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WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT IN THE ARKANSAS
VALLEY: A HISTORY OF PUBLIC POLICY TO 1950

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In August, 1963, Life magazine published a fea-
ture article in which it charged the Arkansas River Naviga-
tion developmental program with being "the most outrageous
pork barrel project" in United States history.l Estimated
to cost 1in excess of $l.2 billion when completed, the 516~
mile navigation channel, which included "minor flood control
and power features," was, the Life writers asserted, a "real
monument" to "the unchallenged all-time king of the pork
barrel," Oklshoma's late Robert S. Kerrh2 They contended
that "in a grandiose, overblown way, the project illustrates
the intricate workings of the pork barrel" and "shows how
the bigger rivers and harbors pro jects come to perpetuate

3

themselves.

l"Pork Barrel Outrage: Too Much Money Spent
Foolishly; Now=--See the Innards of a Fat Pig," Life, LV
(August 16, 1963), 23.

°Ibid., 56. . 3Ibia.
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The Life editors fellowed up their story on the
pork barrel om September 6, 1963, with a challenge to Con-
gress to "take a good leng look at 1tself." Declering that
"pork lovers ere no credit to our democracy," the editors
assumed "for argument's sake"” that Comgress was unable to
resist the "smell of pork" and ought to "reduce its own
temptations and improve its own archeic organization." The
Life editors then proposed two alternatives: an item vete,
"to sllow the President to veto spe;;fic items in appropria-
tions bills without having to veto the entire bill"; or, a
fundamental reorganization to correct some "basic mechani-
cal shortcomings™ which would allow it to do something other
than pass pork legislation.a .

It is not difficult to establish a prima facle

case of irresponsibility in river basin development. How-
ever, relatively & priori assertions of duplication, conflict,
bureaucratic aggrandizement, and the use of putlic funds

for a bolitical investment whose benefits to the nation are
too dubious . . . to justify 1t,"5 ere not an adequate basis
for understanding ths problsm. Resource developmental pro-
blems &nd policies are rooted in the past. The decision-

making framework 1s the democratically-organized socisty

“"pork Lovers Are No Credit to Our Democracy,"”
Life, LV (Septembar 6, 1963), 4.

>Ibid.
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and the actual declsions are public in character. The
realities of the situatlicon are that a project must meet the
requirements of political acceptability to bte approved. There-
fore, responsitle evaluation of resource development must te
bazed on an empirical study of the evolution of public policy.
A higtorical review reveals how the demands of a people in a
particular institutional enviromment assume thelr particu-
lar character, and 1llumlnates thé kinds of systems which —
evolve.

This is a historical study of the policy process
as 1t has evolved in response to a variety of forcea. It
reviews the many programs and proposals for change in thse
political administrative arrangements for Arkanses Jliver
Basin development since the first decades of the nineteoenth
century to the middle of the twentieth. Identifying and -
appralsing the historical forces inherent in the physical,
gsocial, and political enviromment which bear upon the de-
sign of institutlonal arrengements Ior water develcpment,
this study is an analysis of the group interests, personali-
ties, laws, and proposals for change in the Basin's politi-
cal and administrative resource arrangements. It focuses
upon the policy-making process for Arkansas Hiver develop-
ment in the decade 1940 to 1950 in an attempt to indicate
the organization of peolitical power, its distribution, and
its control in the policy-formulatlion process.

Between 1830 and 1950, the perennial interest ot
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elected representatives from the Arkansas Basin in having
projects built within their districts was the most important
determinant 1n water resource development in the Arkansas
Valley. The major troubles with resource policies in the
Basin at mid-twentieth century stemmed from poor adminis-
trative organization of federal activities., Over the years
virtually irrevocable decisions were made on resource
matters within the framework of laws, traditions, and vested
Interests. These declslons restricted the President,
federal executive agencies, and legislators. Therefore,
public policy toward resource development in the Arkansas

Valley was ultimately the result of "pork barrel' politics.
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CHAPTER IX
NAVIGATION IN THE LOWER ARXANSAS RIVER BASIN

The Arkensas River played a significant role in the
development of the Valley. From 1820, when the first steam-
kboat entered the River,l until fifty years later when the
first railroad was bullt at Little Rock,2 the waterway was
the most avallable and economical means to transfer people
and goods. The roads in the Valley wers little better than
trails.3 So, for most purposes, it was either water trans-
portation or none. EBecause of these conditions, the atten-
tion of the Basin's settlers and thelr govermments turned to
the development of navigation.

Despite its vital role in serving the basin's in-
habitants, the Arkansas had its limitations. Rivermen were

confronted with serious problems of the dangerous ever-

llittle Rock Arkansas Gazette, April 1, 1820.

ZIbid., April 12, 1871.

Dallas T. Herndon, Annals of Arkansas, I (4 vols.;
Hopkinsville, Kentucky, 1947), 370.
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changing stream itself and its seasonal limitations. Its
sandy-loam banks easily caved, creating hazardous bars and
a shifting of the main channel. These bars were generally
composed of sand, gravel, or rock. In addition, there were
numerous snags formed by fallen trees which became fixed 1in
the stream bed. These caused more accidents than any other
obstruction. A prolific source of snags was the erosive
action of the current which undermined and threw into the
water trees which grew along the banks. The heavy butt ends,
with their dirt and gravel-senmeshed roots, sank to the bottom,
where they became embedded, with thelr shafts inclined up-
ward. These sharp points could impale s vessel.u

Accidents were so frequent that in 1830 Congress-
men Ambrose Sevier and Edward Cross from Arkansas Terri-
tory requested federal approrriastions to clear the Arkansas
channel. Their request for $15,000 wes denied at that time
by President Andrew Jackson, but the biil was passed two
years 1ater.5 The funds were appropriated to have the United
States Army Corps of Engineers survey the rivsr in the spring

of 1833, and that summer snag boats, directed by the Corps,

uReport of T.S. Brown to the Chief of Englneers,
May 8, 1833, "Arkansas River Survey," 234 Cong., lst Sess.,
1833- 183&, Executive Documents, I, Serial 254 (Washington,
183L), 112-TIB.

5C1arenee Edwin Carter, compiler and editor, The
Toerritorial Papers of the United States, The Territory of
Arkansas, 1829~1336, XXI {Washington, I954), 311.
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began removing ebstructions to Arkansas navigationg6 In
October, 1840, Henry Miller Shreve reported that when the
Corps® work began on the Arkansas the river "presented a
forest of snags throughout its whole course,” but seven yesars
later it was "free from snags, except in & few bends, where

the banks cave in to a great extent."7

Another problem for navigation was the shape of the
Arkansas. Below Little Rock the river was especlally crooked,
and from there on to Fort Smith it became wide and shallow,
with many bars and sheals. Two principal up-river obstruc-
tions between Fort Smith and the head of navigation at the
Three Forks were shallew rapids called the "Devil's Race
Ground" and a cascade called "Webber's Falls." Flat rocky
ledges extended almost entirely across the stream at this
latter polnt, aleng with two or three miles of rapids. Here
alse the channel did not reach a depth of more than twelve
inches during the dry season. Further difficultles were en-
countersad at Three Forks, where the Verdigris and Grand

Rivers flewed inte the Arkansas, about 100 mlles above Fort

6American State Papers, Documents, Legislative and
Executive of The Cengress of the Unlted States from the 1st
Sessiecn of the 22d te the Ist sSession of the 2Lth, lnclusive,
March 15, l832-January 5, 1836, Milltary Affeirs, V (Washing-
Ton, 1860), 216; and, "Report from the Engineer Department,
November 23, 1833, to Lewis Cass, Secretary of War," 23d
Cong., lst Sess., 1833-183), Executive Decuments, I, Serial
254 (Washingten, 183l ), 57, 66.

7"D@cumants Accempanying the Report of the Chlef of
Engineers," No. B, "Arkansas River," 26th Ceng., 2d Sess.
18,0-1841, Senate Decuments, I, Serial 375 (Washingten, 1841),
127. ’
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Smith, Though a few steamboats made the journey beyend
Three Ferks to Fort Gibaon, the effort soen proved toco hazar-
dous and was ultimately abandoned altegether.

Added to the dangers of the river was the fact that
the steamboats used to navigate it were not very safe. 1In
1879, T.J. Griffy, a steamboat pilot, reported that 170 bosts
had been wrecked en the stream up to that time.9 This sup-
plemented a list made in 1872 by Captain Frank C. Kendall,
which recerded 117 steamboats destreyed by snags, cellisions,
burnings and GXP1081°HS«10 Almost every newspaper reported
at least ene boat disaster. Repeatedly, the editer of the

Little Rock Arkansas Gazette deplered these numerous acci-

dents, caused, he felt, by inefficlency and carelessness.
He stressed the need fer careful inapection, seber crews,
efficient watchmen, and better firefighting equipment.

The numereus accldents, hewever, should not com-
pletely overshadew the many difficulties successfully over-
ceme by responsible, skillful pilets. Cenfrented by bars or
sheals, the steambeatmen moved cautisusly. If insufficient
water prevented clearance, they might drilve the steamer un-

der full power at the despest spot. Sometimes the boat

BRep@rt ef T.S. Brown, United States Corps of Engi-
neers, in American State Papers, Military Affairs, V, 215;
and Annual Report of the Chlel of Engineers, United States
Army, te the Secratary ef War, 1802 (Washingten, 1003), 1577.

9 Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers, 189,
(Washingten, 18595), 1542.

104 rransas Gazette, April 5, 1872.
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pasged safely ever with only a dull grating of the hull en
the bar. If it threatened to come to & dead stop, the boat
might still be forced over by pressing en mere steam and
thrashing the paddle whesls. Still other means for getting
the vesssel upstreem were warping, tying a line teo a tree for
leverage and pulling over by hand; lightening by temperarily
remeving cargeo; and sparring, lifting and pulling the beat
forward by the use ;f.poles.

Dsspite the best techniques, there were times when
steambsats simply could net proceed up the river. When
thls happened, keelboats were used. These crafts, forty to
eighty feet long with a seven te ten fect beam, were usually
built to carry twenty to fifty tons, drew only a few inches
of water, and were invaluable fer traveling in waters toe
shallow for steambeats.

Keelboats were brought upstream by various methods.
The mest frequently used was the cordelle, a rawhide tow-
line fastened to the mast near the center of the boat and
pulled by men or herses walking sleng the bank, on the bars,
or in the shallew water. When heavy timber, thlck under-

brush, or denss canebrske interfered with EPQ pullers, the

l1Grant Fereman, Histery of Oklahema (Nerman, 19,2),
6l; and Muriel H. Wright, "Navigation and Commerce Along the
Arkansas and Red Rivers in Oklahema," Chronicles of Okla-
homa, VIII (Spring, 1930), 69.

12Da11as T. Hernden, Centennial History of Arkan-

sas (Chicage, 1922), 512.
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cordelle was tied to & atump or tree at the river's sedge
and the boat warped ferwsrd by men on board pulling hand ever
hand. At other times the keel was "poled" upstream. Boat-
men stationed at elther side of the prow dropped leng peles
tc the bottom of the channel end pushed agalnst them as the
men walked toward the stern.13

A voyage upstream by keelboat was usually slow and
tedious. TUnder the best circumstances, fifteen miles a day
was a good journey. A round trip between Littls Rock and
Fort Smith, a dlstance of approximately 390 miles, took about
twenty days and one between Fort Smith and Fort Gibson, 195
miles, about nine days 1f all conditions were favorable.
While keelboats were still commonly used in the early 1850's,
steamboats continued to be the maln means of transportation
on the river.lu

Despite thls activity, there was still the problem
of no dependable boating season on any part of the Arkansas
River. During the wet seasons, of course, therse was ample
water and eglmost unrestricted navigation. In contrast, there
was low water and restricted navigation during the hot, dry

summer months, which followed the spring rains and melting

snows, Water in early June was often low and remainsd that

13Phil E. Chappell, "A History of the Missouri
Réver," Trensactions of Kansas Historicel Society, IX (1906),
2 9"‘270 .

1uc1ara B. Enro, History of Crawford County (Van
Buren, Arkansas, /no date/, 33L~3L41.
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way, except for occasional summer freshets, which occurred
as late as November. The rise in the river which marked the
opening of the fall season of navigation and trade during
the steamboat era might appear any time between September and
sarly December. During the winter months and the period of
the June rise, 200-ton steamers reached the Fort Smith land-
ing, about 375 miles from the Arkansas' mouth. But about the
Tirst weék in September, steamboat navigation above Fort
Smith was suspended, and In mid-October, even small steamers
had difficulty reaching Fort Smith.lS

Yet, the seasonal pattern wag not absolute.
Generally, a navigation season was meaningful only with ref-
erence to steamboats of a given tonnage and draft. For exam-
ple, the success of steamboat bullders in reducing draft in
relation to tonnage and cargo lengthened the navigation sea-
son for steamboats. By 1850, advances in design and removal
of the worst obstructions in the Arkansas' channel extended
navigation periods tc as long as eight months a year up to
the mouth of the Grand River and longer below this point,1

Neither sarly efforts to seliminate the physical

obstructions to navigation nor attempts to use lighter draft

15"Extracts from a Preliminary Report on the Im-
provement of the Western Rivers, by Lieutenant Colonel S.H.
Long, Topographical Engineers," 28th Cong., lst Sess., 1843-
18y, Senate Documents, I, Serial 431 (Washington, 18L)),
190-191.

16Annual Report of the Chlef of Engineers, 1901-
1902 (Washington, 1902), 21Ll.
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vessels resulted in significant progress toward more effi-
clent use of the river. Although the propulsion problem of
upstream sailing had been overcome by the steamboat, nature's
barriers remainsd. Even the 1ngenuity of builders and pilots,
and govermment ald for river improvements could not overcome
these limitations. The boafjhfurthermore, could only go
where the stream went in contrast to the railroad which, with
minor qualifications, could be built wherever needed. These
territorial disadvantages of river transportation were not
so critical in the early decades of Arkansas Valley develop-
ment when settlement remalned close to the main.lines'of the
river system. But when population and economic growth oc-
curred in inland areas, this shortcoming beceme & serious de-
fect. Many settlers along the Arkansas called for railroad
construction as the solution to the Valley's transportation
prohlems.

The railroads began to provide faster and more
dependable transportation by the 1870!'s and to threaten the
steamboat era. In the spring of 1871, the banner headline

of the Arkansas Gazette reported "At Last{ Completion of

the Memphis and Little Rock Railroad -~ Last Spike Driven -~
Seventeen Years Suspense Over."l7 In December, 1872, the
Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railroad completed 1ts line to Denl-
son, Texas, whers 1t connected with the Houston and Texas

Central, making the first through road from St. Louis sacross

17 arkensas Gazette, April 12, 1871.
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Indian Territory to Galvestonels Four years later in 1876,
the Little Rock & Fort Smith Rallroad completed its road
from Little Rock to Fort Smith just opposite the Arkansas
River. |
Reilroads thus took the domlinant place in pessen-~
ger and freight transportation in the Valley. By 1885 there
were no steambosats on the Arkansas in the direct New Orleans
trade. One paéﬁeé making two trips per week was sufficlent
to do all the business below Pine Bluff for the greatest
part of the year, and between Pine Bluff and Little Rock

thers was only one boat of about 200 tons meking regular

tripmeo This stood in marked contrast to the late 1850's

when as many as 300 steamboat landings were reported annuslly

at Little Rock.21

Despite the precipitate decline in steamboating,
many interests In the Arkansas Basin favored river transpor-

tation. Captain Charles E, Taft of the United States Army

lBAnnual Report of the Chief of Engineers, 189l
(Weshington, 1895), 15L3-154L.

quistory of the Bents, Washington, Carroll, Madi-
gson, Crawford, Franklin, Sebastlan Countles Arkansas: From
the Earliest Times to the Present, including a Department
Devoted to the Preservation ol sSundry Personal, Business,
Professlonal and Private (Chicago, 1809), bH03, 755.

20Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers, 1885
(Washington, 1886), 1610,

21
Arkansas Gazette, July 6, 1859.
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Corps of Englneers had declared in 1887 that two-thirds of
the freight sent and received at Little Rock would be handled
by river if it were not for the ™months of uncertainty." He
contén&ed that if the stream were improved freight rates
would be reduced, "as rates even without improvement are much
lower by boat than by rail." Taft further asserted that where
competition existed, cotton and other merchandise could be
carried more cheaply by water than by rail.22

Little Rock businessmen advocated federal aid for
water transportation. The Little Rock Board of Trade in
1889 requested river improvements by the Amy Corps of Engi-
neers because Arkansas Basin coal deaslers were unable to com-
pete with those in Ohio for the New Orleans' market because
of high transportation charges. Rail freight cost Arkansas

23 The Board

three times as much as boat freight cost Ohio.
of Trade president asserted that freight rates would be re-
duced 50 percent to that city and to a greater extent far-
ther upstream if the Arkensas River were navigable through-
out the year. He believed tonnage would be inereased ten-
fold; "transportation of granite, coal, and lumber would be

developed beyond the figures of the most en'thus'..’Lastic."2}+

22
Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers, 1887
(Washington, 1B8B8), I509-1511.

23

Ibid., 1645.

2y
Ibid., 1930.
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The Fort Smith, Arkansas Chember of Commerce, with
similar enthusiasm, asked for federal ald to make the Arkan-
sas "consistently navigable." The Secretary of the Chamber
believed that if the Corps of Engineers improved the river,
rates would be reduced from 50 to 100 percent, business and
induatry would be attracted, and thousands of acres of unim-
proved but rich valley lands could be brought under cultiva-
tion. "New towns would spring updglong the river and an
area that is rich in minerals, coal, and timber, as_;éll as
in agriculture would be opened," the Secretary wrote. He
argued that "the question of transportation" was of consider-
able interest to the people of Fort Sﬁith because they recog-
nized that the competing syétems would keep rates reason~
able.25

Other private interests believed the best way to
prove the Arkansas navigable was to navigate. To increase
traffic on the river, Little Rock enthuslasts organized the
Little Rock and Arkansses River Packet Company in 1893.26
The next year Congress partially subsidized this effort with
a2 $250,000 appropriation for "continuing improvement" and
removing obstructlons from the Arkansas, plus $20,000 for

27
operating snag boats.

25Tb1d,, 20l3-20Ll.

26Little Rock Arkensas Gazette~-Centennisl Edition
(Little Rock, 1936), 156,

27

Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers, 1908, 1591.
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Despite these efforts and expenditures, the rail-
roads continued to make gains over the waterway. By 1896
the Arkansas River was parallsled on the north from Fort
Gibson to Swan Lake Landing, Arkansas by four railroads. At
no point were these lines over twelve miles from the stream
bed. The Arkansas was crossed by four railroads -- two at
Little Rock, one at Van Buren, and one at Fort Smith. The
Corps stated that "there /wWwere/ no longer trade packets on
the river except occasional boats between Pine Bluff, Arkan-
sas and Memphis, Tennessee when freights are assured them."
Commercial statistics reported by the Corps recorded these
developments. The value of products shipped by the waterway
had declined from 32,846,395 in 1894 to $1,657,218 in 1897.29
With railroad service as an alternative, the Arkansas River
lost its former importance as a commercial artery.

Nevertheless, the Army Engineers believed the
river ought to have another chance. They were willing to
admit that plecemeal work had no pesrceptible effect upon
commerce "but improvement by a comprehensive plan, assuring
a safe and reliable means of transportation, adapted to the
needs of the commerce demanding such transportation, might
in time develop a commerce of large magnitude." The Engi-

neers belleved open-river navigation could be made possible

28 1d., 1665.

29
Ibid., L76.
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from the river's mouth to Little Rock, and that by construct-
ing thirty-three locks and dams a channel depth of six feet
was feasible to Grand River at the Three Forks, L65 miles
above the Arkansas' confluence with the Mississippi.BO

Private interests in Indlan Territory alsoc sought
to develop and dramatize these Arkansas Rlver navigation
possibilities. Some prominent citizens of Muskogee in 1905
organized the Arkansas Navigation Company. In addition, they
put into service between Fort Smith, Arkansas and Webbers

Falls, Indian Territory a small boat of twenty-seven tons,

with a loaded draft of two and s half feet.3l Moreover, the

Company had the steamboat Mary D built at EKokomo, Indiana
and sent up river 1in the interest of promoting Arkansas
River navigation. An editorial in the Muskogee Phoenix in
1506 declared: "The Mary D has demonstrated beyond . . . a
doubt that the Arkansas River between Fort Smith, Arkansas
and Muskogee 1s navigable. The boat in the past sixteen
months has carried 35,000 tons.of freight to and from Fort

n32

Smith and intermediate points to Muskogsese. Enthusiasts

claimed that goods could be delivered to Muskogee by boat

0
3 Annual Report of the Chief of Engzineers, 1901~
1902 (Washington, 1902), 2I49.

1
3 Muskogee Times Democrat, November 22, 1906.

32Reprint@d in Leona P. Morris, ed., Oklahoma
Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow (Guthrie, Oklahome, 1930),
602-60l.,
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for sbout half the rallroad cost.33

A possible reason for the reduction of freight
rates in the Arkansas Valley was that in June, 1906, Con-

3k This amendment

gress passed the Hepburn or "rate" bill.
to a 1903 act dealing with discriminatory practices by rail-
roads, gave the Interstate Commerce Commission power to
inspect the books of rallroad companies, which were to
follow uniform accounting practices. If the Commission found
rates unreasonabls, it could establish new rates. The bur-
den of proof == to what was fair and reasonable was placed
on the railroads. Although the right of the federal govern-
ment to regulate interstate carriers had long been recog-
nized, the Hepburn bill mads that regulation reasonably
effective for the first time in the nation's history. After
1906, it was difficult for the rallroads to maintain sub-
normally low rates or to grant rebates in order to compete
with water carriers.35
The Army Engineers took & more reaglistic attitude
than the Muskogeans when they reported in 1908 that "informa-
tion as to the effect of the improvement on frelght rates 1is

meager, but indicates that a material reduction has resulted.”

3331en R. Ames, "Bound for Oklahoma," American
Scene, IV (Spring, 1961), 3.

3l“Congre.«.;s:ic»nal Record, 59th Cong., lst Sess., June
23, 1906, 9083,

35garrison S, Smalley, "Rate Control Under the Inter-

state Commerce Act," Annals of the American Academy of Poli-
tical and Social Sciences, XXLX (Mavch, 1907), 293-29L.
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The Corps'! position sesms more valid bscause the Mary D
confined 1ts business during the periecd July, 1902, to June,
1908, to the local trade near Muskogee Landing, on the Arkan-
sas, although the river "was at a comparatively gcod boating‘
stage all year."36

Despite the evident problems connectsed with con-
sistently navigating the Arkansas, some citizens of the
Valley continued to belleve the effort profitable. The Mus~-
kogee Commercial Club organized the Muskogee-Oklahoma Packet

Company and contracted for the constructlon of another steam-

boat .37 In 1908, the City of Muskogee, 125 feet long, with

a twenty-five foot beam, and a three foot six inch draft,
costing $35,000, was built at Jeffersonville, Indiana. On
July 8, it docked at Muskogee with forty-one tons of nalls
and wire and immediately was engaged in freight hauling
betwesn its home base and Fort Smith. After the steamer
began operating, the rallroads reduced freight rates and, by
constant reductions, finally managed toAregain much of the

business the navigation company had secured.38 After only

one year of service, the City of Muskogee was relegated to

36Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers, 1908
(Washington, 1908}, 507.

37Ibid.

38
Grant Forsman, Muskoges: Ths Blography of an
Oklahoma Town (Norman, 19437, 136-137.
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the menial task of raising gravel and sand for the building
trades in the area.39 This was the last significant appear-
ance of a stsamboat on the Arkansas River.

In 1909 Major M.L. Walker of the Corps of Engi-
neers' Little Rock office asserted that "at present there
does not sesm to be . . . an actual demand for steamboat
navigation between Fort Smith and Muskogee beyond that which

can be supplied by smaller boats than the City of Muskogee.

There was no navigation above Webbers Falls =< thirty=cne
miles below Muskogee =-- during this fiscal year." Moreover,
the Arkansas River Packet Company went bankrupt and into the

hands of a reo::e:iver.l"'0

Arkansas Congressman Joseph T. Robinson lamented
Arkansas' lack of water transportation in the first decade
of the new century. He felt that open river channels should
compete with rallroad monopolies. A new survey of the river
from its mouth to Muskogee, Robinson belisved, might lead
to a plan which would bring to market gressat deposits of coal
in Arkansas' northwestern hills, and its abundant stores of
zine and marble In the mountains. In his opinion, open
rivers meant cheaper transportation'for freights, closer
approaches to market and, in genseral, faster and surer

development than had been the case in the pazt. Robinson

39Annual Report of the Corps of Engineers, 1909
{(Washington, 190%), 1577.

4O;p14., 1579,
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expressed essentially the consensus in the lower basin --
that federsl aid was necessary to promote navigation on the

L1

Arkansas River and to prevent floods, Robinson gave &x-
pression to a concept that gained mémentum smong navigation
~interests in the Valley and the nation. If sufficient
federal appropriations wers to be made to improve the Arkan-
sas for navigation, they would have to be linked with other
justifications such as flood control.

The forerunner of the Tulsa Chamber of Commerce,
the Tulsa Commercial Club, promulgated this germinal idea
throughout the lower Basin. As early as 1911, the Tulsa
Commercial Club finsncially supported the powerful nation-
wide waterways pressure group, the National Rivers and Har-
bors Cong:l'esa,)"‘2 whose slogan was "a Federal appropriation
each year of at least $50,000,000 for river and harbor im-
provements."3 pe Tulsa Commercial Club also appointed a
Shallow Waterways Commissiongu and laid plans for an inland

Lbs

port on the Arkansas! banks. Moreover, in 1915, this

thongressional Record, 59th Cong., 24 Sess., Febr.
5, 1907, 2308-2310.

42Tulsa Chamber of Commerce, Minutes of the Board
of Directors, October 13, 1911, located in Tulsa Chamber of
Commerce, Board of Director's files.

uBEmory Johnson, History of Domestic and Forelgn
Commerce of the Unlted States (Washington, 1915J), 236.

huTulsa Chamber of Commerce, Minutes of the Board
of Directors, March 1, 1913,

451p14., January 23, 1913.
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organization became a major element in the Arkansas River
Improvement Asscciation, which was formed to get rfederal
funds to promote navigation, to reduce railroad freight rates,
and attempt to alleviate damages done by flgodingoub The
Tulse Commercial Club also endeavored to interest Oklashoma
state legislators in the necessity of water transportatien,
and sneouraged formation of committees in river towna to
prepare data showing potential waterway freight tonnage if
the Army Corps of “ngineers received appropriations to make

47

This rathér extensive campaign for federal funds

Arkansas inmprovements.

to improve navigation of the Arkansas by opsn channel work
was unsuccessful. Between July 3, 1832 and June 30, 1915
the federal govermment expended more than $3.5 million
attempting to make the Arkansas & nevigable rive::-,,"'8 but
these endeavors wers unsucpessful.hg In the first place,

Congressional appropriations were too small and often uncer-

461p34., October 14, 1915.

b71p1d4., November 1, 1915.

ueﬁn historical summary of the projects for im-
provements of the Arkaensas River to June 30, 1915 is in the
Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers, 1915 (Washiigton,
19157, 1872-187L; expenditures are on page 27.18.

ugAnnual Report of the Chief of Engineers, 1932
(Washington, 1932), 1066.
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tain. The limited amount of money was spread too thinly

among projects over the entire river, which precluded lasting
improvements in any given sector of the channel. Also, few
provisions were made to maintain the channel after its im-
provement by the removal of snags and obstructions. Moreover,
the problem of seasonal inadequacy of water remained unsolved.
The lack of sufficlent water could only be solved
by the construction of storage reservoirs to permit a steady
and ample supply, & serles of locks to railse the loads to
the proper elevation level, and a system of jettles and
revetments to control the vagaries of the meandering chan-
nel. However, neither large reservoirs nor canalization by
locks and dems, supplemented by channel improvements, were
advocated by the early supporters of Arkansas Rlver improﬁe-
ment. Making the Arkansas a sultable avenue for commerce
required vision and engineering knowledge. But more impor-
tant 1t demanded skilled political leadership which could
convince Congress that development of the river was worthy
of large appropriations. Untll thls leadership appesared,

the Arkansas was not improved.



CHAPTER III
IRRIGATION IN THE UPPER ARKANSAS RIVER BASIN

While the seasonal inadequacy of weter for naviga-
tion was & primary problem in the lower Arkansas Basin, a
major concern in the upper Yalley was sufflcient water for
irrigation. Inadequate rainfall in some years made farming
difficult in the semiarid region along the Arkansas, espe-
cially in southwestern Kansas and southeastern Colorado. As
Frederick W. Newell observed, after periods of drought which
caused grass to wither and crops to wilt, settlers left the
area. Such dry periods, however, might be followsed by sea-
sons of ample rain. Settlers then returned to remain until
the next long drought. Those who stayed learned that by
artifically applying water to the crops they could better
adapt to the frequent long periods of low precipitation.l

Believing that irrigation could provide a degres

of agricultural stabilization in an unstabls climatic area,

pioneers along the Arkansas River in Colorado tried as early

1 .

Frederick W. Newell, "Irrigation on the Great
Plains,” Report of the Secretary of Agriculture, 1896
(Washington, 1096), 1oC-169.

25
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as 1839 to supplement the capr%@ious rainfall by digging
ditches and diverting the water from the stream onto the
land.2 Most of these sarly ditches were poorly constructed,
bullt without surveys or records of water rights. Designed
to use the natural flow of the river by diverting it into
gardens near the stream, these rudimentary systems relied on
gravity. The early irrigators simply selected a suitable
‘tract near the desired stream and tapped the channel at a
point higher than the fleld to be watered.3 These practices,
though simple and crude, demonstrated the fertility of upper
Basin lands and the _possibility of cresating prosperous farms
and communities 1in a land which had long been regarded as a
suitable dwelling place only for the buffalec, the coyote,
and the Indian.

Expansion of irrigation, however, was modest.
People recognized that vast areas of land would remain unused
unless more water could be made available. By the 1860's,

there was 2 new awareness of the need for, and the value of,

Thomas J. Farnham, Travels on the Great Western
Prairies (London, 1893), 107.

3

Robert G, Dunbar, "The Significance of the Colo-
rado Agricultural Frontier," Agricultural History, XXXIV
(July, 1960), 119; also, Richard J. Hinton, "Irrigation in
the United States: Progress Report for 1890," Senste Docu-
ments, I, No. 53, Pt. 1, S5lst Cong., 2d Sess., 1890-1891,
Serial 2818 (Washington, 1891), 16.
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irrigation water.u In 2 description of farming in the Arkan-
sas Valley, B.T. Allen of Canon City, Colorado, in 1862,
stated that "of course . . . we have to irrigate all lands
cultivated in order to be sure of crops." He further ex-
plained that irrigation costs depended upon the quantity of
water and "the convenience of it to the ground"; but it cost
him, "once getting the water onto the land in ditches, about
$4 per acre to the season."
| These factors caused many upper Basin settlers to
believe that individual efforts could nmot possibly bulld the
facilities needed for greatly expanded irrigation develop-
ment. Consequently, they turned to the federal govermment

for help. An edltorial in The Rocky Mountain News, published

at Denver, suggested in December, 186l, that Congress enact
some general law providing assistance to irrigators of agri-
cultural lands in the western states and territories. The
problem, the editor declared, was an extensive one in that
more than one=-half of the total area of the United States
could not produce crops of grain or vegetables except by irri-
gation, and that surely the federal goverrnment had some res-

ponsibility for its development. The area to which he

uEdward Bliss, "Territory of Colorado: Its Soil,
Its Climate, Its Mineral Products and Resources," Report of
the Commissioner of Patents for the Year 1861, 37th gong.,
2d Sess., 166l (Washington, 1062), 156,

5
The Rocky Mountain News, October 23, 1862.
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referred included California, Oregon, Nevada, the western
half of Kansas, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Washing-
ton, Idaho, Montana, and the western half of Nebraska and
the Dakotas.

Belleving that the United States railroad grants
were "fair precedents," the editor of this Arkansas Valley
newspaper stated that Congress should grant a portion of the
public domain to individuals or companies who would construct
irrigating canals. The land would be divided in alternate
tracts of possibly eighty acres on a checkerboard pattern.
Those who recelved govermment land by building irrigation
systems would be required to supply water to the owners of
intervening lands at fair rates. The alternate tracts, taken
by water purchasers, would sell for $2.50 per acre to save
the federal govermnment from revenue loss. Thus, The Rocky

Mountaln News editecr felt it would be possible to use all of

the available water for irrigation purposes. He believed
this would not only help the people of the area, but would
also benefit the entlre nation by creating values for
currently unproductive lands. This, in turn, would hasten
the economlc growth of future western states.6

Agreement on the desirablility of federal assis-
tance became increasingly widespread. Almost a decade later,

in Juns, 1873, a mass meeting was held in Denver for the

6
Ibid., December 21, 186l.
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purpose of soliciting aid from the federal government in
developing a system of irrigaticn cn land east of the Rocky
Mountains. A delegation of Pueblo, Coloradoscitizens repre-
senting upper Arkansas Valley settlers attended the meeting
and supported a resolution which called for precisely what

7
The Rocky Mountain News editor had advocated in 186l.

Again, no action was taken on the proposal. At a later meet-
ing held in Pueb10,8 the resolution was reintroduced, but it
never got beyond a memorial to Congress.9
The next year, in 187k, Governor G.W. Elbert urged
the Colorado Territorial Legislature to support a memorial
to Congress urging federal aid for irrigation. Elbert argued
that a good reason to request goverrment assistance was that
the West had valuable stores of metal, including cosl, iron,
copper, all the baser metals, and gold and silver. Since
the mining interests were dspendent on local agriculture, it
behooved the federal govermment to assist in irrigation
development. Elbert warned: "until the plain shall send to
the mountain its gift of bread, the mountain will withhold

from the nation its gift of gold."lo

7

Pueblo Colorado Chieftain, June 19, 1873.

8Ib1d., June 26, 1873. -

91bid., January 29, 187k.

10A1vin T. Steinel, History of Agriculturs in Colo-
rado, 1858 to 1926 (Fort CollIns, Colorado, 1926), 19L.
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Discussing "Irrigation and Agriculture” in 1876,
Governor John L. Routt called on the Colorado General Assenm-
bly to memorialize the state's senators and congressmen to
obtain federal help for irrigation development. The governor
asserted that reservoirs were essential for storing irriga-
tion water, but that neither the state nor private enter-
prise could bear the expense. Routt reasoned that since the
federal govermment had given other states large grants of
swamp lands which had subsequently become very valuable, they
should be willing to ald in improving the vast, unproductive
plains of the arid reglon by giving land. He felt that
reservolrs and canals could retaln the water of spring and
early summer for later use, thus making large arid tracts
productive.ll

Other proposals to expand irrigation in the arid
West were also made. Professor Cyrus Thomas of Illinois,
an entomologist with the 1876 Hayden Survey, became interested
in reclametion, His imaginative and far-reaching proposal
called for joining the Arkansas and the Platte by a 200-mile
canal in eastern Colorado, backing up the combined waters
and creating a series of lakes for irrigation. Incidentally,
Thomas believed storing water in large surface reservoirs

would modify the climate and increase the rainfall., He des-

11
Ibid.; Gilbert C. Fite, The Farmers' Frontier,

1865-1900 (New York, 1966), 187.
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12

cribed his scheme as follows:

My plan is to throw up an embankment running north

and south from the Arkansas to the North Platte,

curving east and west so as to follow the contour.

Then, by throwling dams across the streams, turn

the water into this reservoir. An embankment or

wall, averaging 30 to 4O feet in height, would, as

the average slope here i1s about 6 feet per mile,

form a lake six to eight miles wide and 200 miles

long. This would give a surface of some 1,200

square miles. This would irrigate from 12,000

to 11,000 square miles.

Thomas apparently overlooked some of the more sig-
nificant facts of the matter. Henry Gannett, one of his

colleagues and critices, pointed out that even if no water
was used for irrigation, the total annual amount which the
Arkansas, the North and South Platte Rivers could possibly
deliver at the reservolr would be approximately 73.9 billion
cublic feet; enough to make a depth of about two feet in the
reservolr. Furthermore, since evaporation in that climate
was at the rate of five to slx feet annually, the greater
part being in the summer, only & small part of the 12,000 to
14,000 square miles would receive enough water for irriga-
tion, It would indeed be difficult, sald Gannett, to keep
the bottom of the reservoir molst. Gannett believed that
there was already more than enough good land in the immediate

neighborhood of the streams to use up all the water which

12Ferdinand V. Hayden, Tenth Annual Report of the

United States Geological and Geographical Survey of the
Terrltories kmoracing Colorado and Parts of’hdgacenf'Terri—
tories, Belng a Report of the Lxploration for e Year 6
(Washington, 107C), 342-343.




32

they delivered annually. He concluded that although lands
along the streams were taken, there was no necessity what-
sver to carry the water more than ten miles from the river.13

The short ditches of the early individual 1irriga-
tors, however, dld not satisfy the needs of the fast increas-
ing numbers of new settlers., These latecomers occupled the
bench lands which lay somewhat above the river bottom. As
the more accsessible lands were taken, ditches multiplied,
and reclaimed acres increased. The canals which carried
water to the higher lands became so long and costly that
they were beyond the financial means of individuals. This
handicap was partly overcome by the enlargement and extension
of existing dltches through the joint efforts of several
landowners, or by the formation of cooperative companies by
farmers. Under these community organlzatlions, each owner of
lands irrigated by the system purchased or worked out an
interest in the extended original canal. In return for this
outlay, the farmer was entitled to receive hls share of the
flow of the ditch and paid proportionately for annual main-
tenance of the main canal and works. The irrigation systems
of the community cooperatlive companies'were congstructed and
mainteained by the owners of the lands who formed them; the
principal outlay being their own labor. These were better
built and somewhat more efficient than the individually

13
Ivid., 342.
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owned ditches of the pioneers. Almost without exception,

they proved profitable.lh

Despite the fact that by the 1880's the better
developmental sites were taken and the federal govermment
displayed a reluctance to subsidize irrigation development,
some men believed additional new systems could be profitabls.
The irrigation corporation became a prime factor in develop-
ing the agricultural resources of the reglon because of the
increasing magnitude and complexity of the undertakings,
which required prohibltive expenditures of individuals or
communlities. While the primary goal of independent and
community canals had been to establish productive farms for
those who lived on the land, the water companles' interest
was in profitable investments. They belleved that large
profits could be made by bullding canals to irrigate cheaply-
acquired lands, selling water rights, and collecting water
roentals from the purchasers. Thus, the corporation ditch
owners were not., as a rule, water users. They built irriga-
tion systems -- dems and ditches -- to sell water.

In the 1880's water companies in southwestern

Kansas and southeastern Colorado constructed some of the

1
hJ.C. Ulrich, Irrigation in the Rocky Mountain

States, United States Department of Agriculture, Office of
Experiment Stations, Bulletin No. 73 (Washington, 1899),
19"23 °

151pid., 2l-26.
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largest irrigation canals in the United Statses up to that
timaol6 One of these was built by the Eureka Irrigating
Canal Company, organized in Ford County, Kansas, in 1884 with
a capitalization of $1,000,000. This project, designed to
irrigate 00,000 acres, called for constructing a ninety-
six-mile-long canal, running from the Arkansas River west of
Ingalle in Gray County, in an irregular course to a point
near Kingsley in Edwards County. By January, 1887, ninety-
three miles of the main canal and fifty miles of lateral
extensions had been completed. The canal was forty-eight
feet wide and six feet deep at its head. Althougﬁ the pro-
moters of the Eureka netted from one half to three quarters
of a million dollars on the venture, the canal falled to
deliver water to farmers.17

Of three more "colossal" irrigation projects
announced in Kansas in 1887, only one was completed. With
authorized capital stock of $4,0,000, the Suez Irrigating,
Water Power and Manufacturing Company proposed a ditch which
was to originate along the Arkansas River near the Kansas- ’
Colorado border, then bear to the north and east onto the

uplands. The Garden City Herald reported on October 6, 1887,

léTwelfth Census of the Unlted States Taken in the

Year 1900, VI, Agriculture, Pt. 2, Crops and Irrigation
(Washington, 1902), 868.

7
Walter A, Schoewe, "The Geography of Kansas,"
Transactions, Kansas Academy of Science, LVI (1953), 179-181.
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thet the canal would be over 100 miles long and have over
500 miles of laterals.18 A later story scaled down the
scheme, but the Suez Irrigation Company's pians never
materialized.19

Another big pro ject of 1887 was the Amazon Canal.
Expected to irrigate 128,000 acres, it started on the north
side of the Arkansas River near Hartland in Ksarny County,
Kansas, and extended for 100 miles in a northeasterly direc-
tion. Construction began in the fall of 1887, but litigation
over right-of-way across farms, lack of capltal, and opposi-
tion from farmers who felt company profits were going to be
too high, impeded progress. On August 9, 1888, the Herald
reported the sale of half interest in the Amazon Irrigating
Canal to a London syndicate for $30,000. Work progressed
rapidly following this sale so that by the end of 1888 approxi-
mately eighty miles of the channel had been completed; how-
ever, the Amazon Project falled because of inadequate water
in the Arkansas.20

Further up the river, the Bob Cresk or Colorado

Canal was plénned. Expected to irrigate some }0,000 acres

of land, it began near the mouth of Chico Creek on the north

leGarden City /Kensas/ Herald, October 6, 1887.
19

Ibid., November 3, 1887.

2
OIbid., August 9, 1888.‘
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side of the Arkansas about twenty miles esast of Pueblo,
This ditch, called the largest enterprise of its kind in
Colorado, was sold in 1887 to the Missouri Pacific Rallway
Company. The project lay dormant for three years until in
1890, T.C. Henry, locally famous for his construction of the .
Fort Lyon Canal extsnsion, became interested in it. Although
a portion of the canal was bullt, it was unsuccessfu1.21

Water corporation investors lost heavily. Their
hopes for success wers based on the bellef that water
"ereated the high land values" of the irrigated tracts, and
fhey felt that settlers had to have the water which only the
companies could supply. But the land in its natural state
was cheap; much of it could even be homestsaded. There was
ne compulsion to buy water. Many of the first occupiers
were mere speculators who hoped to sell to real farmers after
the irrigation works were built. So the land lay idle.22

The water companies frequently changed ownership

and were often in recelvership because development costs

2lJoseph Orlando Van Hook, "Settlement and Econo-
nic Development of the Arkansas Valley from Pueblo to the
Colorado-Kensas State Line, 1860~-1900" (Pn.D. Dissertation,
University of Colorado, 1933), 293-297; also, The Final
Report of the Artesian and Underflow Investigations of the
Irrlgation Inquiry, Senate Documents, IV, No. 53, Pt. 1,
g2d %ong., Ist Sess., 1891~1892, Serial 2899 (Washington, 1892),

147-149.

22Samuel Fortier, Irrigation Requirements of the
Arid and Semisrid Lands of the Missourl and Arkansas River
Basing, United States Department of Agriculture, Technical
Bulletin No. 36, March 8, 1928 (Washington, 1928), 17.
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often exceeded early estimates. Also, settlement and use

of water d1d not occur as quickly as was expected. There-
fore, several years generally passed before income could meet
construction, management and operation costs. In addition,

if they were established near individual and community ditches
they had later water rights, which lessened the valus of the
property and led to litigation with earlier ditch owners as

23

well as with their own consumers.
Another possible reason water companies proved
unprofitable investments was that little attention had been
raid to the farmer's part in irrigation. Inexperienced
settlers with insufficient funds were permitted to prepare
land for irrigation farming with little advice or assistance.
Farmers wasted expensive water because they did not realize
that successful irrigation farming depended directly upon
water being applied in proper quantity and at the right time.
Using too much water resulted in poor crops, damaged land,
and depreciated farm values. The failure of individual far-
mers deprived water companles of revenue and led to ban-
kruptcy.ah

Some students of irrigation development in the

2
3U1rich, Irrigation in the Rocky Mountain States,

27"’28c

2“Fortiar, Irrigation Requirements of the Arid and
Semlarid Lands of the Mlssourl and Arkansas Rlver Basling,
I7; also, Hinton, "Irrigation in the United States," 10.
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Arkansas Valley attributed the water companies' failure to
the fact that construction of irrigation systems in the late
i880's were out of proportion to the actual acreage wateped.25
Toﬂthem, this illustrated the speculative feature of water
corporations which attempted to squeeze unfair profits out
of water users. Many irrigation farmers refused to pay
"exorbitant rates for the privilege of using water supplied
by the large ditch corporations.," They were made aware of
the "evils of corporate control of irrigation systems,"
Alvin T. Steinel declared, by the Colorado State Grange.26

| The Grange led farmers in their fight against the
water corporations. An anti-royalty bill was passed in 1888,
and a State Supreme Court decision forced various companies
to drop thelr plans for canal construction in the Arkensas
Valley. In its 1888 session, the Grange passed a resolution
calling for federal govermment aid in building reservoirs
which would be owned by the state. Through thlis organiza-
tion, Tarmers published a list of legislators for and against

their measure, determined to punish politically those who

2
did not support it.

25Charles W. Irish, "Report of the Special Agent
in Charge of Irrigation Inquliry," Report of the Secretary of
Agriculturs, 1893 (Washington, 189L), 593-59L; and, Alvin
. einel, story of Agriculture in Colorado, 2006.

26Steinel, History of Agriculture in Colorado, 208.

27
Ibid.,
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Richard JeiHinton, of the U.S. Department of

Agriculture, reported in 1890 that a "remarkable struggle"
was still under way in Colorado between the irrigation far-
mers and the water corporations. He asserted that "the
farmer organizations [ﬁer§7 as a unit in demanding the public
control of all irrigation waterways and works." The major
grievance of the farmers seémed to be that the larger ditch
companies had constructed many dams across the Arkansas at
intervals of ten to twenty miles, capable of diverting the
entire flow of the stream. There were simply more canals
than there was water to supply the arable lands under culti-
vation.28

The problems were lntensified in the nineties
because the number of irrigators and acres irrigated 1n the
Arkansas Valley in Colorado more than doubled in the decads
| 1889 to 1899. 1In 1899, there were l,05) irrigators compared
to only 2,062 a decade earlier. There were 281,052 acres
under irrigation, an increase during the ten years of 138,034
acres. Main ditches extended 1,57k miles and the total cost

of constructlion of the irrigation systems operated in the

. ) 2
Valley in 1899 was $3,316, 4lk. 9Significantly, the increase

28"Report of the Specilal Agent in Charge of the
Artesian and Underflow Investigations and of the Irrigation
Inquiry," Report of the Secretary of Agriculture, 1890
(Washington, 1890), LOGO.

29Data compiled from Twelfth Census of the United

States, VI, Agriculturs, Pt. II, Crops and Irrigation, 8620,
83l; and, The FiEaI Report of the Artesian and Underflow
Investigations of the Irrigation Inquiry, Senate Documents,
AP T T T32-T33- T55-Tol :




1o

in irrigéted acreage was due to extension of canals existing
in 1889 rather than construction of new and large irriga-
tion systems.so Also, according %o thé 1900 Census, there
was a marked tendency in Colorado toward subdlviding large
irrigated tracts into smaller homesteads.Bl Irrigated land
on farms in the upper Arkansas Valley was very small, ranging
on the average from five to twenty acres.32

Since Colorado diverted most of the water in the
Arkansas River, taking some 500,000 acre-feet from the
stream by 1902,33 the early history of 1rrigation in Kensas
was disappointing. Contrasted with Cclerado for the same
period, in 1899, Kansas had only thirty-nine ditches, total-
ing 218 miles. Acreage irrigated from the Arkansas increased
from 16,918 in 1889 to only 19,961 in 1899. There were 267
irrigators in 1889 and 343 ten years 1ater.3h

Because it waas so difficult to obtaln enough water

30pye1£th Census, Agriculture, 802; Irrigation
Inguiry, 132133, T55-16L.

3lpyelrth Census, Agriculture, 821.

321pida., 836.

33George S. Knepp, "The Kansas-Colorado Water Con-
troversy," Twenty-Sapqnd_Biepnial Report of the Kansas State
Water Commissioner, 1919-1920, XXVII peka, 15 :
also see B.S., Nettleton, "Irrigation, Artesian and Underflow
Investigation," Senate Documents I, No. 53, Pt. 2, 5lst Cong.,
2d Sess., 1890-1891, Serial 28108 (Washington, 1891), 9-11.

315'Ccm1piled from Twelfth Census, Agriculture, 868«
869; and, Irrigation Inqui:y, 2808-298.
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from the Arkansas for the large ditches, in addition to

their inabillity to control flood waters, Kansas farmers

35

were unable to irrigate successfully. Therefore, wells

would be the most Important and practical source of water

supply for Kansas irrigators. As Frederick W. Newell stated:36

Irrigation by water from a well . . . /possessed/
certaln advantages over that from a gravity supply,
in spite of the usually greater annual cost of
procuring the water. The wells and the source of
water are, as a rule, under the individusl control
of the irrigator. It is not necessary for him to
combine with other men and to invest large caplital
in a complicated undertaking before he can receive
any bensfit,

Irrigationists in Kansas and Colorado, however,
claimed that private enterprise was inadequate to deal with
the extensive development they believed desirable. They
felt that a comprehensive job of reclamation could only be
accomplished 1f the federal govermment would initiate con-
structlon of irrigation works and provide lands with a de-

37

pendeble water supply. These advocates of federal aid for
irrigation construction wanted to insure continued develop-
ment but wers unable or unwilling to gamble their financial

success on the remaining irrigation sites. Thelr demands

35puelrih Census, Agriculture, 868.

36F.H. Newell, "Irrigation on the Great Plains,”
Report of the Secretary of Agriculture, 1896 (Washington,
1696), 1706,

37a. Bower Sageser, "Editor Bristow and the Great
Plains Irrigation Revival of the 18907s," Journal of the
West, IIT (January, 19él), 77-78.
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were recognized in the political party platforms of 1900,
all of which urged federal action on reclamation.38
Secretary of Agriculture James Wilson was ready to
concede by 1901 that private enterprise would "have to be
supplemented by public ald in the construction of certain
classes of irrigation works." He further believed that

"reservoirs located in the channels of running streams should
~ be public works , "37 This view was supported by Theodore
Roosevelt. In his first State of the Union message, Roose-
velt urged that the national govermment should builld irriga-
tion works so that large areas of public land could be made
availablé for homestead se‘l;tlememﬁ:.)“'0

Congress ultimately responded to the demands made
throughout the late nineteenth century for federal aid to
bulld irrigation projects in the West. The Newland's Recla=-
mation Act of 1902 authorized the federal govermment directly
to survey, to design, and to conatruct irrigation projects

financed by the proceeds from public land sales in the arid

38J'ohn T. Ganoe, "The Origin of a Nationel Reclama-
tion Policy," Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XVIII
(June, 1931}, 2.

9

3 "Report of the Secretary of Agriculture," Annual
Reports of the Department of Agriculture, 1901 (Washington,
I§§I, xXev, Xcvi, ,

0
b James D. Richardson, A Compilation of the Mesa-
agos and Pspers of bhe Preaidents, T785-I908, X (I1 vols-;

Yy




b3

states and to contract with water users for repayment of
capltal investment, but without interest.hl
The specific plan was for the fedsral government
to bulld dams and other englneering structures and for the
settlers to pay for them in ten annual installments without
interest. The non=-payment of interest was Justified on the
grounds that the public benefited by the establishment of
homes and settlad communities, and this "bonus to the land-
owners'" was to be considered as compensation in part for the
hardships and uncertainties of pioneeri;é. Otherwise, no
subsidy was involved, and, as settlers pald for their share
of the cost of construction, the works were to be turned
over to them as a cooperative or an irrigation district enter-
prise. The money recelved would be used to flnance new pro-
jects. No money was to be appropriated for reclamation;
only the sums received from the sale of public land within
the western states were to be used for this purpos:,e.,)"'2
The objeet of the reclamation law was "primarily

to put tha'public domain into the hands of the small land-

owners -- men who live upon the land, support themselves,

L1 L
Ganoe, "The Origin of a National Reclamation
Policy," 51=-52.

2
4 See Dorothy Lamper, Economic and Social Aspects
of Federal Rsclemation, Johns Hopkins Unlversity Studies in
Historical and Political Science, XLVIII (Baltimore, 1930).
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make prosperous homes, and become purchasers.
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federal government was to provide only one thing -- water.
The govermment had no obligation to help the indlividual far-
mer directly on his land. In faet, no consideration whatso-
ever was given to the guldance of the farmer regarding any
of the numercus agricultural problems which beset him in a
water-scarce region. The Reclamation Act did, however, give
the irrigationists direct access to the federsl treasury for
construction funds, and President Theodore Roosevelt provided
them a champion in the Reclamation Service which was set up
as a new branch of the Geologlcal Surveyy.}'u'L
In carrying out the provisions of the Newlands
Act 1n the Arkansaes Velley, the Reclamation Service faced a
variety—;f problems. From 1902 to 1903 W.G. Russell, a
Reclamation Service hydrograspher, and C.0. Sparks, a Depart-
ment of Agriculture forester, toured southwestern Kansas,

southeastern Colorado, and adjacent areas, investigating

possible reservoir sites. None were found. Another survey

MBF,H, Newell, "The Reclamation of the West,"
Annual Report of the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian
Institution, 1903 (Washington, 1904), CZ2C.

uuCommission on Organization of the Exescutive
Branch of the Government, Task Force on Water Resources and
Power, Report on Water Resources and Power, I (3 vols.;
Washing®on, 1955), 35.

lJ'S"Invesz'i:iga‘tsft.ons in Kansas. Reconnaissance in
Southwestern Kansas and parts of Colorado, Oklahoma, New
Mexico, and Texas," Department of the Interior, United States

Geologlcal Surve Second Annual Heport of the Heclamatlion
Service, 1902<3 iwashinngh,‘190h7, 326-331,
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team during the same period reported that discussions of the

potential benefits of irrigation in western Oklahoma had not
aroused public interest. The Reciamation Service field men
said that many landowners in western Oklahoma were interested
"ehiefly in speculative enterprises." They believed that to
say irrigation was needed in the area Implied an unsatis-
factory climate. Advertising inadequate rainfall for farm-
ing would be harmful to their businesses. Even those who
wanted it knew little about irrigation practice. Most of
them had recently emigrated from the hdre humid eastern
region and had never been in an irrigated area. The survey
team concluded nevertheless that the availability of federal
meney for reclamation of gsemi-~arid lands 1in the area did

- L6

stimulate some interest.

The major problem of the Reclamation Service in
the upper Arkansas Valley was that private and corporate
enterprise had been at work for over half a century. Claims
were already made to water rights and possible reservoir
locations. Thlis was especlally true in Colorado. But even
in western Oklahoma, on a major Arkansas River tributary,
the Cimarron's water was all taken and used for irrigation
purposes between Kenton, Oklehoma, and the head of the river
above Folsom, New Mexico. Charles N, Gould reported to the
Rsclamation Service in 1903 that "throughout the greater

part of the distance for sixty miles west of Kenton a dam has

ué"Investigations in Oklahomsa," Second Annual Report
of the Reclamation Service, 1902-3, L13-41L.
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been put in on an average of every two or three mileso"a?
In fact, the federal govermment, coming into the region with
its resource development program rather late, was in the posi-
tion of buying back at large cost the valuable rights which
it had given away. The laws and administration of resources
in the West in the first decades ofAthe twentisth century
favored"monopoly in water"™ and the federal goverrment was at
a disadvantage in attempting to carry out the purposes of
the Reclamation Act of 1902. Frederick H. Newell, Director
of the Reclamation Service, contended "these conditions
greatly hampered the work of the reclamation sex‘vico."u’8
These adverse factors limited the net investment
of the United States Reclamation Service as of June 30, 1921,
from the "Reclamation Fund" in the Arkansas Valley to only
$407,493.47. No money was spent in Colorado in the Arkansas
Basin, and approximately $62,000 was expended by the Service
in the period 1902 to 1921 on surveys in Oklshoma. More
than $325,000 had been expended in the CGarden City, Kamsas,

area developing a pumping system for the recovery of under-

ground waters from the Arkansas R:l.ver*.)"'9 In 1910 the water

b7vReconaissance in Western Oklshoma and Adjacent
Areas,“ Second Annual Report of the Reclamation Service,

902"" ! &29 °

uBF H, Newell, "The Work of the Reclamation Ser-
vice," Annusl Report of the Board of Re ents of the Smith-
sonian Tnstitution, 1905 (Weshington, 1905), 375.

ugData compiled from Twentieth Annual Report of the
Reclamation Service, 1920-1921, 56=58.
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right charge in the Garden City area was $37.50 per acre of
Arrigable land-so In addition, the farmers were required to
pa& an annual maintenance and operation fee of $2.75 per
acre. The relatively high cost of water resulted in the
failure of the project.sl

On the other hand, other federal investigators
reported that the Reclamation Service's Garden City project
"failed because there was no real interest in those days on

2
n> The truth of this

the part of the farmer for irrigation.
statement may lie in the fact that in the first decades of

the twentieth centhry the Campbell system of dry-farmming

still captured the imaginstions of many farmers on the Plains.
Campbell's main thesis was that if the cultivated lands were
kept stirred, producing & soll mulch, the benefit of any
precipitation would be carried over to the time when molis-
ture was most needed. The soll was to act as a reservoir.
Irrigation, therefore, wss considered an unnecessary ex-

53

pense.

50F.H. Newell, "Progress in Reclamatlon of Arid
Lands in the Western United States," Annual Report of the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian.Institution, 1910
(Washington, 1911), 107.

511b1d.
52,

Report on Water Resources and Power, II, 661.

53See W.M. Hargreaves, "Dry Ferming Allas Scien-
tifég Farming," Agricultural History, XXII (January, 1948),
39" °
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This lack of scientific knowledge and technical

appreciation of the intricacies involved in successful
adaptation to the upper Arkanssas Basin enviromment brought
considerable hardship to the Valley's settlers in the suc-
ceeding decades. Thus, the deficlency of water would remain
the critical problem for the inhabltants of the upper Valley
a3, in some respects, 1t was for the people 1living in the
lower Basin. Also, interestingly, the history of irrigation
in the upper Basin had other similarities to that of naviga-
tion in the lower Arkansas Valley. In both cases, risk capi-
tal entered what seemed a richly profitable fleld but, in
both cases, investors found that the envirommental problems
were too great. They asked for govermment funds. When the
fedef;l government entered the field, the risk capital had
largely disappeared. For irrigation, as for navigation,

then, the tendency was toward increased federal subsidy.



CHAPTER IV
PROBLEMS AND PROGRESS OF THE THIRTIES: UPPER BASIN

The character of resources problems in the Arkan-
sas Basin and the methods of dealing with them changed during
the 1920's and 1930's. Handicapped by agricultural depres-
gion, financial instability, drought and floods throughout
most of the period, the people of the Valley, the state
govermments, and the federal sagencles dealing with resources
problems, searched for new remedles to reduce the difficul-
ties of a harsh enviromment. During these years the federal
govermment, and to a lesser extent some Basin-state govern-
ments, began to move 1n the dlrection of coordinated
natural resources research and development.

In the area of the Arkansas Basin west of the
ninety-eighth meridian to the foothills of the Rocky Moun-
tainsg, low and irregular precipitation, combined with scarce
supplies of available surface and ground water constituted
an lncreasingly serious problem for agriculture. During
periods of higher than normal rainfall, crop production under
dry-farming methods flourished. When there were periocds of

lower rainfall, farmers suffered from droughts, poor crops,

149
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and economic depression. Moreover, a considerable portion of
the area was not available for cultivation or grazing because
the native grasses, adapted through centuries of recurrent
drought, had been plowed under or over-grazed, exposing the
topsoils.l Ironically, good rainfall, far from being a total
blessing, carried away much unprotected soil as it rushed
downward to the river system.2 Thus, in dry years the soil
blew away; in wet years, it weshed off. The damaged soil
and economic devastation led some men to contend that the
area of the upper Arkansas Valley was unsuited for human
habitation.

Men of intellect and vision believed that conser-
vation of water and soil through controlled land resource
usé practices would provide the answer to the dilemma of
Plains agriculture. As early as 1900, Ten Eyck of Kansas had
advised Plains farmers to "go back to grass" as a means of
replaclng the humus content of the soil and preventing blow-
ing,3 In 1903, Oklahoma farm leaders recommended building
farm ponds as a method of conserving water. One supporter

of this method stated that these small ponds would be the

1
Selman A. Waksman, "Humus and Soil Conservation,”
Soil Conservation, III (April, 1938), 250-25l.

2See W.J.vMéGee, So0ll Eroslon, Department of Agri-
culture, Bureau of Soils, Bulletin 71 (Washington, 1911).

3Angus MeDonald, Erosion and Its Control in Okla-
homa Territory, Department of Agriculture, Miscellaneous Pub-
Tication 301 (Washington, 1938), 13.
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"redemption of the great southwest prairie country." Enthu-
siasm ran so high that the Oklahoma territorial legislature
decided that "any person or persons . . . who shall con-
struct . . . & dam across a ravine or waterway, thereby
creating a pond or reservoir of water . . . shall be en-
titled to a reduction of taxes.“u

From 1900 to 1910 the editors of farm journals
encouraged farmers to bulld dams for small reservoirs which
would stop soil erosion. John Fields, director of the Okla-
homa Agricultural Experiment Station and contributing editor

to the Oklahoma Farm Journal, urged between 1906 and 1910

that farmers plant cover crops. Many followed Fields' ad-
vice and planted large areas in Bermuda grass, which could
not withstand the recurrent droughts or abnormally cold win-
ters from 1909 to 1911. During this period, other grasses
were tried by Plains' farmers to hold moisture, prevent ero-
sion, and replace nafural vegetation.

In the sams period, Oklahoma fsrmers along the
Arkansas'! tributary streams west of the ninety-eighty meri-
dian planted trees as an experiment. They bellieved fores-
tation would increase rainfall, and that the trees would

6
serve as windbreaks to prevent soil blowing. Moreover, as

thid., La.

51pid., 14-18.

6Ibid., 19-22.
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early as 1917, in the Arkansas Valley, Oklahoma's State
Agricultural Experiment Station and county sagents instructed
farmers on building terraces, planting cover crops, and
other conservation practices. These efforts were inadequate
because they were too limited, based on insufficient scien-
tific knowledge, and lacked the technical and financial
means to effect their purposes.

The federal govermment tried to help solve these
problems. The Department of Agriculture actually began
research into various agronomic areas in 189l, when it esta-
blished the Bureau of Chemistry and 3oils. That year it
also began issuing bulletins describing means of curbing
9P03i0n-8 As early as 1903, hillside drainage studies were
undertaken in the Department's Office of Experiment Stations.
Investigations of terracing to prevent erosion were begun
in 1914, and results of these endeavors were published in
popular magazines as well as the Department's technical
journals.9 The basic problems were that in these first
~decades of the twentieth century the Department did not have

enough seientific data regarding the peculiar problems of

7C.E0 Ramser, Prevention of the Erosion of Fam
Lands by Terracing, Department of Agriculture, Bulletin 512
(Washington, 1917).

8Robert J. Morgan, Governing Soll Conservation:
Thirty Years of the New Decentrallzation (Baltimors, 1965),
Z2; and, T, Swann Harding, Two Elades of Grass (Norman, 1947),
193~209; 263-267.

gﬁgport of the Chief of the Buresau of Agricultural
Engineering, 1533 (Washington, 1933), 0.
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farming on the Plains, nor did it have a program of direct

technical assistance to farmers for conserving soil and
water.

In 1926 the Department of Agriculture launched an
educationai program on soil and water erosion. It urged
that legislation make possible a full-scale study of the pro-
blem, and Congress responded with limited funds. This
appropriation enabled the Dspartment's Division of Agricul-
tural Engineering, in cooperation wiéh the Chamber of Comm-
erce of Guthrie, Oklahoma, to establish in 1928 a 160-acre
soil-erosion experiment farm near Guthrie.lo Experiments to
determine the rates of soll loss from cultivated fields, ths
relation of those rates to the iIntensity of rainfall, and
the effects of different crops 1n the control of erosion,
formed the basis for some of the more detailed sclentific
studies which followed. The sstablishment of the Red Plains
Conservation Experimental'Station at Guthrie was the first
formal recognition by Congress of soil eroslion as a menace

to agriculture.ll

loReport of the Chief of the Bureau of Agricul-
tural Engineering, 1935 (Washlngton, 1935), 9.

llThe Commission on Organization of the Executive

Branch of the Goverment, Task Force Report on Natural Re-
sources, Appendix L (Washington, 1949), L5; also, remarks of
Senator Robert S. Kerr of Oklahoma, Annual Soil Conservation
Award Barbecue, Muskogee, Oklahoma, May 19, 1961, Kerr
Papers, Manuscripts Division, University of Oklahoma Library,
Norman, Oklahoma.
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In 1929, Congress expanded this pilot research

program by providing a special fund for studylng the preven-
tion of s0il erosion. The Department of Agriculture's Divi-
sion of Agricultural Engineering and Bureau of Chemistry and
Soils planned under the fund a program of cooperative re-
search to be conducted at the Guthrie erosion experiment farm
and similar farms located in seriously-sroded areas.12 Thus,
the Department of Agriculture consolidated the ressarch
efforts of 1ts agencies with the states' agricultural colleges
and experiment stations into a single experimental and demon-
stration program. There still was no direct relief, how-
ever, to the individual farmer.

The serlous droughts of the 1930's heightened
federal concern for the Arkansas Valley's natural resources
problems. At that time, searing droughts were burning the
fields, as hot winds blew the topsoll into dust blllows
across the upper Basin., Rupert N, Richardson pointed out
that the dry years from 1931 to 1936 brought great distress
to several million people living in the Great Plains. "With
no vegetative covering to hold 1t; the loose soill was blown
about like ashes and the 'Dust Bowl' became a part of our

[envirommental/ terminology." Without water, the beginning

laﬁeport of the Chief of the Bureau of Agricul-
tural Engineering, 1933, O.

13Rupert N. Richardson, "The 'Summary Forward' of
the Future of the Great Plains,” Mississippli Valley Histori-
cal Review, XXX (June, 1943), L9.
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and end of agriculture in this area, there could be no crops.
Without crops, the Plains' soll could not be anchored against
the wind. Thus, the cultivated soill, without water, devoid
of tinding grass roots and spongy humus, was turned intc a
dry powdery substance, which the wind blew away. The

scourge of erosion devastated vast areas of land from near

the ninety-eighth meridian to the foothills of thse ﬁockies.1u

Franklin D. Roosevelt, in submitting the report
of the Great Plains Commission to the Senate,wrote:l5
The problem of the Great Plains 1s not merely
one of relief . . . . It 1s much more fundamental
than that. Depression and drought have only accen-
tuated a situation which has been long developing.
The problem 1is one of arresting the decline of an
agricultural economy not adapted to the climatic
conditions because of lack of information and un-
derstanding in the light of later experlence and of
sclentific information now aveailable,.
Clearly, the federal govermment's progrems of re-
source conservation had been inadequate. It was apparent
to the agronomists and others knowledgeable in the conserva-
tion fields that demonstration projects and research publi-
cations elone were not enough to meet the widespread re-
source problems of the upper Arkansas Valley. Two of the
Department of Agriculture's representatives inspected small

water reservoirs 1n western Kansas during the drought of

luSee Vance Johnson, Heaven's Tableland: The Dust
Bowl Story (New York, 1947).

lsCongressional Record, February 10, 1937, 75th
Cong., lst Sess., 1937, 1070,
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193l and found only one of several farm ponds "capable of
moistening a parched throat." They attributed the serious
water shortage to poor reserveir design and construction.
If properly built, these small ponds "would have assured a
supply of water during the urgency of drought."l6 At the
same time, in southeastern Coloradq end southwestern Kansas
such accepted ¢onservation practices as terracing, contour
tillage, and strip cropping were "practically unheard of,"
despite the fact that under the Smith~Lever Act the Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s extension service had been active in
this work since 1915.17 Farmers in that area relied on
summer fallowing to store moisture in the soil for succeed-
ing wheat crops. They slimply lacked the technical knowledge _
necessary for successful farming in the water-scarce area
of the region west of the hundredth meridian.

By November, 1936, the Department of Agriculture's
Drought Relief Committee had designated almost all of the
area in the upper Arkansas Basin as "emergency drought
counties." Almost immediately, an expanded program of re-

lief was begun, providing materisls end technical guidance

leW.C. Lowdermilk and F.F. Barnes, "Stock Ponds in
the Great Plains Drought Area," Soil Conservation, II
(September, 1936), Ul.

17Report of the Chief of the Soll Conservation
Service, 1940 (Washington, 19L0), 22; and J.G. Lindley,
"Protecting Colorado's Range Lands," Soll Conservation,
IX (August, 1940), 12-13.
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in developing soil and water conservation practices on

18

drought=stricken farms. In the Soll Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act of 1936, production control was made
incidental to svil conservation. By shifting land from
soll-depleting crops such as corn, tobacco, wheat, and
cotton, to soil-bullding crops such as clover, alfalfa, and
pasture grasses, farmers could save the soil and moisture.
The govermment granted subsidies for these and other soil
and water conservation methods.19

Also, as a result of the 1936 drought, consider-
able attention was given to the feasibility of providing
an adequate water supply on farms by the construction of
small earthen dams and reservoirs. The precedenf:for this
had been set between 1933 and 1934 when the Civilian Con-
servation Corps constructed approximately 350 such reser-
voirs in North Dekota. These small ponds had been rela-

tively successful 1n reducing the severe results of the

drought in that area of the Great Plains.eo Therefore, in-

18W.F. Pesl, "The Soil Conservation Service
Drought Program of 1936," Soil Conservation, II (March,
l937§, 204-205; and, A Study Committee Report on Federal Aid
to Agriculture Submitted to the Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relatlons (Washington, 1955), 25-26.

19National Resources Committee, Drainage Basin
Problems and Programs, 1937 Revision (Washington, 19387,
107.

20Lowdermilk and Barnes, "Stock Ponds in the Great
Plains Drought Area," lL-L6,
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creased federal assistance to individual farmers and ran-
chers to develop water facilities was made possible by the
Pope~Jones Water Pacilities Act of 1937.21 The Act wés
financed by $500,000 from the regular appropriation for the
Department of Agriculture for 1939, and by Secretary of
Agriculture Henry A. Wallace®s allotment of $5 million from
a special fund.22

This money, however, came with certain limitations
not common to the Water Facllities Act or the Emergency
Relief Act. No mors than $50,000 was to be assigned to any
one pro ject; facilities were to assist farm families of low
income; and federal construction funds were to be loans, not
grants. Once an area was approved for the development of
water facilitles, which ranged from pump wells for supple-
mental irrigation to- the bullding of small dems for stock
use, the Farm Security Administration provided the funds by
which 1¢ ﬁas to be financed. In some instances, the Soil
Conservation Service constructéd the facility; in bthers, a
contract was let to private contractors with the Soil Con-~
servation Service engineers acting only as consultants or

: - 2
supervisors of construction. 3

2lUnited States, Statutes at Large, L, 869.

22H.‘I’. Cory, "Some Engineering Aspects of the
Water Facilities Program," Soil Conservation, IV (January,
1939), 172. .

23Report of the Chief of the Soil Conservation
Service, 194U, LOU. ,
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Carefully planned water facilities were intended
to achieve better land and water resources use and thus pro-
mote the welfare of the people who lived on the land. In
the Arkansas Valley, the value of such facilities was
already recognized. However, for various reasons the per-
sonnel for careful planning and for adequate supervision of
construction were not readily available. Also, under a work-
relief program, there was a tendency to construct an over-
abundance of facilities where there was ample relief labor,
and too few in locallties where relief labor was scarce.
Moreover, because the federal govermment did not pay the
whole cost of the conservation job on private lands as it
had done largely for the demonstration projects earlier,
farmers were reluctant to enlist in the Water Facilities
progz;::-a.m.21‘r

The Department of Agriculture recognized that new
methods were needed to galn the cooperation of the farmers
in this expanded program. From 1935 to 1937, the Depart-
ment urged that the states bass laws authorizing farmers
and ranchers to organize and govern soll conservation dis-
tricts that would cooperate with the federal govermment in
widespread application of soil and water conservation prin-
ciples. Significantly, these community districts, esta-

blished as local units of govermment, would conduct their

2LLCongr'essz.‘Lona.l Record, 75th Cong., 1lst Sess., May
17, 1937, 71T,
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operations in esccordance with state enabling legislation
for coopsrative action to deal with their local conserva-
tion problems. Arkansas passed the first soll conservation
district law on March 3, 1937, only five days after . the
federal government suggested adoption of such state laws.
Following enactment of the Arkansas law, other states in
the Basin passed similar statutes, making it possible for
farmers operating millions of acres to band together for

25

effective conservation work.
Reorganization of the Department of Agriculture
in the fall of 1938 was intended to further the conservation
services offered directly to the farmer by the federal govern-
ment. The reorganization grouped together the Department's
physical land-use action programs and placed them under the
Soill Conservation Service. Thus, for the flrst time, it
became possible for the farmér to work with a single repre-
sentative of the federal govermment in matters pertaining
to erosion control, submarginal land purchase and develop-
ment, irrigation and drainsasge, upstream flood control, and
the water facilitiles program.26
This federal action stimulated widespread efforts
to arrest further deplstion of the Arkansas Valley's soil

and water resources., New land was scarce, the population

25Raport of the Chief of the Soll Conservation
Service,-1940, 5.

26Morgan, Governing Soil Conservation, 99.
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was growing rapldly, and there was economic deprivation
throughout the Basin. Clearly, the Valley's citlizens could
no longer afford to let their resources deteriorate. These.
dramatic federal policies lnculcated at all levels of govern-
ment a consciousness of the severity of the reglon's resource
problems, and the absolute necessity of institutional action
in the conservation area. It 1s not likely that this could
have been done without national digéétion, a well~-planned
national campaign, and highly-skilled technicians. Through
these developmsnts, producers on the land received aid in
reducling distress and in adjusting to critical resource pro-
blems.

The basic shortcoming of the program was that it
offered so much with such limited funds. For example,
although by June, 1939, Arkansas had established sixteen
soil conservation districts, Kensas and Colorado had three
and elght respectively, and Oklahoma had more than any other
state in the nation with twenty-four, the Soil Conservation
Service had worked or cooperated to develop water facilities
in only twenty~-four areas in those states.27 Moreover,
these four states of the Basin had only twenty-five Soil

Conservation Service watefshed and demonstration areas.2

Federal funds had not been appropriated for an accelerated

27Compiled from Report of the Chief of the Soil
Conservation Service, I9[0, 6-8, 21-23.

281p14., 21-23.
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program, although the authorizing legislation had been

approved.29 Even if the funds had been avallable to carry
out the suthorlized federal program, there was no assurance
the farmers of the Arkansas Valley would accept them on a
loan basis slong with othef federal limitations. As early
as 1936 the Report of the Great Plains Committee had warned
that the programs of the Soil Conservation Service would
possibly fail "without supplementary state legislation, in
bringing about all the necessary modifications of destruc-
tive land-use practice in the Great Plains States."BO
Clearly, more was needed than just federsl direction to
develop an asdequate conservation program iﬁ,the Arkansas
Valley. ) ;.

Basin~state leaders recognized these federal
policy limitations and acted to promulgate a successful con-
servation program. This meant getting more federal funds
and taking certain state actions. For example, Colorado and
Kansas organized the Western Greet Plains Shelterbelt Asso-
éiation because funds had not been appropriated for eastern
Colorado and southwestern Kansas. fﬂe Colorado legislature

memorialized Congress in the spring'of 1935 on bshalf of
the organization, urging funds for shelterbelts in the

291vida., 8, 40, 6.

0
3 Future of the Great Plains (Washington, 1936),

108.
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region.31 Kangas began an active program to construct some

3,000 small water-storage facilities32

and passed laws
imposing erosion control on fanmers.33 Legislation passed
in Kansas in 1935 authorized the county commissloners to
entér private land and charge the expenses of controlling
erosion against the land in the same manner as taxes.Bh
Kansas also adopted & policy of reducing tax assessments by
$4,0 per acre-foot of water storage capacity on farms where
ponds were built.35
Oklehoma adopted an especially active conserva-
tion program. In Januery, 1935, Governor E.W. Marland
asked the Fifteénth Legislature to act immediately on his

proposals for building dams to prevent floods and store

3100ngressional Record, T4th Cong., lst Sess.,
April 15, 1935, 56I1L. -

32Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 24 Sess.,
January 27, 1936, 1085.

33George S. Wehrwein, "Wind Erosion Control Legis-
lation in Texas and Kansas," The Journal of Land and Public
Utility Economics, XII (August, 1936), 312-313.

3uE.H..Teagarden, "Control of Wind Erosion," The
Journal of Land and Public Utility Economics, XIII (Novem-
ber, 1937), 420~ 21l; and, Hale Hockley and Herman Walker,
"1937 State Leglslation for Control of Soil Erosion," The
Journal of Land and Public Utility Economics, XIV (May,
1936}, 214-215,

National Resources Committee, Dralnage Basin
Problems and Programs, December, 1936 (Washington, 1937),

383.
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water, terracing land to stop soil erosion, and planting

trees to reforest waste land. He proposed a planning board

—

of fifteehihembers to survey the resources of the state and
develop plans for their conservation and utilization, and
a flood control board consisting of three members. Although
Leon C. Phillips, speaker of the House, opposed Governor
Marland, the legislature passed a measure creating the Okla-
homa State Planning Board, whose duty 1t was to prepare and
adopt a resources development plan for the state.36

A special session of the legislature in November,
1936, revised the State Planning Board, making it the Okla-
homa Planning snd Resources Board. New divislions were
created -- Forestry, State Planning, Water Resources, State
Parks ~-- extending the scope of the former State Planning
Board, 37 Finally, in early 1939, Governor Marland appointed
Don McBride Director of the Division of Water Resources of
the Oklahoma Planning and Resources Board. McBride's sub-
sequent construction of some flood control projects as
"show places" for conservation practices was to have far-
reaching conéequences not only on the state but also at the
nationel level.

When McBride became the Director of the Oklahoma

Division of Water Resources, the agency had three worn-out

‘ 36Edward E. Dale and Morris L. Wardell, Histor
of Oklshome (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1955), 355333%.

3T1b14d., 361.
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Caterpillar tractors and some other dirt-moving equipment.
No appropriations were made for repalr or operation of this
equipment. In fact, there was an informal edict from the
legislature to abandon the construction of some flood con-
trol projects that the previous administration had started,
but with which they had encountered great difficulty in
engineering and construction. The appropriation for the
work was far short of what would be required to finish the
projects.38

McBride's Division was flooded with water right
applications, for diversion from streams, and for the right
to impound water, but, for the most.part, the farmers who
needed the water worst were not able to resort to federal
loans to finance adequate works to meet the need. The Divi-
sion sent representatives over the state to speak on the
need for soil conservation, impounding water for farm use,
especially stock ponds, and for flood control and irriga-
tion. They even distributed what was called an "A.B.C."
booklet'on the design of farm ponds. Almost everyone seemed
to agree on the need, but nobody could answer the question
of how the job could be done.

The dollar cost for bullding farm ponds with the

avgilable hachinery was out of reach, until McBride suggested

using penitentlary immates, many of whom were competent

38Don 0. McBride, descriptive statement to writer,
March 17, 1967.
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construction equipment operators, for workers in a demon-
stretion program. To implement his plan, McBride first
contacted the Caterpillar Tractor Company in Oklahoma City,
asking it to participate in a demonstration program which
would indicate the extent to which small contractors might
be able to construct farm ponds on a profitable basis, and
yet at a cost which the ordinary farmer could afford.
Furthermore, McBride requested that the Caterpillar Company
repair the equipment which the Division then had, withholding
charges for repalrs until the equipment could earn enough
money to pay them. Although somewhat reluctant, the Cater-
pillar Company, realizing that this might lead tc the sale
of a considerable amount of equlpment, and also aware that
many small contractors had equipmenﬁ for which they had no
use, agreed to cooperate.

Next, McBride contacted the President of Oklahoma
A & M.College (now Oklahoma State University), and super-
visor of the seventy-seven county agents in the state,
requesting that he urge their cooperatlion in setting up
county projects for bullding farm ponds. When the A & M
College President agreed to help, McBride then reported his
activities to his own three-member board, indlcating that
the board would have to request that the Governor parols to
them or McBride trusties from the reformatory and peniten-
tiary who could operate the equipment.

McBride's proposal was to build twenty farm ponds
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in a county. Before construction began, agreements with
the landowners would be secured. According to the agree-
ment, the landowner would put in escrow with the office of
the county agent or bank designated by him money equivalent
to five cents per cubic yard for the fill and excavation
required; the structure would be guaranteed safe; and the
drainage areas would produce sdequate runoff to maintain a
farm water supply for the use of that individual farm.
Finally, maintenance of the structure would be assured by
the farmer.

The program was 1lnitiated in southwestern Okla-
homa. Enough farmers signed up, parolees did the work, and
the first demonstration pro ject of twenty ponds was com-
pleted. Indeed, even before it was finished, McBride
received requests from other counties for similar pro jects.
The Pivision replied to these requests by stating that the
project was a demonstration program, but that the great need
for farm ponds in the states would be met by private con-
tractors on a basis approved by the Division. Therefore,
with "free equipment," free construction labor, and free
enginéering, the Diviéion was able to construct the first
demonstration project at a cost of less than five cents a
cubic yard of dirt moved. McBride was careful to indicate,
however, that it would cost around fifteen cents per cubic
yard of £i1ll in place to have a private contractor do the

work or to have it done under the auspices of the federal
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government.

In all, by 1941, there were approximately fifteen
or twenty such pro jects in the seventy-seven counties 1n
Oklshoma. Don McBride asserted that Oklahoma's demonstration
projects stimulated the Soll Conservation Seréice through
its earlier Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of
1936 to provide increased financial assistance to farmers
in carrying out certain approved soll and water conserving
practices. He also believed Oklshoma's projects of the early
forties added a great deal of emphasis to the Watershed Pro-
tection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954 which provided for
a project-type approach to soil and water resources develop-
ment, conservation, and use. Under this Act, as with the
earlier McBride program, éach project was a local under-
taking with federal help, not a federal project with local
help. Possibly more important still was the role ths
McBride program played in convinecing the upper Arkansas
Bagin farmers that soil and water conservation practices
were both practical and advantageous. Finally, McBride had

a strong influence on Robert S. Kerr.



CHAPTER V
PROBLEMS AND PROGRESS OF THE THIRTIES: THE LOWER BASIN

While the people of the upper Valley suffered
from drought and erosion, flood problems in the lower Basin
became progressively worse. These destructive natural
phenomena had been occurring iong before the region was
settled. In fact, the lower Mississlippl Valley was formed
by erosion of soils. But, man-induced erosion, accelerated
by unwise land treatment, in addition to man's costly
developments on the river's alluvial plains, increased the
destruction from floods ahd other hazards.

Disastrous floods which frequently occurred,
sweeping through the Arkansas Valley leaving death, des-
truction, and desoclation in thelir wake, aroused the people
to the magnitude of the flood control problem.1 Large
earthen structures bordered the river. Constructed to with-
stand high waters, these dikes represented the accepted
flood abatement policy in the lower Basin until the

1

Arkansas River and Tributaries, 7Lhth Cong., lst
Sess., House Document 308, August 2L, 1935, Serial 9936, I
(3 vols.; Washington, 1936), L7-55.

69
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especially destructive inundations in 1927. The devasta-
tions of that year, when Arkansas Valley citizens lost
approximately $58 milliion and when the earthen dikes along
the lower river were swept away, resulted in sharp criti-
cism of the "levees only" policy.2 The 1927 flocod, more-
over, revealed that the property owners, who joined to form
levee districts to construct the seemingly protective de-
vices, were unable to further underwrite such projects.
Also, the inundations raised the question whether it was
not more feasible to prevent floods by holding the water
upstream rather than funneling the water into narrow chan-
nels in the lower stream where levees alecne could not with-
stand the pressure.

The advocates of upstream dams argued that at
times the Arkansas River was the greatest flood tributary
of the Mississippi. The Arkansas was therefore a major
controlling factor in'solving the Mississippi's overflow.
For example, in the 1927 flood, when the MiSsissippi River
was already at full capacity, the Arkansas River dis-
charged directly across the channel 200,000 cubic feet of
water per second, creating a water-wall in the Mississippi

some eight or ten feet high and backing up that depth of

2Co ressional Record, 70th Cong., 1lst Sess.,
March 21, l§ég, B127-5128; and Ibid., April 12, 1928, 6310;
2l

also Arkansas River and Tributaries, I, 8
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water for many miles.> This Arkansas water contributed
greatly to the historic devastation of the lower Mississippi
‘Valley. To many of those concerned with preventing a recur-
rence, the solution was dam-bullding on tributary streams
to store this water which could later benefit the flocd-
producing areas on the upstream watersheds.

The role of upstream development in flood preven-
tion was hotly debated while the great Mississippi flood
was still in progress. Congress investigated the problem
of how to prevent a recurrence of the disaster. The Chief
of the United States Army Corps of Engineers, General
Edgar Jadwin, although he admitted that the fifty year old
"levees only" policy of the Army needed revision, continued
ﬁorking to prevent "well-meaning" persons from diverting
the "application of the sure remedy [ievee§7."u Even after
the havoc of 1927, the Corps' emphasis was on engineering
works, other than reservoirs, in the lower Mississippi
Basin. Generslly ignoring the increased rate of runoff in
the upstream Mississippl watershed which contributed to the
massive overflows, the Corps' program tried only to contain

the river which each year seemed to rise higher and destroy

3Congressional Record, 7hth Cong., 1lst Sess.,
January 2, 1935, 973.

llrU,S. Congress, House of Representatives, Hearings
before the Committee on Flood Control: Flood Control, 69t
Cong., 2d Sess,, November [(-23, 1927/, pp. lohL-1045.
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more.

This narrow view of flood control had numserous
critics in the Arkansas Valley. The Oklahoma City Chamber
of Commerce declared on December 8, 1927, that the Corps'
levee program did "not contemplate the reduction or control
of floods" before overflow waters accumulated in the main
stream where they did the greatest damage. Neither did the
Army's system make use of flood waters in the reclamation
of dry lands, which the Oklahoma City Chamber of Commerce
insisted were "as much entitled to govermmental solicitude
as reclamation of wet lands below." More important to the
Oklahoma Citians, the Englineers' flood control policy
ignored "every available use of.water in economic develop-~
ment, whether 1t be industrial, or agricultural, or navi-
gation, or commerce."

The Arkansas Velley states also opposed the
Corps' flood control positlion. Seven states comprising the
drainage basin of the Arkansas and its tributariss esta-
blished the Arkansas River Flood Control Association with
Clarence B. Douglas of Tulsa as president. This interstate
commission adopted a plén of upstream reservoirs and pro-
posed constructing 200 dams in Colorado, New Mexico, Texas,

Kansas, and Oklahoma at a cost of approXimately $130

5Congressional Record, 70th Cong., lst Sess.,
January 5, 1928, 1066.
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million.6 Everette B. Howard, United States Representative

from Tulsa, supported this approach in Congress because,

he said, the "Amy engineers had admitted to /him/ that the

plan would control floods on the Arkansas and its tribu-
taries and make the Arkansas navigable for a considerable

7

distance.”' Moreover, Howard asserted that just three
reservoirs constructed upstream from Tulsa would have pre-
vented the #36 million loss incurred by the states of Okla-
homa and Arkansas in the 1927 inundations.

Representative Heartsill Ragon of Clarkesvills,
Arkansas, essentially supported Howard's position. Ragon
used statistics furnished by the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics to show that the damages in Arkansas had been
greater than thosé in Mississippi. He was particularly dis-
turbed that flood relief in the Arkansas Valley was '"prac-
tically ignored" and that the so-called "Jadwin plan" for
high waterflow abatement still ignored upstream reservoirs.

Another congressman from the Arkansas Vallsy,

William W. Hastings of Tahlequah, Oklahoma, was an especlally

6Ibid., 1065-1066. — -

7Congressional Record, 70th Cong., lst Sess.,
January 9, 1926, 1194d.

81b14., Jamuary 12, 1928, 6310.

91bid., March 21, 1928, 5126.
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severs critic of the Army Enginesers' emphasis on downstream
works to control floods. To Hastings, the floods of 1927
had proved the "futility of depending on the leveses system
alone." He believed reservoirs should be sstablished on
the upper reaches of the Arkansas River and each of its
larger tributaries where, in the event of menaclng floods,
the waters could be withheld lnstead of pouring "with torren-
tial force down the ssveral tributaries into the Arkansas,
then into the Mississippi, where they /could/ not be con-
trolled." Significantly, Hastings emphasized project
planning to include other uses of water that could be con-
veniently coordinated with flood control. He astutely
polnted out that "these impocunded waters should be released
gradually for the benefit of irrigation and navigation, and
the power that could be generated from the dams . . .
utilized for the benefit of municipal and iIndustrial pur-
poses in the several communities and States."lo

This concept of coordinated river basin improve-
ment received impetus in 1927 when Congress instructed the
Army Engineers to undertaks basin surveys of the major

11
streams in the nation. The subsequent "308 Reports,”

loCongressional Record, 69th Cong., 24 Sess.,
December 8, 1327, 276.

11
Annual Report of the Chlef of Engineers, 1927

(Washington, 1927), 5-6.
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named for the House Document that contained the Corpsf
original estimate of the surveys' cost, were the first
effort on the part of the federal govermment to appraise the
nation's water resource problems and potential on a water-~
shed basis. Engineers, economists, and others working on
these surveys throughout the decade following 1927 collected
much basic information and developed a store of practical
information about flood control, navigation, irrigation, and
hydroelectric power.

Meanwhlile, on January 21, 1927, Congress passed
the heralded Rivers and Harbors Act, which initiated the
first concrete steps toward planned water development. In
fact, Congressional authorization of the Boulder Canyon
Project Act the next year was the nation's first major mul-
tiple-purpose PPOJGCt-lz Boulder Dam and its reservoir
would regulate the Colorado River for the benefit of Ari-
zona and Californie irrigation pro jects, supply domestic
water for Los Angeles, and assist flood control. The Act
included navigation among its purposes, but there was in
fact no navigation below the dam. Moreover, Boulder Dam
put the federal government into marketing hydrocelectric
power on a major scale; 80 percent of the construction costs

were for this purpose.

lZCommission on Organization of ths Executive

Branch of the Govermnment, Report on Water Resources and
Power, I, (3 vols.; Washington, 1955), 37-30.

131p14.
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Congress' decision in 1933 to develop the

Tennessee River was another extension of federal activity
toward comprehensive river basin planning. From its incep-
tion, the Tennessee Valley Authority, as a federsal govern-
ment corporation, was concerned with improving the navi-
gabllity and flood control of the Tennessee, providing for
the reforestation and proper use of marginal lands in the
Valley, encouraging agricultural and industrial development,
generating and selling hydroelectric power, producing chemi-
cal fertilizers, and assuring the benefits of a "more abun-

dant life" to the Valley's 1nhabitants.lh Thus, for the

first timé in the nation's history, a single agency was
given responsibility for.developing the resources of a
specific river-basin reglon. As envisaged by President
Franklin D. Roosevelt, the Tennessee Valley pro ject was a
significant undertaking in democratic management and in the
relatively new art of comprehensive regional planning,
blazing the way, it was hoped; for enterprises of a similar
nature and scope 1ln other sultaeble sections of the country.15
To give impetus and direction to further regional

development, President Roosevelt authorized a Mississippl

1
uw1lliam H. Droze, High Dams and Slack Waters:
TVA Rebuilds a River (Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 1965), 20.

15Whitney R. Cross, "Ideas in Politics: The Con-
servation Policies of the Two Roosevelts," Journal of the
History of Ideas, XIV (Winter, 1953), L28-4293.
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Valley Commission in 1933 under the Public Works Adminis-
tration. This committee, composed of eight men prominent
in their respective disciplines, was assigned to develop an
improvement program of resources conservation in the Mississippi
Basin drainage area consisting of all, or parts of thirty-
one states, embracing the entire heart of the continental
United States from the summit of the Rocky Mountains in the
west to the Allegheny Mountains in the east. The Mississippl
Valley Committee's proposal for the Arkansas Basin enumera-
ted twelve projscts consisting of six upstream reservoirs
and six flood-control levees in compacted high-cost developed
areas which the Committee classified as "ready for immediate
execution." About a dozen other projects were considered
economically sound and listed as "having future value."
Nume rous other potentlal development sites and projects were
also considered in the Valley by the Mississippl Valley Com-
mittee, but d’iécarded.l6

About the seme time that the MVC was established,
the Baszln states set up a study commlssion independent of
the federal survéy. The Arkansas Baslin Committee submitted
a report to the Public Works Administration on October 1,
1934, recommendihg a definite"program of projects under
"Class A" and "Class B." The Arkansas Committee listed

those projects-as "Class A" which they believed "economically

*6Con ressional Record, T7hth Cong., lst Sess.,
January 2, T~ 937; and, 1bld., August 22, 1935, 14191.
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justified by the benefits to be derived from thelr construc-
tion"; "Class B" projects were those lacking "immediate
justification for construction, but which [ﬁen§7 of suffi-
cient importance for inclusion in a comprehensive program
and the need for which [§0u1§7 apparently develop in the
future."” The cost of these recommended works was approxi-
mately $70 million.17

Arkansas Valley interest groups followed up these
reports of the Arkansas Basin Committee and the Mississippi
Valley Commlittee with an active promotlonal campalgn to get
the recommended pro jects built with federal funds. For
example, the Tulsa Chamber of Commerce contacted other city
organizations to petition federal legislators and the execu-
tive branch, urging them to present their desires for river
basin development. In June, 1934, the Tulsa Chamber of
Commerce proposed that the President appoint an Arkansas
Basin Authority wilth speclal reference to the necessity for
cooperative legislative action betwsen the Basin states and
the federal government.l8 Moreover, an Arkansas Valley
Association was organlzed at Little Rock pledging itself to
work for congressional enactment of a "permanent resources

1
program" for the Arkansas River Basin. ? The powerful

171p1d4., January 2, 1935, 937.

18Tulsa Chamber of Commerce, Minutes of the Board
of Directors, June 18, 193l.

1971¢61e Rock, Arkansas Gazette, July 11, 1935.
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National Rivers and Harbors Congress also urged Congress to
appropriate funds for upstresm reservoirs on the Arkansas
and its tributaries without further delay.zo

By the late 1930's, various Arkansas Valley con-
gressmen were urglng substantial federal assistance for
development of resources in the Basin. The Oklahoma House
of Representatives' delegation was especially active in
asking their colleagues to sign a petition to the President
to build a series of dams and reservoirs in the Arkansas

Valley.21

Wesley E. Disney, a Tulsa Representative, per-
sonally discussed with President Roosevelt what procedures
would be most effective to secure federal aid for Arkansas
River improvement.22 Representative John L. Martin of
Colorado supported Digney's subsequent House Resolution for
the establishment of an Arkansas Valley Authority because

he believed 1t represented the objectives of both the Arkan-
sas Basin Committee and the Mississippil Valley Committee.z3

While Arkansas Velley Representatives wsre

pressing thelr demeands on a reluctant Congress, the Army

2OCongressional Record, 75th Cong., 3d 3Sess.,
April 26, 1938, 1732.

2l1pid., June 1l, 1938, 930L.

227ylsa Chember of Commerce, Minutes of the Roard
of Directors, June 18, 193l, .

23Con ressional Record, 74th Cong., lst Sess.,
January 24, 1935, 937. '
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Engineers submitted that part of their "308 Reports" which

2l

deglt with the Arkansas River and its tributaries. The

examining district engineer declared that "from Pueblo,
where the river enters the Gresat Plains, to the Colorado-

Kansas State line, storms of cloudburst intensity result

ne5

in occasional floods, some four million acres were "lia-

' and the annual average losses totaled

approximately $h,500,000~26 He noted that control and pro-

ble to inundation,'

tection works costing about $lf million had been constructed
at Pueblo following a disastrous flood of 1921 in which 120
were killed.27 Other local protection works existed in such
cities as Wichita, Tulsa, Muskogee, and Fort Smith, and ex-
tensive levees had been constructed to protect even bottom
lands below Fort Smith. Also, levees on_the river's south
bank below Pine Bluff, sixty-one miles below Little Rock

had been constructed by the federsl government as part of
the system designed to protect the lower alluvial valley of

the Mississippi.28

21LArkansas River and Tributaries, T7hth Cong., lst
Sess., House Document 308, August 2, 1935, 3Serial 9936
(3 vols.; Washington, 1936).

25prkansas River and Tributaries, I, 6, 8.

261p14., 29.

27w1lliam G. Hoyt and Walter B. Langbein, Floods
(Princeton, New Jersey, 1955), 364 -365.

28Arkansas River and Tributaries, I, 81-83.
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The district engineer contended that his investi-
gations of these pro jects showed that the cost of any com-
prehensive plan of reservolr controcl in the upper Arkansas
Basin greatly exceeded the benefits. He did belleve that
the construction of the Caddoas Reservoir on the upper Arkan-
gas River about eighteen miles above Lamar, Coloradc, for
the joint use of irrigation and flood control, was "economi-
cally justified provided that the irrigation lnterests bene-
fited pay a part of the cost." This proposed dam, however,
would have no effect on floods further downstream than wes-
tern Kansas. The district engineer slso proposed construc-
tion of a dam and reservoir at»Fort Reno on the North
Canadian River fifty-five miles above Oklahoma City if
$1,280,000 was allocated for domestic water supply. He
believed a third and final site "would appear economically
justified" at the proposed Conchas Reservoir, located on
the South Canadian River in northeastern New Mexico because
sufficient flood damages could be prevented, and there was
a potential value for irrigation and water supply.29

The Corps' district engineer did not believe pro-
tection of agricultﬁral lands by levees was justified.
However, to him,construction or improvement of local levees
at federsl expense in areas of high property value were
"economically justified or advisable for the protection of

life and property." Actually, he thought the "best" method

291bid., 7.
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or system for controlling downstream floods was construction
of twenty-one reservolrs on the Arkansas River tributaries
at an estimated cost of $116,195,000, or an average of
$10.25 per acre-foot of protection, including operation and
maintenance. However, he concluded that the "most effec-
tive plan for Migsissippl River flood control would entail
the construction of a [iarg§7 reservolr just above Little
Rock. "0

A major problem of considering one large reser-
voir, the Corps' survey showed, was the desire of local
interests for a.nine-foot navigation channel. The district
engineer believed this channel was not feasible because of
the "slope and unstable bed of the stream." Moreover,
"even if fully conserved by storage reservoirs" the Arkan-
sas'! erratic flow was "inadequate to provide a dependable
nine-foot channel without locks and dams,'" he declared. The
survey and report did present a "comprehensive plan for
improvement" by considering construction of forty locks and
dams, each with a 1lift of about eleven feet and an upstream
storage reservoir "to assure the requisite water for lock-
ags." Also, to provide an adequate channel, some dredging
would have to be done; and, to affordastability of the im-
proved river, extensive bank protection works were con-
sidered necessary. The total cost of these projects was

estimated at $204 million to provide a nine-foot navigation

301bid,, Llh-1lé.
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channel to Catoosa, up the Verdigris River, fifteen miles
from Tulsa. The Corps selected the Verdigris route because
the elevation at Catoosa was lower, requiring fewer locks
and dams and was therefore cheaper than proceeding further

31

up the Arkansas.
The district engineer made a study of the pros-
pective tonnage which might be carried on the Arkansas if it
were fully developsd for navigation. He concluded that
benefits would accrue to a "large part of Arkansas, all of
Oklahoma, nearly one-half of Kansas, and southeastern por-
tion of Colorado, the eastern half of New Mexico, and the
Texas Panhandle." " About 7,460,000 tons, or about 10 per-
cent of the 1929 total railroad tonnage, was estimated as
potential waterway commerce. The transportation savings,
based on that tonnage at the average water rate of .7 mills
per ton-mile, was estimated at $10,220,2,0 annually. There-
fore, the district engineer concluded that improvements of
the Arkansas River for navigation were not justified because
the benefits fell "far short of annual charges of improve-
ment" which were estimated at §$18,712,OOO.33

The Corps' survey considered possible benefits

accruing from other water uses if the river were developed

3lipid., 3, 161, 183.
321p14., 156-157.

——————

331p14., 3, 183.
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with federal funds. For example, the district engineer
observed that about 750,000 acres were under irrigation in
the Basin west of the ninety-ninth meridian in 1929, the
greater part being 1in Colorado and Kansas above Garden City.
He reported that water was diverted at twenty-three dams on
the main river and flood and winter flows were conserved 1n
some sixty-four tributary and off-channel reservolrs. Sig-
nificantly, the survey showed that more land was under irri-
gation than could be readily served with the available water
supply. In fact, conflicting claims to water rights were

3k The district

under litigation at the time of the report.
engineer concluded that the benefit of waters returned to
the stream bed in the irrigated areas of the upper Basin
would accrue to irrigation rather than to navigation; that
the beneflts from reduction in soil erosion and by flood
control works would be "too inconsequential to allocate to
those factors any appreciable portion of the cost of reser-
voir construction."3>
The Corpé' report also considered the possitle

benefits derived from hydroelectric power development 1in the
Valley. The engineers considered this facet of multiple-

purpose réservoir use "limited because of prior rights of

irrigation in the western portion of the stream, the irregu-

Bhrpia., 66-77.

351b1d., 8, 78.
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lar stream flow which [}equire§7 large reservoirs for regu-
lation, and cheap steam power resulting from the abundance
and proximity of coal, oil, and gas.”" The district engi-
neer did not believe any of several potential power sites
investigated "would be commercially sound at the time."

The Army division engineer concurred generally
with the report of the district engineer. He, too, believed
that "the maintenance of a nine-foot channel on the Arkansas
by means of locks and dams /wag/ most doubtful, if not
actually impracticable except at a cost far in excess of the
estimates." The division engineer asserted that "the ex-
perience in the development of navigation on similar streams
/did/ not warrant the assumption that a commerce of
7,500,000 tons would develop on /fthe Arkansas/ if a nine-
foot channel were provided." He did not believe that the
flood control projects presented by the district engineer
were economically justified, and recommended that the fedsral
government not ''participate in plans for flood control,
irrigation, power, or navigation on the Arkansas River Basin
except as already authorized by 1aw.”3

Federal law required that the Corps' Arkansas
Velley reports be reviewed and commented upon by other divi-
siong and officers of the Engineers. The Mississippl River

Commission stated that the construction of reservoirs in the

36
Ibid., 25-27.
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Arkanssas Bésin to prevent floods in that Valley or to
alleviate overflow in the Mississippi Valley "would cost
more than equal rellef from present flood conditions by the
use of other approved methods of flood control."37 Generally,
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurred with
the conclusions of the Division Zngineer and the Mississippi
River Commission.38 The Chief of Engineers, General Edwin
C. Markham, agreed with the findings of the Board of kngi-
neers.39

0f course, Arkansas development promotion interests
opposed these conclusions of the ranking divisions and
officers of the Corps of Engineers. Newton R. Graham, chalr-
man of the Tulsa Chamber of Commerce Waterways Committee,
prepared a brief opposing the Corps' "308 Report" for the
Arkansas Basin, and Ray Lattner, Director of the Tulsa Cham-
ber of Commerce, introduced a motion that the Board of
Directors authorize expenditures to send lobbyists to Washing-
ton, D.C. The Tulsa Chamber adopted a resolution suggesting
that through Graham the Waterways Committee take steps

necessary to effect changes in the Engineers' "308 Report"

to eliminate "unreasonable fiscal charges" to the end that

3Trv14q., 28.

381p14., 10-15.

39pi4., 1-10.
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"economic justification may be shown and recoumended by the
United States Army Engineers in their final report to Con-
gress.”" The Tulsa Chamber resolution declared that in
determining economic benefits the Corps had credited only =
small portion of the available tonnage to the investigated
projects and had made no allowance for expected increases
in the future. Moreover, in determining construction costs,
the Chamber believed the Corps had included items not cus-
tomerily included in similar projects.

The Colorado State Legislature also passed a joint
resolution which it sent to the Congress. The Coloradans
declared that they needed additional water supplies, not to
provide for cultivating new lands, but because existent
water was "wholly inadsgquate." They said they were unable
to construct these essential storage works without federal
aid and bellieved their demands for federal funds were jus-
tified "because the element of flood control is a national,

' and the fesdaral government

rather than a local problem,’
could "well afford to be just in the distribution of con-
struction of such works" which would impound the flood
stages of the rivers and thereby alleviate overflow problems

[l

downstream.

uoTulsa Chamber of Commerce, Minutes of the Board
of Directors, February 25, 1936.

ulCongressional Record, 7h4th Cong., 24 Sess.,
April 6, 193%, 4395,
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Several Arkansas Valley congressmen were opposed
to the Corps' plan of development for the Arkansas. ~ena-
tor Joseph T. Robinson of Arkansas, an ardent believer in
multiple-purpose development, stated that the Army Engineers
"made practically no attempt to coordinate thelr navigation
program with flood control, nor with development of hydro-
electric power." He contended that "the water which we are
in a hurry to get rid of when a flood occurs, and which 1is
so destructive and damaging, if held in reservoirs, can bs
used not only for power purposes, where the conditions per-
mit, but if the waters which are now wasted were properly
reservoired, undoubtedly they could be used for the fertili-
zation of the so:'Ll."LI'2

Senator Dennis Chavez of New Mexico also polnted
out that problems of erosion and floods were related when
he declared "the water that is washed off the farmer's land
carries with it valuable topsoll -~ his principle capital.
This water borne soll -- this debris or erosgsion -- goes on
into the streams and reservoirs and irrigation ditches,
where 1t causes still further costly damage. The increased
rate of run-off from eroded slopes, together with the

nlt3

clogging of stream channels, causes ever higher floods.

Representative Frank Carlson of Kansas probably

uzg:b_j:.g‘." April 2’ 19363 LL??B.

U31p14., May 7, 1936, 6780.
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expressed the opinion of many of his colleagues when he
stated that "while undoubtedly some levees and channel
straightening are needed for flood protection, particularly
on the lower reaches of the streams, the great need is for
the conservation and storage of water." Moreover, Carlson
asserted that "despite the fact a large portion of ZRQHS&§7
1s listed as semlarid, we suffer severe flood logses prac-
tically every year in some section of the State.”

Representative Phll Ferguson of Oklahoma, a mem-
ber of the House Flood Control Committee, appeared before
the Mississippi Valley Association Convention at St. Louis
in November, 1935. He stated that some members of the Com-
mittee thought the "principle of bullding reservoirs on the
tributaries should have some recognition." Up to that time,
he continued, they had been unable to bring a proposal for
an upstream flood control dam system to a vote in the Com-
mittee, "because of the opposition of the members from the
lower Mississippl, who insisted that diverslions were the
only way to solve the problem.,"

The Army Engineers continued to emphasize strongly
the levee and diversion system in their reports to Congress
in 1935. Congress generally followed the Corps' advice,
and when the omnibus House bill was reported by the Flood

Control Committee of the House, it did not incorporate a

Ibid., January 27, 1936, 1084.
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single project that had not been surveyed and favorably
recommended by the Corps. However, when the bill reached
the House floor, numerous other projects were incorporated
by amendments. Meanwhile, the Senate delayed the bill, and
it was recommitted to committee.)"'5 In the meantime, before
the Senate committee took action, severe floods in the east
and northeast sections of the United States brought a new
sengse of urgency and concern. Extensive popular curiosity
as to why the floods could not have been prevented provided
the .Impetus to set the legislative process in motion. Arkan-
sas Valley and other western congressmen until now had been
unable to impress their colleagues with the same arguments
they had been using throughout the late twenties and early
thirties regarding the value of upstream watershed planning.

The Flood Control Act of 1936 had speclal signi-
ficance in that it not only recognized upstream reservoirs
as vital flood control projects but also acknowledged the
principle of erosion control and water retardation work on
the agricultural lands as aids to downstream overflow pro-~
tection. Thlis was the first time the role of the land in
flood alleviation work received official recognition in
national policy. The Department of Agriculture, in coopera-
tion with the Corpé of'Engineers, was authorized to under-

take preliminary examination and survey of lands needing

hsIbid., January 22, 1936, 830-832.
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flood control. The Department's work was confined to water-
sheds, whereas the Corps worked upon the waterways. Agency
reports were coordinated and the Bureau of Reclamation was
brought into the process whenever its statutory functions

d.ué

Prior to the Flood Control Act of 1936, the Corps

were involve

of Engineers had primary responsibility for almost all
federal flood control projects. Most of these works in-
volved levee systems for protsection of developed flood plain
areas along the lower Mississippi River. The 1936 legisla-
tion provided the basis for extending not only the Corps'
activities but also brought an old established agency into

a hitherto unrecognized role. The Department of Agriculture
already believed that water and solil conservation could

best be effected by adopting modern farming methods. The
Department's Soll Conservation Service emphasized such tech-
niques as strip cropping, contour cultivation, and terracing,
emong other things. The Department's Agriculturel Engi-
neering Division projécts'consisted‘of check damg, gully
plugs;, water spreaders, and other small water- and soil-
retarding structures. These measures on the land allevia-
ted overflow by reducing sediment and runoff. However, the
Department did not see its new function as replacing down-

stream installations. Agricultural smployees repeatedly

uéUhited States, Statutes at Large, XLIX, 1570.
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asserted that "downstream installations have a very defi-
nite function and must be permanently depended upon as an

nlL7

important phase of flood control work. On the other
hand, they were quick to polnt to the existence of man-
ecreated conditions bringing about more frequent and more
extensive floods. It was within "this margin of differenuce
between natural conditions snd man~modified conditions that
watershed treatment . . . /could/ be expected to make its
contribution."L"8
Moreover, the record of debate makes it clear
that the intent of the 1936 legislation was not to help
improve, or "reclaim," rural lands. Rather, it was to ex-
tend federal assistance only to prevent "catastrophic" and
"dramatic" damages by floods of great magnitude. In fact,
despite strong pressures, the House Flood Control Committee
re jected for inclusion in the bill a number of projects,
the principle purpose of which would have been just improve-
ment of farmlands.hg Clearly, the Flcood Control Act of
1936 was pagsed by Congress as the solutlon to the nation's

flood problem by a coordinated watershed program of preven-

tion and control in which the upstream watershed farmer,

47K.H. Davis, "Watershed Treatment and Flood Con-
trol," Soil Conservation, IT (May, 1937), 2L7-250.

5 ,
b Report of the Chlef of the Soll Conservatlon
Service, 19,0 (Washington, 1940), 5.

49Con ressional Record, Tlth Cong., 2d Sess.,
1936, L775-4782, - s -7710.
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reinforced with soil- and water-saving practices, aided the
downstream fortifications of the Engineers in protecting the
developed flood plain areas of the alluvial lowlands.

Acceptance by Congress of the concept that up-
stream controcl was a reinforcement to downstream protection
did not fully satisfy the Arkansas Valley development advo-
cates, They still disputed two major factors: the Corps'
"308 Reports" recommendations for the Basin, and the methods
of funding construction works under the 1936 leglslation.
Regarding the Corps' construction recommendations for Arkan-
sas Valley projects; the proposed Caddoa Reservoir in
Colorado was the only one of thirteen proposed dams authorized
in the Flood Control Act of 1936, and authorizations must
be followed by appropriations. It was on this point of
fiscal funding that the 1936 Act was most onerous to Arkan-
sas Valley interests. Prior to that legislation, the federal
goverment assumed the entire cost of flood control pro- |
jects. However, the Act of 1936 required that local interests
should provide lands, rights-of-way, and easements, and
should stand the cost of damages.

Extensive opposition existed in the Arkansas
Valley to this requirement of local contributions. Repre-
sentative Alva B. Adams of Colorado contended that the
authorlzed Caddoa Reservoir would not be bullt because appro-
priations could not be released until local interests paid

the cost of the site, and they did not have the money. Adams



4
was especially perturbed because the 1936 Act did not apply

to the Tennessee Valley and such pro jects as Fort Peck

Reservoir on the Missouri River in Montansa.

Representative John E. Miller of Arkansas also
wondered why in one valley a different rule should apply
from that which applied to the Arkansas Vslley. Under the
Copeland Act of June, 1936, Miller contended it was "impos-
sible to build reservoirs . . . because the local communi-
ties /were/ required to furnish rights-of-way and to operate
the reservoirs after they /were/ completed, and further to
hold the Govermment harmless against all claims for damages,
whereas in the Tennessee Valley the federal govermment was
bullding reservoirs at no cost to the local residents."51

John L. McClellan, a Representative from Arkansas,
delivered an address to the Mississippi Valley Flood Con-
trol Assoclation in the winter of 1938 in which he asserted
that "the economic policy contained" in the Flobd Control
Act of 1936 "with respect to contributions from local
interests had made impossible the construction of any of the
projects authorized by the legislation. McClellan contended

that the "local communities and subdivisions of govermment

[could/ not meet the conditions imposed." He believed "the

5000 ressional Record, 75th Cong., 3d 3ess.,
February 2, 8, 2319.

51Ibid.
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duty of controlling all this interstate drainage rest/ed/

on the federal authority, which should shoulder 1ts full
respongibility." To McClellan, the lack of funds appropria-
ted by the federal govermnment was not due to budgetary con-
siderations, as some had charged, but rather flood control
had been "gefinitely subordineted to power development . . .
It /wag/ stymied behind the power issue" and apparently
would not be greatly advanced until the federal govermment
had determined what its policy was to be "regarding the
enormous undeveloped power resources that exist/ed/ on our
streams throughout the Nation . . . . Let us hope,"
McClellan said, "the formulation of a clear, definite, and
well-defined Federal power policy will soon be accomplished
and announced in order that a comprehénsive, integrated
national flood control and power-development program may be
undertaken and its objectives ultimately achieved."

While the Washington congressmen were debating
what they felt were weaknesses in the 1936 Flood Control
Act, some of the interests in the Basin were also taking
action. DNearly 200 delegates attended an Arkansas River
Valley Conference at Little Rock in 1937. The A.R.V.C.
declared that it was difficult to apportion costs between
beneficlal areas which were wldespread and frequently inter-

state. They passed a resolution requesting amendment of the

52Ibid., January 19, 1938, A 293-29l4.
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1936 legislation providing for Congress to assume the entire
cost of all dams built in the future because watersheds
crossed state 1ines.,53 That winter, in January, 1938, the
Tulsa Chamber of Commerce formed an Arkansas River Committee
to studx all phases of Arkansas Valley development and pre-
sent them to business and professional interests in Tulsa,
and selected as chairman John H. Dunkin, a powerful business
and civic leader. The TCC Committee determined to discover
first hand what resource development was taking place
nationally in other river basins, and to create enthusiasm
for Arkansas Valley projects.- The Chamber's River Com-
mittee planned an extensive trip with a great many dele-
gates in the spring of 1936 to such basins as the Tennessee,
Ohio, and Missouri. After this "Arkansas River Valley
Opportunity Tour," Chamber Board Director Victor Barnett
emphasized "the need of river navigation to protect /Tulsa's/
principal industry /foil/," and the TCC determined to "care-
fully prepare a speaker's manual" and arrange to have
speakers address every organization and every school in the
Arkansas River Valley. On May 3, 1938 the TCC passed a
resolution urging restoration of the Arkansas River for

navigation as the major project of the organization. The

53Tulsa Chamber of Commerce, Minutes of the Roard
of Directors, February 16, 1937.

bL"Ibid., January 25, 1938.

55Ibid., May 12, 1938.
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next month President Franklin D. Roosevelt made an address
in Oklahoma City in which he declared that "the day will
come when all the waters of the Arkansas will be controlled
for greater human good." The Director of the TCC, Victor
Barnett, contended it was nearing the time to bring the
Corps of Engineers' Tolonel Eugene G. Reybold to Tulsa for
a climaxing drive.56

The powerful National Rivers and Harbors Congress,
whose president was William J. briver, a member of the
House of Representatives from Arkansas, also actively sup-
ported those demand;ng Arkansas River improvements. Through
Driver, the Rivers and Harbors Congress invited Representa-
tive Martin of Colorado to speak before their organizatlon.
Martin declared that he wanted the support of the Rivers
and Harbors lobby in getting the Flood Control Act of 1936
amended at least to relieve the local sponsors of flood
control projects of damages to lands and Improvements.
Martin would make those charges part of the construction
costs borne by the fedsral government. He sald that unless
Congress passed amendator& legislation, "90 percent of all
flood control projects in the acﬁ of 1936, and in the amend-
ments of 1937, and the program of proposed new projects
_—y

[would/ never be bull In fact, as Martin had earlier

561p14d., July 12, 1938.

Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 3d 3ess.,
April 28, 193%, A I732.
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pointed out in the House, two years after passage of the
1936 act, practically none of the scores of authorized pro-
jects were even begun.58

The National Rivers and Harbors Congress res-
ponded to Congressman Martin's address by passing a resolu-
tion urging Congress to pass.legislation then being con-
sidered by the House Comittee on Flood Control to "make
damages to lands and improvement, including relocations of
railroads and other public utilities, construction charges
to be borne by the federal govermment on all dams, reser-
voirs, levees, and other flood control facilities, on all
flood control projects constructed under the Flood Control
Act of 1936, and amendments thereto."59

Congress responded to these various demands and
pressures, The 1938 Flood Control Act modified the law of
two years sarlier by requiring the federal govermnment to
pay the full cost of reservoir projects. Moreover, the
1938 Act added authorizations totaling $100 million for
reservoir construction in the Arkansas River Basin and its
tributaries.bo However, appropriations were not provided.

Franklin D. Roosevelt fairly well summed up the

58Ibid., March 2, 1938, 2712.

59Congr-essional Record, 75th Cong., 34 Sess.,
April 28, 1938, & I732.

60

United States, Statutes at Large, LII, 1216.
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Arksnsas Valley development situation in the late thilrties

when he declared that the Army Corps of Engineers' "308
Report" for the Basin was not sufficiently comprehensive.
The President declared it was "only one phasezof the very
large interlocking problem. For thls reason, it may be con-
sidered neither truly comprehensive nor effectively inte-
grated." Roosevelt wanted to delay, not start development
on one stream, stop when partly through, and then have the
govermment start work on another rivef. He sald that
"appropriations should, of course, be viewed in the light

of the budgetarj necessities of the Govermment." Therefors,
Roosevelt wanted "a further and complete study made by all
the Govermment agencies involved, sitting together."
Obviously, further surveys would be made and greater delays
incurred before extensive funds were appropriated for Arkan-

sas Basin development.

61Q,uoted in Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 34
Sess., February 2, 1938, 2Z2379.




CHAPTER VI
REGIONAL PLANS

The federal government had responded in a limited
way to the challenges of drought and extensive flooding in
the Arkansas Valley during the 1930's., However, many Basin
residents and their representatives believed these plece-
meal, moderately-financed federel efforts were too limited.
They were concerned with the need for overall long-range
planning and more unified development and control of water
and other resources in the Valley. As a result, in 1541,
two 1dentical Arkansas Valley Authority bills, drafted by
David E. Lilienthal at President Roosevelt's request,l
were intrbduced in Congress by Senators Joﬁn E. Miller and
Hattie W. Caraway, and Representative Clyde T. Ellis of
Arkansas. This proposed legislation provided for "the
fuller deveiopment'and utilization of resources thfough plans,
projects, and activities for or incidental to the promotion

of navigation, the control and prevention of floods, the

1

Address of Representative Clyde T. Ellis, October
17, 1941, reprinted in Congressional Record, 77th Cong.,
lst Sess., 1941, A 48217
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safeguarding of navigable waters, and the reclamation of
public land, in order to aid and protect commerce among
the several States, strengthen the national defeﬁse, con~
serve the water, soil, and forest resources of the Nation,
and promote the general welfare of the U’nited‘States.."2

This Arkansas Valley Authority proposal was
patternsd after the Tennessee Valley Authority and was simi-
lar to other bills which had been introduced into Congress
for the establighment of reglonzl suthorities in other
watersheds. The AVA bill asked for a three-man bdaﬁd to ad~
minister a four-basin area comprising the Arkansas, White,
Red, and St. Francis River valleys, which included 8ll or
part of eight states -- Arkansas, Oklahoma, Loulsiana,
Missouri, Kansas, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas. The pro-
posed area.for development consisted of 308,165 square miles.
This compared to only 40,500 square miles in the TVA region,
In fact, the TVA, a storm center of the New Deal period,
dealt with an area about ons-seventh as large as that to be
brought under control by the Arlmnsas Authority.

The corporation would have considerable control
over rive-s named in the act. The Authority was to be given
powers of eminent domain and the right to requlire states
to participate in constructing projects. It could also build

storage reservoirs, generate hydroelectric power, and sell

ZCongressional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess.,
January 10, I9L1, 122, and January 2L, 1941, 292-297.




102
water and electricity. All development in the Basins would
be under the Authority's ausplces, although the services of
the Corps of Engineers could be used.

A primary duty of the Authority would be to submit
annually to the President plans for the construetion of pro-
jects. The President, after study and investigation by the
Director of the Budget and such other agencies whose advice
he requested including state and local agencies would sub-
mit the plans to Congress with his pecommendations. Con-
gress, and the state and loeal agenclesz involved, would
have to authorize the projects submitted by the AVA and for-
warded by the President. Projects, of course, could not
be undertaken until Congress made the necessary appropria-
tions.

Representative Ellis believed that every justifi-
cation advanced for the Tennessee Valley Authority applied
%o an—kf;ansas Valley Authority, and to an even gresater
degree. He declared eloquently that the four rvers wers
"bleeding to death thé heart of the great Southwsest," an
érea which was poverty ridden.,3 In fact, hs said, the per
capita income in Arkansas in 1939'was less than half the
national average.' The per capita incomes in the other seven
states, especially those areas lying within thsse basing,

were also comparatively low. Thus, Ellis saw the area as an

3Con_gressional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess.,
January 2, 1941, 292, :
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exploited one, "the colonial empire of the United Statese“u
The Arkansas Valley, he sald, was plagued wlth serious pro-
blems of flood control, had great meed for improved naviga-
tion and an adequate supply of irrigation water, had high
power rates, and serious water and wind erosion probiems.
Millions in federal funds had glrsady been spent in the
Arkansas Valley for flood control reservolrs and levees,
navigation, irrigation, drainage, reforestation, and still
the Valley had not been propsrly reclaimed.5
Almost all observers acknowledged that the re-
sources problems of the Arkansas Valley were criticel.
- However, not everyone agreed that a federal corporation of
the Authority type was the best means for solvimg them.
Governor Ralph L. Carr of Colorado believed the proposed

Authority was "the greatest menace to States' rights and

individual liberties" then existing.6 Carr declared:7

At the present time & Stats's Representatives in
the Congress may protect the rights of the people

B1p1d., 4 u821.

5Little Rock Democrat, February 6, 1941, reprinted
in Congressional Record, 7/th Cong., lst Sess., 1941, A 702.

6Inaugura1 message of Governor Carr, January 13,
1941, reprinted in Congressional Record, 77th Cong., lst

Sess., 1941, A 333.

7
Ibid., A 334.
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who elected them. If this Authority were to be

set up, the only power left in our Senators and

Congressmen would be to vote approprlations to

carry out the plans of the Authority. No longsr

could a Senator or Congressman rise to the defense

of the people of his State . . « . The control of

the natural resources of the States is to be taken

8o that State lines may be erased, that State

ownership of property may be denied, and that

rights of individuals mey be destroyed . . . . In

short, the whole system of life within these river

basins is to be altered and changed to conform with

a theory of govermment which nullifies constitu-

tional rights and leaves individual States stripped

of everything but thelr names.
Declaring a "state of civil war," Carr asked the Governors
of sixteen western stateas to Join him in whet he called a

8

"bloodless" battle against the Arkansas Valley Authority.
| On February 7, 1941, representatives of thirteen
western states convened in Denver at the call of Governor
Carr. They specifically condemned the proposed AVA and
voted ungualified opposition to any proposal for the crea-
tion of "power yardsticks similar to the TVA anywhere west
of the Mississippi River." Governor Carr was authorized to
name a seven-man committee to draft legislation for =
three-point alternative propossal. One of ths main objec-

tives of the Yovernors was to get coordination of the

federal agencies then engaged in constructing and operating

projects for the development of water resources.

8
Congressional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess.,
February 3, 194l, 4LOG3.

9H.wo Blalock, "The Arkansas Valley Authority,"
Public Utilities Fortnightly, XXVIII (September, 1941),

343. »
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Other objections to the Ellis-Miller~Caraway AVA
proposal were set forth at the Denver meeting. First, the
AVA bill provided for exclusive federal control over all
projects, preventing states from entering into compacts with-
out consent of the Authority. It alsc appeared to subject
controversles over water rights to the courts where the
principal office of the Authority might be located. Fur-
thermore, it would have empowered the Authority to investi-
gate, construct, and operate pro jects without regard to
other federal agenciss. The Authority could have issued
bonds for many purposes, and could have vacated certsin
authorizations already made by the Congress. Finally, cri-
tics felt that the Bill subordinated irrigation to navigsa-
tion, development of power, and flood control.10

Senator Edwin C. Johnson of Colorado, who had been
asked to attend the Denver meeting did not appear. Johnson,
a strong New Dealer,'reminded the Governors in a telegram
that Carr was a spokesman for the private utilities., John-
son charged that while Carr talked about irrigation, he was
really trying to protect privately-owned power compaenies.
Furthermore, he reminded the conferees that the supposedly
wicked and grasping federal govermment had contemplated or
had under construction at that very time, flood and reclama-
tion projects totaling $10l.,890,000 throughout the West.
This, Johnson sald, destroyed the argument that the adminis-

1
OIbido $ 3)*3-314-&.0
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tration had evil designs against the best interests of the
people of the area. Further, Johnson reminded the Governors
that Senator Miller and Congressman Ellis, sponsors of the
bill, had invited the congressional delegations from arid
and other states to write a provision which would fully proe
tect irrigation and the reclamstion service.ll

Representative Ellis also defended his bill and
questioned the basis for the objections by Carr and other
western governors. Ellis denied that any question of states®
rights was invelved because, since passage of the Keclama-
tion Act in 1902, the West, including Colorado, had received
several million dollars 1in federsl expenditures for multi-
purpose dems and for interstate stream control. It would
be rather strange, he argued, if western leaders now opposed
bringing even greater federal ald to irrigstion and other
water problems. Ellis declared that "water rights are
property rights, and the due-process clause of the Consti-
tution specifically guarantees that no person shall be
denied of this property without due process of law." Re-
garding those "alarmists" who had alleged that the waters
of the upper Arkansas were desired by the people of the
lower Arkansas for power and navigation, Ellis asserted that

"if water were needed in the lowser Arkansas, it would be

llTelegram sent by Senator Edwin C. Johnson of
Colorado from Washington, D.C., February 5, 1941; reprinted
in Congressionel Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess., 1941, A 524.
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ﬂa

needed most in the dry season" when the river was dry
few hundred miles east of Colorado." Moreover, he con-
tended, there were "no suitable power sites on the main
stem of the flat, meandering Arkansas." Ellis charged that
Carr was really the leader of a private power trust, and
that he could serve his people better by dirsecting his
efforts toward declaring war on the high power rates in his
own state.12

The people of Colorado, Ellls believed, did not
agree with Governor Carr. Coloradans, according to Ellis,
wanted more water for irrigation, control of floods, cheaper
power rates, more effective efforts to control erosion, and
further industrlelization of their state. Ellis believed
that Governor Carr's views were inconslstent with those of
a majority of Colorado citizens. Carr was thinking in terms
of Civil War economic policy, Ellis said, while his people
were living in 1941. Ellis pointed out that in 1938 the
people of Colorado paid more than twice as much for elec-
tricity as they would have 1f they had enjoyed TVA rates.13

Many Coloradans did disagree with their governor
on the question of an AVA. On Januvary 15, 1941, an editorial
in the Denver Bulletin declared that completion of the AVA

1
2Congressional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess.,
February 3, 1941, p. LB3.

1
' 3Ibid.
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project would reduce Colorado electric rates to among the
lowest in the nation, and, in addition, provide fof flood
control. This, the editorial continued, was making the
powerful Publlic Service Company of Colorado nervous. The
Bulletin also questlioned the opposition of Governor Carr
and United States Senator Alva Adams on the basis of states?
rights, since Colorado had done little or nothing with
water development in the way of building dams or flood con~
trol or power projects in the past fifty years. Moreover,
the edltor argued that Colorado did not have to construct
necessary and worthwhile projects which were belng pro-
posed 1in the AVA Schemeolh Another editorisl in the Den-
ver Bulletin, stated that the Arkansas Valley Authority
plan would be heartily welcomed by most citizens of Colo-
rado.lS
The Lamar (Colorado) Daily News pointed out in a
front-page editorial that great benefits would come to the
people of Colorado under the AVA bill, The writer felt that
the Arkansas Valley as a whole should be developed rather
than confining programs to state lines. Scoffing at Gover-
nor Carr and his aldes, the editor said that they should

l)"'"A.V.A. Power Project is Favorable," reprinted
12 Congressional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess., 1941, A 266-
267.

15
"Public Power Welcomed," reprinted in Congres-
sional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess., 1941, A 267.
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remain at home to guard Pike's Peak and let Colorado's con-
gressional delegation develop policies for the Arkansas
Valleycl6

Highly significant in the AVA controversy was the
support offered by the Colorado Grange, one of the two
strongest farm organizations in the state. The Grangs's
main interest was in cheap e}ectric power. The Colorado
Granger, official paper of the organization, editorialized
in March, 1941, that it supported the AVA because farmers
all over the state would receive cheaper powser, and that
many farmers without electricity would get it. The writer
discounted the charge that Coclorado might lose a portion of
its water 1f an AVA were established. He quoted Senator
Johnson, "our own outstanding granger," who said that Colo-
rado would not lose one drop of water under an AVA arrange-
ment. "It would be easler to roll a snowball through the
gates of hell," according to Johnson, "than to get a bill
through Congress that would interfere with the irrigation
system now operating in Kansas and Colorado on the Arkansas
River."

Grange writers kept repeating that the resal ques-
tion was that of electric power. Why, they asked, should
Coloradans pay 85 percent more per kilowatt-hour than the

people of the Northwest and the Southeast? One Grange

16"Protect1ng Us From the A.V.A4.," reprinted in
Congressional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess., 1941, A 267.
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editor wrote that "the TVA yardstick rates have forced reduc-
tion in light and ﬁower‘rates in many parts of the country,
and the American people right now are saving $580,000,000
& year or ebout $15 for the average family because of the
TVA." Finally, the editor warned that industry would go
where cheap power was &vailable, and if Colorado stood aside,
opportunity would pass her by.17

The AVA also got support from the Sentinel in Grand
Junction, Colorado. It, too, belleved that the federal
govermment had no intention of dspriving Colorado or any
other western state of its water rights by establishing an
AVA. According to the Sentinel, the President had told Con-
gressman Edward T. Taylor that he would approve whatever law
or procedure was necessary to safeguard Colorado's prior
water rights, while elso permitting the utilization of
waters downstream for power purposes. Herein, wrote the
edltor, was an assurance to the western congressional dele-
gation that AVA legislation would contain proper safeguardsal

The position of New Mexico on the proposed AVA

was defined by A.T. Hannett, an attornay for the Interstate
Streams Commission. The state did not object to the pro-

17wphe A.V.A.," reprinted in Congressional Record,
77th Cong., 13t Sess., 1941, A 1117.

18"A.V.A.," reprinted in Congressional Record,
77th Cong., lst Sess., 1941, A 703.
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posal so long as the water rights of New Mexico were not
interfered with, and if amendments were made that would
recognize the validity of riparian ownership and appropria-
tion of flow then in force. It did not appear that New
Mexlico would benefit to any extent from the flood control
reservoirs and bullding of power projects, unless the Con-
chas Dam on the Southern Canadian could be used to generate
additional power. The only power projects specifically pro-
vided for in the bill creating the Authority were in Arkan-
sas and Missouri. Nevertheless, the people of New Mexico
were not opposed so long as current water rights were pro-
tected.19

As Ellis descrlbed it, water was life to the
upper valleys, but death to the lower valleys. Arkansas
and other states in the lower basin could not by themselves
solve the flood problem, since the control of the Arkansas
River depended upon construction of dams on tributaries to
the Arkansas in Oklahoma and other statss. Without wanting
a single drop of the irrigation water of the upper basin,
states in the lower basin wanted to institute some workable

method of flood con’crol.20 The AVA, for them, was the

19Albuquerque Journal, "State's A.V.A. Position,"
reprinted in Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 1st Sess.,
1941, A 1070.

20 .
Blalock, "The Arkansas Velley Authority," 3l.
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answer to ons of their greatest problems, and they gave it

strong support.

The Arkansas press, Ellls reported, was almost
21
100 percent for the AVA proposal. An editorial in the

Fort Smith Scuthwegst Times Record, suggesting that a bright

new world was possible, endorsed intelligent conservation
and use of water contemplated in the AVA. The editor ex~
plained that it embraced not only power development but also
the best soll-conservation practices in the upper reaches

of the small streams which, untamed, finselly did millions

of dollars of damage on the flat lands in the lower valleys.
He strongly supported the proposed soil conservation pro-
gram, including check dams, diversion works, strip and con-
tour planting, use of soilholding crops, and the numerous
other methods that conservation experts had developed to
keep water where 1t fell and where 1t would do the most good.
These practices would keep water out of the choked banks

of the streams and rivers where it could do infinite damage.

The Timses Record editor believed that reservoirs for flood

control could create the water power necessary to generatse
electricity. Morsover, desper waters could be malntained
downstream which would invite navigation and all the bene-
fits which would follow. He declared that the avallability

of electric energy would naturally lead to industrial

21
Congressional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess.,
1941, A L27.
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development, employment, and a higher standard of living
for the people.22

The Arkansas Gazette at Little Rock also generally

supported the AVA. The editor criticized those who were
raising what he considered invalid objections to the plan,
especially the idea that 1t represented a dangerous expan-
sion of federal power. He claimed that the people of the
Tennessee Valliey dld not feel subjected, but that they wers
enthusiastic over the opportunities provided by the 'I'VA.23
Also in Arkansas, Senate Concurrent Resolution
No. 6 sponsored by state Senators J. Wesley Sampier and
Jean Baker reflected legislative sentiment. This resolu-
tion petitioned Congress to enact the bllls providing for
the creation of the Authority and urged the President to
sign them. An Authority, said the resolution, would open
up thousands of acres of fertile agricultural land for cul-
tivation in the Valley's rlver basins. It would supply
much neseded elsctric-gensrating capacity to produce power
at low cost; stimulate and assist the development of the
vast undeveloped mineral resources; and encourage diversi-

fled agriculture. Furthermore, it would provide navigation

22ny Bright New World," reprinted in Congressional
Record, 77th Cong., 1lst Sess., 1941, A L27-428.

23
"Pederal Authority and States and River Develop-
mefté" Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 1lst Sess., 1941,
A [}206.
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facilities at lower costs, benefit irrigation, provide
rggreation facilities, and industrisl jobs for many people.
Finally, the Authority would eliminate the hazards and
econcmic destruction of floods.au
A serles of forceful editorlals appeared in the

Southwest American at Fort Smith. Throughout 1341, editor

C.F. Byrns concentrated on urging his readers to support
the AVA proposal. He explained that the future of the
Arkansas Valley was more than the struggle between private
and public power. He wrote that an area so poor and yetiow
rich 1n undeveloped resources should welcome coordination
to solve the problems of wind and watef erosion, flood
damage, lack of navigation, the need for more irrigation
water, and th@ scarcity of cheap powsr for industry, farm,
and home. He argued that a central Authority could deal
effectively with these problems.25

Support for the AVA glso came from certain interests
in Missouri, Kentucky, Loulsiana and Georgia. A repressen-
tative group of 5,000 people met at Branson, Missouri on

September 1li, 1941, and formed the Southwestern Water Re-

sources Assoclation. They endorsed the AVA in behalf of

2j"‘Reapr:T.n*tsd in Congressional Record, 77th Cong.,

25
"Realistic View of A.V.A.," reprinted in Con-
gressional Record, 77th Cong., 1lst Sess., 1941, A 887=888.
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' and sald

themselves and "the other Arkansas Valley states,'
that the purpose of their organization was to aid in the
further development of the great natural resources in the
region between the Mississippl and Rio Grandse Rivers.26
The. Southwest Valleys Association, embracing the valleys of
the Arkansas, White, Red; and St. Francis rivers qf the
States of Arkansas, Missouri, Louisilana, Texas, Okiahoma,
Kansas, New Mexico, and Colorado endorsed the AVA at 1its
annusl convention in Little Rock, Arkansas in 1941. The
Assoclatlion adopted a resolution advocating an Authority
which would "use the services of the U.3. Army Engineers in
planning and constructing projects for flood control, navi-
gation, and hydroelectric power development, and further
cooperate with the Federal Power Commission, Reclamation
Bureau, Department of Interior, and National Resources
Planning Board." The resolution further required that con-
trol of floods be under the Jurisdiction of the Corps of
Engineefs.27 |

The Louisville Courler-Journal declarsd on Febru-

ary 13, 1941, that there should bé no problem working out a
plan which would satisfy both Arkansas' desire for flood

control and the needs of the upstream states for irriga-

26Congressiona1 Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess.,
October 2, 1541, A L1666,

| 2T

Ibid., October 27, 1941, p. L4858.
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tion.28 In Colfax, Louisiana, on December 22, 1941, Grant

Parish endorsed the pending Arkansas Valley Authority

111,29 Also, the Atlanta (Georgia) Constitution of Febru-

ary 9, 1941, impressed with the success of the TVA, sugges-
ted that the AVA could enhance the economic future of the
area.Bo

Even though the proposed Authority seemsd quite
promising to many in the lower Arkansas Basin, tremendous
opposition continued in the upper valley. To meet local
objections, on March 17, 1941, Senator Johnson of Colorado
introduced a bill to replace the AVA proposal. Johnson's
substitute proposal was qulite similar to the original bill,
with one major exception. He wanted to divide the Arksansas
River into upper and lower basins. The Arkansas River and
its tributaries west of the 100th meridian were declared
to be not navigable in fact or in law. The Authority,
therefore, would have no right or power to make any demand

on the upper basin for the delivery of water for navigation

to the lower basin. Declaring that the water in the upper

*

8

2 "The Arkansas is a Provoking River," reprinted
in Congressional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess., 1941,
A 1552,

29"Resolution Concerning the Arkansas Valley
Authority," reprinted in Congressional Record, 77th Cong.,
24 Sess., 1942, A 123.

30n7ne River Areas," reprinted in Congressional
Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess., 1941, A 1552,
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basin would be used primarily for domestic, commercial,
and irrigation purposes, this bill would prevent the Autho-
rity from interfering with any rights the states then had
to water in the upper basin. It also could not abrogats
the rights of the several states to enter into agreements
or compacts regarding utilization of water or 1n any way
affect the activities of the Bureau of Reclamation in the
upper basin. It further provided that the courts of the
respective states should have jurisdiction to require com-
pliance with the provisions of the section dealing with
31

waters within state borders in the upper basin. Thus,
while the Ellis-Miller-Caraway proposal provided an
Authority very similar to the TVA, with desirable changes
baged upon TVA's experience, the Johnson proposal was
similer to the Bonneville-Grand Coulee set-up, where a sin-
gle administrator was responsible for the administration
of the projects under the direction of the Secretary of the
Interior. Also, the Authority would have had much less
control and influence under the Johnson bill, and real
unity and coordination probably would not have been achieved.
In October, 1941, the Tulsa Tribune called for
a revised Ellis Bill which would restrict the Autheority's
function to distfibuting the power from new dems. It

suggested that a power pool be set up, drawlng from Mark-

1 i
> Blalock, "The Arkansas Valley Authority," 281-
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hams Ferry, Fort Gibson, Tenkiller, Bull Shoals, and Table
Rock projects when they were built by the Army Corps of
Engineers. Such power pools could draw new industry and
thus remake the entire region. And, said the Tribune, Okla-
homans would support such a revised bill. Senator Elwer
Thomas was in favor of new dams. Senator Josh Lee and Con-
gressman Wesley E. Disney wers impressed with the arguments
for efficient central control'of water resources. The
Tulse Chamber of Commerce stated that the futufe of eastern
Oklshoma depended upon an abundance of cheap power, whether
public or private, for the development of 1its natural re-
sources. The editor of the Tribune felt that 1t would be
easler for Ellls to make the proposed changes than it would
be to work out a social and economic program falr to each
state based on the existing AVA bill.32

On Januvary 26, 1942, Senator Josh Lee of Okla-
homa in the Senate and Representative Ellis of Arkansas in
the House, introduced a new AVA bill, with the full approval
of Preslident Roosevelt. The chief difference betwsen the
earllier measure and the new bill was that the Arkansas
River Basin above Hutchinson, Kansas, the Cimarron and
Canadian River Basins, tributafies of the Arkansas, and the
Red River Beasin, except for the Ouachita, a tributary, were

eliminated from the Lee-Ellis proposal. Moreover, the

2
3 Tulsa Tribune, October 7, 1941.
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Authority would be directed by an administrator, subject to
the policles of & board, rether than administered by a
board. Completion of dams then under construction and fu-
ture building of new dems would be done by the Corps of
United States Army Enginaers.33

It was a masterplece of compromise. The terri-
tory of the most vigorous objectors in eastern Colorado
and western Oklahoma, was eliminated from the scope of the
bill. Moreover, the bill allowed use of both public and
private power facilities, with no disadvantage to seither.
The Tulsa Tribune endorsed the new AVA bill, calling it "a
ressonable measure, soundly conceived, and well written."
Furthermore, the Tribune editor said, "probably it is the
most ?ital piece‘bf economlic legislation ever presented
Congress affecting Oklahoma and Arkansas. "3l

Despite the efforts of Ellls and Lee to present
a bill'apceptable to ell interests, there was still opposl-
tion. This time, it came primerily from Oklehome's Gover-
nor Leon C. Phillips and the Oklshoma City Times. Governor
Phillips had been carrying on a one-man war against public
power ever since he took office in 1939. He had fought

continuously with the U.3. Army Englneers on the construc-

335, 2226 and H.R. 646L, Congressional Record,
77th Cong., 24 Sess., 1942, 620, 691, A 236-237.

3h’Tuls&a Tribune, January 30, 1942.
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tion of the Denison Dam on the Red River and tried, without
success, to stop construction on Grand River Dam, being
built by a state agency with federal funds. Hls contro-
versy with the Grand River Dam Authority centered around
road relocation and rebuilding the area around Grand River
lake., He favored a system of flood control and irrigation
designed to hold water where it fell as opposed to the big
dam projects. Also, Phillips supported a system of farm
ponds, lakes, and storage reservolrs progressively distri-
buted along tributaries in the general drainage shed of
rivers.35 It was not, therefore, surprising that Phillips
was against the AVA and called the proposal a "growing mon-
ster."

Equally opposed to the proposed AVA was the Okla-
homa City Times. On January 22, 1942, it leveled strong
objectionsvat the proposal. The Times writer explained that
the hope of producing power to manufacture aluminum in
Arkansas for the war effort was a delusion. No power could
be generated by the proposed dams for three or four years,
he wrote, which would be too late to have any effect on
winning the war. The edltor also quoted Don McBride, direc~
tor of the Oklahoma State Division of Planning and Water
Congervation, who figured that energy could be produced

from natural gas and coal much cheaper than from water power.

3kawin C. McReynolds

Oklahoma: A History of the
Sooner State (Norman, 195l), 378.
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Furthermore, the AVA would be an invasion of states' rights.
Experience on the Grand River and elsewhere had, according
to the Oklahoma City writer, proved that such projects did
not provide effective flood control. Another argument
against an AVA was that work on it would divert vast amounts
of material and labor badly needed for defense. The people
of Oklahoma had never suggested that they wanted this
"federal power octopus wound around their necké and backs."
Finally, TVA had failed to produce adequate power for
defense when it was most needed, and another river authority
was not necessary. The edltorial concluded that any con-
gressman or senator who supported the AVA billl should be
marked for defeat.36

Although there were groups both for and against
the proposed Arkansas Valley Authority throughout the
entire region, the conflict may be seen generally as an
upper~lower river dispute. In the upper Valley, water his-
torically had been a fixed form of private property used
mainly for irrigation. Procedures had been set up for
determining the relative right of water uses based on dates
of first withdrawals, amounts diverted, and other factors.
More than a thousand distinctive rights to the waters of
the Arkansas existed in Colorado in the 1940's. Each right

had e rank, and the division, extending over thousands of

36"Oklahoma Doesn't Want Arkansas Valley Authority,"
Oklehoma City Times, January 22, 1942.
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miles of the main stream and its tributaries, had to be
carried out on the basis of priorities. Such a division was
a complex and difficult problem. It had required approxi-
mately three-quarters of a century for the people of the
upper Basin to devise a working system. Thus, they thought
the AVA might be more injurious than béneficial becausse it
would disturb or interfere with the existing system which
the people understood and to which they were attached.
They feared especially that an Authority would force them
to give up this water to benefit navigation in the lower
Basgin.

The residents of the lower valley generally
favored an authority becsuse they needed flood control and
desired year around navigation. The people of the entire
Jower Basin would have been provided with cheaper electric
power, & matter of conslderable interest to those who
wanted more industry. Despite the support of various news-
papers and interest groups throughout the region and the
many elected represgsentatives of the people, the opposition
proved too powerful. The amended AVA bills were tabled in
the respective Congreséional committees. Thus, the 1941
and 1942 Arkansas Valley Authority attempts failed. This
would also be the case for subssquent endeavors for regional
authorities.

Meanwhile, another group had been working to

develop & coordinated approach to the resource problems of
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the Arkansas Valley. The National Resources Planning Bosard
relterated the general position taken by those who favored
the original Arkansss Valley Authority. Based on 1ts ex-
tensive study, the Board in 19&3 began preparation of a
report on future planning of the Arkansas River Valley,
"which would have presented it as an integrated whole” from
its mouth to 1ts source. They belleved that coordinated
multiple-purpose facilities were necessary to provide water
for all uses and needs. Soill and forest conservation,
flood control, water reclamation, and the development of
hydroelectric power sites, the Board argued, presented a
series of closely interrelated and overlapping problems
affecting the entire nation.37

There was, however, organized resistance to the
Board's propcsed report. Dr. ElRoy Nelson, director of
the state planning commission, "told National Resources
Planning Board officlals that publication of the report,
seeking to combine forcibly the interests of regions and
people as diverse as those in the Colorado mountains, the
irrigated high plains, and the flatlands of eastern Arkansas,
would discredit all planning and cause all men and agencles

concerned in planning to be laughed out of Colorado." The

37Charles E. Merriam, "The National Resources
Planning Board; A Chapter in American Planning Experience,”
American Political 3clence Review, XXXVIILI (Decembsr,
i9hl )y, 1075-1080,




12l

Board subsequently eliminated from its report the material
on the upper valley from Garden City, Kansas westward.38

The modified project report was called a "prelimi-
nary plan" for development and conservation of the region's
resources. Lt called for a much greater coordination of
activities to reduce flood damage, develop irrigation pro-
jects, classify and properly use land, establish new and
manage existing forests, control soil erosion, reorganize
farm units, provide dralnage, and make other necessary ad-
justments. Rather than supporting any kind of authority
concept, the National Resources Planning Board merely acknow-
ledged that adequate organization, financial assistancs,
and authority were not available to effect this coordina-

tion.39

Thus, the report stated, although nature had pro-
vided the resources necessary to support a balanced agri-
cultural and industrial economy, the potential of ths

Arkansas Valley lay relatively unexploited.uo As of 1943,

according to the Board's report, the most important problems

38"Plans Revamped -~- Resources Planning Board
Agrees to Delete All Portlions of Report Dealing with the
Uppeg Arkansas River Valley," Business Week, June 12, 1943,
37-30.

39National Resources Planni Board, Reglonal
Planning, Part XIT -- Arkansas Valley (Washington, 1903),
vii. .

40
Ibid., 1.
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surrounding land, wood, and water in this area had not been

successfully solved.



CHAPTER VII
ATTEMPTS AT COORDINATED RESOURCE PLANS

To those knowledgeable on resource planning in
the Arkansas Valley in 1943, it was clear that nelther the
legislative nor executive branches of the federal govern-
ment could specify the operational guides to be used in
arriving at a single "best" plan for the Arkansas. Sharp
differences of opinion exlisted both in the Valley and out-
side 1t over the various water uses. There was no single,
uniform federal policy governing compfehensive development
of water and land resources. Even if aimed toward compre-
hensive development, projects depended upon a number of
statutes passed at different times, devoted to individual
segments of basin development and administered by separate
exscutive agencies. The multiplicity of legislative pur-
poses and of executivé authorities in conservation pollicies
led to duplication and conflict.

Efforts were made to deal with lack of unity in
resource planning through govermnmental reorganization.

The objectives of integrated planning were sought by the

Arkansas Valley Authority advocates. However, extending the

T 126
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Tennessee Valley Authority type orgenization to the Arkansas
Basin failed to win Congressional approval. Alsc, the
National Resources Planning Board sought to provide leader-
ship and to coordinate efforts among the federal water re-
sources agencies and the states in the Basin., But Congress
terminated the NRPB in August, 1943, by cutting off its
funds, and barred the President from utilizing any substi-
tute for 1t by specifying that the functions previously exer~
cised should not be transferred to any other agency or per-
formed "except as hereafter provided by law."l

The demise of the National Resources Flanning
Roard in 1943 left the federal executive planning machinery
outwardly weskened. A previously noticeable trend toward
greater prominence of the Bureau of the PBudget as general
staff agency was, however, strengthened. 1In October, 1943,
Executive Order 938l made the Pureau of the Budget respon-
sible for programming public works and reviewing agency
proposals before thelr submission to Congress. That year,
Congress gave the Bureau supplemental funds to finance a
new division manned by about thirty-five trained engineers

and economists, but did not implement the authcrity by

1

Ses C.E. Merriam, "The National Resources Plan-
ning Board; A Chepter in American Planning Experience,"
American Political Science Review, XXAVIII (December, 1ull),
107E-1088.
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appropriating additional money for the same purpose.,2
Objective executive review of resources plens and programs
was lost by default, except to the extent that the Buresau
of the Budget could acc¢omplish it without being provided
with adequate funds or sufficient staff.3

The federsl agencies responsible for water re-
source developmsnt took steps to achleve greater river
basin planning unity. In Decemter, 1943, subsequent to the
abolition of the National Resources Planning Board's Water
Resources Committee, the Chief of Engineers of the War
Department, the Commissioner of Reclamation, and Land Use
Coordinator of the Department of Agriculture, and the Chalr-
man of the Federal Power Commission made an informal agree-
ment providing for the agencies to cooperate in preparing
multiple-purpose project reports. Thls agreement was the
charter for the Federal Inter-Agency River Basin Committes
(FIARBC) which became the chief coordinating device for
the federal water resources agencies. Monthly meetings were

to be held at which these concerned agencies might demon-

2Commission on Orgenization of the Executive
Branch of the Govermnment, Report on Water Resources and
Power, I (wWashington, 1955}, 67.

3Address of slmer B. Staats, Deputy Director of
the Bureau of the Budget, "Problems of Interdepartmental
Coordination in Water Resources Administration," before a
joint meeting of Inter-Agency River Basin Committees,
Boulder, Colorado, August 19, 1960, in files of the lepart-
ment of the Interior, Southwest Reglonal Coordinator,
Federal Building, Muskogee, Oklahoma,.
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strate their ability to cooperate in working out ths many
problems confronting ’chem.)"L Moreover, the Inter-Agency
Committee was useful as an argument favoring use of existing
agencies in administration of river basin problems, and
served as a rallying point for the agencies in their defense
egainst creating additional valley authorities. Unfortu-
nately, the Federal Inter-Agency River Basin Committee func-
tioned on an entirsly voluntary basls and without presiden-
tial supervision. It did not provide the Executive Branch
with an effective means or procedure for accomplishing an
Independent and objective review of water resource pro-
jects proposed by its agencies. Authority was still divi-
ded. Responsibility to the Executlve existed in name only.

The pressure for coordination of agency activi-
ties was a dominant problem of the entire federal water

resource effort in the early 1940's. During the latter

part of World war II, a "shelf" of public works was ordered
prepared against the contingency of a pest-war depression.
Thus, spending for the development of resources was on the
upswing and certaln to expand in the near future. In fact,

by 1943, Congress had already authorized projects totaling

L
Statement by Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secre-
tary, Water and Power Development, Department of the
Interior, before meeting of the Arkansas-White-Red Basins
Inter-Agency Committee, Vicksburg, Mississippi, Janmary 31,
1957, in files of the Department of the Interior, Southwest
Regional Coordinator, Federal Bullding, Muskogee, Oklahoma.
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an estimated $50 million for the Arkaensas Basin,5 However,
there was no effective central control either in the Execu- -
tive Branch or in the Congress, whose jurisdiction was
spread among several committees. The basic problem tended
to center on detalls relatihg to the nature of integrated -
planning. The divided nature of aims, purposes, and objec~
tives created an unclear pattern for effective action.

Under these circumstances, Congress acted in a
pragnatic fashion., It adopted gemsral policies and speci-
fic projects and avoided deciding upon explicit objectives
and criteria because of a lack of a clear concensus in the
Arkangas Valley and outside it. The result was a pstchwork
of plans and projects by separate agerncies for separate
purposes. Through the give and take of congressional nego-
tiation, these plecemeal projects could be approved even
when there was no general agreement on the objectives and
criteria Implicit in their design.

Devastating floods in the Arkansas Valley in
1943 focused attention on the weaknesses of "scatter-money"

planning works. In its wildest rage on record, the Arkansas

exceeded maximum stages of other historic floods at several
gauging stations in Oklshoma and Arkansas. It rolled over

more than 500 miles of land, cities, houses, factories,

5U.S. House of Representatives, Flood Control
Plans and New Projects: Hearings before the Committee on
Flood Control, June T, 1943, 70th Cong., Lst Sess, (Washing-
ton, 1903), 117-118.
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defense plants, highways, and acres of vitally needed grains
and foodstuffs. Damages approximated $31 milllon, and twenty-
gsix lives were lost. Again, as in the 1927 floods, levses
along the river failed to provide adequate protection.
Because of the exceptional damage suffered from the flood,
the House of Representatives Committee on Flood Control
adopted a resolution on July 2, 1943, requesting that previous
reports on the Arkansas River be reviewed with a view to
determining whether any modification should be made with
respect to flood protection.7 These factors furnished the
impetus and cpportunity to various interests to express
their views on how to protect people and property from the
Arkansas River, and at the same time make the river an agent
for the economic development of the Valley.

The Army Corps of Engineers' Tulsa District Engi-
neer, Colonel Francis J. Wilson, proved to be an enlightened
advocate of comprehensive planning. In September, 1943,
Colonel Wilson told the Arkasnsas Flood Control Association
that its special "problem must be considered in the light

of the interrelated problems of the entire Basin.'" Flood

6

U.S. House of Representatives, Arkansas River and
Tributaries: Arkansas and Oklahoma, House Document 758, 79th
Cong., 24 Sess., July 30, 1946 (Washington, 1947), 5-6, 37-39.

7Congressional Record, 706th Cong., lst Sess.,
September 21, 1903, A 3%33.
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‘control could "not be solved in a piecemeal manner," he
asssesrted. In a statement far different from that heard

earlier by Valley residents from the Corps' representatives,
8 o
Colonel Wilson declared:

Any study of the possible uses of water and the
control of its flow must consider the path of the
water from the time it first falls on the ground
in the form of rain or snow, to the time when it
finally reaches 1its temporary resting place in

the ocean, from whence, through evaporation, the
cycle 1s repsated. Terraces, contour farming,
reforestation, and other controlled cropping prac-
tices are of value in obtaining the greatest use
of the reinfall for agricultural purposes and for
the retention for the largest possible portion of
the water, near the placs where it first falls.
Intimately related with this method of control
which has been called the little waters is the re-
duction of soll erosion by the use of these prac-
tices.

Emphatically, Colonel Wilson added that:

While the practice of head-water conservation

will assist in the control of dsstructive flood
waters, it is obviocusly impossible to obtain total
control by such means. The study of major floods
on the larger watersheds shows that such floods
result from continued rainfall occurring after the
s0il isg saturated when the highest run-off is pro-
duced, so that the affect of terracing, contour
farming, and other controlled cropping practices

is largely lost during major storms. It is there-
fore necessary to direct our studiss and investiga-
tions to the problem of controlling this run-off,
g0 that it does not devastate the flood plain areas
along the streams.

Wilson advocated multiple-purpose detention reser-
volrg., If "strategically" placed, he felt, these pro jects
could be'considered a3 a group, and their effects upon esach

other and on the Basln evaluated as a unit, thereby obtalning

Slbia., A 3935-3936.
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the highest economic justification. BHe believed that
efficient management of thess works could conserve flood
waters for useful purposes and at the same tims protect
rural and urban property, and save human lives. These develop-
ments could supply new communities and growing cities with
water, generate power, provide for expanding industries,
reopen paths of water transportation, water arid aress, and
establish means for recreation.9

The engineering, soclal, and protective issues
of Arkansas Valley development advocated by Colonel Wilson
did not, of course, stand alone. Equally Important with
deciding what should be done was the question of who should
make the decisions on specific water projects and how they
should be financed. To these significant factors Arkansas
Senator John L. McClellan turned his attention. He intro=-
duced a bill on November 9, 1943 "to provide for the con-
struction, maintenance, and cperation of flood control and
navigation improvement, including dams, reservoirs, and
ellied structures, in the basins of the Arkansas and White
Rivers, and for the disposition of surplus electric energy
generated by the federal control and nsvigation improvements

10
in the basins of such rivers."”

91bid., A 3936-3937.
10

Congressional Record, 78th Cong., 1lst Sess.,
November 9, Igﬁ;, §9323-9 3211 .
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The McClellan proposal was brief, simple, and

direct. It stated a definlite policy with respect to the
constructioh, operation, and maintenance of all water resourcs
improvements on the Arkansas and White Rivers and their tri-
butaries. Navigation and flood control activities would be
carried on by the Chief of Engineers. Electric power and
energy generated at any of the projects and not needed in
the operation of the project would be delivered to the Sec~-
retary of the Interior for marketing in "accordance with
commonly accepted principles of fairness and sound adminis-
tration." The bill also provided for the construction and
operation of irrigation facilities by the Secrstary of the
Interior whenever he and the Secretary of War agreed upon
the need and the practicabllity of bullding such facilities
in conjunction with any of the pro jects covered by the bill.

The McClellan bill did not authorize any parti-
cular project. It stated an overall policy and advanced an
operational progrsm for the Arkansas Basin. It would accom-
plish its purpose entirely through existing departments and
agencies of the federal govermment. It was based on fairly
clear trends in administrative procedures and was realistic
with respect to Congressional passage. There would be no
rearrangement or shuffling of functions between the various
agencles, "no fanning of the fires of jurisdictional
jealousy," as McClellan put it.

Interestingly, McClellan admitted he saw no con-
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fliet of interest between water uses. He boldly stated that
dams "ought to be constructed primarily for the purpose of
flood control and nsvigation and secondarily for the pur-
pose of generating power." Controlling floods received pri-
mary emphasis in the McClellan proposal becauss he contendsd
that if the people were not protected from devaststing over-
flows, then "all the fruits and benefits which come tc any
section from cheap power [ﬁer§7 washed away and 1lost When
the floods" came. Regarding irrigation, McClellan seild he
realized the major problem of water scarcity in ths upper
Arkansas Valley; however, he saw no reason for an upstream-
downstream controversy because downstream flood control
could be achieved by storage of water in uppsr Valley reser-
voirs.

McClellan offered the bill not iIn opposition to
any other proposal. He was not particularly against an
suthority type arrangement. He simply desired an esteblished
policy and wanted construction to bkegin &s soon as possible.
In McClellan's opinion, untlil Congress and the Executive
agreed upon and executed a definits plan for developing the
nation's waterways, either by separate authorities or some
other method, it was advisable and necessary that Congress
at least establish some kind of gencral pollcy it could
pursue.

Desplte 1ts multiple advantages, the McClellan

llIbid., November 21, 194, 82,7-8248.
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proposal was not completely acceptable to Congress. In
fact, the Senate Commerce Committee, after considering the
bill at some length, did not report it out of committee but
incorporated some facets of the McClellan bill into the
pending flood control legislation. Thus, the Flood Control
Act of 194, embodied the major section of that McClellan
proposal which had as its intent the establishment of an
overall policy dealing with integrated river basin develop-
ment, but further mollified the "dominant interest™ posi-
tion of the Army Corps of Englneers advocated by McClellan.

The Flood Control Act of December 22, 19, con-
stituted the most important declaration of national policy
gince the 1936 law. It required the Corps of Engineers and
the Department of the Interior to submit their reports to
one another, to the federal agencies, and to the states for
comment prior to submission to Congress. It reorganized the
interests and rights of states in water. Another notable
feature of the 19l)y Act was the limitation it placed upon
the use for navigation of waters arising iIn states lying
west of the ninety-eighth meridian. It established the poli-
cy that these waters could be used for navigation only if
such use would not conflict with present or future needs for
consumption. The Act authorized the Secretary of the

Interior to construct additional works for irrigation at

12U.S., Statutes at Large, LVIII, 887.
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Corps of Engineers' dams and provided for disposal by the
Secretary of the Iﬁterior of power generated at Corps dans.
It directed the Secretary of War to prescribe regulations
for the use of flood control storage 1in all reservoirs con-
structed wholly or in part with federal funds. Finally, it
authorized the sale of "surplus" water for municipal and
industrial usse.

The 194ly Flood Control Act was certainly a fur-
ther step toward coordinating resources development. How-
ever, the legislatlon was still directed primarily at facili-
tating and implementing development for the special purposes
for which the regular federal agencles were responsible.

To the advocates of an Arkansas Valley Authority, the. new
Flood Control Act only encouraged further efforts by the
najor asgencies to become the dominant factor in the proposed
new multiple~purpose programs. - Those favorable to an Auth-
ority wanted to replace the multiple-purpose and dominant-
purpose surveys and plans which were already authorized.
They favored a basin program treated as a single unit for
all purposes rather than an aggregate of plans for separate
purposes to be individually apﬁroved. They argued persua-
sively that the dominant agency approach tended to relegate
such important functions as watershed management, pollution
abatement, fish and wildlife conservation to secondary posi-

13

tions.

13Tulsa Chamber of Commerce, Minutes of the Board
of Directors, December 19, 1945, in Tulsa Chamber of Com-
merce Board of Director's files.
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In Jsnuary, 1945, the Arkansas Velley Authority
Association of Cklahome adopted a resolution expressing dis—'
content with federal resocurces planning for the Basin. It
petitioned Congress to create an Arkansas Valley Authority
for the "whole river" because the Association "found the
various and plecemeal developments conflicting with one
another.® Moreover, the AVA Association contended that each
of the several federal agencies was "expected and authorized"
to be "concerned with only s part of the purposes to which
the river /could/ be put." The AVA advocates contended a
remedy was needed for this arbitrary division of interests
and responsibllities. These special interest agencles were
supported by groups which, according to AVA proponents,
desired only to satisfy their particular demands. Emerging
from these "circumstances and confusions of purpose and
conflicts of interest" was a pollicy of "stalemate, inaction,
and a declining economy." The Authority advocates asserted
this would continue to be the Valley residents' reward so
long as the Arkansas Rlver was parcelled out in piecss to
the various federal agencies. Therefore, the Arkansas Valley
Authority Associstion proposed that Congress crsate a single
agency independent of all existing federal executive depart-
ments, under a mandate to develop its own plans and carry
them out in cooperation with the Basin-state governments,

and "with responsibility to all interests and for all uses



139

of the river,"lh

Other interest groups in the‘Arkansas Basin came
to the defense of the Corps of Engineers. The Land Owners'
Association of Fort Gibson, Oklshoma,was specifically formed
to support the Army's Arkansas River development plans. The
Land Owners' Association opposed the Authority because its
members belisesved the proposed federal corporation would be
primarily interested in hydroelectric power development and
would exerciss flood control by inundating the bottom lands.15
The Tulsa Chamber of Commerce also defended the
' Corps' improvement plan. Since 1927, the Chamber had been
‘éspecially active in promoting an effective flood control
policy for the lower Arkansas Basin and had considerable con-
fidence 1in the Army Engineers.' More significantly, the Tul-~
séns realized the compatibllity of multiple-purpose projects
for flcod control-navigation. Glade R. Kirkpatrick, an
especially influential member of the Tulsa Chamber, empha-
sized that that clity could not continue to grow without this

development. Pointing out that Tulsa had been built prin-

cipally on one single activity, he asked the pertinent ques-

luCongressional Record, 79th Cong., lst Sess.,
March 12, 1945, A 116k,

15
Tulsa Chamber of Commerce, Minutes of the Board
of Directors, February 20, 1945, in Tulsa Chamber of Com~
merce Board of Director's files,
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16
tion:

How much longer will this oil activity support
Tulsa, the city it has bullt? History discloses
that all inland cities that have prospered and
reached more than one hundred thousand in popula-
tion have done so because of some speclal activity
and that they have /almost all/ failed to hold their
growth without water transportation . . .

Cities located on water can compete in all 1ines
of business and industry on a like cost basis with
other cities on water and with a lower cost than
competitive inland cities. The way for Tulsa to
guarantee her continuance as a successful city is
to reach out and bring unto herself the benefits
of river navigation; thus assuring more industry,
better agriculture and the developmsent of all our
natural resources. To do this we must have a low
cost of moving goods, both processed and raw--
WATER NAVIGATION.

Kirkpatrick further asserted that "from a hard
headed business standpoint, Tulsa and the people of the
Valley should keep working until navigation /was/ accom-
plished." He was concerned that if Basin residents weni off
"chasing after Authority rainbows” the Corps' program would
be delayed and, 1f eventually authorized and adequately
funded, the Army might be hesitant to complete quickly a
development that could be given to a federal corporation.

Other members of the Tulsa Chamber of Commercs

- agreed with Kirkpatrick's position. On February 27, 1945,
the Chamber passed a resolution advocating its support
for the multiple-purpose program proposed by the Corps of
Engineers. Their resolution emphasized construction by

existing federal agencies of reservoirs for all beneficial

16Ibid., February 27, 1945.
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purposes on the main stem of the Arkansas with a series of
locks and dams fér navigation. The Chamber proposed a "com-
plete soil conservation program on the entire watershed to
control water where first runoff appears." Also, the resolu-
tion declared that the Basin states should continue to con-
trol use of their water resources.17

The Tulsa Chamber of Commerce position received
support from the Basin states. Both the Oklahoma Planning
and Resources Board and the newly created Arkansas Resources
and Development Commission declared themselves for a "uni-
fied development" of their states! rescurces under coopera-
tion with established agencies. Moreover, the Arkansas
Legislature adopted a concurrent resolution endorsing the
flood control program planned by the Army Englneers and
specifically opposing an Arkansas Valley Authority.18

Clarence F. Byrns, editor of the Fort Smith South-

west Times Record, probably expressed the generasl consensus

of the majority of lower Arkansas Basin interests in 19L5.
Although he had earlier been an ardent advocete of the Ellis-~
Miller-Caraway and Ellis-Lee Authority bills in 1941 and
1942, Byrns now preferred '"the democratic approach of the

Corps of Engineers to centralized control of the Authority."

17Ibid.

18
Congressional Record, 79th Jong., 1lst Sess.,

March 13, 1945, 2075-2076.
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He contended the Corps' proposal for Arkansas River develop-
ment was "strictly non-political® and "realistic." Byrns
believed that an Arkansas Valley Authority would be primarily
concerned with power at the expense of flood protection and
navigation. Significantly, Byrns admonished editorially that
if the Arkansas Velley people "should reject the Engineers
now and advocate an Authority we should be trading off a
virtual certainty of the grestest value for an uncertain
prospect of an unknown substitute somewhere further down the
years." He thought the people of the Valley ought to gilve
"full support" to the Corps of Engineers and the Resources’
Committees of Arkansas and Oklahoma.

In May, 1945, the Arkansas-Oklshoma Interstate
Water Resources Committee released its two-year study of
possible economic benefits resulting from potential Arkan-
sas River Basin improvements. Governors Ben Laney of
Arkansas and Robert S. Kerr of Oklahoma, agreed with the
majority of the Corps of Engineers' 19Ll proposals for the
Valley's development. However, the Interstate Committes,
comprised of Don McBride, T.E. Harbour, and Newton R. Gra-
ham of Oklahoma, and Reese>Carudel, J.C. Murray, and Clar-
ence F. Byrns of Arksnsas, beligved they had found "addi-
tional benefits" whichmade proﬁect planning more economic-

ally feasible than the Corps' proposals. Bluntly, the Com-

19
Fort Smith Southwest American, March 5, 1945.
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mittee argued that the unit costs of construction indicated
by the Engineers were too high and the public benefits
listed were too low. The Corps, they stated further, had
not even mentioned collateral benefits which would accrue to
the area from a developed river with an adequate navigation
channel. In fact, the Committee contended, "No man can today
vision the future of the Arkansas Valley." Therefore, the
Committee did not just emphaslze potential increassd bene-
fits but also pointed out "possible minor changes"” in the
Corps' plan which if adopted would lower comnstruction costs,
thus increasing the economic profit ratio of the project
well above the figure of 1 to 1.08 found by the Engineers'
survey. With these suggestions, the two states endorsed the
Army Engineers' proposed program of Arkansas River Basin
multiple-purpose development.20

Resources leaders in Oklahoma were vitally interest-
ed in more than just flood control, navigation, and hydro-
electric power development. Especieally significant were
citizens of the Washita River Velley, which cuts across the
central part of the State from the northwest to the south-
west, who were asking for immediate action on a program of
comprehensive Basin development. In 1940 they formed the

Wagshita Valley Improvement Associatlon and adopted resolu-

onhe States of Arkansas and Oklahoma Present Addi-
tional BenefI¥s In the Proposed Comprehensive lmprovement of
the Arkanses River Basgsin {Tulsa, Oklehoma, I9L45), 6-7.
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tions asking that recently completed surveys of the Corps
of Bngineers, Bureau of Reclemation, and the Soll Conserva-
tion Service be coordinated as President Roosevelt required
and then sent to Congress for approval. The needs for
development were seemingly obvious, yet the federal agencies
delayed comment on each others!' pltans.z1
The Washita Valley Improvement Associlation endorsed
construction of storage reservoirs and soil erosion measures.
Clearly, 1t would oppose construction of large dams on the
main stream. The Washita residents wanted a series of twen-
ty-four or twenty—five small retardatlion structures comple-
mented by erosion control measures recommended by the De-
partment of Agriculture. Representative Jed Johnson of that
district asserted before the House Flood Control Committee
in 1940 that large dams "would be no solution at all. Such
a method of flood control, which Army Engineers have hereto-
fore recommended, could defeat the purpose of the undertaking
by inundating the alluvial lands in the Valley and driving
thousands of thousands /sic/ of farmers out." Johnson gaid

"eontinue to

that he and the Washita Basin residents would
oppose any impractical;, absurd, expensive, and out-of-date
theory of flood control that would propose a series of four

or more large dams on the main stream of the Washita River

21
Congressional Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess.,
January 8, 19LI, X 66.
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rather than a large number of small dams on its tribu-
taries. "2

The demands of the Washita Valley Improvement
Association on Congress foreshadowed the post-World War II
water resources upstream-downstream agency conflict. In
discharging its responsibilities under the 1936 Flood Con-
trol Act, the Department of Agriculture made preliminary
examination and surveys, prepared flood control gurvey
reports, and submitted these rsports for review by the states
and other fedsral agencies, and for clearance by the Bureau
of the Budget. The reports were then transmitted to Congress
with a recommendation by the Secretary of Agriculture that
he be authorized to carry out the proposed msasures and that
required funds be appropriated. The Department's intent was
to treat the lands of an entire river basin as one specifi-
cally authorized "project."23

In the ﬁeriod before United States'! involvement
in the war suspsnded the Department's flood control activi-
ties, 1t completed fifteen of these survey reports and recom-

mended that eleven of them be authorized.zh The Washita

2200ngressional Record, 76th Cong., 34 Sess., April,

3Commission on Organization of the Executive
Branch of the Govermment, Report on Water Resources and Power,

I, 777-778.

2L""Repoxﬁ‘i; of Survey of Washita River Watershed in
Oklahoma and Texas," House Document 275, 78th Cong.,; lst
Sess., September 17, 1943, House Documents, II, Serial 10793
(Washington, 1943).
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River Basin was one of these watersheds, and it received
authorization in the Flood Control Act of 194, With funds
forthcoming, the Department of Agriculture would be installing
both land-treatment and headwater engineering measures in-
cluding detention dams. Obviously, then, the Department and
the Corps, which had also surveyed the Washita Basin besfore
the war, were competing for limited funds with different
types of programs intended to satisfy essentially divergent
interests.

Dissimilar groups would profit from the disparate
programs of the Army Engineers and the Department of Agri-
culture, The proponents of the Corps' program were the
chambers of commerce, other urban groups, and plain farmers
who formed "valley improvement associations" to oppose
flooding rich river bottom lands with the water held back by
big dams. These interest groups favored the Engineers
because the upstream programs could not guarantee adequate
protection to urban centers and lower basin developed valley
lands.

On the other hand, large downstream projects pro-
vided no upstream overflow protection. The upper basin
people formed "watershed improvementlasséciations." These
interest groupé were comprised of farmers who would benefit
directly by having conservation structures built at federal
expense on their property, some who would be displaced by

inundation if large dams were constructed, businessmen,
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opponents of public power, and various conservation organiza-
tions who believed their interests would be advanced by up-
stream projects and impaired by large downstream works such
as the Corps of Engineers advocated. Both "valley improve-
ment associations” and "watershed improvement associations”
wepe actlive in Oklshoma.

Governor Robert S. Kerr made a sustalned effort
to bring these divergent iInterests tcgether. He appointed
the Chalrman of the Oklahoma State Planning and Resources
Board, Don McBride, and the Chairman c{ the Arkansas Basin
Flood Cdntrol Agsociation, Newton R. Grahem, to the specilal
Arkansas-Oklahoma Interstate Water Resources Committese.
McBride was most active in upstream watershed development.
He had requested the Department of Agriculture to assume
responsiblility for comprehensive development of the Washita
River Basin as early as 1938,2S lent great incentive to the
small dam and reservoir projects in Oklshoma, and formula-
ted the state's soll conservation district program. Graham,
on the other hand, had been most active since the early
1920's in promulgating lower Arkansas River flood control
and navigation. He had appeared before Congress several
times and was nationally known among river basin development

26
advocates. Graham was dubbed the "Admiral of the Arkansas."

5

Robert J. Morgan, Governing Soil Conservation:
Thirty Years of the New Decentralization (Baltimore, 1965),
171,

260158 Dally World, August 7, 1960.
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Kerr also took an active role in the resources
development of the state. He sloshed through the mud and
destruction of the 1943 floods and afterwards often said
they were a turning point in his resolve to control the river

27

for beneficial purposes. He continued to support farm
pond construction to such an extent that approximately
66,700 were built in Oklahoma during his governorship.28
Kerr slso toured the various national river development
sites and actively sought informmation on resources develop-
ments and planning.29 Moreover, he even beceme & national
resources figure while still Oklahoma governor, when he took
the lead 1in mobilizing the naticnal effort to get legisla-
tion transferring World War II surplus machinery to soil
conservation districts for soll conservation work. Kerr
presided over a "march on Washington," dramatizing the pro-
posed legislation and pressing the administration to grant
the machinery to the states.3o He later wrote that, al-

though their immediate efforts were defesated by a powerful

27“Land, Wood, and Water," Lawyers Title News,
August, 1960. (Monthly publication without volume number
or page numbers)

2800n 0. McBride to Kerr, October 17, 1956, Kerr
Papers, The University of Oklahoma Library, Manuscripts Divi-
sion, Norman, Oklahoma.

29"The Kerr Plan," undated mimeographed sheet in
Kerr Papers.

3O“Farmers Plan Capitol March to Demand Relief,™
Oklahoma City Dally Oklahoman, December 9, 1945; and "Appeal
for Farm Aid," New York Times, Jenuary 17, 1946.
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manufacturers'! lobby, they did launch the first national
effort by soii congervation district supervisors and laid
the foundation for the subsequent National Association of
Soil Conservétion Districts.31

Possibly the most significant factor in these
activities was the awareness and knowledge Kerr galned of
his state's and the Arkansas Valley's resource problems.
Kerr dramatized his convictions in the 1948 senate campaign
with the slogan, "Land, Wood, and Water." His stated goals
were & reasonablyvstable economy, free from the major losses
and dislocations caused by floods and drought, which Kerr
did not believe could be achieved without further develop-
ment of the région's resources. He contended that water
developments should be planned as integral parts of basin
programs and that "planning fér.water resources could not
be dissociated from planning for all resources." Moreover,
Kerr belleved that the federal goverrment had not given
sufficlent consideration to non-federal interest, opinion,
and participation in planning water resources projects. He
declared that some agency must be granted falrly broad res-
ponsibility to integrate at least the major federal water
development functions in given river basins. The scope of
its functions need not be as broad as that of the Tennessee

Valley Authority, but it must be broad enough to enable the

31 tt ft
Kerr, "Land, Wood, and Water," MS, 349-350.
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agency to formulate a program of water use and control,
taking into conslideration the purposes of navigation, flcod
control, irrigation, power development, pollution contrel,
recreation, domestic and industrial water consumption.32
Clearly, Kerr was already thinking of a mesns for inter-
agency review and coordination on a Valley-wide basis, with
strong presidential support.

While Kerr was campaignlng on a broadened re-
sources development platform in Oklahoma, Don McBride was in
Washington encouraging coordinated resource planning in the
Arkensas Valley. Formerly chairman of the Oklahoma Plan-
ning and Resources Board, McBride had accepted the position
of executive director of the National Reclamation Associa-
tion at the end of Kerr's gubernatorial term. McBride con-
tended that the water and soll resources of the Arkansas
and Red River Basin should be viewed as a single integrated
resource, to be developéd as one unit instead of project-by-
project. He thought it would probably be necessary to
develop some new formulas in order to bring reclamation pro-
jects to "areas such as western Oklahoma where water pro-
jects were not economically fessible because of no hydro-

electric possibilities." The current laws compelled farmers

to repay the entire costs of irrigation projects from water

32Draft of address by Kerr, dated September 11,
1948, Kerr Pepers, The University of Oklahoma Library, Manu-
cripts Division, Norman, Oklahoma.
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purchases. McBride sald the farmers needed the excess power
benefits from projects in the sastern part of Oklahoma to
help defray expensés for reclamation developments. There-
fore, MqBride agserted, "where there is one river basin
there must be one plan of development and control." He
stated that he coﬁld not "understand why after three years
of continuous surveys by the Army Engineers and the Agricul-
ture and Interior Departments, that they can't begin to
integrate their prégrams and to determine the overall pic-
~ture sufficient for legislation.”" Without mention of Kerr,
McBride predicted that a bill would be introduced to esta-
blish an inter-agency program making it possible to inte-
grate the plans of the executivs departments.33
Strong support for the "one pian for one basin"
concept was also urged by the Tulsa Tribune. The Tribune's
associate editor, Victor F. Barnett, had consistently advo-
.cated this approach to resource development and had been
instrumentel in setting up a series of lectures by Joseph
Ross of Dallas, one of the Southﬁesi's most earnest seekers
after economic prosperity through resource development.
Discussing various agencies working for land and water con-
trol in Oklahomsa, Texas, ﬁrkansas, and Louisiana, Ross told
his auditors at a South-West Industrial Conference in Law-

ton, Oklahoma, that "we must khock their heads together so

33
Tulsa Tribune, October 15, 1948,
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they will adopt a coordinated plan." Ross suggested a
regional authority "to unitize the conservation, develop-
ment, and control of the land and water resources of the

34 This was essentially

Arkensas and Red River Basins."
McBride's suggestlion and Kerr's position during the 1948

senatorial campaign.

314‘Ibid., October L., 1948.



CHAPTER VIII
FROM PROJECTS TO PROGRAM: THE KERR PLAN

Oklahoma's senator-elect Robert S. Kerr told his
audience at the Seventeenth Annual Convention of the
National Reclamation Associstion on November 1&, 1948, that
"saving and rebuilding the soil and conserving and using
the water are so important in the 1life of this nation as to
be almost, if not entirely, sacred." He further stated that
"flood loss and soil loss are part of the same tragic «
story--the record of our ignorant and profligate steward-
ship of the 1and-"l A deeply religious man, Kerr was im-
bued with a strong Protestant ethic and pioﬁeer spirit which
held that worldly achievément was the sign of God's favor
and that man should dominate his environment.2 Kerr feolt he

had a mandate from the Creator, and the people, to husband

the natural resources.

1Draft of address by Senator-elect Robert S. Kerr
before the Seventeenth Annual Convention Banquet of the
National Reclamation Association, November 18, 1948, Kerr
Papers, Manuscripts Division, The University of Oklahoma
Library, Norman, Oklahoma.

2

See Marquis W. Childs, "The Big Boom from Okla-
hoga," Saturday Evening Post, CCXXI (April 9, 1949), 22-23,
118-=120.
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Kerr was also an intensely practical man. He
emphasized that "Oklahoma and the West and the America of
tomorrow woul§7 be the prcduct of two things: people and
resoﬁrﬁes." To him, the most significant of the region's

3

natural resources were soil and water. Kerr said:

Every gallon of water that moves across and out

of a state without having been properly used is

a public loss. Every particle of soll carried

away is a public tragedy. To permit continued
erosion of soll by uncontrolled water and the
ensuing loss of both the soill and the water is to
encourage general poverty and invite national disas-
ter.

As governor of Oklshoma, he had observed the
effects of flood and drought. He felt a greater disaster
would be "the fallure of a people of a region or their
representative leaders to develop that region's potentiali-
ties and harness its waters to make them a positive asset
as a natural resource of inestimable value rather than a
liability."u Although Kerr knew his constituents generally
agreed that river basin development was necessary, he also
realized they were a diverse lot. Various interests in the
eastern part of Oklahoma wanted flood protection and a navi-

gation channel, while those in the western sector were con-

cerned with water scarcity. To be entirely successful and

3Draft of address before the Seventeenth Annual
Convention Banquet of the National Reclamation Association,
Kerr Papers, Manuscripts Division, The University of Ckla-
homa Library, Norman, Cklahoma.

ulbid.
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enhance the political stature of 1ts promoter, any program
would have to satisfy the several groups, which were unified
only by their mutual interest in water.

Many of those concerned wlth resource planning and
development of the Arkansas Valley decried the limitations
of traditional atomistic views. Their thinking had evolved
beyond the multiple-purpose, project-by-project approach to
something near a comprehensive multiple-development of water
and scoil resources. They realized that river basin develop-
ment demanded the cooperation and coordination of federal,
state, and local govermnments which were represented by about
two dozen relatively independent federal agencies, various
elements of sfata governments, and numerous localities and
municipalities. In the Arkanasas Basin, thers had beeﬁ inude-~
quate coordination of the programs of various agencies.;nd‘ )
Inadequate consultation with and consideration of the
interests of the states, loczl communities, and individuals
most vitally affected. There were several federal agencles
engaged 1in various phases of water control and development,
each operating under separate legislation and wlith different
objectives. Plans of these agencies were dissimilar in
detail and in purpose.5

Moreover, most of the planning done to that date

had been in the fields of flood control, navigation, irriga-

5Interview with Charles Border, John H. Barhydt,
and Francis 0. Wilson, Tulsa Chamber of Commerce, Tulsa,
Oklahoma, May 22, 1967.
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tion, soil conservation, watershed control, and hydroslec-
tric powsr. There had not besn sufficient planning, accord-
ing to many development advocates, for such functions as
drainage, preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife,
recreation, pollution abatement, and municipal and indus-
trial water supplies. Also, no extensive effort had been
made to evaluate all the soil and water conservation needs
of the Arkansas Valley, or in any way %o combine estimates
and consider the Valley as a slngle watershed.6

Many Arkansas Valley leaders, therefore, believed
planning should represent collective judgment based upon all
available Information of what was most needed for the Basin.
The issue was not whether there should be planning, but
rather who should plan and to what ends. The growth of the
reglon's economy was linked not only with its natural re-
sources, but also with the use it made of managerial and
technological resources.

Don McBride, Newton Graham, and others had 15-
formed Senator Kerr of these circumstances.7 Kerr then
decided to become the spokesman for these river development
interests. In part, Kerr, as a practical politiclan, wanted
the continuing loyalty of his constituents, but he was also

influenced by his geographic background, ideology, and the

61p14.

"Letter from Don O. McBride to the writer, dated
February 26, 1968.
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circumstances surrounding his governorship. Drought in ths
western part of his own state while he was governor and
floods in the esastern sectors emphasized the organic charac-
ter of the economy and revealsd the limitations of the tra-
ditional programs of the federal agencies with their special
interest approaches., Apparently, Kerr concluded that these
agencies no longer'represented the entire area of public
interest in this field.

Kerr contended that "overlapping of authority”
was evident, and that "the inability of the various agen-
cies to work together to evolve a coordinated plan /had/
been too well 3llustrated, too often repeated to be over-
looked." He also sald that in the history of national re-
source policy, as "each new authority or agency was created
by Congress, each went its own way," and sought financial
support independent of an overall development. Xerr belisved
that teamwork among the agencles of the federal government
was necessary to plan a program which would solve the mul-
tiple resource problems of the Arkansas Basin.

Since a valley authority could not receive con-

gressional approval and was strongly opposed by powerful

8U.S. Senate, Flood Control--Rivers and Harbors:

Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Public
Works on H.R. b5Lhofe, & blll for the construction, repalr,
and preservation Of certaln public WOrks on rivers and har-
bors for navigation, flood control and other purposes, rart
1, July 12-26, 1949, Clst Cong., 1st Sess. {(Washlngton,
1949), 630-631; also see Congressional Record, 8lst Cong.,
1st Sess., 1949, AL95L-ALTES.
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interests within the Arkansas Basin, Kerr decided that an
inter-agency and state river basin commission was the most
practicable alternative. This would ssemingly meet the
difficulty of diverse agencles by integrating thelr programs
into one plan acceptable to all., Essentially, the detailed
planning, construction, and operations would be done by
established agencles, with the existing protections of local
and state authority and interest. It was, Kerr contended,
a "middle-of-the-road course between a fedsral authority,
on the one hand, and a piecemeal limited effort on the other.”

Consequently, on April 13, 1949, Senator Kerr
asked Congress to establish a study commission for the Arkan-
sas, White, and Red River Rasins (S.1576).10 Essentially,
this was the bill Don McBride had drafted in October, 1948,
when he was executive director of the National Reclamation
Assoclation, and before Kerr was even elected to the Senate.
The "Kerr plan' was, however, broadened to include the Red
River Basin because such watersneds as the Washita Vallsy

cut across ths western part of Oklahoma, and the southeastern

9Press release from Sensator Kerr's office, Octo-
ber 1, 1949, Kerr Papers, Manuscripts Division, The Univer-
sity of Oklahoma Library, Norman, Oklshoma.

1oThe Kerr b111--3.1576, A Bill to Establish the
United States Study Commission on the Arkansas-White and Red
River Basling--1s reproduced in U.S. Senate, Flood Control--
Rivers. and Harbors: Hearings before a Subcommittese of the
Committee on Publie Works on H.R. 5472, Part 1, 613-616.

1lretter from McBride, February 26, 1968.
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areas of the state were frequently inundated vy the Red River
and its tributary streams. Kerr probably included the White
River in his proposal because of the possibility of exten-~
sive hydroelectric power development. The excessive pro-
fits from these power projects on the Whlte River could then
be used for upstream watershed developments that could not
so easily show a profitable cost-benefit ratio.

Kerr 2lso included the three basins in his pro-
posal to broaden the polltical support of more states.
Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, and Oklahoma wanted increassd
federal resource development funds but, as one contemporarj
put 1t, "there was obstinate opposition and fear that a
regional suthority might be enacted in Congress."12 Ir
these gstate interests were to get optimum development of
thelr resources, have a volce in the planning process, and
avold a valley authority administration, they needed re-
gional leadership ét the Washington level. Kerr was willing
to provide this. Undoubtedly, the Kerr plan was also aimed
at reducing tensions among conflicting interest groups in
his constituency who were seeking special benefits, to avoid
the internecine strife among the agencles dealing with water
resources, to provide more data relevant to future policy
decisions, and to consider the entire needs of the area.

Kerr stated that "the sole purpose" of his proposal was "to

12
Ibid.
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bring sbout coordination; to bring togethsr thess divergent
viewpoints; to emerge with broader concepts; and to assure
a new fesling of unity which /had/ been lacking,"l3

Kerr belleved the study commission would provide
informetion which, combined with program goals and prefer-
ences, could aid in reaching policy decisions based on the
regsources of the area as g single integrated unit for plan-
ning purposes rather than by the project-by-project approach.
The major significance of this would be that future authori-
zations and appropriations could then be based on the unit-
ized regional plan rather than on & particular project, such
as a specified flood control structure in the lower part
of one of the basins. Thus, the survey could reveal how
each proposed additional development would affect the whole
region and whether economically sound pro jects could finan-
cially support other desirable improvements in a comprehen-
sive regional plan. Also important was the fact that advo-
cates of Arkansas, White, and Red River Basins development
were competing with other basins such as the Missouri and
Columbia for project funds. Kerr wanted to dramatize the
situation of the Arkansas-White-Red Basins by celling for a
study commission that would reveal the abundant resources
of the three basins which could be unlocked if federal funds

were made avallable on a regional basis. A comprehensive

lBAddress of Senator Kerr before the Third
National Water Conservation Conference, Chicago, Illinois,
September 22, 1949, Kerr Papers, Manuscripts Division, The
University of Oklehoma Library, Norman, Oklahoma.
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survey might, therefore, show the unity of all projects

and uses of water 1n the Arkansas, White, and Red River
Basins and reveal nqt only the balance of valley resources
but also how the whole region could be affected by each pro-
posed additional developmental feature.

Senator Kerr wanted "an integrated and coopera-
tive 1investigation, study, and survey" of the three basins
in Arkansas, Colorado, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, New
Mexico, Oklehoma, and Texas by a commission composed of
representatives of the federal resources agencies and the
eight basin states. He asked for a chalrman selected by the
President from the area and not otherwise connected with the
federal government. This inter-agency and state commission
would coordinate efforts toward developing a comprehensive
improvement plan for the land and water resources of the
entire area.lbr

Under the terms of the proposed legislation, the
commission was to exist only until its planning work was
complete. It would not supplant any existing agency. The
Kerr bill contained no authority for any actual construction
or development. Nelther would it interfere with projects
already proposed or authorized. It was not designed to

govern the resource development of the three basins or to

provide any authorization for policy decisions. Also, the

th.S. Senate, Flood Control--Rivers and Harbors:
Hearings before a SubcormIttee of the Committée on Fubllic
Works on H.R. bL7Z, Part 1, 6l6.




162

Kerr plan would not bring the states any new power of deci-
sion; they already had the authority by the 194l Flcod Con-
trol Act to review federal agency proposals. Rather, the
Kerr proposal was 1lntended to mobilize more effective state
action by organizing the governors of the eight concerned
states into an extragovernmental organization to study and
participate directly with the federal agencies in the plan-
ning process.

The Kerr plan received considerable support from
most of the federal agencies concerned with resource develop-
ment in the Arkansas, White, and Red River Basins. The
Department of Agriculture, the Department of the Interior,
and the Federal Power Commission representatives testified
at the House and Senate hearings and backed the general pur-
‘poseg and objectives of the bill., After endorsing it, the
representatives of these agencies suggested.relatively
minor revisions.16 They suﬁported the Kerr proposal in part
because of the pressure from President Truman and the Bureau

of the Budget. Moreover, they saw the commisslion as an

15Clifford H. Stone, Director of the Colorado
Water Conservation Board, "An Analysis of S.1576," dated
June, 1949, in a legislative portfolio of matters pertaining
to S.1576, Kerr Papers, Manuscripts Division, The University
of Oklahoma Library, Norman, Oklahoma.

16y,s. Senate, Flood Control--Rivers and Harbors:
Hearings before a SubcormIttee of the CommitiLee on Public
Works on H.R. 5l72, Part 1, 6L9-6585, 675-67C0, 681-60L; also
see U.S. House ol Representatives, Flood Control Act of 1949:
Hearings before the Committee on Public Works on H.R. bL72,
May l6-Janusry 2, 1949, 8lst Cong., lst Sess. (Washington,
1949), 972-974.
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‘opportunity to strengthen their position against the Corps
of Engineers in the area, expand thelir role in gathering
data on resources, and increasing their own activities in
the three basins beyond that provided by prior legislation.
Furthermore, the study commission might end the demands for
an Arkansas Valley Authority, which was a threat to their
existing functions in the region.l

Nearly all the states of the three baslns accepted
the Kerr bill for much the seme reasons that 1t was endorsed
by the federal agencies. For example, Coloradans, who
strongly opposed an Arkansas Valley Authority, actively sup-
ported Kerr's proposal. Senator Eugene D. Millikin, to whom
authorities were "repulsive," stated that he liked "the idea
of this bill." He was satisfled that no authority was being
set up. Neither Congress nor any state which disliked the
ultimate report of the study committee need accept 1t. 1In
Millikin's opinion, this was the proper approach to the
water problems of the are=.

Clifford H. Stone, the_director of the Colorado
Congervation Board, also strongly advocated acceptance of
the Kerr bill. Stone emphasized that no "comprehensive

program” had been devised for QQvelopment"of the Arkansas-

Mletter from McBride, February 26, 1968.

8
1 U.S. Senate; Flood Control--Rivers and Harbors:

Hearings before a SubcommIttee of the Committee on Public
works on H.R. 5472, Part 1, 639=0040.
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White-Red Basins. "Isolated projects have been either con-

structed, or are under constructlon,” he stated; however,
"the integration of basin-wide development by interested
Federal agencies has not been undertaken." Stone believed
that this was sufficient reason for the federal govermment
to follow the course outlined by the Kerr bill. However,
Stone insisted a thorough resources inventory be taken well
in advance of ma jor project planning.1

In general, all the other states of the Arkansas,
White, and Red River Basins except Louisiana concurred with
the positions expressed by the Coloradans. Senatorbﬁussell
Long and several witnesses from the Red River Basin in
Louisiana feared that authorization of the study commission
would be used as an excuse by the "ace economists in the
House Appropriations Committee" to withhold appropriating
funds for further flood protectlion works in their’area.zo
.L.R. Matthles, Executive Secretary of the Red River Valley
Association, testified before the House Committee on Public
Works on May 27, 1949, that if any money were available,
it should be given to existing agencies for completion of

works under construction or already authorized by Con-

D e

20
U.S. House of Representatives, Flood Control Act

of 1949: Hearings before the Committee on Public Works on

H.R. SL72,7993-100l; also see U.3. Senate, Flood Control--
vers and Harbors: Hearings before a Subcommittee of the

CommIitTee on Public Works on H.R. SL7Z2, Part 1, oLl, 687-707.

191p14., 6L0-6h1.
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21
gress.

In a letter to Kerr in July, 1949, Governor Earl
K. Long of Louisiana stated that he would support any mea-~
sure that would accomplish or accelerate development of the
basins concerned., Xerr's measure, in his opinion, however,
would retard development programs and "occaslion unnecessary
delay in the completion of pro jects already autherized."
Governor Long therefore declined Kerr's invitation to en-
dorse the study commission proposal.22

The hearings on this leglslation before House and
Senate committees reveal that almost all opponents of the
Kerr plan expressed complete confidence in the Corps of Engi-
neers. It mattered little whether their hostlility to the
proposed survey commission was inspired principally by oppo-
sition to hydroelectric power, by fear that the favored posi-
tion of navigation inﬁerests in river development might be
adversely affected, or by other causes; certaln interest
groups in the lower basing of the area clearly did not want
any interference with the civil works functions of the Ammy
Engineers. These downstream interests saw the Kerr plan as

a potentlial threat to the Corps' flood control program and

21U‘.S. House of Representatives; Flood Control Act
of 19.9: Hearings before the Committee on Public works on

H.x. 5472, 995.

22 : '
U.S. Senate, Flood Control-~Rivers and Harbors:
Hearings before a Subcommittee of the CTommittee on Public
Works on H.H. bL72, Part 1, 69-0695.
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wanted to reduce any opposition to the Engineers in Con-
gress. This position stemmed clearly from self-interest.
The Army Engineers had constructed many projects in the
lower Arkansas, White, and Red niver Basins, and Congress
had authorized the Corps to build additional projects at 2
cost of approximately 2 billion.23 These lower Basin pres-
sure groups were not interested in a broader concept of
Basin~wide planning. The Engineers' program was satisfactory
to them, and they were unwilling to share political influ-
ence and funds with the upper Basin agencies and theilr
specilal clientele groups.

The Army Engineers avidly supported the downstream
vested lnterest groups. At the hearings on the Kerr pro-
posal for a survey commission, Colonel Herbert C. Gese,
speaking for the Corps, testified that the federal agencies
had sufficient authority, that "comprehensive studies" had
already been prepared, and that sdequate machinery existed
for coordinating the resources planning activities of the
federal agencies in the 194); Flood Control Act. Therefore,
the Corps! official concluded, a special Inter-agency and

state effort was unnecessary.

23Trving K. Fox and Isabel Picken, The Upstream-
Downstream Controversy in the Arkansas-White-Red Basing
survey (Unlversity, Alabama, 1960), 7.

ZMU.S. Senate, Flood Control--Rivers and Harbors:
Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Publlc
Works on H.R. BL72, Part 1, 630~0LlL.
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Senator Kerr himself questioned Colonel Gee on
July 25, 1949, before the Senate Subcommittee of the Com~
mittee on Public Works. At this hearing, the Corps' repre-
sentative admitted that examinations of the Arkansas River
had not been made or authorized covering the scope of infor-
mation and area sought in the Kerr proposal. Morsover, Gee
stated that Kerr's blll included matters "not presently

urder investigation at all."25

Yet, Colonel Gee asked:
"What purpose would be servéd by authorizing an investiga-
tion for navigation in the upper basln states of the Arkan-
sas River?" Kerr replied that he did not believe the Army
Engineers knew "it all" and he intended "to make it possible
to help them find out a lot of the story which they /had/
not yet either learned or imagined." The Senator was con-
vinced that navigation along the Arkansas "over its entire
course through Oklahoma and on into Kansas" was not only
"possible" but "imminent."26

Kerr élso took issue with the Corps of engineers
regarding plans for coordinating the programs of the federal
agencies in the Arkansas Basin. Major General Lewis A.

Pick, Chief of the Army Englneers, testified on May 10, 1949,

before the House Committee on Public Works on the Arkansas

25Ibid., 68l-685.

26
Ibid., 685-686.



168

navigation plan, stating that he contemplated no inter-
agency problems in Arkansas River development because the
agencies had "worked out" their problems in "a very splen-
did manner in the Missouri Basin."27 Kerr replied that,
although he supported the Missouri River developmental pro-
gram, the studies on which aut horizations were based were
inadequate, and it was quite apparent that the program which
had evolved was rather ineffective, To Xerr, the Missouri
Ragin pro ject revealed elements of inter-agency confusion
and competition, and pointed up the meed for responsible
administration of a national water policy. Coordination of
information, he asserted, would have brought about a tetter
plan.28

Will M. Whittington, Chairman of the House Com-~
mittee on Public Works, stated on May 27, 19LS, that his
Committee had agency program coordination in mind even
before the 194l Flood Control Act. In fact, he asserted
that this was considered as early as 1936 when Congress

passed the flrst general Flood Control Act. Provisions were

made, he continued, in the 194); Flood Control Act "for the

27U.S. House of Representatives, Arkansas River
and Tributaries, Arkansas and Oklahoma--Navigatlion: Hear-
ings before the Committee on Public Works, May 10-11, 1949,
8lst Cong., 1st Sess. (Washington, 1I949), 25.

28

U.3. House of Representatives, Flood Control Act
of 1949: Hearings before the Committee on Public Works on

H.R. Dh72, 979.
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further coordination and correlation of all projects, in-
cluding even the states involved." Whittington furthef
suggested that Kerr's study commission report would not im-
prove things beyond the 194l Act. Kerr replied that he did
not "contemplate" that the apex of progress had been reached,
nor would he suggest that there was "no greater work" that
the Public Works Committee or the Congress could do. Rather,
he believed that the study commission "might be an addition
to and may be providing for a 1little additional use of the
same facilities and psrhaps provide for a little better
plan."29

J.H. McGregor, a Representative from Ohio and mem-
ber of the Public Works Committee, concurred with Whitting-
ton's opposition to the Kerr proposal. McGregor stated that
the Public Works Committee analyzed each pro ject with a view
toward how it would fit into the basln-wide resources pro-
gram, Moreover, he believed that the Army Englneers were
"doing a good job," and he thought that the study commission
might jeopardize the Corps'!' position. XKerr's proposed legis-
lation, MeGregor continued, would give the commission "tre-
mendous power" and "we would ask ourselves why not defer any

action on any project incorporated in this entire program

until the Commission has acted and possibly made recommenda-

tions."

297p1d., 981-98L.
301p14., 985.
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Representative Tom Fickett of Texas, also a member
of the House Public Works-Committee, was concerned with this
same aspect of the Kerr proposal. He asked Kerr whether the
bill would not put the commission in a "position of implied
endorsement, to say the least, of a comprehensive plan and
recommendation that might be submitted when at the time when
we get through with it, 1t has to be passed on specifically,
part by part and plece by piece by the various agencies of

.31
the Govermment that now exist."3 Kerr replied:32

Whatever plan of development you now have or in
the future develop will be elther project by pro-
ject or groups of projects; but in the final ana-
lysis, they are reduced to the status of the deve-~
lopment of the individual pro ject; and when they
have all been developed, they will be parts of a
whole . . . whether we develop it project by pro-
Ject, sector by sector, basin by basin.

The purpose of the proposed commission, Kerr con-
tinued, was "to enlighten the Congress as to the needs on
the watershed, and enable the Congress then to make up its
mind as to how 1t will develop with reference to sector by
sector, stream by stream, or basin by basin." However,
Kerr contended, there was nothing which could then be done
to add or take from Congress' authority in the future, '"but,"
he concluded, "we can do that which will enable them to be

better informed as they act in whatever manmer they in their

31
Ibid., 988-989.

32
Ibid.
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wlsdom choose."

At this point Representative Homer D, Angell of
Oregon, another member of the House Public Works Committee,
identified the Kerr proposal with the recommendations of the
recent Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch
of the Government (First Hoover Commission).33 Angell's
questions reveal what legislators were thinking and help
pinpoint the reasons for some congressional opposition to
the Kerr proposal.

The Commission's Task Force Report on Natural

Resources, published in January, 1949, recommended trans-
ferring all the rivers and harbors work of the Army Corps

of Engineers to a consolidated "Water Development Service"
in the Department of Interior, and establishing reglonal
advisory committees to test ths soundness of every proposal
made.ﬂL The Commission also suggested as an important addi-
tion to the executive structure a Board of Analysis which
would correlate and appraise for the President the various
agency plans from their inception to thelr presentation to
Congress. Of course, these Hoover Commission proposals

threatened the Corps'! continued independent existence as an

33Ibid.

3Ll"I‘he Commission on Organization of the Executive
Branch of the Government, Reorganization of the Department
of the Interlor, March 15, 1949 {(Washington, ISL9].
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arm of the legislative branch.35

Evidently, Senator Kerr believed that if the
Hoover Commission's recommendations were implemented, they
would help solve the governmental problems of developing
Arkansas River Basin potentialities. Kerr explained at a
National Water Conservation Conference in September, 194G,
that the bill he had introduced in April had "the same objec-
tive as the Hoover Commission and its recommendations for
natural resource development.“36 Moreover, he told the
House Public Works Committee that if the Commission's pro-
posals were accepted, they would solve the resource problems
his survey commission plan was designed to correct, and his
bill would not be needed. To Kerr, there were some, though
not enough engineers in the Corps who appreciated that flood
control involved upstream watershed development as wsll as
dams and dikes on the lower mainstream, and that channel
deepening was but a means toward the end of economical trans-
portation. But they had no practical way to combine their
efforts with those of the other technicians needed to com-

plete the job.37 At this point, he seemsd convinced that

35The Commission on Organization of the Executive
Branch of the Govermment, Task Force Report on Natural
Resources, January, 1949 (Washington, 1949), 6-7, 28-39, 65-

F) °

36Address of Senator Kerr before the Third National
Water Conservation Confersnce, September 22, 1949.

3YU.,S. House of Representatives, Flood Control Act
of 1949: Hearings before the Committee on Public Works on H.

R~ 5’_{72: 989"990-
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administrative unity of water resource developments in
which the Corps played a part could only be had by weaken-
ing the relationships between the Army Engineers and key
cormittee members in Congress. His study commisslion pro-
posal and the Hoover Commission's recomﬁendations did Jjust
this.

Kerr and the majority of the Hoover Commission
members concluded that the netion was faced with the pro-
blem of federal agencies sperding large sums of money with-
out a basic plan, under competitive and wasteful conditions,
and without effective direction from the Executive Office.
Arthur A. Maass, a longtime critic of the Ammy Engineers!
civil functions, declared that the Corps "was the object
of the Hoover Commission's censure largely because its
record of non-co-operation [§i§7, arrogance, and indepen-
dence is perhaps unequalled in the history of an executive
division."38 Therefore, the Hoover Commission would abolish
the Corps' public works functions and end the project-by-
project approach which lent itself easily to the pork-barrel-
ers in Congress. Kerr's proposal, although it would not
eliminate the Corps from the rivers and harbors fleld,
seriously threatened the independent position of the Engil-
neers.

There was a strong reaction to any reorganization

8
3 Robert deRoos and Arthur A. Maass, "The Lobby
That Can't be Licked," Harpers Magazine, CXCIX (August,

1949), 22.
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of the Corps' functions. Senator McClellan, himself a
member of the Hoover Commission, entered an impassioned
minority defense to deny the President reorganizing power

39 McClellan was simultaneously

over the Army Engineers.
the ranking Democrat on the Senate Public Works Commitﬁee
and president of the powerful National Rivers and Harbors
Congress, called by Maass and Robert deRoos "an involuted
sort of affair which includes among its membershir repre-

sentatives and senators--the lobbied~-as well as the con-
tractors, and state and local officials--the lobby."u'O Only
three days before Kerr submitted his study commission pro-
posal, McClellan, as president of the National Rivers and
Harbors Congress, saild he was concerned about the danger to
the I1nternal development progrem, "the disorganization of
the efficient system that we have built up, and the trans-
ferring of these functlons to less competent, less experi-
enced hands." McClellan asserted that the Hoover Commis-

sion's recommendations, as related to reorganizations

39The Commission on Organization of the Executive

Branch of the Govermment, Reorganization of the Department
of the Interior, 81-89; also see U.S. Senate, Reorganization
Act of 19119: Hearings before the Committee on Expenditures
In the Executive Departments on S. 526, a bill to provide
for the reorganization of govermment agencies, and for other
urposes, rebruary 2, 3, (, 9, 10, and 15, 1949, Olst Cong.,
?st Sess. (Washington, 1949). Senator McClellan was chair-
man of the committee.

0
b deRoos and Maass, "The Lobby That Can't be
Licked," 25.
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affecting rlver resource development, was of vital impor-
tance because its proposals would "emasculate the civil
functions of the Corps of Engineers and do irreparable hamm
to both our flood control, navigation, and rivers and har-
bors program and to the Nation."ul

Clearly, McClellan's primary lnterest was in dams
and reservoirs in the lower Arkansas Valley. The Corps was
willing to bulld these, and McClellan's constituents wanted
them without further delay. If another flocod like that of
1945 occurred without McClellan doing everything possible
to get project appropriations, a political opponent might
seriously undermine the support of the incumbent senstor.
McClellan could back a resource inventory in the Arkansas
and White River Basins only if he was assured the status of
authorized projects was protected and the Army Engineers
maintained their dominant agency position.

Allied with McClellan in this position was Repre-
sentative Whittington of Mississippl, chairman of the House
Public Works Committee and vice-president of the National
Rivers and Harbors Congress. These two prominent men in
Congress made up what one critic called the "kingpin out-
fit" in a rivers and harbors "loEby that /could/ not be

2
licked."br The attitudes of these congressional waterways

ulCongressional Record, 81lst Cong., lst Sess.,
April 10, 1950, AZ2066-A26064,

uZBenton J. Strong, "The Rivers and Harbors Lobby,"
New Republic, CXXI (October 10, 1949), 13-15.
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specialists toward, and relationships with, the Corps of
Engineers, could largely determine the type of water re-
source development that would be approved by Congress for
the Arkansas River. However, the first concern of any
individual congressman was approval of projects for his own
constituents, and he became intersstsd in other proposals
only insofar as they involved the projects of his own dis-
trict and state. |

A These factors help to clarify the actions taken
on the Kerr proposal. On July 6, 1949, committee chairman
Whittington submitted an accompanying report to the omnibus
rivers and harbors and flood control authorization bill
(H.R. 5172) which the House Public Works Committee had been
considering along with Kerr's proposed Arkansas, White, and
Red River Basins' study commission (S.lS?é).LL3 Neither this
report nor any other legislation being considered by the
House Public Works Committee included any reference to the
Kerr bill. Don McBride believed that Whittington was instru-
mental in eliminating the Kerr plan in the House Committee
since Whittington was "a great admirer of the Corps of
Engineers bscause of the work they had done on the lower

Mississippl River" and "was perfectly willing to favor them

uB"Report to Accompany H.R. 5472, Authorizing the
Construction, Repair and Preservation of Certain Public
Works on Rivers and Harbors for Navigation, Flood Control,
and Other Purposes," House Report 969, 81lst Cong., lst Sess.,
July 6, 1949, House Miscellaneous Reports, IV, Serial 11299
(Washington, 1949).
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on the baslis of wanting to keep them happy."uh This explains

why the Public Works Committee excluded ths Kerr plan but
recommended substantial appropriations of approximately $70
million for the Arkansas, and the House passed the flood
control act on August 22, 1949, without a provision for the
study commission.}"'5

The week following the House action, Elmer Staats
of the Bureau of the Budget testified on Kerr's proposal
before the Senate Committee on Public Works. Staats de-
clared the survey commission was in general accord with the
President's program. However, there was some "minor" objec-
tion to the chairmanship of the proposed commission. The
Bureau believed an independent chalirman should be provided,
although a modification in the original Kerr bill left that
position open. Also, the Bureau wanted the size of the
proposed commission reduced to a "manageable form." The
Kerr plan was, however, still acceptable to the President,
the Bureau representative declared.

/
On October 7, 1949, Senator Dennis Chavez of New

Mexico reported the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood

Hetter from McBride, February 26, 1968.

uS"Report to Accompany H.R. 5472," House Report
969, House Miscellaneous Reports, IV, Serlal 11299.

uéU.S. Senate, Flood Control--Rivers and Harbors:
Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Public
Works on H.R. oli/2, Part 2, August 25-31, 1949 (Washington,
1949), £86-0896. '
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control authorization bill (H.R. 5L72) from the 3enate
Committee on Public Works. The Senate Committes, unlike
the House, included a section along the lines of the Kerr
proposal providing for the Arkansas, White, and Red River
Basins Study Commission. However, several significant
modifications of the origingl Kerr plan were made because
of opposition expressed in the Committee hearings. Other
changes were made to clarify certain features of the initial
bill. According to Section 219 of the Senate Committee ver-
sion of the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control
bill, (H.R. 5472) the study commission would be composed of
five members. One would be a resident of the region and
four representatives officially connected with the Depart-
ments of the Army, Interior, Agriculture, end the Federal
Power Commission. The President would designate the Com-
mission's chalrman. The governors of Arkansas, Missouri,
Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, New Mexico, and Colorado would form
an advigory commlttee. Like the Kerr bill, the added sec-
tion included a statement that there was no intent to create
a permanent agency‘or to alter the duties of existing depart-
ments, except as provided in the proposal. Furthermorse,
it 1n@39ated that Congress intended to protect the interests
of the states, existing projects and those under construc-
tion, use information already collected by existing depart-

ments, and require participation in the Arkansas-White-Red
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study in compliance with law.u7

Despite these similarities, the original Kerr
bill and the Senate Public Works Committee proposal differed.
Under the Senate version, the geographic area for the study
wag reduced by omitting Louisisna. Also, the President was
to designate one of the federal representatives as chairman.
On the advice of the commission, the chalrman was to appoint
a staff director to carry out commission policies and direct
the investigations. Moreover, state participation was to
be fundamentally different. According to the Senate modifi-
cation, the federal members would constitute the full com-
mission. A seven-man advisory committee composed of a rep-
resentative appointed by each of the governors of the states
of the tpree basing, was to attend the meetings and present
the views of the states. Don McBride believed Kerris ori-
ginal bill was altered by the Senate Public Works Committee
"because of the rumors that Senator Kerr was attempting to
creats an executive position for /Bim/ and because of the
opposition of the Corps of Engineers." McBride also stated
that "the change in the Senate language was a compromiss,

which although we did not feel would make the bill as strong

u7“Report to Accompany H.R. 5472, Authorizing the
Construction, Repalr, and Preservation of Certain Public
Works on Rivers and Harbors for Navigation, Flood Control,
and Other Purposes," Senate Report 1143, 8lst Cong., lst
Sess., October 7, 1949, Senate Miscellaneous Reports, IV,
Serial 1129} (Washington, 1949), fL4; also see Congressionsl
Record, 8lst Cong., lst Sess., October 17, 1949, 761-1L762.
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as the original language, we did feel probably was necessary
if we were to secure the enac‘l:mtant:."}+8

The Senate Committee on Public Works also amended
the House pro ject authorizations for the Arkansas by recom-~
mending an increase of $19 million, bringing the total recom-
mended appropriations for the Arkansas for that year to $89
million. When, some six months later, this section of the
1949 omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control authoriza-
tion bill (H.R. 5472) was debated on the Senate floor,
Senator Paul H. Douglas of Illinols proposed eliminating
these pro ject authorizations for the Arkansas. He argued
that the Senate had "already authorized $273,891,000 for
the Arkansas River Basin, $80 million of which had not yet
been appropriated. Also, the Senate was proposing sanother
$104,953,000 of suthorizations for the Arkansas River.
Therefore, Douglas declared, the federal govermment was
"authorizing enormous amounts of money for this project, for
which the economic justification /fwas/ extremely doubtful."”
He charged that this was a "case of the potential sound of
the steamboat whistle taking away the sanlty of men, and
asking them to authorize the expenditure by the Federal
' Goverrment of millions of dollars on a project which . . &
faould/ never pay out." Douglas further declared "it would

be cheaper to construct a railroad at public expense and

48
Letter from McBride, February 26, 1968.
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carry all freight free than to pour $650,000,000 into the
L9

Arkansas River." There was no reply on the Senate floor
to Senator Douglas' remarks; undoubtedly, the rivers and
harbors development advocates knew thelr sxact strength on
the appropriations measures in the bill by that time. On
October 17, 1949, the Senate approved this appropriations
section of fhe 1949 omnibus rivers and harbors and flood
control pill, but withheld action on the rest of it until
the next session of Congress.so
In April, 1950, when the Senate resumed its deli-
berations on the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood con-
trol bill (H.R. 5472), there was extensive debate. The |
Senators were, however, mostly concerned with the Columbia
and Missourl Rivers and with the cost of developmental pro-
grams for which there had been no authorizations since 1946,
except for emergency flood control. There was no discussion
of Kerr's study commission b1lll for the Arkansas, White,
and Red River Basins which had been amended in committee and
included in the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control
bill, On April 17, 1950, the Senate passed the bill as the

. 1
Public wWorks Committee had reported 1t.5

ugCongressional Record, 8lst Cong., 24 Sess.,
April 17, 1950, 5277-5270.

50Con ressional Record, 8lst Cong., lst Sess.,
October 17, T@E%, 1 761-1L762.

SlCongressional Record, 8lst Cong., 24 Sess.,
April 17, 1950, 5203.
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The Kerr plan was, however, still not in its final
form. Because the Senate had amended some of the House
appropriations, and since the Arkansas, White, and Red River
Basins Study Commission proposal had not been included in
the omnibus flood control bill that passed the House of
Representatives, 1t was subject to action by the conference
committee designated to resolve differences between the two
houses. Senator Dennis Chévez of New Mexico, floor manager
~of the bill, moved that "the Senate insist upon its amend-
ments" and the presiding of ficer appointed Chévez, McClellan,
Spessard L. Holland of Florida, Harry P. Cain of Washington,
and George W. Malone of Nevada as conferees on the part of
the Senate.52
On April 20, 1950, Whittington asked consent of
the House Speaker "to take from the Speaker's table" H.R.
5472, with the proposed Senate smendments, "disagree" to
them and "agree to the conference asked by the Senate."
There was no objection to Whittington's request and the
Chairman appointed Whittington, Henry D. Larcade of Louisiana,
Clifford Davis of Tennessee, George A. Dondero of Michigan,
and Homer D. Angell of Oregon as the House confer-ees.53

The Senate and House conferees further modified

the Kerr plan and the Senate amendment to the study proposal.

521p14,

SBIbid., shé2.
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By their agresment, the Corps of Engineers virtually became
the dominant sgency in the Arkansas-White-Red Basins because
the Secretary of the Army was authorized and directed to
"cause . . . to be made under the direction of the Chief of

Engineers" preliminary examinations and surveys in the three

Sk

basins and the eight states,

with a view to developing comprehensive, inte-
grated plans of improvement for navigation, flood
control, domestic and municipal water supplies,
reclemation and irrigation, development and utili-
zation of hydroelectric power, conservation of
soll, forest and fish and wildlife resources, and
other beneficial development and utlilization of
water resources including such consideration of
recreation uses, salinity and sediment control,
and pollution abatement as may be provided for
under Federal policles and procedures, all to be
coordinated with the Department of the Interior,
the Department of Agriculture, the Federal Power
Commission, other appropriate Federal agencies
and with the States, as required by existing law.

The conferees also added a proviso that federal projects,
at any stage of development or consideration, were not to
be 1In any way impeded. Although the river and harbor amend-
ment of the Senate on the Arkansas was reduced by $9 million
and the Ouachita by $15,650,000, this seemingly was not in
any way connected with the study propossal.

The conference report was adopted by both the

House and the Senate on May 3, and May L, 1950 respectively.55

5LL"F‘lood Control Act of 1949: Conference Report to
Accompany H.,R. 5472," House Report 1968, 8lst Cong., 2d Sess.,
April 28, 1950, House Miscellaneous Reports, III, Serial
11380 (Washington, 1940), L=5.

55Congressional Record, 8lst Cong., 24 Sess., May
3, 1950, 6265; 1bid., May L, 1950, 6329,
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Therefore, the basic provisions of the Kerr bill were
passed into legislation by the Congress in an omnibus bill
of 1950 dealing with flood control and river and harbor acti-
vities throughout the nation‘,g6 But the original Kerr pro-
posal had been significantly modified. In the final version,
the bill did not require an inter-agency committee to con-
duct the study. Rather, it allowed the Corps of Engineers
to survey and coordinate its own plan, along with the other
federal agencies and the concerned states. There 1s little
doubt that it was the intention of the committee which re-
solved the disagreements between the two houses in connection
with the omnibus rivers and harbors and flcod control bill
to enable the Corps to proceed in that way. The conferees,
in fact, said they eliminated the study commlission so that
the Corps of Engineers could gather all avallable data to
"perform such studles as necessary to prepare a comprehen-
sive report for the basins included." Furthermore, they
felt the Corps could use "the surveys and data available
from other federal agencies within thelr respective spheres
of operations as defined bty law, and in cooperation with

57

State agencies." All that was required by existing law

was that certain federal agencies and the states concernsd

56U.S., Statutes at Large, LXIV, 163, 170-18lL.

57"Flood Control Act of 1949: Conference Report
to Accompany H.R. 5472," House Report 1968, House i.iscel-
laneous Reports, III, Serial 11380, 27.




185

be gilven an opportunity to comment on the plans prepared by
the Department of the Army before they were submitted to
the President and Congress. Clearly, this wss no substitute
for participation in the original preparation of the plans.

There svidently was little dilscussion in the con-
ference committee on the Arkansas, Wnite, and Red River
Basins Study Commission proposal. Although Chairman Whitting-
ton._elaborated -considerably on many aspects of the conferees’
decisions in his statement to the House, he mentioned only

58

once the Arkansas, White, and Red survey. Also, Senator
Holland reported on the Senate floor that the conferees
"felt" that the survey "could be adequately accomplished by
existing agencies and procedures, without getting up a
separate commission." He further explained that "instead of
having the work done by a separate commission, as proposed
in the Senate amendment, it 1s now transferred to the cate-

59

gory of a survey to be handled by existlng agencles. The

conference was unanimous in its final actlon.

Senator Holland specifically referred to Kerr in
his remarks. However, Xerr did nct openly chsasllenge this
change in his proposal. He voted for the omnibus bill, as
did all other senators from the reglon except Schoeppel of

58Congressional Record, 8lst Cong., 24 Sess., May
3, 1950’ 627)4-‘

9
Ibid., May L, 1950, 6330-6332.
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Kansas, who was against continued spending for rivers and
harbors development at that time. The bill easily passed
the Senate and House and, on May 5, 1950, it was sent to the
President.

Two weeks later President Truman sent identical
letters to the Departments of the Army, Interior, Agricul-
ture, and Commerce and to the Federal Power Commission and
the Federal 3ecurity Agency (Public Health Service).61 The
President said he was approving the omnibus Rivers and Har-
bors and Flcod Control Act of 1950 but expressed his dis-
pleasure that the procedure authorized by the Act for the
Arkansas, White, and Red River Basins survey was "in lieu
of a speclal study commission included in earlier versions
of the bill, which would have been preferable." However,
Yresident Truman did think 1t significant that for the first
time a specific congressional act recognized "the need for
a broad-scale study of the multiple uses of the land and

water resources of a river basin." He therefore felt it was

6OIbid., 6565.

61The President's letter is reproduced in U.S.
Senate, Development of Water and Land Resources of the
Arkansas-White and Red Rlver Basins: Letter from the Direc-
tor of the Bureau of the Budget Transmitting a Report on the
Conservation and Development of the Water and Related Land
Resources of the Arkansas-White and Red River Basins, with
Accompanying Papers and [llustrations, Requested in the Flood
Control Act of 1950, Senate Document 13, O5th Cong., lst
Sess., Jeanuary 17, 1957 (Washington, 1957), 2.
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essential that the federgl agencies organize their efforts,
"starting with the planning of the investigation itself,"
to realize the potentialities of an integrated study for
the region authorized in the bill.

For these reasons, President Truman requested the
agency heads to form an inter-agency committee to "formulate
procedure, and map out a joint plan of investigation, indi-
cating specifically the precise responsibilities of each
and the prospective allocation of the agency resources to
the joint effort.” The President then indicated that "be-
cause of the language contained" in the 1950 Rivers and
Harbors Act, it seemed "desirable that the Department of the
Army be designated as the Chairman agency." However, Tru-
man declared "each agency would, of course, make its contri-
bution In accordance with its cresponsibilities under exist-
Ing law. The final product of such a joint inter-agency
investigation should be a singls compfehensive report em-
bracing the coordinated views of all agencies concerned."
Finally, President Truman further asked that the plans and
activities of each agency taking part in the survey, and the
group as a whole, be coordinated with the interested states.
This close affiliation with the people involved would give
the federal agenciles the advantage of the i1deas and experi-
ence of those most directly affected. Furthermore, Truman
wanted the comments of each affected state included in the

final report.



188

State inclusion in the Arkansas, White, and Red
River Basins study in the President's directive was clearly
a legitimate reflection of federalism as it was operative
in mid-twentieth century United States. State lnability to
resolve the region's resource problems did not eliminate
these govermments from the field and relinquish the resolu-
tion of issues to federal hands. It meant, rather, that the
states attained the benefits of federal govermmental power
and authority while retaining their right to participate
with the federal govermment. Thus, the states of the three
basins provided a check upon the growth of federal power and
at the same time protected iInterests operative within their
boundaries.

By requesting establishment of the inter-agency
and state committes, President Truman was, 1ln effect,
supporting Senator Kerr's position that special coordinating
legislation and organlzation were needed in resource plan-
ning. However, it was clear in his May 22, 1950, message
fo Congress approving the omnibus Rivers and Harbors and
Flood Control Act that the Corps and the congressional com-
mittees had successfully circumvented control by the Exzecu-
tive. Truman charged that Congress had "not adjusted its
procedures to the inherent requlrements of Federal resource
development work." He asserted that Congress was 'well
sware that the development and use of our natural resources

must be carried on in ways that consider the interrelation-
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' However, Truman believed

ships between different agencies.'
the 1950 Act “was prepared with a primary view to the rivers
and harbors and flood-control work of the Army Corps which

62
is only one part of the job that needs to be done."

The President then cited the Arkansas, White, and
Red survey as the 1llustration of the failure of Congress to
give proper consideration to the resource responsibilities
of agencies other than the Corps of Zngineers. It was —
"clearly inappropriate,” Truman declared, that the other
agencies should not be included in the initial planning stagse.
Furthermore, the President asserted that since the states
had important responsibllities in resource development work,
the inter-agency provision was defective in not requiring
their full consultation and collaboration in preparing com-
prehensive plans.

For these reasons, President Truman believed "the
provision originally adopted by the Senate, but omitted from

the flnel act, was far preferable." He explained that "this

Oz"Message from the President of the United States
Transmitting a Message Relative to Approval of H.R. 5472,

an Act Authorizing the Construction, Repair, and Preserva-
tion of Certalin Public Works on Rivers and Harbors for Navi-
gation, Flood Control and for Other Purposes," House Docu-
ment 597, 8lat Cong., 2& Sess., May 22, 1950, House Miscel-
laneous Documents, Serial 11425 (Washington, 1350); also see
Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry
S. Truman, Contalning the Public Messages, Speeches, and
Statements of the President, January 1 to December 31, 1950
(Wasnington, 1905), 427, 430. The President signed the bill
on Mag 17, 1950; see U.S., 3tatutes at Large, LXIV, 163,
170-18l. ,
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would have provided that comprehensive plans for the Arkan-
sas, White, and Red River Basins be prepared by a special
interdepartmental commission, under a chairman appointed by
the President, with participation by‘the States."

Truman further explained that because the 3Senate
version of the blll was not accepted by Congress he was
taking steps to remedy the defects of the authorized act by
issuing instructions to the appropriate executive agencies
"to work together in preparing comprehensive plans for these
basins, insofar as their exlsting authority permits, and to
invite participation by the States concerned." However,
Truman realized "more than this /wag/ needed." The Presi-
dent,'therefore, urged Congress to "reconsider the matter,
and authorize the type of investigation and planning that
would be accomplished under the provisions originally adop-
ted by the Senate."

Finelly, Trumen explained that he was signing the
Act because generally the suthorized work would "be added
to the present backlog of authorizations, and each project
/would/ be evaluated in the light of economic, budgetary,
and other considerations in preparing and enacting each
year's budget." In reality, this was anAidle threat because
at that time the Bureau of the Budget was inadequately
attempting to coordinate public works activities in the
entire federal sstablishment with only two professional em-
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ployees.

The Preslident indicated his disappointment in the
executive weaknesses 1n this area when he stated in the
closing sentences of his message approving the omnibus

Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control Act of 1950 that:éh

We are a long way still, both in the executive

and legislative branches, from the kind of com-
prehensive planning and action that is required

if we are to conserve, develop, and use our
natural resources so that they will be increas-
ingly useful as the years go by. We need to make
sure that each legislative authorization, and each
administrative action, takes us toward--and not
away from-~this goal.

¢ 63deRoos and Maass, "The Lobby That Can't be Licked,"
2 . »

"Message from the President of the United States Trans-
mitting a Message Relative to Approval of H,R. 5472," House
Document 597, House Miscellaneous Documents, Serial 11425;
also Public, Papers of the Presidents: Harry S. Truman, .430.




CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSICNS

Study of the varlous programs, proposals, and
demands for resource development and for change in the
political-administrative arrangements in the Arkansas Valley
from the early nineteenth century to the middle of the twen-
tieth revealed how policy evolved in response to a variety
of forces. Clearly, the kinds of development and organiza-
tional arrangements depended upon the institutional environ-
ment. As Irving K. Fox and Lyle E. Craine have pointed out,
"the underlying objective of institutions is to give ex-
pression to the values of soclety and to facilitate their
realization."l This axiom is fundamental in considering
organizational needs for public resource development in a
democratic society. When the desires of people living in a
particular enviromment, such as the Arkansas Valley, require
some special organized effort to achieve their goals, their

demands become Inputs of the political system. The resul-

lIrving K. Fox and Lyle E, Craine, "Organizational
Arrangements for Water Development," Natural Resources
Journal, II (April, 1962), 3-L.
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tant decisions or policies become outputse2

In the first half-century of settlement in the
Arkansas Valley, the inputs and outputs of the institutional
enviromment were relatively simple. In the undeveloped
Bagsin, the need for social overhead capital was greater than
local and state institutions could supply. Needing some
sort of transportation system, but lacking the funds to
develop one, organized interest groups, such as the navi-
getion boosters at Little Rock, Fort Smith, and Muskogeé
requested federal funds to aid riverboat transportation.
These vested interests put their demands before the electo-
rate, legislators, and adminigigators.

The result was very limited developmental acti-
vitles carried out by certailn federal agenclies, such as the
pulling of snags by the Corps of Engineers in a relatively '
simple political-economic enviromment. In fact, the first
half century of federal improvement in the lower Arkansas
River had consisted of the removal of snags to aid navi-

gation, along with various surveys. With increased popula-

tion, encouraged in part by improved transportation facili-

ties, local interests asked for federal assistance to build

2F‘or generalizations concerning the conceptual
structure of the political system, the writer i1s indebted
to David Easton's trilogy on empirically oriented political
theory, The Political System: An Inquiry into the State of
Political Sclence (New York, 1953); Framework for Politlcal
Analysis (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey,1965); and A Systems
nalysls of Politicel Life (New York, 1965).
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levees which would protect cities and valuabls river-bottom
farm areas.

In this milieu, the basic framework of public
policy was established. Water resources development empha-
sized local aspects of individual water projects. Congress-
men proposed specific items for inclusion in omnibus rivgrs
and harbors bills in response to the requests of local
interests 1n their districts. ZHElected representatives and
spokesmen of organized interest groups appeared before the
approprlate congressional committees seeking approval for
projects in their districts which had received favorable
Corps!' reports. After a favorable survey recommendation
from éuch an agency as the Army Corps of Engineers, Con-
gress usually authorized an individual single-purpose pro-
ject. By the turn of the century, some critics called this
procedure the "pork barrel."3 While this pattern of public
policy emerged‘in the lower Arkansas Basin, new vested
interests appeared in the upper Valley, resulting in an ex-
tended web of expectation and privilege. Lhe upper portion
of the watershed was occupied by a soclo-economic group
which had different problems from those cccupying the down-
stream part. In the lower half of the Basin, where rainfall

was greatest and citiass largest, flood control and navigation

For an interesting history of the term, see
Hans Sperber and Travis Trittschuh, Dictionary of American
Political Terms (New York, 196l), 331 333,




195
wore primary concerns; in the semiarid upstream half of the
Valley, the settlers wers mostly concernsd with the scar-
city of water.

In the upper Arkansas Valley in the late nine-
teenth century, individuals, localitles, and states evolved
a system of water law, developed irrigation works, and
éarried on pilecemesal river improvements. Because of the
limitations of private enterprise and state fiscal resources,
the need for federal aid became apparent. Those who visua-~
lized continued development of the upper Vailey were simply
unable to undertake the vast program they believed was
necessary. Upstream interest groups, therefore, demanded
federal funds to build irrigation works.

The activities of these vested interest groups,
carried out in isolation in the upper and lower parts of
the Arkansas Valley in the first decades of the twentieth
century, were usually limited in purpose and scope. There
was virtually no awareness of the interreclatednsss of ths
various natural resource programs of the Basin. Also, the
fragmented pattern of organizational entities brought these '
activities into little mutual contact; thus, few conflicts
resulted. Moreover, the federal water resource agenciles
were originally limited by statute to the pursuance of s
Aspecialized program. These limitations which Congress put
upon the sxecutive buréaus prevented conflicts until about

the third decade of the twentieth century, but, at the same
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time, resulted in only piecemeal development of the whole
watershed region. Apparently, the various purposes for
which water was used were not yet developed enough to arouse
a Valley-wide "consciousness."

During this period, each federal agency made its
alliances with a particular clientele. The Bureau of Reclama-
tion and Corps of Englneers were supported by effective and
well-organizeg special interests in the Valley and outside
of 1t. These included various chambers of commerce in the
lower Basin and a doﬁﬁination of special interests in the
National Rivers and Harbors Congress, the National Reclama-
tion Association, and various farm groups interested in
reclamation in the upper Valley. These organizations esta-
blished effective relations with Congress and the Executivse
Branch. The federal bureaus maintained their informal
working arrangements through policies generally acceptabls
to these organizations and to their special cliéntele. This
established a tendency for the federal sgencies to respond
to the wishes of these organized vested interests in plan-
ning and undertaking single-purpose engineering pro jects.
The specialized interest group, therefore, took an active
role in behalf of the particular program which would directly
benefit the group and its membership and for the agency
which performed the specific kind of functional service it
wanted.

Strategically-placed elected representatives, who



197
reflected local and vested interests, established an appara-
tus of political control over the special-purpose agencies.
They emphasized services desired by interest groups in their
home districts and states. Also, these elected represen-
tatives were interested chiefly in securing federal funds
for the bureaus engaged in that particular type of water
development. Furthermore, the specialized committee struc-
ture of Congress made legislation on a basin-wide level
difficult if not impogsible. Out of this framework emerged
a pattern of public and private vesgted interests which pro-
vided opposition to any broader policy of development which
was later proposed. The associatlon and accommodation of
special interest, federal agency, and Congress was thus com-
plete.

Expanding desires and needs were, however, des-
tined to impinge increasingly upon this relatively simple
political and economic arrangement. With the expanded
programs growlng out of lncreased technology, the 1927
floods, and the drought and dust storms of the 1930's, the
- executive agencies planned and undertook ﬁﬁlti—purpose water
and land-use programs which conflictsed with one another on
the basis of engineering, economic, and social criteria.

As the number of projects multiplied, as their size and com~
plexity increased, and as the view of their social and
economlic effects broadened, federal participation in resource

development was enlarged by a series of authorizations of
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which the Flood Control Acts of 1936 and 1938, and the 1937
Water Facllitles Act were representative. These and other
legislative acts brought the existing agencies into mutual
contact, conflict, and competition for funds, pro jects, and
programs as they increasingly extended the scope of their
activities. |

Public and private interests proliferated, and
the rate of project planning was sharply accelerated. The
criteria of administrative coordination were ignored in this
expanded program. Desirous of retalning old prerogatives,
the agencies strengthened their alliances without changing
their methods appreciably. The executive agencles, with
their allies in federal chambers, state capitols, and
interest group headquarters, consolidated their web of accom-
modation.

- The President tried to establish some coordination
emong the executive agencies, the vested interests and the
Congress by using the power of the Bureau of the Budget.

He required that survey reports be submitted to the Execu-
tive Office prior to submission %o Congress, -o that the
agencies could be informed of the relationship of the re-
ports to the program of the President. The President
endsavored to prepare broad programs and assume responsi-~
blility for placing them before the electorate. This was
primarily why in 1937 Roosevelt called for a National Re-

sources Planning Board with a Water Resources Com-
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mittes.

The President. however, met intense opposition
from Congress and from some of the executive agencies. The
Corps of Engineers was especially uncooperative with the
Water Resources Committee in the efforts to develop a broad
Valley-wide policy. The Amy Enginesers dissented from the
important 1941 Report on National Water policy. Moreover,
when the Executive Office informed the Corps that a project
did not conform with the Fresident's program, the Englneers
paid no heed. In many caées, they recommended to Congress
that the projects be adopted. Congress more often than not
approved the recommendations of the Chief of Englineers and
disregarded those of the President. Also, Congress falled to
abide by policy recommendations of the Water Resources Commit-
tee, which was supported by the President. In fact, Congress
abolished the National Resources Planning Board in 19i3 by
denying it appropriations. Arthur A. Maass has éccurately
stated that "the single most important reason for congres-
sional opposition to the Board was probably resentment on

the part of the so-called rivers and harbors bloc in Congress

uLegislative clsarance by the Bureau of the Bud-
get 1s the oldest and most institutionalized of the Presi-
dent's coordinative tools. See Richard E. Neustadt, "Presi-
dency and Legislation: The Growth of Central Clearance,"
American Political Science Review, XLVIII (September, 1954),
668-671; also, see Charles E. Merriam, "The National Resources
Planning Board: A Chapter in American Planning Experience,"
American Political Science Review, XXXVIII (December, 194l),
1075-10¢80.
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to any effort by the President to interfere with the direct

relations between Congress and the Corps."5

After a full century of resource development in
the Arkansas Basin, divisions and duplications of authority
restricted comprehensive plenning, pltting agency against
agency in jurisdictional disputes and in contention for
executive and legislative approval. Each federal department
active 1n resources planning in the Arkansas Valley used
different methods for computing costs and estimating poten-
tial benefits from proposed projects; each viewed the acti-
vities of.the others with suspicion. Most'important, the
compartmentalized efforts of federsl agencies such as the
Bureau of Reclamation in the Department of the Interior and
the Corps of Engineers in the War Department, under their
traditional functional arrangements, did not provide the
adninistrative machinery for comprehensive water programs
built around the whole Arkansas Valley watershed as the
logical unit for development. The overlapping of agency res-
ponsibilities and interests led to conmplicated and cumber-
some machinery for weter resource development.

By the early 1940's, this arrangement revealsd

SArthur 4. Maass, "Congress and Water Resources,"
American Political Sclence Review, XLIV (September, 1950),
507-500, Masss has 1lncisively analyzed the civil works
functions of the Corps of Engineers in Muddy Waters: The
Army Engineers and the Nation's Rivers (Cambridge, Massachu-
setcs, 1951).
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several things. First, at least three generally single-
purpose, separate agencies -- the‘Corps of Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation, and the Soll Conservation Service --
ware the "empire builders™ in the Basin struggle. Each of
these bureaus was oriented toward responsibilities that em-
braced major portions of the Valley; each also had been his-
torically concerned with particular resource uses. All three
wers concerned with producing functional services from water
resources. Moreover, their decisions were usually dominated
by clientele-oriented organizations, and two of them (the
Corps and the Bureau) emphasized large engineeriﬁg pro jects.,

Most significantly, although the president and -
executive agencles played influsntial roles in the planning
of water projects, Congress was the key participant in the
making of water resource policy for the Arkansas Valley.
Congrass was not only responsible for reacting to, endorsing,
modifying, or rejecting the proposals initiated by the
President, but it also participated directly in decisions
about individual projects. Furthermore, Congress authorized
and appropriated funds for these specific projects, to be
drewn from whet wes called the "pork barrel." Thus, for
the most part, the closely linked executive sgencies and
Congress by-passed the President. Congress was directly
concerned, therefore, with survey reports and individual pro-

jects rather than with the major issues of natlonal water

policles.
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The history of resource legislation and develop-
ment in the Arkansas Vallsy between 1940 and 1950 consti-
tutes very largely the history of efforts by Presidents
Roosevelt and Tfuman to break down this direct agency res-
ponsibility to Congress and to substitute for it a pattern
of project responsibility to the Chief Executive. Their
goal was a comprehensive planning and policy program and
coordinative administrative arrangement in the executive
organization. Presidents‘Roosgvelt and Truman beliesved uni-
fied treatment of the entire Valley as a hydrologic unit,
rather than separate projects within the Basin, was neces-
sary. Such complex hydrologlc interrelations would make it
impossible to evaluate the full costs and benefits of a
separate project without exploring fully its possible effect
upon other projects in the entire watershed; this would re-
quire study of all practicable projects and agency programs.
Furthermors, these Presidents vliewed the Arkansas Valley as
a region whers resources should be regarded as a totality
to be developed, with the welfare of the entire population
as the major objective. They felt that the appralisal of a
new water project, therefére, should be based on its possi-
ble effects upon the economy of the Arkansas Basin and of
the nation.

In 1941, President Roosevelt asked for a Tennessee
Valley Authority type arrangement to uplift the Arkansas

Valley's economy and alleviate its resource problems. But
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an authority would do more than coordinate thosse seversl
purposes; it was a drastic alternative to current policies
and called for a sweeping organizational transformation.
Sporadic efforts to transplant the TVA idea into the Arkansas
Valley failed as various committees of Congress tabled each
Arkaensas Valley Authority proposal without a hearing. Fail-
ures of the AVA propossals indicated strong support in the
Basin for the established federal agencles functioning there.
An authority would change considerably the established policy
procedure of specialization, expsctation, privilege, and
accommodation which ran from the pressure groups through the
federal agencies and up to the congressional power-center in
the Senate and House commlttees. ﬂ

This executive attempt to integrate organizations
and coordinate planning an& development falled primarily
because Congress would brook no interference in its direct
relationship with the executive agencies. Friends in con-
gressional halls, state capitals, and interest group head-
quarters hélped the %ederal bureaus resist the reorganiza-
tion, which would result in a loss of power and prestige.
They claimed that the historic mission of the agencies must
be protected. Although the vested interest groups were not
universally satisfied with exlsting policles and programs,
they believed they could better achieve their objectives
with their established access to the federal bureaus and

congressional committees rather than through a new adminis-
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trative mechanism. So Congress and the established agen-
cles effectively used the process of "cooptation," gaining
support at the grass roots.6 In this way, federal bureaus
absorbed strong and viable Basin leadership to avert threats
to thelr stability and existence.

Many other factors, however, affected this func-
tional accommodation. Extensive commitments abroad, the
increassd demands for raw materials, an unstable agricul-
ture in the upper Valley, uﬁcémpetitive railroad freight
costs, high electric rates, a low industrial level, and the
1943 floods and droughts prompted individuals and groups to
press continuously toward a solution centering around the
rational distribution and usage of the water resources of the
Arkansas Basin. Varied interests charged that an unneces-
sarily complex, confusing, end complicated array of agen-
cles, offices, and departments developed and administered
public policy toward the Valley's natural resources. The
dissenters maintained that large amounts of money, talent,
ldeas, and abllity were being directed toward developing and
conserving the Basin's resources; however, the concrete

results of agll this effort were minimal.

At the core of the problem was the fact that the

6Philip Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots (Berkeley
and Los Angeles, 1949), 13; also see iblid., 259-261. Selz-
nick defines cooptation as "the process of absorbing new
elements into the leadership or policy~determining structure
of an organlzation as a Jeans of averting threats to 1its
stability or existence."
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water poliecy of the Arkansas Valley had been formulated by
group polities. In part, the lines of vested interest poli-
tics had besn functional, i.e., business and industry, and
agriculture. At the same time, the controversy had been
geographical or sectional. Claims on water for upstream uses
and developmental funds for irriéation had conflicted with
downstream interests who wanted funds for navigation and
fiood control. Upstream interests wanted money for water-
shed development and irrigation; downstream interests empha-
sized the need for large dams for flood control and navi-
gation. Those lower Basin interest grours, which were galin-
ing most under the status quo, opposed reorganization pro-
posals in the policy-making mechanism for Arkansas Valley
development. Upper Basin groups, who benefited less under
arrangements existing around 1948, felt they had more to
galn from a change.

Robert S. Kerr responded to the expanding demands
for coordination. He weighed alﬁernatives through long
hours of discussion with such downstream interest-oriented
leaders as Newton Graham, and with Don McBride, who essen-
tially represented the upstream interests. These men con-
vinced Kerr that developmental decisiens in the Arkansas Val-
ley involved complex politicel, economic, social, and engi-
neering conslderationa, many of which were of a quite tech-
nical nature. Organized interest groups examined these con-

siderations and articulated their desires; but this left a
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major sector of the public under-represented in the dsci-
gion-making process. The Basin public did not have the
leadership or faclilities for examining the ramifications
of the Valley's resource problems. The sffective opinions
in the choice of policies and managerial machinery depended
on the relative strengths and techniques of the existing
clientele groups. Each of these provided organizational
structure and leadership for the more amorphous "publics”
desirous of such objectives as flecod control and added
reclamation programs. There was no Basin-wide public opinion
or lsadership. Kerr, therefore, tried to fill this vacuum
and made the matter of resource development a personal and
political issue. He decided to tell the vast unorganized
sector of the Valley's public about the implications of
alternative developmént possibilities.

Any reorganization plan to be aécepted had to
include all the Valley interests, provide for consultation
with state and local govermmsnts, recognize western weter
law, use federal agencies already at work within the Basin,
and complete pro jects already studied, proposed and under
construction. The Kerr Plan did this. McBride and Kerr
visualized the uﬁity of the Arkansas Valley's resources
and demended some sort of administrative arfangement along
geographical rather than functional llnes. McBride drafted and
Kerr introduced legislation for a lcngnrange,'comprshensive

plan of the arsa resources, based on systematically



207

appraising data to analyze and determine causes, effects,
impacts, and interrelationships. Kerr wanted to establish
an adequate set of standards to be met by any proposed water
project, with a broadened criteria for establishing regional
p;iorities among approved water and related land~-use pro-
jects. The process of approving multiple-purpose resource
devélopménts would be more uniform, and they would be based
on coordinated planning of the whole watershed ;;'é‘hydro~
logic unit.

Kerr's lsadership and policy proposal provided
potential advaﬁtage to some groups seeking increased access
to 1egislative‘machinery, especially those in the upper
Basin, The history of his public 1life and the position he
took on the resource development issues in the Arkansas
Valley support the generalization that publiec policy pro-
grams "reflect particularized responses to the demands of
those who have access to points of decision."7 The working
of a democratic process depsndz upon the repfesentation of
group 1deas and attitudes in the halls of power. In fact,
the actual author of the "Kerr Plan" was an executive offi-
cer of the National Reclamation Association. Aiter Kerr's
governorshlip expired end he decided to run for the Sénate,
:he and McBride concluded that McBride should take the posgi-

1

tion with the National Reclamation Associatlon in order to

7Nbrman Wengert, "The Politics of River Basin
Develomment," Law and Contemporary Problems, XXII (Spring,

1957), 259.
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"pecome more psrsonally acquainted with the people in the

resource field . . . all of whom were needed if /they/ were
to be successful' witﬁ a reorganized water &nd land use pro-
gram 1n the Arkarisas.Valley.8

Essentially, Kerr and McBride were not identified
with close partisan support of any existiné public agencies.,
They increasingly criticlzed accommodation because it
appeared to fail in crucial tests. Most of all, he and
Kerr wanted to bring together the diverse interests of the
Arkansas Valley into a coalition group that would have more
power in the national and regional political arenas.

Kerr tried to mobilize more effective state action
by organizing the governors of the Basin states into an
extragovernmental organization to deal with Arkansas Valley
water developmental problems. This organization integrated
the govermments of the eight basin states into a regional
bloc, unified on certain basic principles. They opposed a
regional authority, insisted on state inclusion in the plan-
ning and programmatic process, and determined to maintain

and protect state water laws and existing water rights. The

states' representatives within Congress recognlzed and
acceded to these state demands,'furnishing amendments suffi-
clently strong to allow state participation in Basin water

administration without encroaching upon federal govermmental

8Letter from Don 0. McBride to the writer dated
February 26, 1968. «



jurisdiction.

In fact, the Kerr Plan sought to coordinate plans
and prograﬁs under the President by supervising, not re-
placing, existing federal agencies. In this way, Kerr and
McBride hoped to broaden the base for'support of their policy
proposal, and represent the entire picture of Basin senti-‘
ment on resource issues. With a few exceptions, groups who
favored such an appro;ch were not orgaxized. Those who
opposed such Basin-wide emphasis, unified groups who had
long supported only flood control structures, and who could
get. support of related organizations, were the ones who de-~
manded alteration of Kerr's original proposal.

The long-standiﬁg formal and informal relation-
ships among congressional committees, certa1n congressmen,
federal agencies and private organizations forestalled any
radically different policy-making process and administrative
organization. _Thooe accustomed to operating within a status
quo situation and enjoying the greatest rewards from it,
were the Corps of Engineers and their allies. Representa-
tive Whittington, as Chalrman of the House Public Works
Committee and Executive Vice-President of the National Rivers
and Harbors Congress, expressed full confidence in the Corps
eand omitted Kerr's proposal from consideration. Senator |
McClellan, a‘ﬁemoer of the Public Works Committee of the
sub-cormittee of the Committee on Appropriations which

handled appropriations for the Corps of Engineers, chaimman
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of the Committeé on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments, and Executive President of thégﬁational Rivers and
Harbors Congreés, calculated the political consegquences of
pursuing alterhative courses and got Kerr to make adjust-
ments. This dual role of these key congressmen -- that of
playing both the lobbyist and the lobbiled simultansously =-
revealed the strength of overlapping membership between
‘groups and legislators. These vested interests, which had
secured access to the powér structure, exerted great effort
to maintain their advantageous positions. The strategic
commlttee locations of congressional friendé of the Corps,
especlally McClellan and Whittiangton, gave advantage to the
Iinterest groups of the lower Arksnsas Basin, who‘wanted to
maintain the established authority of the Corps of Engineers.

On the other hand, interest groups with little
stake in maintenance of the status quo strengthened their
efforts to achieve coordination and rsorganization. Hoping
that certain objectives of thelr own would be given a
place in ths new pattern of resource investigation and
planning, spokesmen for public and private interests,
aspecially from the upstream part of the Arkansas Basin,
staunchly defended the Kerr proposal.

As the challehge to Kerr's original proposal
intensified, supporters of the'relatively informael accom-

modation mechanism, adopted in the 194l; Flood Control Act,

defensively increased their efforts to regularize and
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legalize their own loose existence. Realistically appraisinév
the political inadequacies of their earlier proposal in the
face of the powerful Corps' position, the politically astute
proponents of the originalearr bill altered that proposal
in an effort to broaden its base of appeal. Kerr, for exam-
ple, recognized that he had insufficient congressionsl
strength to ameliorate ?he powerful influences of committee-
men closely affiliated with the Corps of Engineers. He
recognized that virtually any policy proposal regarding
vast water resources development must have complete support
of the Corps and the congressional committees on Public Works.

Thus, the efforts of Kerr, McBride, and their
supporters did not fully succeed. Fallure of the forces of
accommodatlion tq thwart completely the plans for change in
policy-making and administration, however, brought the pro-
- cess of limited coordination and reorganization into opera-
tion. The newer organizational mechanism survived insofar
as it was able to serve as a forum for opposing political
points of view, while giving the appearance of effectively
alding the reconclliation of the older, basic conflicts.

The congressional committess wers able to change
the originél intent of Kerr's proposal because leadership
in behalf of the survey comiission came from a relatively
narrow source. The unorganized public seemingly played an
insignificant role in the legislative maneuvering. Undoubt-

edly, very little public understanding existed regarding the



212

alternative presented. Moreover, no consensus emerged &as
to the alternative means and ends of this significant water-
shed development. Virtually the only effective opinlon came
from the organized groups and the "ready made publics" which
clustered around the existing deveiopment agencies.

Evidently, the general public saw no nsed for
change. The need for political invention was seemingly
limited. 'Probably the average citizen could not really under-
stand the implications and the choices of policies were not
actually before him. Undoubtedly, the broader and more
technical the issues became, the less the degree of public
comprehension. Moreover, even the #verage informed citizen
could not have any real knowledge or understanding of the
various alternatives until he had seen the actual effect
on his socio-economic well being. The Corps' activities,
however, must have been generally sétisfying to the people of
the lower Basin, or at least the Ammy's speclal clientele was
satlisfied. Likewise, the Reclamation‘Bureau and Department
of Agriculture's functions seemingly were approved by their
supporters in the upstream watershed of the Arkansas. Few
signs of enough serious political, economic, and social
unrest appeared on the horizon to even make a complete
appraisal of policles, programs, and decision-making ma-
chinery an immediate likelihood.

There was ﬁery 1ittle discussion regarding broad

objectives in this policy process on the proposed Arkansas,
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White, Red study commission. The congressional committees
were not set up to deal with the alternatives of Basin-
widé aevelopment. The committee members were primarily
interested in projects, not prbgrams.

The power of standing committees in the formal
legislative process was significaﬁt. Refusal to report a
bill from committee usually means legislative death for a
measure, and an unfavorable report from a committee upon a

pending bill is normally tentamount to death. Powerful

groups opposed to the Kerr proposal prevented consideration
of the bill in the House and the resultant conference of
the two houses changed the original intent of the legis-
lation.

Fallure of the Executive Branch to integfate and
reorganize departmental administration along watershed lines
was also revéaled by Kerr's Arkasnsas, White, Red Basins'
proposal. The legislation which President Truman signed
into law in 1950 for the Arksnsas Valley fell short of
presidential demands. A primary reason for this was that
the several issues of resource development'had'to be resolved
in terms of existing federal policies and agencles which
administered them as they had evolved for approximately
120 years within the Basin and in Washington. Long-term
congressional-Corps relationships were primary obstacles

that kept the President from consolidating thesse important
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resource functions in the manner he deemed unecessary. Con-
gress, expressing full confidence in the Army Enginesrs,
falled to implement Truman's recommendations, and essentially
forced him to accede to cohtinued Corps! dominance in the
Arkensas Valley. The resultant legislation failed because
group interest influences upon Congress were stroqger than
presidential influencs. President Truman, in hils efforts
to cope with the power of the Army Engineers, was dealing
with & force that hls predecessors had unsuccessfully
battled on numerous occasions.

To Truman, the core of Senator Kerr's 6riginal
policy pro?osél was to give the President more power over
the executive agencies dealing with water resources. To
Senator Kerr and many other Arkansas Valley leaders, how-
ever, such & policy-making arrangement was only a means to
an end. Apparently, the real stakes were the policies and
programs which might redound to their area, and the problem
of political control over the benefits flowing from any
future Valley development program. Those groups enjoying
access to the exlsting policy-determining machinery
generally favored the status quo. For example, Senator
McClellan and the Natlional Rivers and Harbors Gongressﬁand
the occupants of the lower Arkansas Valley flood plains
threw their support behind the Army Engineers, and allowed
Just enough administrative reshuffling to assure as much

autonomy for the Army Corps of Engineers as possible.
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The commission ildea advocated by Senator Kerr
and President Truman appeared to be the most promising means
for altering the long-established dominance of the Corps of
Engineers in the Arksnsas Basin. It would give the other
but less powerful agencies and their special clientele, such
as the Bureau of Reclamation and the National Reclamétion
Association, greater access to the political decision-making
machinery. The many friends of the Corps could accept Kerr'is
proposal as it was modified along the conservative lines ’
of the Arkansas, White, Red Basins Inter-Agency Committee
because it preserved the benefits accruing to the Army
Engineers, and their flood control, navigation clientele.
Essentially, all the agencies and their vested interest
allies found the Inter-Agency Committee acceptable because
it endéd the threét of a more radical reorientation, sﬁch
as alvalley authority plan.

This loose confederation of federal agencies
joined with the local interests of the Arkansas, White, Red
River Basins to thwart radical rsorganization in water re-
source development. The resultant AWRBIAC was an attempt
to unify through compfomise. It was a fecogniﬁion of the
power of the Army Engineers and a means of avoiding thelr
bare-knuckled pressureé; The Inter-Agency's strength, how-

ever, was still no greater'than the mutual good will of its

principal members, the Army Englineers, designated as chalr-
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man by Congress, and the Dspartments of Agriculture and
Interior. The AWRBIAC was a confedsration of autonomous
federal agencies possessing separate and sometimes con-
flieting authority and responsibilities. Lacking any cen-
tral cabinet aﬁthority, it left unrqsgljgg:thslfeal problem
cf comprehensive water management c;ordination. Even granted
the greatest good will of all the participants in AWRBIAC,
that was no substitute for authority and respons;bility in
one cabinet officer.9 |

The agencies and states in the Basin, however,
became aware of water and land resource problems, the solu-
tions to which had been beyond thelr authority to deal with
directly. The new administrative and planning organization
forced each of them to consider plans and programs of other
agencles dealing with related prcblems in greater detail
than they had previously in the three river basin region.
In this way, they reached a new_degree of inter-agency and
state accord and, in part, acquired harmony. The existing
‘agencles, state governmments, and private interests were

forced to begin thinking and planning for the Basin as a

whole. Senator Kerr had elicited some willingness from the
status quo forces to consider the region and its resources as

an integrated whole.

9For an svaluation of the Arkansas, White, Red
Basins Ianter-Agency Committee, see Robert H. Pealy, Compre-
hensive River Basin Planning: The Arkansas-White-Red Basins
Inter-Agency Committes kxperience (Ann Arbor, 1959).
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