African American manhood and New Deal relief
My broader chapter argument is about the forgotten man narrative as a compelling story of collective civic identity, and about how that narrative shaped the gender and racial contours of federal relief policy and social citizenship in the Great Depression.  I argue that the forgotten man narrative illuminates the complex interplay of residual and emergent cultural ideals in establishing the hegemony of the New Deal state.  Furthermore, I suggest that the forgotten man narrative, because it is about representation and narrative, enables us to distill “really very different intuitions of political immediacy” than other sources of information about the New Deal.  Because the narrative was so culturally central, because it appeared in popular, New Deal, and anti-New Deal variations, and because it mobilized emotions to reinforce differences of gender, race, and class, it warrants closer scrutiny…

Chapter begins with popular narrative, then moves to official variations and their relationship to policy, then to counter-narratives, and then to the effects of such counter-narratives on New Deal policy.  (underlying point: stories matter).  It looks at how the stories align emergent federal policies with conservative, ascriptivist gender and racial ideals.  

I need to go through and indicate how the forgotten man story aligns residual, white, male prerogatives with emergent New Deal policies and actions. 

There is an African-American version of the forgotten man story ….

Detail the story, then say why it doesn’t really work

Statistics about women and relief

Skepticism that the American family concept can be stretched to encompass African Americans (all the stuff about the pathology of black families and how it contributes to their unemployment and unemployability)

Disproportionate number of African American female heads of households on relief – a majority of blacks on relief under the age of 45

Blacks disproportionately affected by the Depression, first fired, last re-hired.  When WPA comes along, disproportionately classified as unemployable and thrown back on state and local relief sources which are not set up to receive them. 

Other forms of discrimination within federal emergency relief set up:  wage differentials, discriminatory hiring, segregated projects, disproportionately classified as unskilled workers even when they are skilled craftsmen

A lot of this is informal – not officially sanctioned – in fact, officially, federal emergency relief does not condone discrimination against African Americans

And yet such discrimination was widespread

Of a piece with other forms of racial discrimination embedded in New Deal policy –

Neither NRA codes nor SSA extends to black occupations of agricultural and domestic service

Lots of other forms of discrimination…

But as this section will show, there is more at stake in the interplay between the official principle of racial nondiscrimination and the fairly rampant practice of racial discrimination on federal unemployment relief.  How this worked out speaks to the interplay of narrative and political forces, of federal, state, and local politics, and of gender, race, sex, and national citizenship in the Depression years.  

Fairly widespread evidence of discrimination, particularly at the local levels, particularly, but not exclusively, in the South.  It would be a big mistake to interpret racism in New Deal relief policy to maladministration by Southern white officials.  Certainly, that existed, but more interesting is the extent to which federal administrators’ strategy of cooperative federalism encouraged such practices as a way of aligning emergent federal policies with residual local practices and norms….

Paradox:  Discrimination was widespread, yet African American newspaper editors and race leaders touted the New Deal as a huge breakthrough for blacks….
Certainly inflamed white Southerners’ fears about federal intervention in the customs and policies of the American South.  Southern Democrats were a thorn in Roosevelt’s side throughout the New Deal years, and he worked hard to appease them.

But to read federal noninterference in the racially discriminatory administration of emergency relief as straightforward political appeasement would be mistaken.  It would be to overlook the important ways, in gender and racial terms, that the New Deal administration sought to align its emergent state policies and actions with residual gender and racial hierarchies.  

Certainly, the contest between federal administrators and Southern politicians and civic leaders was inflected by a particular history of racism and sectional conflict.  Anti-New Deal politicians throughout the South saw the increased interventionism of the New Deal state as a second Reconstruction, interfering with states’ rights and imposing federal egalitarian principles that were hostile to Southern community norms.  

But it was also one instance of a broader dynamic between the federal government and state and local communities in the New Deal years – a dynamic that relied significantly on civic storytelling for its resolution.  

On the one hand, the black forgotten man narrative.  Limited authorship, not so varied, very derivative of white forgotten man narrative.
Another narrative of FDR and the New Deal as champions of black civil rights.  Fascinating story – again, storytellers tend to be black.  Lots of examples.  

New Deal as staging ground for black political empowerment – black community both experiences and interprets assignment to relief jobs differently than whites

Actually pay more than private employment – both an economic and social benefit – not to be eliminated until whites will employ blacks on equal terms with whites – relief assignment greeted with pride, community fanfare – high hopes raised about integrated projects, black supervisory roles, etc.  

Contested by white Southerners who perceive the tremendous threat the New Deal relief poses to Southern racial order and react recalcitrantly – reinforcing wage differentials, relegation of blacks to menial jobs, throwing blacks off of relief employment or refusing them opportunities 

Some scholars (Sitkoff) emphasize that blacks received proportionate share of relief jobs and other benefits, but while that is an important and positive shift, it does not account for the fact that blacks were a disproportionate share of the unemployed, and that even those who were employed did not earn enough for a reasonable subsistence.

Use of racial violence and intimidation to enforce white power

How does this connect to lynching?  Part of my project is to look at how widely circulating, affectively dense narratives inform the policies and practices of New Deal relief.  Lynching was one such narrative – talk about its scope and structure in the 1930s – white versions, black versions, Northern versions, Southern versions, text, photo, art, media portrayals.  Also the subject of a sustained campaign to establish federal anti-lynching legislation.

How do we read FDR’s non-support for federal anti-lynching legislation within this broader discursive context?  

Then circle back to New Deal?  Use Amsterdam News picture of FDR alongside photo of Claude Neal’s lynched body to discuss the racial and gender limits of New Deal relief?  
David Garland writes, 

The outrage they produced was more intense and more collective than that produced by ordinary crimes and ordinary criminals, and this collective aspect was never more apparent than when relations between racial groups seemed volatile and uncertain.
Certainly, relations between racial groups were volatile and uncertain as a result of the New Deal and its important impact on African Americans’ access to economic and political rights at the federal level.
 Lynchers acted in ways that proclaimed the sovereign power of "the people" acting directly on their own behalf, avenging their victimized kin, upholding white honor, and demonstrating their collective strength.
Connect idea of “the people” articulated here to Rogers Smith’s notion of compelling narratives of collective civic identity.  Isn’t a lynching, as Garland describes it, an affectively dense narrative of collective, white identity in the South?  How does the uptake in lynching in 1933, and the recalcitrance of Southern Democrats in Congress, reflect broader tensions about the relationship between federal power, with the possibilities it affords for more egalitarian economic and civic relations, and local power, with its commitment to ascriptivist norms?  And how might we regard the New Deal administration’s tacit acceptance of the Southern caste system, reflected in its failure to promote anti-lynching legislation and its eagerness to cede administrative control to state and local relief officials, as a deliberate choice to align federal power with those same, inegalitarian, often violent, community norms?  To what extent is the New Deal state complicit in Southern white terror?  How do we assess Roosevelt’s refusal to support federal anti-lynching legislation?  Was it really just an effort to fend off a broader mutiny of conservative Southern Democrats from the New Deal?  After all, Roosevelt did challenge Cotton Ed Smith’s re-election in 1938.  But at the same time, Roosevelt’s unwillingness to support federal anti-lynching legislation is consistent with the broader strategy of “cooperative federalism,” as described by William Leuchtenberg.  And New Deal politicians’ reluctance to interfere with the compelling narrative of collective civic identity that was public torture lynching is also consistent with its broader efforts to align such residual, ascriptivist narratives with, rather than against, the emergent welfare state.  Finally, when read against the actual administrative approach to racial inequality in the administration of federal unemployment relief, New Deal support for popular racism in the form of public torture lynching seems altogether consistent with the government’s tacit acceptance of other, less spectacular forms of racial terror.  
All of this is not to say that New Deal administrators actively embraced the racially discriminatory administration of federal emergency relief at the state and local levels, much less did they actively applaud public torture lynchings.  But their refusal to challenge either reflects the complex interplay of residual, ascriptivist practices and emergent, centralized authority that characterized New Deal hegemony.   
To allow a black rapist or murderer the due process of law would be to treat him as a citizen, a fellow American, a fellow human being. The public torture lynching worked to deny this fellowship and to insist on the utter worthlessness of any black man who offended against white people.
Relationship of public torture lynchings in the 1930s to the civic transformations wrought by the emergent welfare state.  Just as African Americans saw federal emergency relief as an opportunity for civic and economic advancement and as an explicit federal challenge to Jim Crow, whites used public torture lynchings and other, less dramatic instances of racial terror to preserve the racial status quo.  Federal administrators’ ineffectiveness in enforcing federal egalitarian principles is consistent with their eagerness to wed emergent forms of federal authority to residual ascriptivist norms.  The public torture lynching was too potent an expression of local ascriptivist norms for New Deal politicians to contest; indeed, it was precisely the kind of affectively rich narrative that New Dealers often worked to harness to the New Deal state.  While federal administrators stopped short of endorsing extreme brutality, we must closely scrutinize the extent to which other forms of racial terror did become embedded in New Deal relief and welfare policy…

Mass lynchings were crowd events through which lynching activists and their supporters proclaimed a distinctive communal identity. They defined themselves as sovereign in opposition to state (and later, federal) authorities for whom their actions were not law but lawlessness. They defined themselves as superior against the fact of black emancipation and the aspirations of African Americans for social status and legal protection.
New Deal recovery measures renewed African American aspirations for social and legal protection.  We might regard the uptake in public torture lynchings in the 1930s as an effort to quell such aspirations and to reassert local power relations as against the threat of federally imposed civic equality.  And certainly, anti-New Deal Southern politicians effectively mobilized popular hostility toward the New Deal by characterizing it as the return of Reconstruction, which symbolized the subversion of white power and the imposition of outside federal authority on the white South.  Always sensitive to complaints of the abuse of federal power, New Deal politicians actively courted Southern white Democrats with the assurance that support for the New Deal would not compromise traditional social hierarchies in the South. 
Spectacle lynchings functioned as the extreme point on a continuum of violently enforced racial controls (Tolnay & Beck 1995:57). The ferocity of these events worked to charge the rest of the control network-private lynchings, lesser assaults, the everyday threat of violence that backed up racial etiquette and the demand for deference-with a surge of surplus power. Extraordinary violence-penal excess-served to increase the day-to-day effectiveness of more routine racial controls.42 The sadistic cruelty of the lynching may have been expressive, but it was at the same time fully strategic, the one aspect reinforcing the other.
This is important to my point about how, insofar as lynching was on a continuum with “the everyday threat of violence” and “more routine racial controls,” New Deal acceptance of the latter in ceding administrative power to local white authorities was of a piece with the New Deal state’s noninterference with the spectacle of public torture lynching.  

Lynchings asserted the continuing autonomy of local communities and marked out the practical limits of state and federal power.

That the law prohibited lynching, that lynching violated the norms of conduct prevailing elsewhere in the United States, that lynching was savage, bloody, and brutal-all of this added to the force of the event as a binding mechanism in an embattled, defiant community.

The standard rationale for public lynchings-the protection of white women from sexual attack by predatory black males-carried obvious consequences for white women, confirming their dependent status, reinforcing the expectation that they would be sexually "pure," and making it clear that sexual relations across the color line would bring dire consequences.

As I stressed above, these actors were engaged in a struggle over power and meaning in a setting that was highly contested and deeply conflictual. The outcomes of their actions were always contingent and never certain. Lynchers' actions were viewed by multiple audiences, local and national, black and white, male and female, supportive and critical. The symbols they invoked were capable of contrary readings and interpretive reversals. The values they aimed to uphold could sometimes be undermined by the very methods they used to affirm them.


