6,140 votes out of 17,844 cast. 
Arizona Daily Star, September 24, 1932.

55. See for instance, News Letter, October 18, 1932. Kinney's 
platform was described in the Arizona Daily Star, October 28, 1932, 
Bisbee (Ariz.) Daily Review, October 29, 1932, Arizona Republic. 
November 1, 1932, and (Kingman) Mohave County Miner, November 4, 1932.
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the next two y e a r s . H o p e f u l l y  Saxon's prediction would hold true, 

because Kinney was inundated by the Democratic landslide of 1 9 3 2 . The 

Association had withheld a formal endorsement, even though one of its 

members was in the running.

Beneficial legislation and the status of the Livestock Sanitary

Board were issues of major importance. In the spring of 1924 decisive

action on the part of Governor Hunt and the Sanitary Board prevented the

introduction of the dread foot-and-mouth contagion into Arizona from the
58Bay area of California. Cattlemen were grateful. The following year 

a serious threat arose from scabies, a skin disease of cattle and sheep.

At first the eradication process was carried on in an efficient manner; 

but then the Sanitary Board, at a time when its sound functioning was 

essential, became involved in a dispute with the State Veterinarian.

This rift resulted in the mass resignation of the Board. At this
59critical juncture the state was without a livestock health agency.

The situation demanded a remedy, which the Cattle Growers set 

out to achieve. A convention resolution of January 12, 1926, stated the

56. Harry J. Saxon (Willcox) to Mrs. Abbie W. Keith, October 24, 
1932, in News Letter, October 25, 1932.

57. Mason (comp.), Arizona General Election Results, 36. Moeur 
won over Kinney 75,314 to 42,202. Arizonans also were heavily in favor 
of Franklin D. Roosevelt who polled more than twice the number of votes 
cast for Herbert Hoover (ibid., 1).

58. News Letter, March 3, 1924; and a letter from S. E.
McDaniel (Ajo) to Producer, July 11, 1924, ibid., VI, no. 3 (August 1924), 
16. For technical information on the outbreak in California see USDA 
Bulletin no. 666, Foot-and-Mbuth Disease (Washington, April 1952), 14-15.

59. News Letter, May 4, July 14, 1925.
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need for a Board composed of men actively engaged in the livestock 

business. Almost immediately thereafter, a committee from the 

Association "waited upon" the governor, informed him of the urgency of 

the matter, and emphasized the fact that "the scab situation in certain 

sections of the state made it very necessary that we have the protection 

of a board." Hunt responded quickly and named three bona fide cowmen —  

Harry J. Saxon, John D. Parks, and Herbert Babbitt — • to the vacancies.

A milestone had been achieved. Heretofore, not all appointments to the 

Board had been of a practical, non-political nature, as illustrated by 

the recent squabble and by Horace Harrison's "retirement" in 1905.

Arizona cattlemen had finally come to dominate this most important of 

state agencies.

Personnel problems had been resolved to a great extent, but the 

fiscal condition of the Sanitary Board was far from sound. In the 

opening months of 1927 an increase in cattle thieving led the ACGA to 

request more money for hiring additional livestock inspectors. At the 

annual Association convention in Douglas, State Senator Wayne Thornburg 

urged his fellow cowmen to write their legislators on this matter, and he 

suggested the employment of five new inspectors who would work to arrest 

"the stealing and butchering of c a t t l e . T w o  years later another 

appropriation was requested —  at least $75,000 was required for

60. Ibid., February 2, 1926. See also the Arizona Republican 
of January 15, 1926, which contains excerpts from Hunt's letter to the 
Cattle Growers' announcing his new appointments to the Sanitary Board; 
and personal interview with Henry G. Boice.

61. Arizona Republican. February 10, 1927. See also, News 
Letter, January 18, February 1, 1927.
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"adequate p r o t e c t i o n . T h e  Ninth Legislature, although pledged to 

economy, recognized the criminal menace to the industry and approved the 

appropriation. The News Letter had "nothing but highest praise" for the 
state's law-makers.^

Some improvement had occurred, but range thefts continued to be 

costly. More stringent laws were required. Cattle stealing, because of 

improved highways and faster trucks, had become easier. Cattlemen wanted 

greater protection in the form of harsher p e n alties.This  necessitated 

the enactment of new livestock statutes, and late in 1930 President 

Warren Peterson of the ACGA appointed a committee to consider proposed 

measures for presentation to the next legislature. But this effort would 

succeed only if cowmen in each of the counties impressed upon their 

legislators the importance of this need. Political influence was lacking 

in the depression years of the early 1930s, and Arizona taxpayers were 

reluctant to approve additional funds to the Livestock Sanitary Board. 

Motorized rustling existed on a large scale throughout the decade.^

Not only was the Sanitary Board hindered financially, but its 

very existence was threatened. House Bill 107, introduced early in 1929 

by Representatives Sidney B. Moeur of Maricopa and Robert L. Finch of

62. News Letter, January 29, February 20, 1929.

63. Ibid.. March 19, 1929.

64. Ibid., January 3, 1930. See also ibid., February 25, 1930, 
and Arizona Daily Star, February 20, 1930.

65. News Letter, December 9, 30, 1930, February 21, 1931;
Report of the 26th Annual Meeting (1932), ACGA, 20; News Letter, May 24, 
December 6, 1932; and Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 111.
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Yavapai, would have consolidated the Commission of Agriculture and 

Horticulture, the State Dairy Commission, the Livestock Sanitary Board, 

the State Veterinarian, and the Sheep Sanitary Commission into one 

agency to be known as the "Board of Agriculture" presided over by a 

"Commissioner of Agriculture." The Cattle Growers protested that they 

already had too little representation in government, and furthermore 

this new creation might allow partisan politics to govern state 

administration of the cattle industry. "Practical cow men" could best 

determine what was best for their business. Fortunately the proposal 

died on the House calendar in the Ninth Legislature, but the attempt was 

to be repeated.Similar measures were written in the fall of 1932; 

and again stockmen were indignant. According to the News Letter, some 

unknowing outsiders wanted "the game wardens to also be the livestock 

inspectors. Can you feature that?"^

Referendum measure "303" on the November 8th general election 

ballot was designed to place some twenty state agencies under a "Tax 

Payers' Welfare Board." This directive body was to include the Governor, 

Secretary of State, Treasurer, Auditor, and Attorney General. "Vote 'NO' 

after 303" was the word that went out from the Cattle Growers' office. 

Economy was fine, but not at the expense of the Livestock Sanitary Board. 

"To how many Governors, Secretaries of State, State Treasurers, Auditors, 

Attorneys General Arizona has ever had would you have trusted your

66. House Journal, 9th Legislature (1929), 260-61, 674; News 
Letter, February 26, 1929.

67. News Letter, October 18, 1932.
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business?" the News Letter asked. If given this power, these five

elected officials "might not know how to spend the money appropriated to

the Sanitary Board...but they would probably know how to spend it to

help perpetuate themselves in office."*’® This plan was defeated, and

the Sanitary Board maintained its separate status; but it was clear that

cattlemen, despite the depression, would have to exert themselves

politically, or perhaps see their most important stake in Arizona

government pass out of existence.

While the Sanitary Board was being defended, some cattlemen saw

the need to eliminate certain undesirable features of state government.

In view of the depressed economic conditions, the tax burden should have
69been eased wherever possible. Early in 1922, the Cattle Growers felt

68. Ibid., October 25, 1932.

69. Lower taxes was a recurring theme. The ACGA did not want 
to see its members get "something for nothing," but it did attempt "to 
see that the true condition of the industry is understood by those whose 
official acts could work an extreme hardship on the cattlemen if they 
were not acquainted with the true situation." (Ibid., December 21,
1926) In 1929, amid relative prosperity, the sentiment was that "As 
good citizens we want to bear our share of the state's expense"; and 
members were urged to submit to their county assessors an accurate 
record of "every head of stock you have." (Ibid., July 31, 1929.)
Cattle Grower officials worked constantly throughout this period to 
inform the Tax Commission as to the financial status of the industry and 
its ability to meet its revenue obligations. Generally speaking, a 
strong and friendly tie with the Tax Commission was maintained during 
these years. On this point see Stockman. July 15, 1921; H. M. Rice, 
Secretary, ACGA (Phoenix) to Producer. August 20, 1922, ibid., IV, no. 4 
(September 1922), 28; News Letter. July 28, August 4, December 22, 1924, 
August 18, 1925, September 8, December 28, 1926, August 9, December 13, 
1927, January 31, August 14, 1928, February 25, August 12, 1930; Arizona 
Daily Star, February 20, 1930; and Report. 26th Annual Meeting (1932), 
ACGA, 19-20.
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the Arizona constitution should have been revised so as to make it a 

"conservative and business-like" document. President Henry Boice 

realized this procedure would be costly, but he reasoned that it would 

save "many times the amount of a constitutional convention" in the 

future. He asked Thomas E. Pollock, a wealthy northern Arizona 

entrepreneur-stockman, to use his influence "in the Legislature," and 

perhaps send "a letter or telegram to the Governor," so that the 

"desired results" might be achieved.

A "Meat Inspection Amendment," passed by the Seventh Legislature 

in March of 1925, was termed unconstitutional by spokesmen for "small" 

beef producers. This provision required cattle raisers to sell their 

slaughter animals to licensed butchers only, and threatened, according 

to opponents, to "do away with competition in the meat business." Also, 

the expense that would be involved in enforcing this law was considered 

"prohibitive." This measure, an effort to curtail cattle theft, was 

referred to the electorate in November, 1926, and defeated soundly.

70. Henry G. Boice (Phoenix) to T. E. Pollock, January 6, 1922, 
2/TEP; and Arizona Republican, January 11, 1922. Pollock (1868-1938) 
was an eminent banker, lumberman, sheepman and cattleman throughout the 
northern part of the state. His holdings, at one time, constituted a 
virtual "empire." Pollock, however, lost heavily during the depression 
of the '30s. For biographical information on Pollock see Robert 
Matheny, "T. E. Pollock: Building An Empire, 1895-1921," seminar paper, 
spring, 1965, University of Arizona; and Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of 
Arizona, II, 45.

71. State of Arizona Initiative and Referendum Publicity 
Pamphlet, 1926 (Sec. of State, 1926), 20; Senate Journal, 7th Legislature 
(1925), 203; and Todd, "Initiative and Referendum in Arizona," 5-6.
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In the fall of 1932, the cost of operating Arizona government 

was again a popular issue. A statewide "Legislative Economy Committee" 

saw to it that initiative measure "109" —  "Reducing Membership of 

Legislature" —  was included on the general election ballot. The 

amendment provided for a decrease in House membership, from 64 to 37; a 

cut in per diem for legislators, from $15 to $8; a reduction in size and 

salary of clerical staffs; and shorter regular and special legislative 

sessions. E. Ray Cowden, a respected Salt River Valley ranchman and a
72Cattle Grower, was among those who supported this unsuccessful effort.

On occasion, cattle interests concerned themselves with what they 

considered to be the cause of efficient and economical government. To 

avoid unnecessary expenditures in the face of hard times was only 

practical, in business and in the administration of state affairs.

Ill

Cattlemen had the support of an active national organization

during these difficult times. Arizonans were thankful for the services

of such men as Secretary T. W. Tomlinson and his successor, F. E.
73Mollins. The News Letter of June 15, 1927, maintained that the parent

72. State of Arizona Initiative and Referendum Publicity 
Pamphlet, 1932 (Sec. of State, 1932), 25-26. See also Report, 26th 
Annual Meeting (1932), ACGA, 19-20. Cowden, a Salt River Valley rancher, 
served as ACGA president in 1964-1965, is a director of the Arizona 
Public Service Co., and is a senior member of the Arizona Farm Loan 
Association Board. The Cowden Livestock Co. was begun in 1914 and its 
operations extend into five Arizona counties. Biographical material on 
Cowdel in possession of the author.

73. See Burmeister, "Six Decades of Rugged Individualism,"
145.
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organization needed no introduction to "any cattleman in Arizona," since

throughout its existence the American National had worked "faithfully

for the best interests of the livestock industry of this nation." Fred

J. Fritz of Clifton, a prominent Greenlee County ranchman, wrote in 1930:

"The American National Live Stock Association is the greatest asset that

the live-stock industry has....The National has been on the job at all

times...and the officers deserve much credit for the exceptionally good

work which they have a c c o m p l i s h e d . I n  September of 1930, American

National president Victor Culberson of New Mexico died and First Vice

President Henry Boice, five times the head of the Arizona Cattle

Growers, assumed the vacant post.^ In an address before the ACGA at

its 1931 convention, Boice gave the following example of the respect

accorded the national organization by Congress:

...I want to tell you about some hearings in Washington...One of 
the largest cattlemen in the United States...went before the 
committee and they gave him 5 minutes. Then they called the 
Secretary of the American Nat'l Livestock Assn.,...and they had 
him on the stand for over two hours, because he was representing 
your National Assn., he was representing you and me and every 
other cattleman in the West.76

74. Fred J. Fritz (Clifton) to Producer, June 17, 1930, ibid., 
XII, no. 2 (July 1930), 21. In the early 1950s Fritz would later serve 
as ACGA president; and in the 1930s he embarked upon a lengthy term of 
service as a state legislator, during which time he was elected Speaker 
of the House and president of the Senate. See Willson, Pioneer Cattle
men of Arizona, II, 13, and the political information on Fritz in 
possession of the author.

75. News Letter, October 7, 1930.

76. Ibid., February 24, 1931
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Arizona's congressional delegation was generally sympathetic 

toward the industry. Ralph Cameron, the Republican who had defeated 

Mark Smith in 1920, was probably less pleasing to stockmen than any 

other of the state's national legislators during his single term in 

o f f i c e . T h e  popular Senator Ashurst won handily in 1922 and 1928; and 

Carl Hayden, U. S. Representative since statehood, defeated Cameron in 

1926, thus making Arizona's representation in Washington one hundred per 

cent Democratic. Lewis W. Douglas, descendant of one of the West's 

leading copper-mining families and future United States Ambassador to 

the Court of St. James, won election to the House in 1926 in a decisive 

triumph over his Republican opponent 0. J. Baughn. Douglas was re

elected to three consecutive terms extending to 1933, at which time he

resigned to become Director of the Budget in the Roosevelt 
78administration.

Arizona cattlemen were generally pleased with the performance of 

their national legislators, but requests to Congress were to be made only 

when absolutely necessary. In 1928, for example, the Cattle Growers felt 

they were ably represented by individuals who were responsive to the 

needs of the industry, a vital industry which deserved every consideration.

77. Personal interview with Henry G. Boice. Cameron, defeated 
for the Senate again in 1928 and 1932, was apparently on quite intimate 
terms with T. E. Pollock, the northern Arizona stockman, as evidenced by 
several letters from Cameron in Washington to Pollock, covering the 
period May 5, 1921, to February 27, 1922, in boxes 1-3, TEP.

78. See Mason (comp.), Arizona General Election Results, 10,
20. Douglas served in London during the period 1947-1950.
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Moreover, the Association was a prominent segment of the Arizona 

electorate, and the News Letter remarked that those sent to Washington 

"realized that there are a lot of votes among Arizona cattlemen." The 

organization was in a position to command attention, and its pleas were 

loud enough to be heard; yet it was "not going to ask anybody for any

thing" that was not warranted. There were, however, "a lot of things 

cattlemen needtecj" which fell into that category.^9 A profitable 

relationship existed between the stockmen and Senators Hayden and Ashurst

and Representative Douglas, and this support in Congress was 
80appreciated.

IV

As always, difficulties attendant to cattle shipping were of

considerable importance. As one producer put it, "Freight rates...make
81all the difference between many buyers or few, fair prices or bad." 

During the First World War the U. S. Railroad Administration had taken 

full charge of such matters, but private control returned with the 

passage of the Transportation or Esch-Cummins Act in February, 1920. 

Section 15-A of this law guaranteed the lines certain minimum freight 

charges, a clause that Arizona stock raisers considered "utterly 

selfish" and "a travesty upon decency and honor." Carriers began

79. News Letter, May 15, 1928.

80. Ibid., March 8, 1932.

81. Ibid.. August 13, 1925.

82. Stockman, editorial, April 30, 1921. See also February 15, 
May 15, 30, 1921; and Arizona Republican, February 9, 11, 1921.
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asking for higher rates, and the cattlemen, encouraged by Senator 

Ashurst, set out to thwart the proposed increases on grounds that the 

current depressed market conditions justified a downward not an upward
O  Orevision.

Grievances were taken directly to the Interstate Commerce 

Commission. At a rate hearing in Phoenix, on January 9, 1924, the 

Association presented its case against the companies concerning ship

ments to California.^ While awaiting the decision on this matter, a 

similar complaint was filed against the Southern Pacific in regard to 

higher rates on eastern-bound beef. A two-day hearing in March resulted 

in the withdrawal of the increased schedule, pending the outcome of the 

earlier case.®"* In September the News Letter proclaimed "ANOTHER RATE 

VICTORY" after receiving news from the ICC examiner that rate increases
Rfito California and to points in New Mexico and Texas were not justified. 

Association efforts had yielded beneficial results.

83. Temporary emergency reductions were granted by the rail
roads in mid-1921 (Stockman. July 15, 1921), and early in 1923 the 
Interstate Commerce Commission ordered lower rates on cattle shipped 
from Arizona to the North Plains and the Northwest (Producer, IV, no. 11 
(April 1923), 21-22). Ashurst stated in August, 1923: "Freight rates
are too high in the intermountain states. They must be lowered, and I 
am fighting in congress for lower rates....There is certainly no justice 
in charging more for hauling...." Quoted from an unidentified newspaper 
article, dated August 23, 1923, in Ashurst clipping book, APRS.

84. News Letter, January 7, 1924; and Douglas (Ariz.) Daily 
International, January 8, 1924.

85. Regarding the hearing in March, see News Letter.
February 18, 25, March 17, 24, June 23, 1924; and Stockman, March 15, 
1924.

86. News Letter, September 8, 15, 1924.



225

Throughout late 1924 and early 1925 drought conditions prevailed

on the Arizona range. Cattlemen were forced to market their animals or

send them to winter pasture. Either operation would be costly, and the

Cattle Growers requested emergency rates from the railroads. Reductions

were granted by both the Santa Fe and the Southern Pacific, and
87extensions were allowed through July. Even though stockmen protested

against shipping charges, and shippers and carriers appeared

irreconcilable at times, the livestock industry was able to gain at

least temporary concessions during adverse times. There was some basic

cooperation between these two major elements of Arizona's economy. Each

was dependent on the other, although it seemed the railroaders were

seldom willing to admit the fact.

The rate controversy continued. New cases were presented to the

ICC; cattlemen and railroaders conferred on both inter- and intrastate

rates; and for the most part the ACGA was able to protect its members
88from excessive charges. A vital feature of this sustained effort was 

the work of the Association's Traffic Attorney, Charles E. Blaine of 

Phoenix, who served the American National in the same capacity 

beginning in the 1920s. Blaine was especially effective in 1930, when 

the Cattle Growers filed seven complaints and won them all. The Arizona 

lawyer was retained at a piddling $25 per month, gave unstintingly of

87. See Stockman, October 15, 1924; and News Letter, October 27, 
December 4, 30, 1924, January 20, March 3, 23, May 13, 19, 1925.

88. See News Letter, June 30, September 15, 1925, April 23,
May 4, 1927.
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his time, and was considered the Association's "greatest a s s e t . A s

in years past, Arizona cowmen were forced to rely upon the federal

government to check the unfair activities of "the great railroad barons

of the nation" and their attempts at "throttling" a vital industry.

Marketing difficulties also called for vigorous action.

Drought, low prices, and increased operating expenses in the early 1920s

caused one cattleman to write that "everything we buy is higher than a

cat's back, and what we sell is very low in comparison." He asked,
91"What is the remedy?" What many considered to be the solution was 

adopted in 1923 when the Cattle Growers joined the California Cooperative 

Marketing Association. The ACGA thus became the Arizona selling agent 

for those producers who contracted with the CCMA. Cattle Grower 

secretary H. H. Rice was certain that this approach was the "only" 

feasible way to find markets that would "continue to demand Arizona 

stocker, feeder, or beef cattle.

89. This assessment of Blaine's value to the Cattle Growers 
appears in ibid., January 31, 1930. See also ibid., February 23, 1931.

90. Stockman, editorial. May 15, 1921.

91. W. M. Marteny (Tucson) to Producer, April 9, 1924, ibid.,
V, no. 12 (May 1924), 20. See also Livestock and Meat Statistics. 1957, 
248; and J. Wayne Stark, "Marketing Arizona Beef Cattle," M.S. thesis, 
University of Arizona, 1933, 10.

92. H. M. Rice, Secretary, ACGA (Phoenix) to Producer,
August 1, 1923, ibid., V, no. 3 (August 1923), 19. This marketing 
scheme was formally included in the resolutions of the seventeenth 
annual ACGA convention, January 29-30, 1924. (Stockman. February 15, 
1924.)



Within four years the marketing plan had achieved significant

improvement. Cooperation had proved successful. By selling cattle in

an "orderly way" —  that is, shipping them when the packers were in need

of slaughter animals —  some of the hardship had been removed. Hubbard

Russell, managing director of the CCMA, renamed the Western Cattle

Marketing Association in 1927, had worked effectively on behalf of

producers in California, Arizona, Nevada, southern Oregon, and in certain

areas of other western states. In the fall of 1927 the fruits of his

labor were obvious. The News Letter reported that "indebtedness has
93almost all been wiped out. At their convention in mid-February, 1928, 

the Cattle Growers resolved: "We heartily endorse the fundamental 

principles of the plan under which the Western Cattle Marketing 

Association is operating, and we...earnestly urge the Arizona cattlemen 

to join the marketing association and give it their enthusiastic 
support."94

In 1930 a realistic approach was again employed. Live cattle 

prices dropped and packers adjusted their wholesale prices accordingly. 

Retail meat dealers the country over, however, did not come down on beef 

steak. The result was considerable resentment among consumers and a 

corresponding decline in purchases. Following the lead of the American 

National, the Cattle Growers published a series of newspaper articles

227

93. News Letter, October 26, 1927.

94. Arizona Republican, February 17, 1928.
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which explained the situation, and then approached a number of Arizona 

retailers with an eye toward settling their differences. The grocers 

and butchers responded favorably to these overtures, and by early 1931 

consumer prices were generally in line with those paid by the packers 

and wholesalers.̂  Thus the Association on another occasion had proved 

its worth to Arizona cowmen.

Although the Cattle Growers had effectively combatted marketing

difficulties by their own means, they were not entirely hostile toward

government assistance. In 1930 Congress was asked to appropriate funds

for "extension work in cooperative marketing and agricultural

e c o n o m i c s . I n  1932 the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1929,

administered by the Federal Farm Board, was termed "the most important,

forward-looking step taken in behalf of agriculture in many years.

Unlike producers on the Great Plains, Arizonanssaened able to profit from
98this government effort to aid farmers and cattlemen.

Monopolistic activities of the Big Five meat packers caused 

nationwide concern which was shared by Arizonans. In 1920, after

95. News Letter, February 24, 1931.

96. Arizona Daily Star. February 20, 1930.

97. Report. 26th Annual Meeting (1932), ACGA, 21. The passage 
of this significant piece of farm legislation is discussed in Alice M. 
Christensen, "Agricultural Pressure and Governmental Response in the 
United States, 1919-1929," Agricultural History. XI (January 1937), 41. 
General information can be found in Murray R. Benedict, Farm Policies of 
the United States. 1790-1950 (New York, 1953), 239-41.

98. On the attitude of Plains ranchers, see Schlebecker, Cattle 
Raising on the Plains. 125-26.
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conferring with the packers, Attorney General A. Mitchell Palmer issued

the Packer Consent Decree, which constituted only a token concession.

Most cattlemen were not satisfied, since the packers still controlled
99distribution facilities. A bill before Congress in 1921 proposed 

marketing restrictions for the benefit of both producers and consumers.

At the February convention of the Cattle Growers in Phoenix, this 
regulatory measure was given an airing.

A resolution adopted on the 10th of February touched off a 

spirited debate. The day before, Dwight B. Heard had urged the 

Association to withdraw its support of a statement which condemned 

proposed restrictions on the packers. Throughout his "two-hour fight 

from the floor," Heard was repeatedly interrupted by several packer 

representatives in attendance. The influential publisher insisted that 

proper regulation, without disadvantages for either side, was necessary, 

and that such a policy would benefit all concerned. "I know many packers, 

and I like them," Heard told the large audience, and "I have told 

Mr. Swift repeatedly that we have nothing against the packers." But he 

added that Swift was also aware that we are "decidedly opposed to some 

of their methods." Heard went on to establish his position firmly:

",..we are confident that we are right and propose to work out the 

problem of keeping the markets open as they should be and must be without 

the slightest malice or ill-will to any packer." His case was well-

99. Ibid., 76-77
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reasoned and clearly presented, despite "almost constant heckling," but 

he was overriden by the majority which went on record as "opposing the 

effort to regulate the meat industry or any part thereof."^^0

Despite the attitude of Arizona cowmen, the American National

actively pursued regulation. In August these efforts were rewarded when

President Harding signed the Packer and Stockyards Act, which gave the

vast majority of cattlemen the protection they desired. The packers did

not sit idly by, however, and in 1922 their test case went before the

Supreme Court. The producers won again when the high court ruled in

their f a v o r . M a n y  Arizonans continued to speak out in favor of the

packers, and in 1929 and 1930 the ACGA passed resolutions asking for

revision of the Packers Consent Decree so that the meat companies might
102retail "certain canned foods." The packers had influence in Arizona, 

but they did not see eye to eye with cattlemen on all aspects of marketing.

Producers were outspoken in opposing the sale of their animals 

through the Union stockyards in Los Angeles. In 1922 and 1923 this idea 

was rejected by the Cattle Growers, most of whom chose to retain the 

"old system of ranch selling" to the buyers of their c h o i c e . P r e s e n t  

at the 1923 convention was James McNaughton, who was given the

100. The proceedings of this convention session are detailed in 
Arizona Republican, February 10, 1921. See also ibid., February 11, 1921; 
and Stockman, February 15, 1921.

101. Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on the Plains, 77-78.

102. News Letter, February 20, 1929; Arizona Daily Star,
February 20, 1930.

103. Arizona Republican. February 24, 1922, March 8, 1923.
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opportunity to explain the advantages of central marketing to the member

ship. He and his fellow yard representatives failed to win sufficient 

converts, even though they reportedly "tried to dominate" the gathering. 

One Arizona stockman wrote that he "was approached by men...who asked me 

not to take any part in any act which would incur the enmity of the 

packers and the stock-yards, as they were too strong and we could not 

afford to 'get in bad' with them." These methods were of no avail, and 

the same writer observed that there was "no argument in favor of the 

Union Stock Yards.

Defiance was again voiced in 1928. In that year the Cattle 

Growers came out against the Capper-Hope bill, to amend the Packers and 

Stockyards law, which they believed would "unnecessarily restrict our 

rights to sell livestock." The Association office wired Gilbert N. Haugen 

of Iowa, chairman of the House Agricultural Committee, and asked that his 

group withhold recommendation for passage.

V

Tariff controversies that characterized national politics were 

not without effect in Arizona. Basically, the problem of live cattle 

and meat imports came into being for three reasons: an increase in

Canadian cattle shipments into this country; the rise of Argentina as a

104. T. F. Doyle (Litchton) to Producer, May 7, 1923, ibid., V, 
no. 1 (June 1923), 18.

105. The text of the telegram is included in News Letter. 
December 11, 1928. See also Arizona Republican, February 17, 1928.
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meat exporter; and the failure of the livestock industry to expand with 

the U. S. population. So long as the war continued imports were of 

little consequence, since the demand from abroad absorbed all the United 

States could produce and more. But the return of peacetime competition 

brought protests from American stock raisers against foreign beef. Some 

relief was granted in 1921 with the passage of the Emergency Tariff which 

imposed a 30 per cent ad valorem duty on meat imports. The next year the 

Fordney-McCumber Tariff raised the protective barrier even higher; and 

in 1930 President Hoover sent rates soaring to unprecedented heights 

when he signed the Hawley-Smooth bill.^^ Throughout these tariff 

debates, Arizona cattlemen expressed their views.

Cowmen wanted protection. Charles P. Mullen, in his presidential

address before the Cattle Growers in February, 1921, called for the

"abandonment of sectional lines and the support of a constructive policy

of sound p r o t e c t i o n . T h e  Association concurred and resolved in favor
108of a tariff on cattle, dressed meats, and hides. Senator Cameron 

sympathized with these wishes, and indicated that the proposed Emergency 

Tariff would be useful only until a more sweeping measure could be drawn

106. Edminster, Cattle Industry and the Tariff, 112-16, 146-47; 
Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on the Plains, 126; and Benedict, Farm 
Policies of the United States, 250-51.

107. Mullen's speech appears in Arizona Republican, February 9, 
1921. Mullen served as ACGA president during the years 1913-1914, and 
from 1917 to 1921.

108. Ibid., February 11, 1921. See also Stockman, February 15,
1921.
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109and passed. Senator Ashurst, however, did not see it that way at all.

In July, while the Farm Bloc was demanding acceptance of a Republican 

high-tariff measure, the Arizona Democrat confided to his diary that

No more annoying question can come before Congress than a 
general revision of the tariff. During the pendency of a tariff 
bill, Washington becomes a bewildering farrago where are gathered 
representatives of the manufacturers who demand that 'raw 
materials' shall be on the free list, but also demand a high 
tariff duty on the manufactured goods; and here also are the 
representatives of the farm, field, forest, mines, and ranch, who 
demand a high tariff on the 'raw materials' but who demand a low 
tariff on the factory products. They are all 1 free traders' after 
they get their own interest protected by a 'high tariff bill,' 
which shuts out competition on that which they produce. ^

The senatorial delegation was divided, and not all stockmen were in

favor of high duties.

A group of southern Arizona cattlemen with interests in Mexico 

were not pleased with the prospect of a higher tariff on live animals.

Burdette Packard, prominent Cochise County stockman and banker with 

substantial livestock holdings south of the border, journeyed to 

Washington on behalf of the "American Association of Cattle Growers of 

Mexico." His efforts "to get some relief" indicated that he represented 

a minority which did not want more p r o t e c t i o n . T h e  great majority of

109. Ralph H. Cameron (Washington) to T. E. Pollock, April 8, 
1921, 1/TEP.

110. Ashurst, Many-Colored Toga, 149. Entry for July 13, 1921. 
See also the telegram (copy from Ashurst (Washington ?) to Charles A. 
Stauffer, July 12, 1921, CAS; and Christensen, "Agricultural Pressure 
and Governmental Response," 35.

111. B. A. Packard (Douglas) to T. E. Pollock, July 27, 1921, 
2/TEP; Stockman; July 15, 1921; Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona, 
II, 15.



234

Arizona producers, with the help of Cameron in the Senate, advocated

increased duties; and therefore most of them were in full agreement with
112the rates imposed by the Fordney-McCumber Act of September, 1922.

The cause of protection was consistently upheld during the mid-

1920s. Speaking before the ACGA convention in Douglas, in late January,

1924, President Henry Boice declared: "All cattlemen, as producers of

raw materials, must stand together on the tariff question...to the end

that a just tariff be placed on raw materials so as to protect the
113producers of this country.11 Import duties were sound business.

Canned meats, which could now easily be imported in refrigerated ships 

holds from South America, were the object of a resolution in 1925 that 

called for President Coolidge to exercise his authority under the 

Fordney-McCumber Act and "declare an addition of 50 per cent to the 

present tariff on canned meats and t a l l o w . T h e  same attitude pre

vailed in 1927, but a new element was added -- disease. Not only would 

cheaply raised Mexican and Argentine beef compete unfairly with the 

American product, but the introduction of the destructive foot-and-mouth 

virus was likely. Both countries had recently experienced outbreaks, 

and Arizona cowmen were urged to "make every endeavor" to see that the 

menace did not enter the United States from the south.

112. Ralph H. Cameron (Washington) to T. E. Pollock, September 10, 
1922, 3/TEP; Arizona Republican. February 24, 1922.

113. Stockman. March 15, 1924.

114. News Letter, February 16, 1925.

115. Ibid.. November 15, 1927. See also USDA, Foot-and-Mouth 
Disease, 10; News Letter, November 19, 1927; and Arizona Republican. 
February 10, 1927.
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Imported hides also created considerable interest. The Cattle 

Growers asked that hides be taken off the free list in 1928 and 1929, 

and in the latter year producers were urged by both the national and 

state organizations to solicit the aid of their congressmen. The needs 

of the industry found sympathy with the Arizonans in Washington, and in 

1930, when a tariff bill introduced by Republican Senator Tasker L. Oddie 

of Nevada was placed before the upper house, the News Letter informed its 

readers that "our congressional representatives are standing staunchly 

behind us."^^

The Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act, the work of two western congress

men, took effect in June of 1930. This was a major victory for American 

livestock producers. Rates on live cattle were raised, hides were taken 

off the free list, and the importation of meat from countries afflicted 

with foot-and-mouth disease was prohibited.Arizona cattlemen were 

grateful for this legislation, although the ten per cent ad valoren duty 

on hides was somewhat disappointing. Henry Boice remarked in 

February, 1931, that in view of the depression "it is easy to imagine 

what would have happened if we had not had this increased duty on our

products." The American National, with the cooperation of the state
118organizations, had labored many months for this law. Its passage,

116. News Letter, March 18, 1930; also, Arizona Republican, 
February 17, 1928; News Letter, February 20, March 19, April 30, 1929, 
February 25, March 11, 1930; and Arizona Daily Star, February 20, 1930.

117. News Letter, July 1, 1930; Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on 
the Plains, 126.

118. News Letter, February 24, 1931.



236

in the words of ACGA president Warren Peterson, was "no doubt relecting 

good on our industry.

Oleomargarine posed another tariff question. By 1930 the

vegetable oil content in the butter substitute had risen to 75 per cent;

animal fats were declining in use and profit; and American meat

producers, supported by the dairymen, demanded protection against foreign 
120vegetable oils. Arizonans requested a tax on all oleomargarine. If

the product were composed of oils and fats produced "exclusively" in the

United States the Cattle Growers resolved that the tax "shall not exceed

one quarter of one cent per pound" and if foreign ingredients were used

"ten cents per pound" was considered just. The reasoning behind this

request to Congress was that to tax one domestic product for the

protection of another was "un-American in spirit and principle and
121entirely unjustified and indefensible." In any case, the advantage 

should rightfully belong to the American product.

During the western phase of the 1932 presidential campaign, 

Arizona cattlemen received firsthand assurances regarding Democratic 

tariff views. Governor and Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt of New York spent 

a few days as guests of their longtime friend, and FDR's Arizona 

political leader, Mrs. John C. Greenway, at her Quarter Circle Double X

119. Ibid.

120. Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on the Plains. 128.

121. Report. 26th Annual Meeting (1932), ACGA, 20.
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122Ranch a few miles outside Williams. On September 26, while

attending a rodeo given in his honor, Roosevelt addressed a group of

Arizonans, including several cattlemen, and commented on the tariff

issue. By this point in the contest, Roosevelt had eased his attack on

the Republican high-protectionist policies, and in fact he was
123contradicting his earlier anti-tariff stand. Speaking from a 

convertible automobile, he assured the crowd of more than a thousand 

that he had the best interests of American beef producers at heart. "I 

was asked in Phoenix," he said, "whether, if elected, I would be in 

favor of lowering the protective tariff on beef importation from the 

Argentine, Mexico and Australia." He continued, "I want to go on record 

as saying that I am for the protection of our own cattle industry, our 

own American cattle." He further promised "to look after our own 

American people f i r s t . C o w m e n  could recall this speech a few years 

hence.

122. Pare and Fireman, Arizona Pageant. 281; Arizona Daily Star. 
September 22, 1932. Isabella Selmes Greenway (1886-1953), wife of the 
Arizona mining entrepreneur John C. Greenway, was an intimate friend of 
both Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt. In 1933, after Lewis Douglas re
signed his congressional seat to become Director of the Budget, Mrs. 
Greenway won a special election and entered the House as Arizona's only 
representative. She was re-elected in 1934, but chose to retire from 
office two years later. See Arizona Republic. March 24, 1936; and 
Wyllys, Arizona, 321, 323.

123. William E. Leuchtenburg has written in his prize-winning 
Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal, 1932-1940 (New York, 1963), 10, 
that Roosevelt "struck out at the disastrous high-tariff policies of the 
Republicans, but by the end of the campaign, taunted by Hoover, he had 
eaten so many of his words that no real difference separated the two 
candidates on the tariff issue."

124. Arizona Republic. September 27, 1932; Williams (Ariz.) 
News, September 30, 1932; Arizona Daily Star, September 27, 1932.
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Arizona's two principal newspapers took sides on the tariff

question during that fall of 1932. The Arizona Daily Star of Tucson,

edited by William R. Mathews, assumed a Democratic stance when it

condemned the Hawley-Smoot Tariff as "an embargo act" that benefited

only "certain favored industries." Editor Mathews contended that this

Republican measure was harmful to the nation's economic health and a

factor in "the steady decline in prosperity." He concluded: The

American people are paying for it with the present paralysis of trade

and industry. Although many economists agreed with this outlook}^

the Arizona Republic did not. Renamed after the Republican, in

November, 1930, this Phoenix daily favored the agricultural interests.

The Democrats were criticized for not telling producers how much
127protection would be given them under Roosevelt. Stockmen could

observe the tariff issue being debated in the state; and it was clear, 

at least in this instance, that the press was not entirely sympathetic 

toward the livestock industry.

125. Arizona Daily Star, editorial, October 13, 1932.

126. See John D. Hicks, Republican Ascendancy. 1921-1933
(New York, 1960), 222; and Benedict, Farm Policies of the United States. 
251.

127. Arizona Republic, editorial, October 7, 1932.
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Tariff protection was only one request sent to Washington. The

government, in the eyes of many, was also expected to provide credit

during these hard times. Cattlemen throughout the West depended on the

War Finance Corporation for loans, and Arizonans were grateful for this 
1281‘wonderful help." The Cattle Growers likewise expressed hope that

the Agricultural Credit of 1923, which provided for intermediate credit
129banks, would be of benefit. T. E. Pollock, however, was doubtful

that such a plan would be of use in Arizona since banks were "too few

and far between" to carry out the intent of this law, and because the

maximum amount that could be borrowed by private loan agencies was 
130insufficient. Pollock s apprehension were borne out; financial

assistance through these intermediate banks was not adequate. At its

1924 convention in Douglas, the ACGA asked that the War Finance
131Corporation be allowed to grant loans until March 31, 1925. Arizona 

cattlemen needed more credit.

The War Finance Corporation was not extended, and "one 

important avenue of credit" for stockmen had been eliminated. Again

128. Stockman. December 15, 1921.

129. Arizona Republican. March 8, 1923. See also, Christensen, 
"Agricultural Pressure and Governmental Response," 35; Benedict, Farm 
Policies of the United States. 185n; and Hicks, Republican Ascendancy. 
193.

130. T. E. Pollock (Flagstaff) to Fred H. Bixby, January 6,
1923 (copy), 4/TEP.

131. News Letter. February 4, 1924; Stockman. February 15, 1924.

VI
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Congress was asked to provide loan agencies so that "adequate credits
132for the livestock industry" would be "promptly available." Some

relief did materialize in 1925 in the form of the Pacific National

Agricultural Credit Corporation of Los Angeles. With offices in El Paso

and Phoenix, the latter directed by H. B. Embach, Secretary of the

Arizona Wool Growers' Association, this financial institution gave hard-
133pressed Southwestern stockmen the opportunity to borrow. In a letter 

to a business associate, Dwight B. Heard expressed a feeling of 

accomplishment over the creation of the Pacific National organization: 

"This is the culmination of a movement on which Henry Boice and I have 

been working for some time for the purpose of obtaining credit on more 

favorable terms for the cattle producers of Arizona including both beef 

and dairy cattle....

Assistance from the government continued. It was necessary, it
135was accepted, and it was generally praised. But once again Pollock 

saw little wisdom in this sort of lending arrangement, since it could 

easily be abused. He observed that producers gladly took the money 

Washington offered, but on the other hand many of them would not market 

their animals. This being the case. Pollock stated, "we are going to

132. News Letter, February 16, 1925.

133. Ibid.. August 25, 1931, April 23, 1927.

134. Dwight B. Heard (?) to Charles A. Stauffer, July 28, 1925,
CAS.

135. See the resolutions of the twenty-fifth annual ACGA 
convention in the News Letter, February 24, 1931.
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wake up to the fact that we have to many cattle," and "the loan

companies will finally realize that their loans are excessive." In 

short, if the government did not want to stand the loss, the cowmen

actually work against stockmen. When the Reconstruction Finance 

Corporation, chartered by Congress in January, 1932, authorized live

stock loans through the Regional Agricultural Credit Corporation, one 

"conservative cow man" wryly remarked: "This CrFC money] will probably

be a good thing when it is borrowed by cattlemen who absolutely need it,

but if it is borrowed for purposes of expansion, in all probability it
137will wreck the borrower, and hurt the cattle industry."

The Regional Agricultural Credit Corporation was fully operative 

in the fall of 1932. The Arizona office was located in the Luhrs Tower, 

Phoenix, and the Cattle Growers anticipated that it would be a "real 

help." But the ACGA cautioned that funds should be borrowed only for 

necessities, that they would have to be repaid and "shouldn't be spent 

on anything that won't have calves." A cow was an asset, "for she may 

be able to pay interest on the money spent on her," but an automobile 

was "a liability" which could never repay the money spent on it.*"*®

Predators and rodents took their toll on the Arizona range, and 

cattlemen did not hesitate to seek federal assistance in combating this

136. T. E. Pollock (Flagstaff) to C. E. Walker, February 11, 
1932 (copy), 7/TEP.

137. News Letter, October 4, 1932.

would have to sell. 136 Too much aid, poorly administered, could

138. Ibid.. November 15, 1932.
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menace. Most of the individuals concerned felt that the landlord who

controlled most of the state's acreage should maintain his grazing

property, but the government apparently was not doing its share of the

eradication work in spite of the fact that "every foot" of government
139land was supposedly "infested" with rodents. Early in 1922 a group 

of ranchmen took matters into their own hands. In the eastern part of 

Yavapai County, the Beaver Creek Stock Association, dissatisfied with 

the work of the Survey, established its own bounty system. This 

approach proved successful, and in July of that same year a Beaver Creek 

stockman reported that "mountain lions have become so scarce in this 

section that bounty men will not stay. In Coconino County a some

what different attitude was apparent. Here the Biological Survey was 

considered to be "of very great material benefit." The major barrier to 

even greater efficiency was the lack of funds, and it was hoped that

Congress would be "very liberal" when it came time to pass on 
141appropriations.

In the late 1920s and early 1930s the federal eradication pro

gram received considerable praise, but Congress continued to deny 

adequate support, at least in the eyes of the Cattle Growers. The out-

139. Ibid., October 10, 1928.

140. E. F. Dugan (Camp Verde) to Producer, July 24, 1922, 
ibid., IV, no. 3 (August 1922), 23. See also Dugan (Camp Verde) to 
ibid.. Ill, no. 9 (February 1922), 34.

141. T. E. Pollock (Flagstaff) to E. W. Nelson, Chief, Bur. of 
Biological Survey, October 8, 1921 (copy), 2/TEP. See also E. W. Nelson 
(Washington) to Pollock, September 29, 1921, ibid.
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look seemed to be one of sympathy and appreciation for the well-

intended but poorly financed program. "We have continued to work in

cooperation with the Biological Survey, and those in charge have been

ever ready to help out," exclaimed C. Warren Peterson, but these

efforts were "handicapped" because funds sufficient to the task were 
142being withheld. Convention resolutions repeatedly urged increased 

appropriations, and on several occasions Arizona's congressional
143delegation was asked to cast its votes for favorable legislation.

VII

The unappropriated national domain evoked considerable discussion. 

Arizona graziers wanted to use their state's share of this vast, un

administered "no man's land;"^^ and they wanted to do it in an orderly 

fashion. A convention resolution passed by the Cattle Growers in 1923 

asked Congress to enact legislation providing for long-term leases, 

grazing districts administration by the Forest Service, and the

142. Quoted from the address of ACGA president C. Warren 
Peterson, delivered on February 10, 1931, before the 25th annual 
convention of the Association (News Letter. February 24, 1931). See 
also ibid., April 26, 1927.

143. Pertinent resolutions appear in: Arizona Republican.
February 11,1921, February 10, 1927, February 17, 1928; News Letter, 
February 20, 1929, March 11, 1930, February 24, 1931; and Report, 26th 
Annual Meeting (1932), ACGA, 20.

144. Barnes, Story of the Range. 14. Barnes estimated in 1926
that 186,000,000 acres of unappropriated public land were "so badly over- 
grazed as to be more of a liability than an asset." See also Roy M. 
Robbins, Our Landed Heritage: The Public Domain, 1776-1936 (Princeton
Univ. Press, 1942), 410-11.
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expenditure of rental fees for construction and maintenance of roads and
145highways through the federal lands. Controlled use of the range was

necessary, and in 1925, when the government considered the removal of

fences from the public domain, Arizona graziers termed such a proposal 
146"disastrous." Regulation on the federal range was a must, but it had 

to be based on what was best for each particular area in the 

physiographically diverse West.

Satisfaction was evident among Arizona stockmen in the spring of

1925 when they learned that a Senate subcommittee would investigate

western grazing conditions. The enabling resolution was introduced by

Ralph Cameron of Arizona, who would serve as a member of this body under
147the chairmanship of Senator R. N. Stanfield of Oregon. The hearings 

took place in the summer and fall, and the Arizona phase of the study 

was conducted in June by a two-man panel consisting of Senators Cameron 

and Ashurst, the latter having been appointed just prior to the 

committee's visit to his home s t a t e . T h e s e  hearings, most of which 

took place in Oregon and Arizona, produced a significant piece of 

legislation.

145. Arizona Republican. March 8, 1923.

146. News Letter, January 13, February 16, 1925; Stockman, 
January 15, 1925.

147. Cong. Rec., LXVI, pt. 5, March 4, 1925, 5505-5506; News 
Letter, April 28, June 1, 1925.

148. See News Letter, June 11, 1925; Ashurst, Many-Colored Toga, 
232-33; Foss, Politics and Grass, 46-47; and Lauver,"Use and Management 
of Forested Lands in Arizona," 170-71.



245

Senator Stanfield introduced a grazing bill in the spring of

1926. This measure called for the issuance of permits and the creation

of districts, and it was endorsed by both the American National and the
149Arizona Cattle Growers. In the face of charges that this bill would

despoil the public range "quite as effectively as the oil grabbers ever

did," but "on a larger scale,"*"’® Thomas M. Peters, an indignant Tucson

cattleman, contended that what he and his neighbors wanted nothing more

than stability. He asked the "self-styled conservationists" who were

trying to defeat the measure to consider the following allegory:

If you as a business man obtain the use of a factory and install 
machinery of such a nature that fifty per cent of the installation 
costs go for labor charges, you want to be sure of several things: 
First, that you have the rental of the building for a term of 
years; second, that if conditions force you to sell, you can turn 
your lease over to the highest bidder; third, that on the 
termination of your lease you will have a preference right of 
renewal, or can remove your machinery or sell it for what it is 
worth.

The same held true with the public lands. Stockmen desired, according to 

Peters, some guarantee of tenure that would enable them to "sit down and 

figure...[the] best and most economic usage" of their federal lease

lands.*"*"*" The critics prevailed, however, and the Stanfield Bill was
, c 152 defeated.

149. News Letter. January 26, February 16, April 13, May 4, 11, 
1926. Favorable opinion was also expressed by an editorial in the 
Stockman of April 15, 1926. For a complete text of the Stanfield Bill, 
see Arizona Republican, January 15, 1926.

150. San Francisco Examiner. March 11, 1926, as quoted in 
Robbins, Our Landed Heritage, 411.

151. See Thomas M. Peters, "The Stockman and the Federal Land," 
The Outlook, CXLII, April 14, 1926, 568.

152. Ibid.. 569.
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Cattlemen continued to support a lease program. In October,

1926, the editor of the Stockman noted that over the years Congress had

considered several bills for the regulation of grazing on the public

domain, each had failed, and he was doubtful that such a measure could

pass "just yet." Nonetheless it was evident to him that sentiment in
153support of such an act was "stronger than ever before." In 1927 and 

again in 1928 the Cattle Growers resolved in favor of a regulatory law.^^ 

More grazing land was needed; the 640-acre provision of the Stock-Raising 

Homestead Act of 1916 was no longer adequate. Arizona Representative 

Lewis Douglas was apparently aware of this feeling in December, 1931, 

when he introduced unsuccessfully an amendment to this law which would 

have increased the acreage allowance.Meanwhile, however, another 

source of hope had been revealed.

Ray Lyman Wilbur, President Hoover's Secretary of the Interior, 

announced his states'-rights land program in the summer of 1929. His 

idea, which he enunciated before a western governors' conference in 

Boise, Idaho, included the transferal to those states "willing to accept 

the responsibility" the control of the surface rights of "all public 

lands not included in the national parks or monuments or in the national

153. Stockman, editorial, October 15, 1926.

154. Arizona Republican. February 10, 1927, February 17, 1928.

155. Cong. Rec.. LXXV, pt. 1, December 9, 1931, 264. The 
measure, "An Act to provide for stock-raising homesteads, and for other 
purposes," an amendment to the 1916 statute, died in committee.
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forests." Wilbur felt that in time the states might even control the

national f o r e s t s . H o o v e r  then appointed James R. Garfield, Secretary

of the Interior under Theodore Roosevelt, as chairman of a commission to

study the feasibility of such action. The Cattle Growers approved of

this program, and added that mineral rights as well should be deeded

over.^ ^  In September, 1931, the Garfield Commission submitted its

report, which recommended that the remainder of the unappropriated areas

be transferred to the states. Shortly thereafter a bill to this effect

was introduced by Senator Gerald P. Nye of North Dakota and
158Representative John M. Evans-of Montana.

This Republican conservation policy drew considerable attention.

Governor Hunt corresponded with other western state executives on the
159matter, and then sought to test the opinion in Arizona. T. E. Pollock, 

in answer to Hunt's inquiry, was fearful that such a plan could not be 

implemented before the Interior and Agriculture Departments succeeded in 

"grabbing our public lands." He hoped that this would not be the case 

and that the state would be given the opportunity to administer the 

remaining federal r a n g e . T h e  legislation was generally in line with

156. The text of Wilbur's speech is printed in Cong. Rec.,
LXXI, pt. 4, September 12, 1929, 3571.

157. Arizona Daily Star. February 20, 1930.

158. Herbert Hoover, Memoirs of Herbert Hoover (3 vols., New 
York, 1952), II, 239-40; Robbins, Our Landed Heritage, 412-14; Foss, 
Politics and Grass, 47-48.

159. Governor George W. P. Hunt (Phoenix) to T. E. Pollock, 
January 15, 1932, 7/TEP.

160. Pollock (Flagstaff) to Hunt, January 25, 1932, (copy), ibid.
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Cattle Grower thinking, but section three. State Land Commissioner 

Howard T. Smith told the Association, stipulated that no such land was 

to be sold for less than three dollars per acre. Smith explained that 

much of Arizona's public range was not worth even half that amount and 

if turned over to the state it might lie unsold unless the minimum 

price could be reduced to at least a dollar and a quarter.

"Unfortunately," he quipped, "the government makes no provision for 

establishing the rainfall in the arid a r e a s . T h i s  measure was sub

mitted to an Association committee for consideration and perhaps

amending. In its present form it could not be accepted by these cowmen
1.62of the desert Southwest.

Hoover's plan did not meet with congressional approval, and still 

another grazing bill was introduced. Sponsored by Representative Don B. 

Colton of Utah, it would have abolished previous livestock homestead 

laws and charged the Interior Department with the administration of stock 

raising on the public domain. The ACGA opposed the measure and re- 

affirmed its stand that the public domain be transferred to the states. 

The problem went unresolved, and existed alongside the difficulties 

connected with the forest range.

Drought conditions compelled stockmen to ask for a reduced forest 

grazing fee in 1921. The next year they requested that collections be

161. See Smith’s address, "Our Public Domain," in Report. 26th 
Annual Meeting (1932), ACGA, 5.

162. Ibid.. 19.

163. News Letter, November 15, 1932. See also Foss, Politics 
and Grass, 50-51.
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made twice a year, in June and in December, so as to make payment 

easier, and the Secretary of Agriculture a s s e n t e d . T h e  Forest Service 

had done much to stabilize grazing, and in these difficult times the 

cattlemen found Secretary Wallace sympathetic to their situation. One 

rancher even felt that "a little more cooperation from the cattlemen 

with the Forest Service and less bellyaching" would pay additional 

d i v i d e n d s . M a n y  others agreed with this view.

In the meantime, C. E. Ratchford had undertaken an investigation 

of conditions on the forest range. This study was intended to bring 

Forest Service rates in line with charges assessed by private land- 

owners. The Ratchford Report recommended an increase in fees beginning 

in 1925. Arizona cattlemen were in favor of any reasonable system that 

would further stabilize forest grazing, but they insisted that the rates 

imposed upon them would have to be determined solely by the worth of the 

land in Arizona, not by land values elsewhere. President Henry Boice of 

the Cattle Growers received the assurance of Chief Forester William B. 

Greeley that rates would not be increased before 1926, and then only if 

the economic condition of the industry allowed such action.

164. Stockman. July 15, 1921; Arizona Republican, February 24, 
1922, March 8, 1923.

165. Tom Cavness (Phoenix) to E. G. Miller, Forest Supervisor, 
Coconino Forest, February 16, 1922, 3/TEP.

166. Dana, Forest and Range Policy, 229; Schlebecker, Cattle 
Raising on the Plains. 115; Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 
78; Douglas Daily International. January 29, 1924. Cattlemen favored a 
forest appraisal program as a method of establishing rates. Such an 
evaluation was conducted in Arizona in 1924. News Letter. March 3,
May 5, 1924.
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Another fee reduction was considered necessary. Senator 

Cameron introduced a resolution which would cancel all charges, and the 

Republican Lawrence C. Phipps of Colorado also proposed a substantial 

downward revision. The News Letter gave enthusiastic support to both 

measures, and urged Arizona's congressional delegation to vote favorably. 

Congress recognized the depressed state of the industry and waived fees 

on the forest ranges for the year 1925.^^ Stockmen were also given 

increased stability when ten-year grazing permits were issued, effective 

January 1, 1925. The terms of this new arrangement provided that fees 

would be based on range appraisals, the Secretary of Agriculture could 

make adjustments in line with the conditions of the industry, and the 

number of animals grazed would be decreased voluntarily by ten per 

cent.^^ The situation had improved somewhat, but new difficulties would 

soon emerge.

Further reductions were considered necessary in the spring of 

1925. Arizona graziers were aroused. It would mean a cut of some 

37,000 cattle and 77,000 sheep, or about twenty-nine per cent of all 

animals grazed on public lands in the state. Fen S, Hildreth, Secretary 

of the National Forest Permittees' Association, wrote: "...cattlemen

believe that faith has been broken with them." This latest action would 

cause a flooded market and low prices, and furthermore

167. News Letter, January 27, February 16, June 11, 1925; Dana, 
Forest and Range Policy. 229; Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern 
Arizona, 78.

168. Stockman. February 15, 1925; Dana, Forest and Range Policy, 
401; Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 79.
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Stockmen have made several million dollars of property 
investments on government lands on which it is impossible, with 
the small number of animals allowed to be raised, to produce 
enough to get a return....with the recent great reductions in 
the herds, not only are returns out of the question, but banks 
are calling in their loans, and it is now impossible for most 
stockmen to pay even the grazing fees.

Necessary reductions were not objectionable, but Hildreth considered

"drastic cuts" to be "highly i n j u r i o u s . T h e  producers who were

forced to sell were "suffering," and the News Letter felt that the

Forest Service had picked "the worst year in history" to order such a

"drastic removal of cattle from ranges in this state.

Cattlemen and foresters met on several occasions to air the

problem. A series of meetings in February was termed "very

satisfactory," and the News Letter observed that the representatives of

the Forest Service had displayed a spirit of "absolute fairness" at all

t i m e s . T h i s  cooperation was evident throughout the spring, and much

of the former bittnerness had apparently dissolved. Chief Forester

William B. Greeley toured Arizona in May, and his conferences with the

permittees were considered beneficial. The ACGA office felt that he now
172had a full understanding of conditions in Arizona. Just prior to the

169. Fen S. Hildreth (Phoenix) to Producer, February 9, 1925, 
ibid., VI, no. 10 (March 1925), 15-16. The National Forest Permittees' 
Association was formed in 1922 to combat any attempts by the Forest 
Service to increase grazing fees. (Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern 
Arizona, 7S)

170. News Letter, February 16, 1925.

171. Ibid.

172. Ibid., June 1, 1925. See also ibid., March 30, April 28, 
May 25, 1925.
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arrival in the state of Senator Stanfield's subcommittee, considerable 

optimism existed regarding future relations between the government and 

its tenant-graziers.

The Arizona phase of the public lands investigation occupied the 

period from June 4th through the 17th. The Cattle Growers were 

determined to make this committee aware of the problems of the cattle 
industry, and members were urged to attend these sessions at all cost.^^^ 

The sub-committee, composed of Arizona's two senators, conducted hearings 

and listened to the testimony of forest users. Senator Ashurst's diary 

contains the following entries:

June 4, 1925. Subcommittee on Public Lands (Senator 
Cameron and I) began hearings.

Cattle-raisers testified that the fees charged by government 
for grazing livestock on national forests are ruinously high....

Tucson, June 5_, 1925. Cattle-raisers testified that red 
tape of forestry bureau is strangling the cattle industry.174

The Chief Forester had not convinced all cattlemen that his department's

policies were just. Following the investigation, and the introduction

of the Stanfield bill, stockmen and forest conservationists expressed

their views as to the value of the committee's work.

A controversy raged throughout the second half of 1925. During 

the hearings, Senator Ashurst condemned the Forest Service for having 

"practiced tyrannies and injustices upon the helpless citizen to an un- 

believeable extent." The stockman was being treated as an "intruder." 

Ashurst went on to say that Greeley's trip to Arizona had been under-

173. Ibid.. May 25, 1925.

174. Ashurst, Many-Colored Toga, 232.
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taken for one reason: to undermine the work of the Senate subcommittee.

He concluded that the Forest Service, staffed with "Washington bureau

crats and ill-informed shallow-pates,11 looked to "Red tape, prolixity, 

delay, huge expense accounts, ukases and a prurient itch for favorable 
mention" as its "gods.

In September, the eloquent Ashurst was answered. Ovid Butler, 

editor of American Forests and Forest Life, contended that during the 

hearings both Ashurst and Cameron had deliberately and openly denounced 

the Forest Service and the Chief Forester, and he charged that this 

western jaunt was actually nothing but a stumping tour —  an opportunity 

for the two senators to visit their home state and "repair their 

political f e n c e s . B u t l e r  pressed the attack in October. He called 

for an end to the deception being practiced by the livestock industry 

regarding forest use. "We believe," he wrote, "that the time has come to 

penetrate the smoke screen which the stockmen are throwing up against

175. Quoted from an undated article in the Florence Arizona 
Blade-Tribune. Ashurst clipping book, APHS. Although undated, the text 
of the interview indicates the remarks were made on a Sunday early in 
June, 1925, possibly on June 7, when the sub-committee probably traveled 
from Tucson through Florence en route to a two-day hearing in Globe on 
the 8th and 9th. The sub-committee's itinerary is included in News

It reads in part:
June 4 
June 5-6 
June 8-9.

Letter, May 25, 1925.
Douglas
Tucson
Globe

176. Quoted from Butler's editorial, "Shall the Stockmen Control 
The National Forest?", American Forests and Forest Life, XXXI (September 
1925), 575.
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the fair valuation and right management of grazing on Uncle Sam's 
177pastures." He also remarked that the Senate committee had made no

attempt to present the truth about the harmful effect of grazing on the
r _ 178forests.

T. W. Tomlinson of the American National, returned this fire in

The Producer. Apparently "these well-meaning enthusiasts" failed to

take into account the fact that stockmen were also concerned over the

sound management of the forest lands. Conservation was essential to the

industry, Tomlinson stated, and in the eyes of most producers the

expanded use of the public lands and prudent grazing practices went hand

in hand. Cowmen could see the wisdom of Forest Service regulation, but,

he continued, they did resent being burdened by "excessive charges" that

"serve no purpose" and "imposed by people who have no first-hand
179acquaintance with the facts."

An attempt to view the controversy with aloofness was made in 

December. George F. Authier, Washington correspondent for the New York 

World, had accompanied the Senate committee during its western tour, and 

found it difficult to overlook the political implications involved, 

since "politics runs all through the agitation which has been indulged 

in." He reasoned that candidates for re-election "would be less than

177. "The Investigation of Uncle Sam's Ranges," ibid.. XXXI 
(October 1925), 612.

178. Ibid.. 611.

179. "To Save the Forests from the Stockmen," Producer. VII, 
no. 6 (November 1925), 16-17.
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human if they did not take advantage of issues which exist in their 

states." Cameron, who would oppose Representative Carl Hayden in the 

1926 senatorial contest, was, according to Authier, "encountering 

difficulty" in his bid for a second term. Pro-Cameron forces would 

later claim that sole objective of the investigation had been to bring 

in form the nation of the "peculiar and particular problems" of the
I Q1western states.

Whether he was compaigning or not, one grateful Arizona cowman 

commended Cameron's work as "a veritable godsend." If such an investi

gation had been undertaken, earlier, many who were now "broke" would not 

be in difficulty, because the unfortunate attitude of the Forest Service

toward the stockmen was a major cause of the "deplorable condition" that 
182existed. Washington had to be made aware of the grazing situation in 

Arizona. Politics aside, any effort toward this end would have been 

appreciated by graziers in this predominently public land state.

Throughout the remainder of the 1920s relations between Arizona 

cattlemen and the Forest Service were generally untroubled. There were 

frequent indications that some measure of mutual respect existed. For 

instance, one forest supervisor admitted that the stockmen were better

180. George F. Authier, "Both Sides of the Range Controversy," 
American Forests and Forest Life, XXXI (December 1925), 715.

181. Quoted from "Cameron's Work for Arizona Most Brilliant in 
the West," undated printed matter in Cameron "Political Materials," APRS. 
This is undoubtedly a campaign circular printed in the mid-1920s.

182. W. M. Marteny (Tucson) to Producer, November 23, 1925, 
ibid., VII, no. 7 (December 1925), 18.
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able to determine grazing boundaries than members of the Forest Service,

"because they knew the natural drift and habits of the stock using the

range. At their twenty-first annual convention in 1927, the Cattle

Growers officially praised the work of Secretary of Agriculture William

M. Jardine and Chief Forester Greeley. Jardine had been named to the

Coolidge cabinet in February, 1925, in preference to the prominent

Phoenix publisher-rancher, Dwight B. Heard. But since the onetime

Montana cowman was "a top hand at everything from mixing sour-dough

biscuits to breaking a colt," his appointment was given hearty approval

in A r i z o n a . W h e n  Greeley resigned his post in 1928, the News Letter

expressed regret, since he was "uniformly liked by stockmen" for "the
1 185fairminded interest" he had shown in grazing matters.

Forest Service policies had at least been recognized by most 

Arizona graziers. There were still a few who could not see the value 

of a regulated forest range; but these dissidents comprised only a small 

minority. Will C. Barnes, now in the twilight of his government career, 

denounced this lingering sentiment when he wrote: "I am satisfied that

if it were put up to the stockmen of Arizona...to vote to discontinue 

the National Forests and turn the land back to the public domain, or 

even to the states, it would be turned down by a 90% majority."

183. T. E. Swift, Supervisor, Tonto National Forest (Phoenix) 
to T. E. Pollock, March 8, 1926, 5/TEP.

184. Arizona Republican. February 10, 1927; Will C. Barnes 
(Washington) to Dwight B. Heard, January 8, 1924 (copy), 10/WCB; Dwight 
B. Heard (Los Angeles) to Charles A. Stauffer, November 21, 1924, CAS.

185. News Letter. May 10, 1927, February 29, 1928.
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Quite a change had occurred.

When I came in the Forest Service the stockmen did not know from 
year to year where they were going to land. The ranges were 
overstocked, we were all fighting for grass...Chut] When I go 
back to my old range in Arizona I find everybody contented, no 
fights, no troubles, every man has his own range, and they are 
all fairly prosperous in spite of all the talk to thecontrary.

The situation had improved to such an extent that the Cattle Growers,

during a conference of western livestock associations in December, 1928,

stood "emphatically opposed" to the reconsideration of the forest
187grazing fee question.

As in the previous decade, the early years of the 1930s were

marked by economic hardship. Again cattlemen asked for a reduction in 

grazing fees; again the need for government help was evident. Early in 

1932 Secretary of Agriculture Arthur M. Hyde announced a fifty per cent

decrease for cattle-raisers, from fourteen and one-half cents per animal
188per month to seven and one-half. A further reduction was asked, and

an appropriate resolution was introduced in the Senate. At this point
189the ACGA office warned forest permittees not to push their luck.

Some concessions had been granted by the Department of Agriculture, but 

if Congress were given an opportunity to settle the matter "there is no

186. Will C. Barnes (Washington) to W. M. Marteny, December 22, 
1927 (copy), 10/WCB.

187. News Letter, December 11, 1928.

188. "Grazing Fees on National Forests Cut," American Forests, 
XXXVIII (April 1932), 240.

189. News Letter, December 20, 1932.
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telling WHAT we might have to pay for grazing on the National Forests,"

since the majority of congressmen were from eastern states "where one or

two acres are sufficient for a cow." It would be difficult to convince

such individuals that "it takes 30 and more acres out here to keep a cow,
190and then sometimes she dies."

These "swivel-chair range 'experts'" sent out from Washington

were impossible at times, and perhaps they were the creations of

"politicians and bureaucrats." But, as one Gila County cowman acknowledged,
191they were here to stay. Thus it was only practical to remain on 

favorable terms with them. There would be enough to worry about during 

the New Deal without unnecessary problems over forest grazing.

* * * * * *

Reliance upon the federal government was a necessary evil.

Foreign imports, range rodents, excessive freight rates, and the need 

for credit constituted insurmountable barriers for most cattle raisers. 

Marketing problems were overcome, to a great extent, through private 

initiative, but for the most part the nationwide agricultural 

depression overwhelmed Arizona cattlemen and forced them to seek help. 

Because of this aid many cattlemen were able to salvage their 

businesses, even though their individualism emerged the worse for wear.

190. Ibid.. September 27, 1932.

191. Hoyt Medler (Roosevelt) to Producer, July 22, 1932, ibid., 
XIV, no. 3 (August 1932), 17.
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One important gain emerged from this difficult period, however. 

Prominent stockmen spoke out for, and saw the necessity of, a strong 

Arizona Cattle Growers' Association. Organization and cooperation were 

effective antidotes for economic maladies. The Association proved its 

worth in several areas, not the least of which was the non-partisan 

encouragement it lent to the effort to elect more cattlemen to public 

office. In this respect then, some progress had been achieved, and the 

frustrating years before the outbreak of World War II could be met with 

a greater degree of unity than had been evident in the past.



Chapter Seven

ARIZONA CATTLEMEN AND ADVANCING ALPHABETISM:
A PRELUDE TO THE NEW POSTURE, 1933-1941

Drought and economic distress dominated the early and mid-1930s. 

Conditions improved with the approach of the war and the return of 

relative prosperity; but in general the period 1933-1941 was fraught 

with peril and uncertainty for the cattle industry of Arizona. Prices 

fell drastically in 1933; the next year the ranges were parched to the 

extent that government relief buying was necessary to save many ranchers 

from total disaster. In 1938 another dry spell occurred, but the 

decline in prices was slight, and fortunately the market stabilized and 

remained constant until the United States entered the world conflict.^ 

The worst had passed, but the New Deal era would be remembered as one 

of hardship and frustration.

Difficulty prevailed throughout the period from the start of the 

New Deal to Pearl Harbor. The natural disasters that befell cattlemen 

intensified the existing financial crisis that had lingered, with but 

slight interruption, since the early 1920s. If some strides were 

achieved in the area of state politics, they were easily eclipsed by the

1. Livestock and Meat Statistics, 1957, 248; News Letter. 
July 18, 1933; Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona. 59-62.

260
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problems connected with the increased role of the national government. 

Many sectors of the American economy were confused and disillusioned by 

the adjustments forced upon them during the New Deal era, and the 

Arizona cattle industry was certainly no exception.

I
Hard times dictated cattle politics. The approach was practical

and non-partisan, and the chief value of the Arizona Cattle Growers'

Association was, in the words of one Coconino county member, "to organize

the cowmen into a concerted and constant fight...to protect [the] cow-
2men's interest in government affairs." The industry and the 

Association were the rallying points, not the party. A quip that 

appeared in the News Letter of June 29, 1937, is worth quoting:

One of the numerous Government statistical men called on a 
family recently in a campaign to take the 'political' census of 
the country. Inquiring the number in the family the lady of the 
house said there were five all told. As to their politics, she 
said, 'Pa's a democrat, I'm a republican, the kid's wet, the 
cow's dry, and the hired man's a New Dealer.'

Most cattlemen confined their "wrangling" to the ranch, their political

talk to the annual Association conventions. But when they did consider

state government, they were desirous of electing candidates, regardless

of formal political affiliation, who would work on their behalf.

The Cattle Growers' office in Phoenix, its budget near rock- 

bottom, sought to keep the membership informed as to the activities of

2. Undated letter from Cecil Miller to News Letter, in ibid., 
May 21, 1935.



262

the Eleventh Legislature of 1933. Apparently critics interpreted this

to mean that the Association retained a "paid lobbyist." The truth of

the matter was that Secretary Mrs. Abbie Keith and Traffic Attorney

Charles E. Blaine held the only two "paid jobs" in the organization.

When a pertinent piece of legislation was being considered, Mrs. Keith,

and "any stray cowmen who happened to be in town" that she could locate,

would go to the capitol chambers and attempt to determine whether the

proposed measure was in the best interests of the industry. A full-time

lobbyist was simply out of the question, especially when it was often
3difficult to meet the costs of publishing the weekly News Letter.

It was arduous but the effort was necessary; cattlemen could not 

afford to ignore politics.^ A working organization, remarked the News 

Letter, was the best guarantee that the industry would not be slighted 

in matters of state government:

There is no place in the world where numbers count so strongly 
as before public officials. The average public official has no 
particular interest in the wants of the cow man, if one cow man 
goes to him he will probably stall him off, thinking there is a 
selfish motive behind the want, but when 10 or 20 cattlemen 
appear before him, all wanting the same thing, he is pretty 
willing for them to have it...generally speaking, anything 
gained through group effort is good for the whole group.5

Stockmen would have to make their needs known, and they would also have

to see that "good men" were elected to the legislature.^

3. Ibid., May 2, 1933; personal interview with Abbie W. Keith, 
September 3, 1965. See also News Letter. March 2, 1933.

4. News Letter, May 9, 1933. See also ibid., August 1, 1933.

5. Ibid., August 30, 1933.

6. Quoted from ACGA Board of Directors' resolutions of April 21, 
1934, ibid., April 24, 1934.
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To inform its membership of the candidates and the issues was a

foremost objective of the Association during the fall elections of 1934.

Cowmen made excellent public servants and deserved every consideration

at the polls.^ In districts or counties where stockmen were not on the

ticket, the Cattle Growers urged support of "somebody else good" who was
8sympathetic to the industry. In the gubernatorial race. Governor B. B. 

Moeur sought re-election and contended with George W. P. Hunt, James 

Minotto, and Rawghlie C. Stanford for the Democratic nomination. Just 

prior to the September primary, the ACGA sent out questionnaires to 

these individuals in an attempt to ascertain their intentions toward the 

livestock business. All four answered favorably, and the News Letter 

judged all four to be sound —  "so pick out your favorite and vote for
Qhim." The forms also went to candidates for the other major state

offices and to those running for the legislature throughout Arizona. The

results were encouraging, since most of those who responded indicated a
10willingness to help the cattlemen.

Governor Moeur won by a wide margin over his Republican 

o p p o n e n t . H e  had been considered "safe" in 1932, and his victory in

7. Ibid., July 31, 1934.

8. Ibid., July 24, 1934. Similar sentiment is to be found in 
ibid., July 10, October 9, October 30, 1934.

9. Answers to the questionnaire appear in ibid., September 4, 
1934. The Republican choice, Thomas Haddock, apparently was not conceded 
a chance of victory, since his opinions were not solicited.

10. Ibid.

11. Mason (comp.), Arizona General Election Results. 37.
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1934 was acceptable. In the legislative races, however, the results

were something less than rewarding. But two cowmen would serve in the

Senate of the Twelfth Legislature (1935): Joe S. Hunt and James A.

Harrison, from Cochise and Santa Cruz Counties, respectively. In the

House cattle fortunes would be in the uncertain hands of two men,

Robert E. Morrow and William Wisener, who claimed the occupation of
12"rancher." Two years hence there would be another opportunity.

The elections of 1936 aroused a greater awareness. Again the

suggestion was to support a cattleman when possible, and again the
13Association voiced no interest in "party politics." Both organizations

had nominated honest, competent candidates, and a straight ticket was

considered " c h i l d i s h . A s i d e  from her encouragement to vote wisely,

Mrs. Keith also urged ACGA members to persuade their fellow cowmen to

run for office. She was gratified after the general election when she

could announce that "every cattleman running for the State Legislature"
16had been victorious. Joe S. Hunt of Cochise, James E. Babbitt of 

Coconino, James A. Harrison of Santa Cruz, W. E. Patterson of Yavapai,

12. Directory of the 12th General Assembly (Sec. of State, 
1935), 3, 23, 25.

13. News Letter. September 1, 1936.

14. Ibid., October 27, 1936.

15. Personal interview with Henry G. Boice, August 19, 1965.

16. News Letter, November 10, 1936. Apparently W. H. Hathaway, 
an unsuccessful candidate for the House from Santa Cruz County, was 
dropped from the "Cattle Party" roster. Cf. Ibid., September 1, 1936, 
October 27, 1936.
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and W. E. Wiltbank of Apache would serve in the Senate. Stockmen

chosen for the House were William R. Boundon of Navajo, the only

Republican in either chamber, Fred J. Fritz of Greenlee, G. Oscar

Hamblin of Apache, and A. A. Johns of Yavapai, who, despite being

president of the Arizona Wool Growers' Association, had been "in the cow

business for a good many y e a r s . T h e  "Cattle Party" would occupy

approximately thirteen per cent of the seats in the 1937 assembly.

Considerable progress had been achieved, but there was need for

more. Burton C. Messman, the former captain of the Arizona Rangers,

admonished the Cattle Growers at their convention in February, 1937, for

not having more influence in the legislature. "What's the matter with

you people?", he asked, "the mines see to it that they have plenty of

the proper kind of representation in the law-making bodies of the State,
18and the railroads do the same." The words had not fallen on deaf ears,

and in the spring of 1938 the Association began to talk up the fall 
19elections.

The Cattle Growers withheld formal endorsements regarding the 

bitterly contested gubernatorial campaign and in the legislative races. 

"If you hear any person say the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association has

17. Directory of the Thirteenth General Assembly (Sec. of State, 
1937), 3-4, 20, 21, 23; Arizona Republic. September 10, 1936.

18. Mossman's address appears in Proceedings. Thirty-Third 
Annual Convention (1937), ACGA, 9.

19. News Letter. May 24, 1938.
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20endorsed any candidate for office, please correct him," wrote

Mrs. Keith in the News Letter. Two cattlemen won election to the Senate,

and eight were successful in gaining House seats. At the opening session

of the Fourteenth Legislature, in January, 1939, the News Letter boasted

that "Eight Pairs of Boots" were "stomping around in the House of 
21Representatives." And for the second consecutive term, stockman

William R. Bourdon was the lone Republican legislator.

The "Cattle Party" was busy and successful in 1940. Throughout

the summer ACGA members were urged to work for the election of cowmen,

since they could be relied upon to display "horse-sense in handling 
22public affairs." Three weeks prior to the September primary, the News 

Letter informed its readers that they must not remain aloof from the 

fight for office; the "other fellow" must not be left to nominate "poor 

officials.

An impressive number of cattle candidates stepped forward.

W. E. Patterson of Prescott, a veteran legislator, announced for Attorney 

General, and C. Warren Peterson entered his name for the Tax Commission. 

Bert J. Colter of Apache, Ralph Cowan and John C. Riggs of Cochise, 

Stephen L. Bixby of Gila, James E. Babbitt of Coconino, Hubert H.

20. Ibid., August 30, 1938. See also ibid., July 26,
September 6, 1938; and Arizona Republic. November 7, 1938.

21. News Letter, January 11, 1939. See also ibid., March 7, 
1939, and Directory of the 14th Legislature (Sec. of State, 1939), 3-4, 
18-21.

' 22. News Letter, August 6, June 4, 1940.

23. Ibid., August 20, 1940.



267

d'Autremont of Pima, James A. Harrison of Santa Cruz, and Norman Fain of 

Yavapai ran for the Senate; and Fred J. Fritz of Greenlee, E. L.

Jameson of Mohave, W. B. Mattice of Graham, W. H. Hathaway of Santa 

Cruz, Fred T. Colter and 0. L. McDaniel of Maricopa, and Robert E. 

Perkins of Yavapai sought election to the House. All but Patterson and 

Riggs were successful. Thus in 1941, the cattle industry claimed a 

connection with 7 out of 19 in the upper chamber of the Fifteenth 

Legislature and 7 out of 51 in the lower.^ The greatest gains to date 

had been made.

Overall, the period 1939-1941 witnessed a greater political

awareness. In December, 1939, Harry Saxon, former Cattle Grower

president, was elected chairman of the Cochise County Democratic Central 
25Committee. Dan C. McKinney, also a past head of the ACGA, was named

campaign manager for Democratic gubernatorial candidate Sidney P.
26Osborn in 1940, and thus instrumental in Osborn's victory. Louie P. 

Horrell, who presided over the Association in 1940-1941, spent much of 

his time "away from his ranch" in the best interests of the industry.

On the morning of February 21, 1941, according to the News Letter, 

Horrell, "for the first time in his life," attended a session of the

24. Ibid., March 5, September 3, 1940; Arizona Republic, 
November 7, 1940; Mason (comp.), Arizona General Election Results. 53; 
Directory of the 15th Legislature (Sec. of State, 1941), 3-4, 18-19.

25. Bisbee (Ariz.) Daily Review, December 3, 1939; News Letter, 
December 5, 1939.

26. Arizona Stockman, V., no. 45 (March-April 1940), 9; Mason 
(comp.), Arizona General Election Results, 37.
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legislature. Many felt that Horrell was working "harder" and "more

faithfully" than any past president in trying to put the needs of the
27cattlemen before the state's lawmakers.

Encouraging as this progress was, there was at least one cattle

man who thought the Association ought to re-affirm its stand against 

partisan politics. On Saturday, April 5, 1941, the Cochise-Graham 

Cattle Growers Association met at Willcox. Jim Smith of Graham County

allegedly told the gathering that "cattlemen should keep out of 
28politics." These were strange words from a man who would later take

29an active part in state government. Smith claimed he had been mis

quoted and did not delay in clarifying his position. Cattlemen as 

individuals were not supposed to stay clear of politics, but their 

organizations should be "non-political." The News Letter agreed and 

stated that party warfare had no place in the operation of the state and

county associations. But, it continued, these associations, on behalf
30of the industry, should be concerned with "good government."

27. News Letter, February 20, 1941.

28. Ibid., April 8, 1941. See also the (Willcox) Arizona 
Range News, April 11, 1941.

29. Smith went on to serve in the legislature in the 1950s and 
in 1948 and 1950 he contested unsuccessfully for the Democratic 
gubernatorial nomination. See Arizona Daily Star, January 19, March 23, 
1950; and Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona, II, 50.

30. News Letter. May 6, 1941.
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The Live Stock Sanitary Board figured significantly in the cow

men's attitude toward state government. The Cattle Growers were un

compromising in their opposition to the proposed "Department of 

Agriculture" that was debated by the Eleventh Legislature in 1933, since

it would have combined the Sanitary Board with numerous other agencies.
31This consolidation measure failed, and the ACGA was relieved.

Indignation was evident when the appropriation requested for the Board

by the cattlemen was not granted. The "second largest taxpaying

industry in the state" received "manifestly unfair and grossly
32inadequate" consideration. The Association's directors indicated in

April of 1934 that if the Sanitary Board were properly financed it might

be able to retain permanent legal counsel instead of having to depend

upon various county attorneys who frequently refused or were unable to
33secure the conviction of cattle thieves. The situation improved some

what in 1937 when funds were made available for the hiring of additional 

livestock inspectors,"^ but by no means had all the problems connected 

with the Board been resolved.

II

31. Ibid., March 2, 1933. See also the Mohave County Miner, 
February 24, 1933. This same attitude was also expressed in 1937. 
(Proceedings. Thirty-Third Annual Convention (1937), ACGA, 20.)

32. See letter from T. J. Cavness, Chairman, Live Stock Sanitary 
Board (Phoenix) to ACGA, May 1, 1933, in News Letter. May 2, 1933.

33. Ibid.. April 24, 1934.

34. Ibid.. March 16, 1937.
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The livestock inspection law, as amended in 1939 by the

Fourteenth Legislature, gave the Sanitary Board the authority to waive

fees on the intrastate movement of livestock. The ACGA opposed this

change. Cattlemen felt that they themselves were able to pay for the

protection of their herds since they returned to the state, in the form

of inspection charges, the money appropriated to the Board. The Cattle

Growers contended that in the fiscal year 1935-1936 the industry had

paid the state a sum that was $35,615 over the amount allocated by the 
35legislature. Under the new amendment, many felt, proceeds from 

inspection fees would be inadequate to finance the operations of the 

Sanitary Board, and thus, in effect, stock raisers would have to ask 

other taxpayers for funds. An ACGA committee met with the Board appointed 

by Governor Robert T. Jones and issued a protest against the fee waiver. 

They wanted to avoid, in the words of a former Chief Inspector, the 

"every cow man for himself and the Devil for us all" tax-grabbing 

situation that might develop.

The Sanitary Board appropriation was only one feature of the tax 

problem. During the early 1930s, the economic nadir of the livestock 

business, a fair property assessment rate was more important than ever 

before. It became a standard ritual for the president and secretary of 

the ACGA to appear before the Board of Equalization at its twice yearly 

meetings and present what the Association considered to be a fair

35. Ibid.: and ibid.. April 11, 1939.

36. Bisbee Daily Review. November 26, 1939; Arizona Republic. 
November 25, 26, 1939.
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evaluation on livestock. In 1933 the requested reductions were not 

granted; in the summer of 1934 a one dollar per head cut was made, but 

in December another decrease was denied; and in 1935 the assessors

year the Cattle Growers were concerned that "a few assessors and a good

many other people" supposedly believed that cowmen were not reporting
38all their animals and that some of them were termed "chiselers."

This impression would have to be dispelled. Cattlemen had to 

take a greater interest in tax affairs. "Visit your County Assessor and 

your Supervisors," urged the News Letter. They will be surprised to

man of the ACGA tax committee, felt he was "speaking for the cattlemen 

of Arizona" when he stated that they could pay the present rate and that 

all they desired was for the Board of Equalization to "leave cattle 

where they are" until the market improved. The ACGA office was 

confident that any existing differences would soon be resolved, because 

most of the "older Assessors" at least were mindful of the difficulties 

facing the cattle industry.

This confidence was rewarded. The period from 1935 through 1940 

had a mollifying effect on the relations between the Cattle Growers and

37. See News Letter. March 2, August 1, 1933; August 14, 
December 4, 1934; and August 14, December 18, 1935.

38. Ibid.. July 30, 1935.

39. Ibid.

37agreed that a three-dollar increase was in order. During the latter

many things you are up against."39 Harry Saxon, chair-

40. Ibid
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tax officials. In December, 1940, the rates for the past two years were 

continued, a figure that was thought to be "about in line." Assessors 

had apparently developed an understanding of some of the complexities 

involved in the production of c a t t l e . A t  the 1941 summer meeting of 

the Board of Equalization in Winslow, a large number of stockmen 

volunteered, on behalf of the ACGA, to accept a two-dollar increase. 

During the past twenty years the assessors had been "fair," and now that 

the cattle market showed signs of recovery the Association intended to 

"be fair with t h e m . T h e  new rate was a dollar more than had been 

proposed, but it was not officially contested.

Cattlemen throughout the 1930s and early 1940s advocated what

they felt was a sound tax program. In 1940 they acted decisively to

achieve this end. At the ACGA convention at Nogales, in February, Frank

G. Arnold, president of the Nebraska Federation of County Taxpayers'

Leagues, told of the need for "militant organizations of citizens" to

bring about economy in government. Tax reductions, the Nebraskan said,

should not be left up to politicians; taxpayers themselves should "go to
44the bottom in the matter. The Cattle Growers named Henry G. Boice to 

head a group to investigate the possibility of forming a statewide tax

payers' association. On March 5, in the Hotel Adams in Phoenix, eighty 

interested persons gathered to discuss the matter. Boice was chosen

41. Ibid., December 3, August 6, 1940.

42. Ibid., August 5, 1941.

43. Ibid.. August 12, 1941.

44. Arizona Daily Star, February 20, 1940. See also ibid., 
February 21, 1940, and News Letter, February 27, 1940.
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program chairman, and in cooperation with officials from the Arizona

Farm Bureau Federation and the Arizona Wool Growers, was instrumental in

creating committees on organization, finance, and nominations, each of
45which contained a cattleman.

Encouragement for the proposed organization came from the Cattle

Growers office. "Give the State-wide Tax Payers Assn....a boost," said 
46the News Letter. The Arizona Tax Research Association, described by

a Phoenix paper as a "nonprofit body which will seek tax reductions and

economies in the state and its political subdivisions," was formally

organized on March 20. Of the twenty-four directors named, four were

cowmen. Boice continued as temporary chairman and was authorized to
47call the first executive meeting, which was then set for March 25.

At the subsequent session, the highly respected southern Arizona cattle

man was elected charter president, and the News Letter was sure that 

"any organization headed by our Henry Boice" was "bound to win." ACGA

members were urged to pay five dollars and join the growing 
48organization. In November the taxpayers' association boasted 1,200 

members, and it was stated that "250 are cattlemen," which meant that 

they constituted the "largest" interest group represented. At the ACGA

1940.

45. Arizona Republic, March 6, 1940.

46. News Letter, March 5, 1940.

47. Arizona Republic. March 20, 1940; and News Letter. March 19,

48. News Letter, March 26, 1940; ibid., April 2, 1940.
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convention in Kingman, in 1941, a resolution was adopted which
49commended the efforts of the newly created body.

While the Tax Research Association was being formed, cattlemen

spoke out against the high cost of state government. Early in 1940, at

the ACGA convention, Governor Robert T. Jones was invited to defend his

administration, and he told his tax-conscious audience that the "old

departments of the state" were "staying within their b u d g e t s . I n

September Jones' actions were again questioned. His call for a special

session of the Fourteenth Legislature was greeted with disfavor by the

Cattle Growers.President Louie Horrell wrote the governor that he

was "both surprised and disappointed" to learn of this development at a

time when the "Chief Executive" was duty-bound to "save the citizens...
52every unnecessary cost."

State land affairs were another area in which economy was 

involved. In the spring of 1933, stockmen asked for and received a 

fifty per cent reduction in the three-cent per acre rental fee under the 

provisions of Senate Bill 87, passed by the Eleventh Legislature. The 

change, to run for a period of two years, June 14, 1933, to June 14,

1935, was ordered into effect by State Land Commissioner Howard T. Smith.

49. Mohave County Miner. February 13, 1941.

50. Arizona Daily Star, February 21, 1940.

51. Arizona Republic, September 20, 1940.

52. Undated letter, September 20, from Horrell to Governor 
Jones, in News Letter, October 1, 1940.
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53In 1935 another two-year extension was granted. The following spring

the market improved considerably, and William R. Mathews, editor of the

Tucson Arizona Daily Star, contended that the higher rates should be

restored "without delay." Because of the lower figure, he argued, the

schools were being slighted, and the reduced rental charge was also

being used by some to make "unusually easy profits" from sub-leasing the
54land to other cowmen. The State Land Board continued to sympathize 

with the graziers, and in 1937 and 1939 the one and one-half cent charge 

was upheld. The three-cent was finally resumed in 1941, after eight 

years of poor range conditions; and stockmen admitted they had been given 

a "break" by the state.

Ten-year leases were another objective. Such a provision was 

preferred over the existing five-year system on grounds that it would 

facilitate the attainment of livestock loans. Legislation to this end 

failed in 1935, and in 1937 and 1939 the Cattle Growers approved 

pertinent convention resolutions. In the latter year a resolution 

introduced by the House Committee on Public Lands, chaired by the Navajo 

County cattleman William R. Bourdon, was signed on March 13 by

53. Ibid., April 11, May 9, 23, June 13, 1933, November 27, 
1934; Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 72-73.

54. Arizona Daily Star, editorial, March 19, 1936.

55. Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona. 73; News 
Letter, May 9, 1939, May 20, 1941.
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Governor Jones. An amendment, "sponsored by the livestock growers of 

the s t a t e , w h i c h  authorized the passage of an appropriate bill by the 

legislature, was then placed before the electorate in the fall of 1940.
C OIt was accepted, and the following spring the desired act became law.

Cattlemen sought permanency, but they also wanted their money's

worth for what the state had to sell. Dollars were too scarce not to

bring a fair return. Not all the non-federal land was of equal quality,

but the situation could have been corrected, as cowmen saw it, by

classifying the lands as to their actual grazing value. On May 18,

1933, a joint committee of sheep and cattle raisers resolved in behalf
59of a statewide appraisal to be conducted by the Land Department. In 

1936, this agency, in cooperation with the federal Works Progress 

Administration, undertook such a project, but rates were still not 

adjusted accordingly.^^ Throughout the late 1930s and early 1940s 

graziers demanded that rental fees be based on the carrying capacity of

56. Arizona Republic. February 21, 1935; News Letter,
January 29, March 26, 1935; Arizona Daily Star, March 12, 1936; 
Proceedings, Thirty-Third Annual Convention (1937), ACGA, 21; Graham 
County Guardian, February 3, 1939; House Journal, 14th Legislature (1939), 
1025. A copy of the resolution is included with News Letter, April 11, 
1939.

57. Arizona Daily Star, editorial, October 11, 1940.

58. News Letter, July 9, October 22, 29, 1940, March 25, 1941.
In this instance, Mr. Mathews agreed with the cattlemen. Prior to the 
1940 election he wrote: "If any of the propositions on the November
ballot deserve to be passed, this is the one." (Arizona Daily Star, 
editorial, October 11, 1940.)

59. News Letter, May 23, 1933.

60. Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona. 73.
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individual sections. A standard rate was an injustice in a state 

containing lush forest and meadow pasturage as well as some of the most 

arid acreage in the Southwest. One disgruntled user remarked, "I have 

some state land as sorry as any in the state and I sure hate to pay the 

full rental on it that's paid on good grass land. We've spent the money 

to have it classified. Let's see some results nowl"*’*

III

To say that the majority of Arizona cattlemen did not agree with 

the principles, conduct, and bureaucratic structure of Franklin D. 

Roosevelt's New Deal would be the grossest of understatements. A former 

American National president with considerable ranch holdings in Arizona 

went so far as to claim that "Wallace-itus, Tugwell-emia and Ickes-itch" 

were "ailments" that threatened to "make our democratic form of 

government...a thing of the past." A prominent southern Arizona cowman 

contended that "rugged individualism" was preventing him from "meekly 

submitting" to "Government ownership" or rule by "a dictator." The 

"wild spending spree" of the late 1930s prompted one observer to liken

61. Frank Hall (Hereford) to News Letter. December 4, 1938, 
ibid., December 27, 1938.

62. Fred H. Bixby (Long Beach, Calif.) to Mrs. Isabella 
Greenway, April 24, 1934, Papers of John C. and Isabella Selmes 
Greenway, I.S.G. Misc. Livestock-Cattle, folder 3, APHS. Hereafter 
cited as ISG.

63. The Roundup supplement to News Letter, for October, 1937.
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the federal treasury to "the cow LthatJ goes dry."^ Outcries against 

relief and unemployment programs —  "The C.C.C. ...makes the cowpushers 

dissatisfied" and "places us in competition with the Government"^ —  

and labor reforms.*’*’ were loud and multitudinous throughout the Great 

Depression.

During the presidential campaign of 1936, the News Letter's

poll, like that of the Literary Digest, showed Alf Landon to be far more

popular than FDR. After the Democratic landslide, however, the ACGA

publication urged its readers to "stand back" of the government since

the vast majority of the people could not be wrong.*^ This worthy

expression did not check the protest. Four years later one disgruntled

northern Arizona rancher remarked, "The American people could work it

[the depression^ out, no matter what happened, but so long as government
68keeps meddling with everything there isn't a chance." Confronted by 

this alarming governmental encroachment, cattlemen the nation over 

turned to the American National for leadership. But the ANLSA, like the 

state organizations, was finding it difficult to make ends meet and 

required financial aid. F. E. Mollin, the indefatigable executive

64. News Letter, December 19, 1937.

65. Undated letter of Loy Turbeville in ibid., October 31, 1933.

66. Remark of unidentified ACGA member in ibid., October 14,
1941.

67. Ibid., November 10, 1936. The final results of the poll
appeared in ibid., November 3, 1936: Landon 27, Roosevelt 9, Lemke 1.

68. Remark of Charley Wetzler, July 11, 1940, in ibid.,
July 16, 1940.
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secretary, spent much of his time in Washington representing the 

industry before various agencies and congressional committees, and in 

the fall of 1933 Arizona cattlemen were informed that Mollin had "a very 

fine standing in Washington;" but they also learned that he had gone 

unpaid "for months." The American National required stronger support 

from its membership.^

Arizonans reacted quickly to the need. The Yavapai Cattle

Growers Association met in Camp Verde in November and originated a

"Calf Plan," whereby calves were donated, sold, and the proceeds passed

on to the American National.^ Some eighty firms and individuals

answered the first call; and E. Ray Cowden, a prominent Arizona feeder,

agreed to purchase the stock after it had been graded and priced by Tom

King, considered "the best judge of cattle" in the region. The Yavapai

stockmen met their stated goal of $1,000, and a check for that amount

was presented to the American National at its Albuquerque convention in

January, 1934.^ The "Yavapai Calf Plan" was continued and expanded in

Arizona; it was adopted by other state associations; and it contributed

mightly toward financing the vital activities of the parent cattlemen's 
72organization.

69. Ibid., September 19, 1933.

70. Ibid., November 27, 1933.

71. Ibid., December 12, 19, 1933, November 6, 1934.

72. Ibid., October 23, November 13, 1934, September 17,
October 22, 1935, October 6, 16, 1936, September 29, 1937, October 11, 
1938. Mr. Cowden consistently supported the "Calf Plan," and on more 
than one occasion, because of depressed market conditions, sustained a 
loss in purchasing the Yavapai calves. Personal Interview with Abbie W. 
Keith, September 3, 1965.
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In addition to Mollin, the Cattle Growers claimed another ally

in Washington in the person of Isabella Selmes Greenway, Arizona's

single House member from 1933 through 1936. After Representative Lewis

W. Douglas was named Director of the Budget by President Roosevelt, a

special election was held in August of 1933 to determine his successor.

In this contest Mrs. Greenway was victorious by a wide margin over her
73Republican and Socialist opponents. The News Letter of August 9 

reported that "the cattle people" were "all happy" over these results, 

and "were glad of the opportunity to help giver her that majority."

The new congresswoman lost little time endearing herself to 

Arizona cowmen. Jerome Eddy, a Skull Valley rancher, visited the 

nation's capital in January, 1934, and upon his return wrote that the 

state was "fortunate" to command the services of Mrs. Greenway. Her 

kind, he said, were "very scarce down t h e r e . M o l l i n  himself praised 

the "ever-ready aid" she was giving the cattle industry.^ Mrs. Keith 

of the Cattle Growers observed that "Whenever anybody in Arizona wants 

anything, he always says 'Write to Mrs. Greenway about that.' When 

she chose not to seek re-election in 1936, the ACGA office expressed 

sincere regret and hoped that "our next Representative...will give as

73. Mason (comp.), Arizona General Election Results, 20.

74. Jerome Eddy (Skull Valley) to News Letter, February 25, 
1934, ibid., February 27, 1934.

75. F. E. Mollin (Denver) to Mrs. Isabella Greenway, May 28,
1934, Misc., L-C, 3/ISG.

76. Abbie Keith (Phoenix) to Mrs. Isabella Greenway, April 11,
1935, Misc., L-C, 4/ISG.
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good service to Arizona as Mrs. Greenway has g i v e n . C a t t l e m e n  had a 

strong voice in Congress during the middle 1930s, probably their 

strongest ever.

IV

A drought of unprecedented severity struck the Plains and Far

Southwest in 1933-1934. Arizona cattlemen were forced to abandon

tradition and seek government help. "Rugged individualism" would have

to yield to nature; this time-honored credo, unfortunately, could not

ease the drought, but perhaps Uncle Sam could. Cattle were not included

as a basic commodity under the first Agricultural Adjustment Act of May,

1933, and therefore were not subject to the relief-buying program. The

American National had opposed such a measure, but it did advocate,

through its Committee of Five, government beef purchases for distribution

to the needy by Harry Hopkins' Federal Surplus Relief Corporation
78operating within the Federal Emergency Relief Administration. The 

Cattle Growers' Board of Directors, supported by Florence Warner,

Director of State Welfare, were anxious for relief buying to start as 

soon as sufficient canning facilities could be made operative in Arizona.

77. News Letter, March 24, 1936. Later comment is found in 
ibid., July 23, 1940. For Mrs. Greenway's announcement to retire see 
Arizona Daily Star. March 23, 1936, and Arizona Republic. March 23, 1936.

78. See D. A. Fitzgerald, Livestock Under the AAA (Washington.
D. C., 1935), 174-80; FERA release quoted in News Letter. October 24, 
1933; and C. Roger Lambert, "New Deal Experiments in Production Control: 
The Livestock Program, 1933-1935," Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
Oklahoma, 1962, 103, 126-28.
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To this end, telegrams went out to Budget Director Douglas, Senators 

Hayden and Ashurst, and Representative Greenway asking that they 

exercise their "influence Coni our behalf" with Hopkins.̂  In December 

the necessary authorization was granted, and a program to supply 20,000

needy Arizona families with 100,000 pounds of beef each month was
, 80 begun.

As the drought intensified, the market grew worse, and more

urgent pleas were made. The problems of the cattle industry could be

met "only through the agencies of the federal government," stated a
81group of Arizona stockmen. In January, 1934, when Mrs. Greenway

inquired about having cattle placed on the basic commodity list, the

ACGA still felt the Committee of Five was justified in opposing this
82move, since the industry would be spared an odious processing tax. 

Meanwhile, conditions in north central Arizona were deteriorating

79. Two telegrams from Arizona Cattle Growers Assn. (Phoenix) 
to Isabella Greenway, November 7, 1933, Misc., L-C, 1/ISG; and News 
Letter, November 7, 1933. See also Louis P. Horrell (Globe) to Mrs. 
Greenway, November ?, 1933, Misc., L-C, 1/ISG; Mrs. Greenway 
(Washington) to Harry L. Hopkins, December 11, 1933 (copy), ibid.; and 
Mrs. Greenway (Washington) to Thomas Griffin, December 11, 1933 (copy), 
ibid.

80. Producer, XV, no. 8 (January 1934), 8; News Letter. 
December 12, 1933.

81. This sentiment was expressed by a gathering which called 
itself the "Arizona Livestock Conference," in December, 1933, as stated 
in Producer, XV, no. 8 (January 1934), 11-12, and quoted in Lambert, 
"New Deal Experiments in Production Control," 176.

82. Telegram from Isabella Greenway (?) to P. V. Fuller, 
January 17, 1934, Misc., L-C, 2/ISG; News Letter, February 6, 1934; 
Arizona Republic, February 7, 1934.
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rapidly; range animals were dying "in terrific numbers." Yet, at 

their February convention in Prescott, the Cattle Growers still refused 

to come out in favor of the AAA.*^ In March, however, in Pima and 

Yavapai Counties cattlemen asked for, and received, government feed 

loans. The Arizona Daily Star doubted the wisdom of this action and 

declared this aid made for a situation where "the right hand defeats the 

left," since drought was "nature's way" of telling stockmen to reduce 

their herds:

Down through the ages nature has had a way of correcting years 
of abundance with years of drought or pests. The Bible tells in 
the story of Joseph of the seven lean cattle and the seven fat 
cattle, and of the forecast of seven lean years and seven fat 
years. This variation in conditions has been nature's way of 
striking a balance....This [government] aid will undoubtedly save 
many of the growers from extinction as cattlemen....[butlSy 
preventing nature from removing the excessive numbers of cattle, 
the government is prolonging the period of low unprofitable 
cattle prices.85

"Nature's way" or not, producers could no longer combat the miserable 

range conditions; they would have to swallow their pride and join the 

nation's farmers in accepting federal relief.

With the passage of the Jones-Connally Act, an amendment to the 

Agricultural Adjustment Act, in April, 1934, cattle were classified as a

83

83. Grace M. Sparkes (Prescott) to Mrs. Isabella Greenway, 
February 12, 1934, Misc., L-C, 2/ISG.

84. News Letter, February 20, 1934.

85. Arizona Daily Star, editorial, March 28, 1934
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basic commodity. "Uncle Sam's roundup" was u n d e r w a y . I t  started not

a day too soon for many stockmen, although a few greeted the program

with irresolution. One Cochise County rancher commented in mid-May:

"It is so dry here that the horned toads are flat like a stove lid; the

cactus are all getting wrinkles and what water there is is so dried out

that it can no longer run, but just crawls. But, we still have faith

in the country and the government and are going to hang on as long as
87our teeth will hold." Another remarked: "Well, the old cow gets a

little break anyhow...Uncle Sam is starting to buy some of the old poor

ones here. Fine old man, 'Uncle Sam,' say I, and it always has rained

and I think it always will...." As late as June, when preparations

were being made for the start of the emergency program, the News Letter

hoped for moisture, but added that "if rain does not come soon we will

have to look for other help, and it is well to be doing the planning 
89now." The debacle wore on, and one newspaper editor attested to its

86. This term is used by Lewis Nordyke to describe government
buying in his popular Great Roundup: The Story of Texas and South
western Cowmen (New York, 1955), 254-56. See also Fitzgerald, Livestock 
Under the AAA, 183-85; and Murray R. Benedict and Oscar C. Stine, The 
Agricultural Commodity Programs: Two Decades of Experience (New York,
1956), 201-202.

87. W. H. Seaver (Webb) to News Letter. May 5, 1934, in ibid., 
May 15, 1934.

88. Letter from an unidentified cowman to ibid., in ibid..
June 19, 1934.

89. Ibid., June 5, 1934.
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severity when he advised "Eastern farmers" to "come to Arizona and learn 

what drought means.

The Drought Relief Service began functioning in Arizona in 

June. Pontus H. Ross, head of Arizona's Agricultural Extension Service, 

was named state director, and began classifying counties as "emergency" 

areas and therefore eligible for aid. Federal contracts were let to 

Arizona packers and canners, while many of those animals healthy enough 

to be moved were sent to plants in Wichita, Oklahoma City, Fort Worth, 

and other major processing c e n t e r s . B u t  all of this did not take 

place without comment.

Both defenders and detractors spoke out. Harry Saxon, ACGA

representative designated to work with Pontus, took issue with the News

Letter concerning some "decidedly unfavorable" remarks about the federal

relief-buying program. This attitude, Saxon said, was "exactly the

opposite" of what he had expected from the Association office. "I have

discussed the program with a great many of our members," he said, and
92"find a large majority enthusiastically for it." In early July, the

90. Arizona Daily Star, editorial, June 12, 1934.

91. News Letter, June 14, July 3, 10, 1934. Through August 20, 
Arizona producers, both range cattlemen and dairymen, had sold 48,503 
head to the government, with 12,468 being condemned. (Ibid., August 27, 
1934.) Condemned animals, those not fit for human consumption, were 
destroyed and buried, and owners received the minimum price. For 
general information on this program see Fitzgerald, Livestock Under the 
AAA, 196-97, 200-201n.

92. See Saxon's letter of June 25, 1934, in News Letter,
June 26, 1934. Emphasis is mine.
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Nogales Herald condemned the government's agreement to buy, and the

cattlemen's willingness to sell, "dead cattle." The paper contended it

would do the same thing if offered the opportunity: "We will prove this

by offering our bad accounts to Uncle Sam, which he can purchase and 
93condemn. ' One aroused stockman answered that the border editor should 

have examined his own relationship with Washington before criticizing 

those around him: "I wonder if the Editor of the Nogales Herald ever

gives much attention to the second class mailing rate whereby the 

government permits such papers as the Nogales Herald to be mailed at an 

extremely low rate," and which "resulted in an actual loss to the 

government of $88,000,000 in 1933?"^ Mrs. Keith also sought to set the 

record straight when she remarked that cattlemen were entitled to the 

same government help extended to "any other business man." "Certainly," 

she added, "it is not the function of the newspapers in Arizona to

93. Undated editorial from the Nogales Herald, in News Letter, 
July 3, 1934.

94. Undated letter from John Curry, Secretary of the 
California Cattlemen's Assn., in ibid., July 10, 1934.
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belittle in any way the industry that covers this state.

The assistance continued, as did the disparaging observations. 

The question was raised: "Is this a relief program for cattlemen or

railroads?" Instead of using the nearest available canning facilities, 

the government supposedly was paying freight on stock shipped as far 

away as Illinois and Indiana. This practice was criticized because in 

the long run, the News Letter explained, "Uncle Sam" would expect the 

cattlemen to repay "every cent" of this money being used for drought 

relief.Another disturbing feature of the program was that not all 

the parts of the slaughtered animal were canned for distribution to the 

needy. It was charged that the "tenderloins, shanks, skirts, liver, 

tongue, CandJ heart" from each animal were retained by the processor and

95. Ibid., July 17, 1934. The same article went on to say:
"The cattle business in most western states is accorded greatest respect 
by other citizens, and the cattlemen are given every consideration by 
the newspapers there. This seems to us as it should be...but it has 
long been a source of regret that some of the newspapers in Arizona, 
situated in the heart of the cattle country, have so little apparent 
regard for this business." There followed a reference to "the editor of 
the 1 funny paper1" who "has played up the idea that cattle are a menace 
to the highways." In an editorial of October 7, 1932, William R.
Mathews of the Arizona Daily Star had attacked "The unrestricted practice 
of allowing cows and horses to graze along the state highways...." A 
recent accident involving stray livestock and an automobile had left 
"two fathers...dead, two mothers...weeping," and "six little children... 
were bewildered and wondering why their daddies will come home no more." 
He concluded, "Are cattle and horses more valuable than human lives?"
The ACGA weekly publication (July 17, 1934) contended that "the cows 
were here before" the "motorists." "In other words," the article 
concluded, "we do not like to see Arizona newspapermen making Arizona 
cattle into 'goats.1"

96. News Letter, July 17, 1934.
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sold commercially. Thus these items were being offered by retailers

"all over the country," and the market, supposedly, remained poor with
97government permission.

The carriers and the processors seemed to be gaining more from 

this program than the producers, but there was, some felt, a more 

serious, fundamental wrong involved. Would not the nation's moral fiber 

be weakened by this federal relief, asked Frank Boice?® in an address 

before the Northern Arizona Cattlemen's Association? "The thing I am 

worrying about is the effect on us of the Government stepping in and 

saving our necks this time. Will we play it fast and loose and be
99caught the next time?" He concluded, "we must depend on ourselves."

The News Letter expressed the fear that "some people" on relief were 

inclined to refuse "a day's work" because they could collect enough 

federal funds to satisfy their needs. Would they ever again "depend on 

their own work and ingenuity to make a living?"^^

97. Ibid., July 31, 1934. See also an undated letter from 
Carlos Ronstadt (Tucson) to ibid., in ibid.. August 21, 1934.

98. Frank S. Boice (1895-1956), brother of Henry G., was born
in Kansas City, educated at the New Mexico Military Institute, Occidental 
Academy (now College), and Massachusetts Institute of Technology, worked 
with Western Electric during World War I, and then moved to Arizona 
where he engaged in ranching. A tax expert, he organized the National 
Live Stock Tax Committee, and served as its chairman until his death.
He was ACGA president in 1935-1936. See a reprint of Richard G. Schaus, 
"Hereford -Tradition of Arizona's Boices," an article which appeared in 
the American Hereford Journal, July, 1959.

99. News Letter, August 14, 1934.

100. Ibid., August 21, 1934.
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But not all cowmen were chary of government giving. Harry Saxon, 

in a letter to Harry Petrie, Chief of the Cattle and Sheep Section of 

the AM, wrote:

At a meeting of the Executive Committee of the Arizona Cattle 
Growers Association held at Silver Creek, Arizona, August 11, at 
which were present a majority of the Committee and a good 
representation of cattlemen and members of the Association from 
most counties of the state, a resolution was proposed and 
unanimously adopted, endorsing and approving the Drougtt Relief 
Program now in progress. A full discussion of the whole 
question which preceded adoption of the resolution, indicated 
clearly that the program is generally satisfactory and is saving 
the industry and those engaged in it from irreparable losses.

This letter was written, according to Saxon, because the Association 

office had failed to publish this resolution. Some cattlemen acknow

ledged Washington's role, others did not.

In the fall and winter of 1934 the worth of the Drought Relief

Program was established. It was necessary. On September 22, Director

Ross announced that federal cattle buying throughout Arizona would stop

until a new budget could be approved. Later that month and into the

next, purchases resumed, but they would continue only through the first

half of October. The government apparently didn't know cows: Many

Arizona cattlemen had just started their fall roundups and could not
102gather their cattle for delivery in such a short period. An 

extension was needed, and it was vigorously requested. The Northern 

Arizona Cattlemen's Association asked the congressional delegation "to

101. Letter from Saxon to Petrie, dated August 21, 1934, quoted 
in ibid., August 28, 1934. Emphasis is mine.

102. Ibid., October 2, 1934. See also Arizona Republic. 
September 5, 23, 27, 1934.
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exert every effort" to obtain an additional $25,000 appropriation for 

Navajo, Apache, and Coconino Counties "immediately."^^ Washington 

answered: "regret no funds available for further allocation cattle

purposes Arizona or e l s e w h e r e . T h e  Cattle Growers then went to 

Governor B. B. Moeur who wired President Roosevelt: "Need approximately

three hundred twenty-five thousand dollars to finish the cattle purchase 

program in drouth areas in Arizona."*®"’ Secretary of Agriculture Henry

A. Wallace later replied negatively, but cowmen still held out hope for
. . 106 more aid.

Necessary funds were granted in early December. The amount was

$636,000 and it was to be used to purchase some 45,000 cattle by

December 31.*®^ Another extension, to January 15, 1935, was authorized 
108on December 22. v Mrs. Greenway was informed by one Yavapai County 

observer that "the cattle program appears to have been quite 

satisfactory," except that "the new buying program that is going into

103. William R. Bourdon, President, No. Ariz. Cattlemen's Assn. 
(Holbrook) to Isabella Greenway, October 9, 1934, Misc., L-C, 1/ISG.

104. Telegram from Pontus H. Ross (?) to ACGA, October 17, 1934, 
in News Letter, October 17, 1934.

105. Telegram from Gov. B. B. Moeur (Phoenix) to Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, October 30, 1934, quoted in full in ibid., October 30, 1934.

106. Undated telegram from Henry A. Wallace (Washington) to 
Gov. B. B. Moeur, quoted in ibid., November 13, 1934.

107. Ibid., December 4, 1934. See also ibid., December 11,
1934; and Tucson Daily Citizen, December 6, 1934.

108. News Letter, December 26, 1934.



effect now ^should have] been considered a couple of months earlier."*^ 

It had indeed been "quite satisfactory." According to Director 

Ross, the government bought 101,352 dairy and beef cattle for which it 

paid $1,488,175, at an average per head price of $14.29. The program 

which ended on January 15, 1935, he told the February ACGA convention in 

Globe, "did more good to Arizona than anything else that could have been 

devised," despite critical remarks from the floor that accepting drougth 

relief meant relinquishing "some of your independence."^^ The majority 

of Cattle Growers apparently agreed with Ross, since a resolution was 

passed endorsing the Roosevelt administration "for relief given cattle 

men."^"*- The critics were many, but they were outnumbered by those who 

collected government relief checks.

291

V

The conservation program, born of the drought, was also greeted 

with mixed emotions. The Soil Conservation Act of 1935 fostered the Soil 

Conservation Service (SCS), a bureau within the Department of Agriculture, 

to coordinate and direct activities dealing with the restoration of the

109. Grace M. Sparkes (Prescott) to Isabella Greenway,
December 13, 1934, Misc., Livestock, ISG.

110. Arizona Republic. February 20, 1935. Compare these 
figures with those in Fitzgerald, Livestock Under the AAA, 377. The 
criticism was made by Dan C. McKinney, former ACGA president (1932) who 
at the time was vice-president of the Federal Intermediate Credit Bank, 
Berkeley, California.

111. Arizona Republic. February 21, 1935; News Letter.
February 23, 1935.
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nation's eroded farms and ranges. In 1938, the Production and Marketing

Administration (PMA), a part of the second Agricultural Adjustment

Administration, began making payments to farmers and stockmen, an

operation formerly handled by the Secretary of Agriculture under the

Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 1936. Thus, two

government agencies were concerned with conservation: the SCS, which

provided only technical assistance through the CCC and WPA, and the PMA,

which authorized the disbursement of funds, through designated state

agencies, to agriculturalists who voluntarily undertook sound land-use

practices. In 1936, a "Standard State Soil Conservation Districts Act"

was written which allowed, upon passage by the legislature of each state,

the establishment of districts and local boards for the administration
112of federal policy on state-owned acreage. Government entrance into 

the area of range conservation produced a prolonged and lively 

discussion among Arizona cattlemen.

Many cowmen let it be known that they wanted nothing to do with 

the SCS and the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act in the 

spring of 1936. The State Range Livestock Planning Committee met in 

Tucson on March 16 and resolved against "asking for any benefit payments" 

under the latter. An article in the Arizona Daily Star stated that

112. For general information on the various federal soil 
conservation agencies, see Charles M. Hardin, Politics of Agriculture: 
Soil Conservation and the Struggle for Power in Rural America 
(Glencoe, 111., 1952), 54-57; and Bob Charles Holcomb, "The Political 
Aspects of Soil Conservation During the New Deal," M.A. thesis, 
Oklahoma State University, 1960, 18-19, 22, 31-32, 37-38.
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cattlemen "from most counties of Arizona" wanted "to be left alone" to
113carry out conservation on their state lease lands. An agreement 

between the State of Arizona and the SCS, concluded on March 18, was 

denounced by cattlemen, who were supported by the Star and by Professor 

Robert H. Forbes, Dean Ekneritus of the University of Arizona's College 

of Agriculture.^^ In mid-August the sentiment was still strong. "The 

AAA or the Soil Conservation Service or somebody in Washington," the 

News Letter exclaimed, "is fired with an ambition to gain control" of 

Arizona's non-federal land. This seemed "inconsistent," since nearly 

three-fourths of the state was already government-owned.

In 1937 the Legislature considered the Standard State Soil 

Conservation District Law, and the Cattle Growers made no attempt to 

conceal their opposition. Of the forty-three state assemblies in the 

country which convened that year, twenty-three approved the measure; but 

Arizona's Thirteenth was not one of them. One southern Arizona stockman 

stated that "although no fair-minded person can or could object to the 

general aims of soil conservation," the bill "in its proposed form" 

should not be passed, because it constituted "a step towards destruction

113. News Letter, March 24, 1936; Arizona Daily Star, March 17,
1936.

114. Twenty-Fourth Annual Report of the Arizona State Land 
Commissioner, July 1, 1935, to June 30, 1936, 6; News Letter. March 17, 
31, 1936; Arizona Daily Star, editorials, March 14, 19, 25, 26, and an 
article concerning Forbes in the issue for March 25, 1936.

115. News Letter, August 18, 1936. See also Arizona Republic, 
August 17, 18, 1936.



294

of the right of the individual to own p r o p e r t y . C a t t l e m e n  did not 

consider themselves anti-conservation in refusing this plan; in fact, 

according to Carlos Ronstandt of Tucson, "they have been better 

conservationists than the new order." "Our life blood," he wrote,

"flows through veins whose tissues are made of conservation practices."

To blame the industry in general, he continued, was "unfair and most 

un-American," especially when over the years stockmen had advocated 

measures to protect the land, the basis of their business.

The stand against a soil conservation law for Arizona was firmly 

maintained. In December, 1938, Frank Boice stated that by fighting such 

a measure, cowmen were helping to preserve "the democratic way."

Democracy often moved slowly, "the more difficult the problem the slower 

it will be." The problem confronting the directors of the SCS was termed 

"relatively simple," since all they had to do was show the stockman that 

their work was beneficial. Supposedly the federal officials in Safford, 

Arizona, had displayed "their impatience with the democratic way" in 

1937 when they were able to "pressure" Graham County Senator W. B. Kelly 

into introducing a bill for the creation of soil conservation districts.

116. Undated letter from Jack Speiden (Benson) to News Letter, 
in ibid., June 22, 1937. See also Holcomb, "Political Aspects of Soil 
Conservation During the New Deal," 37.

117. Undated letter from Carlos Ronstadt (Tucson) to News 
Letter, in ibid., June 22, 1937. Ronstadt, whose ancestral roots grow 
deep in Arizona history, was ACGA president from 1948 to 1950 and today 
is engaged in ranching and banking activities in southern Arizona. 
Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen of Arizona, II, 16.
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"Impatience," Boice continued, "is typical of the reformer, as is his

enthusiasm." Cattlemen were justified in their opposition to such 
118"shoving." Many ACGA members agreed, as indicated by the many state

ments printed in the News Letter. T h e  Fourteenth and Fifteenth 

Legislatures, in 1939 and 1941, withheld passage of an offending act.

Efforts of the SCS were not contemptible to all cowmen.

Several, especially in southern Arizona where most of the state land 

existed, signed the Cooperative Agreement with the SCS and were pleased 

with the arrangement. One of these was Jack Speiden of Benson who wrote 

in the fall of 1937 that "quite a lot of work had been carried out, and 

for the most part it had been "well done." True, the progress of the 

SCS and the CCC was "slow," but program directors in Arizona were 

devoted to their "cause," and they were "here to stay." Speiden went on 

to point out that he and the other cooperating ranchers, "instead of 

sitting back, entrusting our futures to rain, luck or a beneficent 

Providence and steadfastly resisting everything that does not comport

118. Letter from Frank Boice to News Letter, December 8, 1938, 
in ibid., December 13, 1938. See also Senate Journal, Thirteenth 
Legislature (1937), 768-69.

119. For example, see: W. H. Eubank (Holbrook) to News Letter,
December 15, 1938, in ibid., December 20, 1938; James L. Finley (Dragoon) 
to ibid., December 22, 1938, ibid., January 3, 1939; Frank C. Brophy 
(Elgin) to ibid., December 27, 1938, ibid.; and Eugene Seeley (Duncan)
to ibid., January 7, 1939, ibid.. January 11, 1939. See also the 
resolution of the ACGA Board of Directors against a state soil 
conservation law, adopted on January 5, 1939, in ibid.
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100% with our established thought, usage and political belief," were

doing their part toward increasing the productivity of their range.^ 0

Although the News Letter was critical of the AAA, and the Pima

County Agricultural Range Conservation Association, once the United

States entered the war, recommended the elimination of SCS as "non- 
121essential," the federal range program continued to be defended.

Harry A. Day, a Duncan rancher, wrote in December, 1938: "So far we do

not feel that the S.C.S. has interfered with or hampered the management

of our ranches the least bit. We feel just as independent as we did
129before there was any S.C.S." Hal .Mitchell, editor of the monthly 

Arizona Stockman, felt that in the area of soil conservation "the AAA 

has been, and is, singularly successful." Some cowmen obviously 

profited from the SCS, others condemned it roundly, and officially the 

Cattle Growers "never recommended the AAA Range Improvement Program. 

Again, as with the drought relief program, some benefit was derived from 

cooperation with the government. The "democratic way" was left somewhat 

intact.

120. Undated letter from Jack Speiden (Benson) to News Letter, 
in The Roundup for November, 1937. See also the article by J. C. 
Jamieson, "Range Conservation Program," in ibid.. for July, 1937; and 
Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona. 73.

121. News Letter, December 30, 1941.

122. Harry A. Day (Duncan) to ibid.. December 21, 1938, in 
ibid., January 3, 1939.

123. Editorial, Arizona Stockman. VII, no. 9 (October 1941), 3.

124. News Letter, May 9, 1939.
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Some cattlemen did not want the government to buy their stock,

others did not want the government to undertake soil conservation, but

there was general agreement that the government should regulate the

railroads. From time to time during the mid-1930s, drought-stricken

ranchers were granted reduced freight rates, and thus the carriers

exhibited a degree of sympathy. But on the other hand, the railroads,

although their function was fast being assumed by trucks, sought to

effect a fifteen per cent increase in charges in 1938 and again in 1940.

Attorney Charles E. Blaine, retained by both the ACGA and the American

National, presented a convincing case before the ICC. The producers were
125upheld in both instances, and they were grateful.

Credit was no less appreciated. Producers claimed they did not

need more money. What they required was an agency from which they could

obtain reasonable long-term loans. This was the attitude of W. H.

Waggoner, general manager of the Northern Arizona Securities Company and

two large cattle firms in the southern part of the state, early in 
1261933. The Cattle Growers supported this plan and members were urged 

to "write a letter" to Senators Hayden and Ashurst in its behalf. Two 

existing government agricultural credit agencies, the Reconstruction 

Finance Corporation and the Federal Land Bank(s), were also asked to

VI

125. Ibid., June 14, October 2, 1934, June 18, 1940; 
Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on the Plains, 167.

126. W. H. Waggoner, "New Live-Stock Credit Agency Needed," 
Producer, XIV, no. 9 (February 1933), 28-29.
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127grant larger loans for over a greater period of time. The request

was fulfilled with the passage of the Farm Credit Act in June, 1933,

which established twelve regional banks which in turn could loan money

to local lending associations. In 1936 the Farm Credit Administration
128was commended for its services to stockmen. There was little

compunction about borrowing from Washington.

Congress was called upon to help combat the serious outbreak of

motorized rustling that occurred in the late 1930s and early 1940s.

Business had improved by 1936, and according to one registrant at the

American National convention in January, "a cow is worth stealing 
129again." Cattle thieves increased their activities to such an extent

that in December, 1937, Patrick A. McCarran of Nevada introduced Senate

Bill 3052 providing harsh penalties for stolen animals "transported in

interstate or foreign commerce." The Cattle Growers supported this

measure; "truck stealing" had to be arrested. Congress obliged, but the

President vetoed the bill on grounds that it would involve the government
130in petty larceny cases. Another try was made in 1939, and a second

127. News Letter, March 14, February 22, 1933; Producer, XIV, 
no. 10 (March 1933), 13.

128. Benedict, Farm Policies of the United States, 282; News 
Letter, March 10, 1936; Sadie T. Walker (Hillside) to Isabella Greenway, 
June 3, 1936, Misc., Livestock, ISG.

129. Arizona Daily Star. January 7, 1936, as quoted in Douglas
D. Martin, An Arizona Chronology: Statehood. 1913-1936, edited by
Patricia Paylore (Univ. of Arizona Press, 1966), unnumbered pages.

130. News Letter, December 14, 1937; Arizona Republic.
February 3, 1938; Prescott Evening Courier, February 3, 1938; Schlebecker, 
Cattle Raising on the Plains, 165.
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time it was approved by both houses only to go unsigned. It seemed to 

the News Letter that instead of helping the western livestock industry, 

"the folks back in Washington" were working against it.*'**'

Another approach was necessary. An American National "Sub

committee of Four," including ACGA president Wayne Thornburg, took up 

the matter. An amendment to the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 was drawn, 

presented by McCarran, passed by Congress, and signed in July, 1939.

The McCarran Amendment was a half-loaf, a separate law was still the 
132ultimate goal. Another anti-theft bill was introduced by the Nevada

senator in 1940, and like its two predecessors it was acceptable to

Congress but rejected in the White House. The News Letter offered an

explanation for this action: "...having spent his entire life on the

east coast... the President would not be expected to be familiar with

the cattle business, although cattle raising is a sizeable industry in
133every state in the Union."

Finally in 1941, on the fourth attempt, success was achieved.

On the 19th of August Roosevelt signed what one editor considered to be 

"one of the most constructive and beneficial pieces of legislation passed 

in long time for the cattle industry." The front cover of the December

131. News Letter, May 30, 1939; Arizona Stockman, editorial, 
III, no. 13 (March 1939), 3.

132. News Letter. July 11, 25, August 1, 8, 1939; American 
Cattle Producer, XXI, no. 4 (September 1939), 11.

133. News Letter. October 22, 1940; and also ibid., October 15, 
1940, and American Cattle Producer. XXII, no. 6 (November 1940), 18.
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issue of the Arizona Stockman was devoted to a picture of Pat McCarran; 

the caption— "Western Champion of the Livestockmen"— summed up the 

feeling in the state. Arizona cattlemen, like their counterparts 

throughout the range country, were pleased. The government at last saw 
"eye to eye" with the cowman.

VII

If Uncle Sam could give, as he had done on numerous occasions, 

he could also take away, the New Deal tariff policy being a case in 

point. Protection remained the shibboleth of the cattle interests. In 

1933 the state organization and the Cochise-Graham Cattle Growers both 

resolved against a downward revision, and in late spring ACGA President 

J. Manford Cartwright informed Mrs. Greenway that Senator Ashurst had 

"promised his help," but, he continued, "we believe that you could wield 

a much greater influence." He then requested that she ask President 

Roosevelt "to protect the cattle industry" by not allowing a reduction
I O Cof the existing tariff schedule. Representatives of Arizona's 

cattle, dairy, and wool industries met late in December and adopted a 

resolution requesting the President and the Tariff Commission to increase 

rates on canned and frozen meat, hides, leather, vegetable and animal

134. News Letter, August 26, 1941; American Cattle Producer. 
XXIII, no. 4 (September 1941), 18. The law imposed a fine of $5,000 or 
five years' imprisonment for the interstate transportation of stolen 
cattle.

135. News Letter. February 22, April 25, 1933; J. M. Cartwright 
(Phoenix) to Mrs. John C. Greenway, May 20, 1933, Misc., L-C, 1/ISG.
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oils, and fats, and "other foreign products" which competed with "the 

livestock and dairy products of this country. Governor Moeur was

sympathetic to the depressed business conditions and offered to call a 

western states' conference of livestock producers to institute "prompt 

and concerted action" on the tariff s i t u a t i o n . S t a u n c h  protection

ists, cowmen had committed themselves to a struggle against the free- 

trade forces that they felt had come to power in Washington.

Secretary of State Cordell Hull's reciprocal trade policy caused

no little consternation in 1934. John C. Riggs, a stockman and a state

senator from Cochise County, wrote Mrs. Greenway concerning the "injury

of these reciprocal agreements" to the beef industry. Conditions were

"trying," he stated, but cattlemen were thankful to have her as a

"friend in Washington," because "we know if anything can be done to save
138the industry you are the one person" to do it. The answer to Riggs' 

letter was evasive, and it indicated that perhaps the lady in Congress 

was maintaining the Democratic tariff stand she had taken in 1932 while 

campaigning for Roosevelt; "The protective tariff is the greatest fraud 

that has ever been practiced on the American workmen and the average

136. Taken from a three-page mimeographed statement of the 
resolutions of the meeting held at the Hotel Westward Ho, Phoenix,
10 AM, December 29, 1933, Misc., Livestock, ISG.

137. Mimeographed letter from Gov. B. B. Moeur (Phoenix) to 
the Cattlemen of Arizona, January 4, 1934, Misc., L-C, 2/ISG.

138. John C. Riggs (Dos Cabezos) to Mrs. John C. Greenway, 
February 10, 1934, Misc., L-C, 2/ISG.
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ionAmerican citizen...." At any rate, when the Trade,Agreements Act was 

passed in June, 1934--a measure which gave the President authority to 

establish tariff policies with other nations, without Senate approval—  

the ACGA was hostile.

To compound the tariff difficulties, Secretary Hull, in May,

1935, signed the Argentine Sanitary Convention. Intended to admit beef

from the Pampa into the United States, this agreement went to the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee where it was promptly placed to one side by

the pro-cattle chairman, Tom Connally of T e x a s . T h e  Argentine pact

did not emerge from Connally1s group prior to the war, but it did evoke

spirited comment. The News Letter asked: "Is it not the moral duty of

this country's government to protect the human life and the economic
141life of the citizens before going over to help the Argentines?" The 

Arizona Republic felt there was no reason why an American industry 

should be slighted "in the course of a yielding by the government to an 

obsession in favor of encouraging exports" from a b r o a d . T h i s  agreement 

would impose a burden on an industry already struggling to overcome the 

depression; but there was another compelling reason why it was anathema 

to cowmen.

139. Mrs. Isabella Greenway (Washington) to John C. Riggs, 
February 19, 1934, ibid.; undated compaign speech, 1932, Personal 
Speeches, Campaign-1932, 1934, ISG.

140. Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on the Plains, 147.

141. News Letter, June 18, 1935.

142. Arizona Republic, editorial, June 17, 1935.



Foot-and-mouth disease was common in the principal stock-

raising regions of South America. At least one Arizona cowman visited

Brazil and Argentina and could attest to the fact that sufficient

preventive measures were l a c k i n g . O n e  aroused rancher estimated that

in the previous thirty years this disease had cost the industry

$200,000,000, and could "see no reason for taking a chance on the

recurrence of this malady. Some extremists might have concurred

with President Charles E. Collins of the American National who suggested

that Hull and Secretary of Agriculture Wallace might "go to Russia or

Hell to live if they don't like this c o u n t r y . A t  the ACGA convention

at Tucson in February, 1936, President Frank Boice told his fellow

members that the threat of the destructive virus was reason enough why
146the Sanitary pact should be refused.

Arizona cattlemen continued to denounce the administration's 

tariff policy. Senators Hayden and Ashurst pledged their efforts against 

the Argentine a g r e e m e n t . I n  February, 1937, Frank Boice stated the 

position subscribed to by the majority of American producers: "This

303

143. Personal interview with Henry G. Boice, August 19, 1965.

144. Undated letter from F. B. Moson (Hereford) to News Letter, 
in ibid., June 26, 1935.

145. Undated letter from Collins quoted in ibid., August 14, 
1935. See also E. W. Hudson, Vice-chairman, Central Arizona Cattle 
Feeders' Assn. (Phoenix) to Mrs. Isabella Greenway, June 17, 1935, Misc., 
L-C, 4/ISG; and Jerome Eddy (Prescott) to Mrs. Greenway, June 24, 1935, 
ibid.

146. News Letter, February 25, 1936.

147. Ashurst and Hayden quoted in ibid., February 9, July 20, 
1937, respectively.
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association, along with all the other livestock associations of the 

West, is bitterly opposed to this convention. We are opposing it, not 

because it will allow the importation of cattle products from a low-cost 

producing country; we are opposing it strictly as a sanitary measure."^® 

Officially at least, this was the essence of their argument. When 

Roosevelt contracted to buy Argentine beef to feed the United States 

Navy in May, 1939, further protestations were heard. Such an order was 

termed "absurd," and was an indication that perhaps FDR was responding 

to the dictates of Hull, who apparently wanted "to help foreign countries
1 A nand let the United States struggle along as best it can."

Other problems came of the tariff issue. Senator Hayden defied 

his stock-growing constituents. His amendment to the Tydings-McDuffie 

or Philippine Independence Act, proposed in May, 1939, would have 

allowed coconut oil from the islands to enter this country duty-free 

when used in inedible products. This commodity, according to cattle 

interests, would compete directly with beef tallow. It was difficult 

for the News Letter to envision why Hayden, representing a state which 

produced beef and mutton tallow, cotton seed oil, and butter fat, "should 

choose to lower the demand for those home products just to help the 

Philippines." Fortunately the measure f a i l e d . W h e n  the Trade

5.
148. Proceedings. Thirty-Third Annual Convention (1937), ACGA,

149. News Letter. May 15, 23, 1939.

150. Ibid., May 30, June 6, 1939.
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Agreements Act came up for renewal in 1940, Hayden again disregarded the 

wishes of cattlemen and voted with the majority to continue the 

President's blanket authority to negotiate reciprocal treaties. Ashurst 

voted with the opposition, as did John R. Murdock, who entered the House 

of Representatives from Arizona in 1937.

A reciprocal trade agreement with Argentina in the fall of 1941 

resulted in one last outburst. This measure called for more than a 

hundred American items to be exported to Argentina. In return, duties 

were lowered on canned corn beef, cattle hides, wool, and other live-
ICOstock products entering this country. The Cattle Growers could not

accept this act and wondered, "How long can our American Eagle continue

to stretch her wings over the wide world without losing some of the
153feathers that protect the home land?" An editorial in the Arizona 

Daily Star answered that what was good for American fruit and tobacco 

growers and others who would profit from this exchange, would also prove 

beneficial to stockmen, who had already started to "holler." Editor 

Mathews concluded that "Arizona will always be prosperous when the 

country is prosperous," and the state had to do its part "in promoting 

the exchange of wealth just as other parts of the country must also do."^*^

151. Ibid., February 27, April 9, 1940; Arizona Republic.
April 5, 6, 1940; Arizona Daily Star, April 13, 1940; Mason (comp.), 
Arizona General Election Results. 21.

152. Arizona Daily Star, October 15, 1941.

153. News Letter. October 14, 1941. See also Arizona Republic. 
October 15, 1941.

154. Arizona Daily Star, editorial, October 16, 1941.
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Cowmen were not easily convinced that this was what they must do. 

During the years of Republican supremacy, the cattle industry had been 

favored by a high-protectionist policy; the New Deal, however, was not 

characterized by this same beneficence.

VIII

Federal land policy was another source of friction. When 

Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes announced his determination to 

extend government control over the remaining 173,000,000 acres of un

appropriated public domain, he placed himself at odds with the Arizona 

Cattle Growers' Association. The states, the feeling ran, should be 

allowed to manage this land, most of it fit only for grazing. But, as 

in the past, there was also the realization that "some kind" of lease 

law was n e c e s s a r y . T h i s  was the situation early in 1934 when a 

western congressman proposed a truly momentous piece of legislation.

Representative Edward T. Taylor of Colorado introduced House 

Resolution 6462. It provided for the "orderly use, improvement, and 

development" of the public range by the creation of grazing districts 

and the issuance of leases for definite terms by the Secretary of the 

Interior. On January 22 the ACGA Public Lands Committee recorded its 

dissent:

155. Robbins, Our Landed Heritage. 418; News Letter. March 21, 
July 24, October 11, 1933; B. J. McKinney (Tucson) to Isabella Greenway, 
January 14, 1934, Misc., L-C, 2/ISG.
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The Arizona Cattle Growers' Association reaffirms its stand in 
favor of the Public Domain of the western states being granted 
to the states which can best administer and conserve the lands.
We are unalterably opposed to the principles of the Taylor Bill 
whereby grazing on the Public Domain would be administered by 
the Department of the Interior.^ 6

Senator Hayden informed the Association that no further action would be 

taken on the bill unless the President recommended its enactment. The 

ACGA office was encouraged by this news, and believed that Roosevelt 

would be more sympathetic to the needs of the livestock industry than 

Secretary Ickes had been. And besides, "Mrs. Greenway can help us with 

him because she is the President's personal f r i e n d . B u t  the White
I C QHouse did favor the bill, and Mrs. Greenway or not, the Cattle 

Growers faced an uphill struggle in the cause of states' rights.

The Arizona forces put up a stout resistance. B. B. Moeur told 

a western governor's conference in Salt Lake City that he opposed federal 

control of any additional land in Arizona. The government currently held 

more than seventy per cent of the state, and "we would like to have 

enough left for a cabbage p a t c h . T h e  Taylor Bill passed the House 

in April, but not before Mrs. Greenway, aided by California 

Representative Harry Englebright, raised their objections. On June 12, 

the day of the final Senate vote, Henry Fountain Ashurst eloquently 

denounced the idea of "Washington bureaucrats" administering the federal

156. News Letter, January 23, 1934.

157. Ibid.

158. Foss, Politics and Grass. 58.

159. Moeur quoted in News Letter, March 13, 1934.
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lands in the West "serenely oblivious to the great problems connected 

therewith." And, he concluded, "nothing can break down the walls of 

ignorance that surround the ordinary bureaucrats regarding public 

l a n d s . T h e s e  efforts were in vain; the measure was passed by the

upper house; and on June 28 the President signed the Taylor Grazing
, 161 Act.

The intransigency displayed over the Taylor Act grew from one 

overriding fear: that permanency on the public domain, a confirmed goal 

of Arizona users, would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to 

achieve with the inclusion of the Interior Department in grazing affairs. 

The Forest Service was already involved; Harold Ickes1 heavy hand was 

just one too many with which to contend. Roosevelt told Carl Hayden 

and other western senators that he would seek to coordinate the issuance 

of permits by the two agencies so that graziers with both types of 

leases would not "be thrown out of the forest reserve on a given date 

and the public domain would not be open to them until a couple of weeks 

later, and the unfortunate cattle would have nowhere to go." He wanted

160. Foss, Politics and Grass, 56; Cong. Rec., LXXVIII, pt. 10, 
June 12, 1934, 11146.

161. Foss, Politics and Grass, 58; Robbins, Our Landed 
Heritage, 421.
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a flexible grazing system that would consider local n e e d s . A r i z o n a

cattlemen were not easily convinced that such an ideal plan could be

made workable, and there were many, including Louie Horrell of Gila

County, who believed that Interior Department officials lacked

sufficient knowledge of the different types of lands the federal range

"to know what we need out here." The new law would have to prove its
16 3worth before it could be viewed favorably.

Throughout 1934 and 1935 Arizonans staged a holding action

against the further inclusion of land under the Taylor Act. Governor

Moeur, Congresswoman Greenway, and Senator Ashurst spoke out against the

growing role of government on the Arizona range. The Arizona Daily Star

described this new policy as "but the first step towards the alluring
164goal of collectivization of the entire cattle business." Futility 

was the only reward for these efforts. In June, 1936, more acreage was

162. Roosevelt made these remarks at a White House press 
conference on May 23, 1934, after a discussion with Senators Alva B. 
Adams (Colo.), Carl Hayden (Ariz.), and Joseph C. O'Mahoney (Wyo.).
Edgar B. Nixon (comp. and ed.), Franklin D. Roosevelt and Conservation, 
1911-1945 (2 vols., Hyde Park, 1957), I, 280. On FDR's conservation 
objectives see Whitney R. Cross, "Ideas in Politics: The Conservation
Policies of the Two Roosevelts," Journal of the History of Ideas, XIV, 
(June 1953), 438.

163. Remarks of Louie P. Horrell at the meeting of the Northern 
Arizona Cattlemen's Assn, meeting, August 11, 1934, as quoted in News 
Letter, August 14, 1934; Arizona Republic, February 21, 1935.

164. News Letter. March 19, 1935; Arizona Republic,
September 20, 1934, August 1, 1935; Arizona Daily Star, editorial,
March 5, 1936.
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included under the Taylor Act, and within a year four Taylor grazing 

districts had been created in Arizona.

All these actions were distasteful to cowmen who for many years 

had supported regulation of the public domain on the basis that they, 

out of necessity, realized the need for sound conservation practices.

F. E. Mollin summed up this attitude in his small book. If and When It 

Rains: "The stockman is not a despoiler of the range. He is 

necessarily a conservator. His livelihood depends upon feed for his 

live stock." He continued, "No government expert or paid writer can 

possibly realize the importance of this fact so well as the man who is 

up against the gun h i m s e l f . F r e d  J. Fritz, the Greenlee County cow

man-legislator, agreed, and added that guaranteed tenure— "long time 

leases"— and assurance to the grazier "that he has control of the range

over a long period of years" were the solutions to the problem of over-
. 167grazing.

Something had to be done to lessen the amount of "bureaucratic 

domination." This sentiment was expressed by President A. C. "Cone" 

Webb at the ACGA convention at Prescott in early February, 1938. The

165. Foss, Politics and Grass, 60; The Western Range: Letter
from the Secretary of Agriculture (Washington, 1936), 234; Arizona 
Republic, September 23, 1936; News Letter, September 29, 1936. The four 
grazing districts are included on a map in Foss, Politics and Grass, 100.

166. News Letter, March 10, 1936; F. E, Mollin, If and When It 
Rains (Denver, 1938), ii.

167. Fred J. Fritz (Clifton) to News Letter, November 12, 1937, 
in ibid., November 16, 1937.
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creation of local advisory boards for the Taylor grazing lands with 

authority to determine policy was considered a step in the right 

d i r e c t i o n . T h u s  in July of 1939, when Senator Pat McCarran's 

amendment providing for the establishment of these units was adopted, 

the Cattle Growers received some degree of pleasure. The users within 

each district would elect a board of from five to twelve stockmen who 

would submit recommendations to the Secretary of the Interior. Except 

in unusual instances, the Secretary was to request the advice of this 

body before effecting new regulations for a particular district.]"^

Another desired change, at least on the part of the ACGA, was 

the consolidation of all federal grazing agencies under one division in 

the Department of the Interior. The Yavapai County association, however, 

favored the Department of Agriculture.^® Neither plan was successful, 

although the Grazing Service, established in 1934, was reorganized as

168. Arizona Republic. February 2, 1938; Prescott Evening 
Courier, February 2, 3, 1938. Webb, a pioneer Gila County cowman, 
served as Association president in 1937-1938, and throughout the twenties 
and thirties he played a leading role in establishing sound relations 
between Arizona cattlemen and the Forest Service. He presently lives
in retirement in Globe. For biographical"information, see The Webb 
Story (1958), a reprint of a series of articles that appeared in The 
Arizona Cattlelog. the monthly publication of the ACGA started in 1945, 
volume three (September-November, 1947); and Willson, Pioneer Cattlemen 
of Arizona, I, 21.

169. Arizona Daily Star, May 11, 1939; Dana, Forest and Range 
Policy, 262; Wagoner, Cattle Industry in Southern Arizona, 70.

170. Arizona Republic. February 2, 1939; Graham County Guardian, 
February 3, 1939; News Letter, May 9, June 27, 1939; Arizona Daily Star, 
May 11, 1939. The Yavapai stockmen had evidenced this attitude as early 
as 1935. R. E. Perkins, Secretary, Yavapai Cattle Growers' Assn. 
(Prescott) to Mrs. Isabella Greenway, January 21, 1935, Misc.,L-C,
4/ISG.
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the Division of Grazing within the Interior Department in August, 1939.

R. H. Rutledge replaced Farrington R. Carpenter, who had fallen out with

Secretary Ickes, as Director of G r a z i n g . " A  good many people" were

"still skeptical" about the Taylor Act, the News Letter remarked, but by
172early 1941 it was a bit more palatable.

Further encouraging developments transpired. The headquarters

of the Division of Grazing were transferred from Washington, D. C., to

Salt Lake City in August, 1941, and the News Letter extended its

approval: "...we think it is a move in the right direction because all
173the land administered under this department is in the western states."

Pat McCarran again took up the standard. He directed rather harsh

criticism at the administration of the public domain in 1940, and the

following year he headed a Senate sub-committee which conducted hearings

throughout the West. Arizona graziers were allowed to air their

grievances before this group, which they did, beginning in late

November, 1941, at Kingman. After a constructive two-day session at the

Mohave County seat, during which "many interesting and some quite

embarrassing situations arose," the eight-man committee moved on to the 
174state capital.

171. News Letter, November 15, 1938; Foss, Politics and Grass.
83; Schlebecker, Cattle Raising on the Plains, 156.

172. News Letter, February 20, 1941.

173. Ibid., July 15, 1941; Foss, Politics and Grass. 84.

174. Mohave Miner, December 4, 1941; and also ibid., November 27, 
December 4, editorial, 1941. See also Dana, Forest and Range Policy, 286.
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On the first two days of December, the sub-committee recorded a 

plenitude of evidence from those who testified in Phoenix. At the 

opening session, Frank Boice stated that Arizona users wanted "stability" 

on the public domain, some "assurances that we can continue.1.1 He 

reiterated charges that the federal lands were being operated "by 

remote control from Washington," and he called for the transfer of such 

areas to state administration."^"’ On December 2, Sam Joy and A. E. 

Pettit, two Gila Bend area ranchers, explained that they were given 

twenty-four hours notice to move off their Taylor grazing acreage which 

was taken over by the army as a gunnery range. These two permittees had 

not been compensated for the losses suffered because of this action, and 

they also protested that the land to the west, a "waste land" unfit for 

a "coyote," should have been selected instead. Committee members 

sympathized with this situation and promised the matter would be 

s t u d i e d . L o u i e  Horrell, president of the Arizona Cattle Growers, 

presented a six-point list of needs and wants in behalf of his organiza

tion. Chairman McCarran closed the hearings with the remark that "much 

of unusual interest" had been uncovered and that he would consider 

returning to Phoenix to hear more complaints.

175. Arizona Republic. December 2, 1941.

176. Ibid., December 3, 1941. For earlier difficulties 
involving cattlemen and the military in Pima and Santa Cruz Counties, 
see News Letter. September 23, 1941, and Arizona Daily Star, editorial, 
September 23, 1941.

177. Arizona Republic. December 3, 1941.
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For the second time in a decade and a half Arizonans were able

to voice their grievances before a Senate investigating committee. The

Cameron hearings in the mid-1920s were tainted by partisan politics; but

the latest inquiry was judged a success. The News Letter lauded

Me Carran: "His sincerity of purpose and his fight for the people's

rights won for him complete admiration and confidence, and by the time
178the hearing was ended everybody was ready to elect him President."

When it was first passed, the Taylor Grazing Act was not to the liking

of Arizona cattlemen, but they contended with it, worked to eliminate

some of its shortcomings, and by the winter of 1941 they could look back

on seven years of progress in the administration of the public domain.

Stability and a realistic range management policy were also the

goals of forest permittees. In February of 1933, ACGA President J.

Manford Cartwright, addressing a convention audience, expressed

gratitude for the actions of the Forest Service in waiving fees during

the first half of 1932 and stated that a fifty per cent reduction for

the same period of the current year would "materially help" the live-
179stock industry. This request was embodied in a resolution. On 

March 4 a new administration took office, and New Dealer Henry A. Wallace 

did not share the charitable views of his predecessor at the Agriculture 

desk, Arthur M. Hyde, and denied the waiver. Instead, a formula:for

178. News Letter. December 9, 1941.

179. Ibid.. March 2, 1933; Producer. XIV, no. 10 (March 1933), 
13; "The Grazing Issue Again," American Forests, XXXIX (January 1933), 
62.
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establishing grazing rates was effected, whereby fees would be based on
180the average market price during the preceding years. This was only

the first of several differences.

The fear of having their permits cut aroused stockmen. At a

meeting with Forest Service officials at Phoenix in September, 1933,

graziers were informed that at the termination of the existing ten-year

lease period on January 1, 1935, they could expect their privileges to

be reduced for re-distribution to new applicants. The Cattle Growers

and Governor Moeur opposed this plan, as well as the intention of the

government to grant no more ten-year permits, and asked that these
181proposed measures be reconsidered. When the current period ended,

cowmen were refused, and annual permits were issued. The ACGA was

disgusted. Not only was this contradictory to permanency of tenure and

detrimental in obtaining livestock loans, but it meant that room was

being made for "a horde of people" who waited until paved roads were

built before they came West and entered "the romantic cattle raising

business." Newcomers were fine, but not when they caused the old hands
182to be driven off their holdings.

180. News Letter, March 14, June 6, 1933; "Wallace Keeps Present 
Grazing Rates on National Forests," American Forests, XXXIX (April 1933), 
182; "A New Plan for Grazing Fees on National Forests," ibid. (July 
1933), 324.

181. News Letter, February 20, October 17, 30, 1934; Orville 
Hazlewood (Young) to Mrs. John C. Greenway, September 23, 1933, Misc.,
L-C, 1/ISG.

182. Abbie C. Keith (Phoenix) to Mrs. Isabella Greenway,
April 11, 1935, Misc., L-C, 4/ISG. See also Mrs. Keith (Phoenix) to
Mrs. Greenway, July 12, 1935, ibid.; News Letter. February 20, December 4, 
1934, April 3, 1935; and Prescott Evening Courier, April 1, 1935.
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The question of newcomers on the forest range involved the

Cattle Growers with Senator Ashurst. A resolution passed by the

Williams-Grand Canyon Chamber of Commerce on February 28, 1934, called

for the reduction of permits and the abrogation of ten-year leases on

the national forests. These were outmoded concessions to the "large

vested interests" and thwarted the development of homesteads and "small
183stock outfits" in the heavily-forested regions of northern Arizona.

The ACGA took afront at the idea: "Destroying the business of one group

of citizens to provide for another group is un-American....We prefer to

believe that it is a lack of knowledge on their part, rather than a
184malicious intent to wreck the major industry in Arizona."

The eloquent Ashurst, himself a product of the north country,

presented this resolution on the floor of the Senate, on March 9, and

directed that it be entered in the Congressional Record. The

Association's Board of Directors was taken aback, and in a letter to the

senator they expressed disappointment that a longtime "friend of the

livestock men" would give "publicity and apparent sympathy" to a

proposition which, if effected, would 'Injure the livestock interests of 
185Arizona." Ashurst replied that he had often come to the aid of the 

cattlemen; in this instance he was not doing them a disservice; rather,

183. Resolution printed in News Letter, March 13, 1934.

184. Ibid.

185. Letter from ACGA to Ashurst, April 21, 1934, in ibid., 
May 8, 1934.
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he was upholding the right of petition which "belongs to the most humble 

person." He concluded, "I refuse to believe that your honorable 

organization would expect me to conceal a petition or be afraid to give 

it consideration.

What was considered unwise fencing by the Forest Service also

vexed cattlemen. The construction of "exclusion" fences along stream

beds, to prevent cattle from trampling down the banks and thus arresting

erosion, was opposed by the ACGA and the Greenlee County Cattlemen's

Association in the first half of 1934. A resolution passed by the

Greenlee organization was sent to Representative Greenway who

forwarded it on to D. A. Sherman, Acting Forester. Sherman replied that

the fences were in the best interests of "flood and erosion control,"

and he believed that such fencing would not seriously restrict the use 
187of the range. Some permittees resented this policy and viewed it as 

another unworkable idea of "the boys with sharp pencils" in Washington.

Throughout 1935, the Cattle Growers and the American National, 

urged the re-instatement of ten-year permits. These efforts were

186. Ashurst;to ACGA, April 27, 1934, ibid.

187. Resolution of Greenlee County Cattlemen's Assn, enclosed 
in S. A. Foster (Duncan) to Mrs. Isabella Greenway, May 23, 1934, Misc., 
L-C, 3/ISG; E. A. Sherman (Washington) to Mrs. Isabella Greenway,
June 4, 1935, enclosed in Greenway (Williams) to S. A. Foster,
November 5, 1934, ibid.; News Letter, February 20, 1934.

188. Daniel G. Moore, Log of a Twentieth Century Cowboy 
(Univ. of Arizona Press, 1965), 170. Moore was formerly a cowboy, live
stock inspector, and range detective in many parts of the state.
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rewarded with success the following year. In the late 1930s and early 

1940s, the ACGA strove to establish sound relations with the Forest 

Service, and to bring about an understanding among cattlemen as to the 

purpose of that agency. Much of the earlier tension was overcome due to 

the efforts of A. C. Webb, Henry Boice, and other prominent cowmen who 

worked closely with Regional Forester Frank C. W. Pooler and ,his very 

able assistant, David A. Shoemaker, toward the improvement of the grazing 

situation. That the animosity of years past toward the foresters had 

diminished was apparent in the News Letter of May 24, 1938, which 

carried a notice of Shoemaker's death: "'Dave' Shoemaker, as he was

familiarly known, was loved by and held the confidence of all who knew 

him....No doubt, worry in trying to work out the grazing problems so that 

no stockman would be hurt...was what really undermined his health." The 

quest for stability went on, as indicated by the interest in establishing 

local advisory boards for the national forests and by the testimony 

presented before the MeCarran subcommittee, but a great deal of progress 

and mutual respect had been achieved. "Teddy’s Pets" had finally 

gained some degree of acceptance.

189. News Letter, February 25, 1936, July 18, 1939, October 15, 
1940, February 20, 1941; Arizona Daily Star, February 21, 1935; The 
Roundup, July, 1937; Arizona Republic, December 3, 1941.
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* * * * * *

The depression wrought significant change on both the state and 

national levels. The Arizona Cattle Growers' Association, adhering all 

the while to its traditional non-partisan approach, lent its voice in 

support of economy in Arizona government, a revaluation of the state's 

tax structure, and the election of cowmen to public office. In short, 

cattlemen began to assert themselves in state politics. But something 
more important emerged from this trying period: the realization that

Arizona stockmen could no longer ignore problems outside their own 

fences. Beef producers the nation over were in straitened circum

stances; men from every section of the range country would have to join 

hands for the good of the industry. For one thing, the growth of the 

national government could not be denied, it had to be accommodated with 

as little conflict as possible. But some Arizona cowmen would not 

accept this fact and resisted Washington at every turn. Others saw that 

a burgeoning federal bureaucracy was a necessary evil, accepted it, and 

in many cases benefited by it. All concerned learned -- and in many

instances painfully -- that the government would never again, as Frank
190Boice acknowledged, "allow a depression to work itself out." A 

slightly different, more practical type of rugged individualism had 

taken root in the face of advancing alphabetism.

190. "President's Annual Address," Proceedings, Thirty-Third 
Annual Convention (1937), ACGA, 6.



Chapter Eight

CATTLE AND POLITICS IN ARIZONA:
A CONCLUSION

The politics of the Arizona cattle industry, from the 

capitulation of the last Apaches in Skeleton Canyon to the Japanese 

attack at Pearl Harbor, was a politics of pure practicality. With but 

few exceptions, cattlemen became politically minded only when the 

fortunes of their business were at stake. As government assumed 

greater control over stock raising, cowmen were forced to develop a 

broader awareness of the state and federal legislation that was affect

ing their livelihood. They were called upon to participate in this law

making process, so that their interests might be protected from hostile 

and uninformed legislators. The response to this call on the state level 

was at first generally feeble and at best sporadic, but finally in the 

middle and late 1930s more and more "pairs of cowboy boots" appeared in 

the halls of the capitol building with the convening of the legislature. 

In national affairs, not until the long, dry agricultural depression of 

the 1920s and 1930s did the activities of Congress and the growing 

federal bureaucracy evoke significant concern. When it was economically 

necessary, Arizona cattlemen discarded their aloofness.

320
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Necessity also inspired a permanent statewide cattlemen's 

organization. Prior to the formation of the Arizona Cattle Growers' 

Association in 1904-1905, stockmen sometimes joined together and formed 

associations to deal with immediate problems; once the difficulties had 

been overcome, however, the members would disband. But in the opening 

years of the twentieth century, the rustling menace reached such costly 

proportions that the cooperation of cowmen throughout the territory was 

essential. The establishment of the U. S. Forest Service in 1905 brought 

the realization that only through unity could the problems inherent in 

the federal regulation of the range be met. Pinchot's foresters arrived 

in number to administer heretofore free grasslands, and unless graziers 

could deal with them intelligently as a unit, the discord that was 

inevitable —  when "Teddy's Pets" told pioneer ranchers that they could 

no longer graze their herds on land they had won from the Indians, or 

from each other —  would be harmful to both sides. Victimized and 

protesting cowmen, speaking as one voice, found this the only reasonable 

approach to the solution of these problems.

As cowmen ventured reluctantly into the mainstream of politics, 

they did so still firmly committed to the notion that each man's vote 

should be determined by his own conscience. Thus the Cattle Growers 

consistently rejected party labels, and the endorsement of candidates 

never appeared in their convention resolutions. Only the "Cattle 

Party," which existed largely in the fertile imagination of an editor, 

deserved their wholehearted support. While a non-partisan stance was 

maintained throughout, conservatism was the single most distinguishing
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feature of cattle politics. Cowmen, who found it difficult to unite for 

the good of the industry, were not likely to enlist in significant 

numbers to support a particular congressional or gubernatorial candidate. 

Occasionally an individual would associate with a cause or a candidate, 

but very infrequently and very briefly.

After 1900 affairs of national consequence over-shadowed the 

local scene. The lone exception to this rule was the conflict with the 

railroads, the roots of which extended back to the 1880s. State lease 

lands, the Live Stock Sanitary Board, and taxation were always important, 

but these became secondary to larger difficulties that confronted cattle

men throughout the West —  broader issues such as the tariff, the public 

domain and the forest lands, livestock credit and marketing, and the 

myriad of hardships produced by the prolonged drought of the 1920s and 

1930s. The freight rate controversy, cattle theft, and the war on 

predators bridged the gap separating the two levels of government. It 

was inevitable, then, that the dependence upon government should increase 

in relation to the problems. The obstacles were simply too many and too 

great to be overcome by local means. Thus this reliance developed 

naturally and could be entered into without shame, but a substantial 

number of Arizona stockmen did not view it in this way.

At the peak of the New Deal, "rugged individualism" was, 

according to Cattle Grower President Frank S. Boice, still "the out

standing characteristic" of "the sons and daughters of the men who
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brought civilization to the West...."*' But the credo that once carried

men through frontier adversity had not remained intact over the years.

It had adjusted to meet recurring exigencies, and during this process it

emerged as a more realistic philosophy -- one that could adapt, though

not without strain, to the "batch of new ideas" introduced by the
2federal government. Arizona cattlemen had come gradually to accept the 

idea of a regulated national domain, the necessity of securing 

appropriations from both state and national government for the eradica

tion of range predators, the unlovely aspects of federal drought-buying 

and emergency credit, and all the intrusions attending the various 

federal conservation programs. Though many of them refused to 

acknowledge the fact, cowmen had developed a certain flexibility of 

attitude toward government involvement in their affairs.

Many cowmen were chameleonic in their relationship with 

Washington. Many of them accepted "the people's money" at the same 

time that they were denouncing New Deal relief measures as a threat to 

individual freedom. This ambivalence is apparent in an account of a 

conversation submitted to the News Letter late in 1939 by an Arizona 

ranchwoman: 1 2

1. Proceedings. Thirty-third Annual Convention (1937), ACGA, 7.

2. Moore, Log of a. Twentieth Century Cowboy. 170.
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I overheard a conversation between two livestock men the other 
day, good friends. Said the first friend, 'Are you doing any 
more improvement this year?1 The second friend had done quite 
a lot of improvement on his private land, using government money 
the year before, and the government had been slow in coming 
across with its part, so he answered, 'No damn it, they haven!t 
paid me for what I done last year yet.'3

These two were doubtless among those who would not admit to having been

converted to the newer, more practical individualism that allowed stock-

men to cooperate unabashedly with federal conservationists.

On the Arizona ranges the old motto of "every man for himself" 

had not withstood the test of time, even though some of those who had 

assumed the new posture refused publicly to recognize the fact. There 

were still the irreconcilibles, to be sure, but there were many more 

who had assessed the situation, had arrived at a compromise with their 

pride, were participating in federal relief and reform programs, and 

were all the while hoping for a good rain -- the old panacea of the 

short-grass country.

3. This narrative is included in a letter from Mrs. W. B.
Young (Kirkland) to News Letter. December 30, 1939, in ibid., January 2, 
1940. See also Mrs. A. B. Cary (Benson?) to ibid., January 6, 1940, in 
ibid., January 16, 1940.
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(When Grass Was King, 1956), Lewis E. Atherton (The Cattle Kings, 1961), 

and John T. Schlebecker (Cattle Raising on the Plains, 1900-1961, 1963) 

are silent on Arizona. J. J. Wagoner's History of the Cattle Industry 

in Southern Arizona, 1540-1940 (1952), although brief, is the sole 

monograph on the general subject, and it treats only half of the state. 

Harry T. Getty's The San Carlos Indian Cattle Industry (1963) is important 

as far as it goes. A few articles add but little to the overall story, 

the most worthy of which are Clara M. Love, "History of the Cattle 

Industry in the Southwest," Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XIX-XX
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(1916), Bert Haskett, "Early History of the Cattle Industry in Arizona," 

Arizona Historical Review, VI (1935), and Richard J. Morrisey, "The 

Early Range Cattle Industry in Arizona," Agricultural History, XXIV 

(1950). Will C. Barnes' Apaches & Longhorns (1941) is the best 

reminiscence available, with Daniel G. Moore's Log of a Twentieth 

Century Cowboy (1965) useful in places. The Arizona Cattle Growers' 

Association awaits the attention which other state stockmen's organiza

tions have received in the works of Maurice Frink for Wyoming (Cow 

Country Cavalcade. 1954), Lewis Nordyke for Texas (Great Roundup, 1955), 

and Robert Lee and Richard Williams for South Dakota (Last Grass 

Frontier. 1966). The articles by W. Turrentine Jackson on the Wyoming 

Stock Growers' Association (Annals of Wyoming. XIX [jL9473, Mississippi 

Valley Historical Review. XXXII[1947], Agricultural History, XXII 

[l948]), illustrate the political influence of that organization. Full- 

scale biographies of Arizona cattlemen are limited to the disappointing 

works of Frazier Hunt on Burton C. Mossman (Cap Mossman, Last of the 

Great Cowmen. 1951) and Allen A. Erwin on John H. Slaughter (The South

west of John H. Slaughter, 1841-1922, 1965). To date, the only scholarly 

study of a prominent Arizona ranching enterprise is the unpublished 

thesis of Miss Jane Wayland on the Cameron brothers (University of 

Arizona, 1964). In short, Arizona cattle history is a beckoning 
research field.

With the publication of B. Sacks' Be Tt Enacted (1964) and 

Howard Roberts Lamar's The Far Southwest, 1846-1912 (1966), a good deal 

of light has been shed upon early politics and politicians in Arizona --
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but here the progress halts. George Kelly's Legislative History of 

Arizona, 1864-1912 (1926) provides a glimpse at the workings of the 

territorial legislature, but the statehood experience has gone 

altogether unrecorded. Dean E. Mann (The Politics of Water in Arizona, 

1963) and Roy D. Morey (Politics and Legislation, 1965) have made notable 

contributions, the latter pertaining largely to the post World War II 

period, as has George Sparks in editing the Ashurst diary (A Many 

Colored Toga, 1962). The articles by Howard A. Hubbard (Pacific 

Historical Review, III0.9343, XI Q.942]), Malcolm B. Parsons (Pacific 

Historical Review, XIX0.95(0, Arizona and the West, IV [1962]]), and Neal 

D. Houghton (Western Political Quarterly, IV0.951] , New Mexico Historical 

Review, XXIX(19543) are sound, but they need supplementing by studies on 

individual governors and the entire congressional delegation, which to 

date has been noticed only by Miss Alice McKinney in her unpublished 

thesis (Stanford University, 1955). Most unfortunate is the absence of 

a volume on Arizona's struggle for statehood, an episode that was involved 

with national politics to a greater extent than has been realized. As 

with the cattle industry, the deficiencies are conspicuous and the 

opportunities abundant for detailed study of a rich but little known 
political heritage.
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