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ABSTRACT 

The political patterns of Western water policy are best 

explained as cooperation among the few, or "elites". The 

extent of elitism is demonstrated across four eras of Western 

water policy, the Foundation of Elites (1880s - 1920s); the 

Emergence of Elites (1920s-1930s); the Golden Age of Concrete 

(1930s-1960s); and the Era of Diminishing Returns (1970s

Present). The four phases test for elitism in a three step 

process. First, California and Arizona water politics serve 

as case studies to distinguish between elite and non-elite 

water interests. Second, the magnitude of elite control over 

Western water policy is tied to the "geopolitical" importance 

of the Colorado River. Over time Los Angeles' interests have 

come to dominate water policy in the Southwest. Third, 

change away from elitism to a more equitable political 

environment is explored. Alternatives include pluralism, 

liberalism, and idealism. These options offer insight on how 

change away from elite politics might effect Western water 

policy in the nineties. 

---_._- -----
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION: 

THE ABSENCE OF CHANGE IN WESTERN WATER POLICY 

In 1980, many water interests in Arizona welcomed the 

Arizona Groundwater Management Act. The law was ushered in 

with great anticipation as a landmark policy which, for the 

first time, asked water users to conserve water rather than 

continue the historic trend of waste and consumption in this 

desert environment. Some analysts even went so far as to 

recommend other water scarce Western states might try to 

emulate Arizona's experience (see for example Kyl 1982). Ten 

years hence, more and more water continued to flow to the 

cities. water conservation in Arizona appeared to be little 

concerned with the environmental values of limiting urban 

growth, encouraging desert lifestyles, and preserving water 

for future generations. 

similarly, in California, just a few short years 

earlier, Governor Jerry Brown entered office sympathetic 

toward the environmental movement. Nevertheless, he put his 

signature on a bill authorizing the State Water Project. The 

action proved to be yet another example of distributive 

politics as played in the West. Opponents to development 
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were reassured by the Governor that a higher degree of 

environmental protection would blanket the construction of 

the project. In return, Northern California water interests 

received a few projects of their own to off-set the water 

pipeline to Los Angeles (Gottlieb 1988). 

California and Arizona have realized great economic and 

political changes over the last several decades. New 

pressures were put on government to handle an ever 

diversifying set of political interests. It is a different 

west than existed in t:lle days which produced massive 

reservoirs, dams, and canals. Nevertheless, the examples 

above suggested many of the rules of allocation remain 

unchanged. water continued to fuel western urban growth 

despite national laws such as NEPA, challenges by 

environmentalists, and state laws such as the Arizona 

Groundwater Act. Consequently, there developed a set of 

literature in Western water policy contending that the many 

changes in the economic and political setting resulted in 

little change in the type of water policy output generated in 

the desert Southwest. Western water resources development 

relegated all other water interests to reactionary roles 

rather than leadership roles. 

A commonly cited example in these works has been the 

Metropolitan water District (MWD) , the first and foremost 

authority on Southern California water issues (see for 
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example Kahrl 1982; Reisner 1986; and Cooper 1968). MWD has 

historically controlled the politics of the Colorado River 

region. Rhetorically, some have referred to MWD as the 

center of a water "Empire" (see for example Cooper 1968; 

Reisner 1986). Much of these discussions reflected a belief 

that the Colorado River served as the core ingredient for 

growth in the Southwest. As such, water policy in the 

Southwest desert region behaved in a "geopolitical" fashion, 

with Los Angeles becoming the key actor in determining the 

Southwest's water policy. Furthermore, MWD became an 

effective mechanism for preserving Los Angeles' water 

interests first, and hindering sUbstantive policy change by 

other water participants in the region. 

In Arizona, Phoenix appeared to control water policy 

regardless of the Arizona Groundwater Management Act. Urban 

growth has continued, in part, by developing new water 

supplies. Phoenix urban water interests pale in comparison 

in scope and experience to their Los Angeles counterparts. 

Nevertheless, there has emerged similar water policies and 

patterns of political control in the two cities. Phoenix 

water interests have mirrored Los Angeles in that both employ 

water as a means to enhance urban growth and development. 

Historically, both California and Arizona were led by 

agriculture in the push for water development. Today, the 

demand for more water has originated from the cities. This 
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change in the type of dominant actor has yet to produce a 

"real" change in the type of policy output. Water resource 

development still presides as the dominant value in Western 

water policy, (see Reisner 1986; Hoffman 1981; in contrast, 

for a view of the frustration of how alternative values are 

ignored see Fradkin 1984). If these studies have revealed 

accurate depictions of Western water policy, those who have 

adhered to economic growth and the water resources 

development ethic behave in patterns similar to those 

expected of elites. The only difference today versus thirty 

years ago is that one elite-like group, agriculture, has been 

surpassed by another elite-like group, urban developers. 

This research then has four basic premises. First, the 

study examines the long held assumption that the development 

of the West was closely tied to water resources development 

policy to see if this belief still prevails today. Second, 

the study examines why there appears to be a discrepancy 

between water 

participation 

policy research which tends to emphasize 

(pluralism) and the poli tical history 

literature of the West which infers a Western water policy 

controlled by elites (see Review of Literature, Chapter 2, 

where the contrasting sets of literature are compared). 

Third, from political science and public policy perspectives, 

this study examines whether water policy presently reflects 

a wider variety of values or if the "closed" network 
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continues unabated. Fourth, this study augments existing 

frameworks for explaining the actions of water policy actors, 

taking a macro-level approach to the study of policy change. 

Often case studies of water policy report a change in 

direction via a single event when in reality only an issue 

has changed, not the overall direction of policy (the 1980 

Arizona Groundwater Management Act is case in point). Water 

policy in the Southwest is analyzed over time, offering a 

framework to examine the extent previous decisions have been 

overturned, adjusted, or maintained by the policy process. 

OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 

This research contends that Western Water policy is best 

explained as a process dominated by a select few water 

interests who behave as elites. Additionally, these actors 

can be identified by the strategies and tactics they employ 

to control water policy. The dominance of these elites is 

illustrated over time by tracing water resources development 

in the West over four phases of economic and political 

development spanning roughly the last hundred years. 

Chapter 2 reviews the body of literature related to 

Western water resources development. There are two seemingly 

conflicting sets of literature in this area. One set, 

--------
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labeled as water political history, implies an el:Ltist policy 

environment. The other set, categorized as water policy 

literature, relies on models of participation to either 

empirically show or develop ways of increasing participation. 

Additionally, there is a critique of the theories of elitism 

and pluralism. This study employs a conceptual framework 

which relies on the nuances of elitism and pluralism to 

distinguish the "controllers" from the "controlled" in 

western water policy making. Concurrently, the literature 

review also explains the works providing the foundation for 

and rationale behind the conceptual framework developed in 

Chapter 3. 

In Chapter 3, a conceptual framework is developed and 

applied to the Colorado River region generally, and Southern 

California and Arizona specifically. The framework seeks to 

identify the political strategies (where political actors 

wish to be), tactics (the means and tools for achieving 

goals), and operational modes of conduct (formal and informal 

policy institutions political interests rely on to make 

policy) of Western water interests. Three types of 

participants are identified: 

(1) the core water elites - or dominant participants in 

water policy of the Southwest, 

(2) the semi-core water elites - clients of the elite 

needed for agenda building and distributive 
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politics, 

(3) the non-elites - peripheral players engaged in 

pluralist strategies and tactics which involve 

efforts to expand participation throughout the 

entire water policy process. 

The framework also explores the durability of Western 

water interests. Each phase reveals the very significant 

changes that have occurred in this region in the last hundred 

years. The ability of water interests to cope and adjust to 

changing "external" conditions provides a rUdimentary 

indicator of the relative power exercised by Western water 

interests. Policies which produce real benefits for the core 

elite and symbolic response to other water actors illustrates 

how water elites maintain control over water policy. The 

core elite construct gatekeeping structures to limit access 

to the water policy making process. 

Chapter 4, The California Experience, traces Southern 

California's water resources development, political, and 

historical patterns across four phases. Core, semi-core, and 

peripheral interests are identified and their impact on 

Southern California water policy is evaluated. The findings 

of the California Experience serve as the basis for comparing 

Arizona and Southern California water resources development. 

Chapter 5, The Arizona Experience, traces the state's 

----_ .. _--_. -



18 

water resources development across the four phases developed 

in the conceptual framework. 

non-elite (periphery) are 

Again, the core, semi-core, and 

identified and examined with 

respect to their relative strengths and weaknesses in 

influencing water policy. 

Similarities and differences in the California and 

Arizona experiences are compared in Chapter 6. This 

discussion notes that Arizona lagged in development in 

comparison with California. Nevertheless, the emphasis on 

water resources development has remained a constant across 

both states. Further, the lag in development afforded 

Arizona water development interests the opportunity to learn 

from their Los Angeles based counterparts. 

In general, Chapters four, five, and six (Part I) 

identify the patterns of political action and behavior as 

practiced by Western water interests. That is, the political 

history of water policy in California and Arizona has 

indicated that urban water growth and development interests 

are active in. both states and behave as elites. other water 

interests h.ave had a lesser degree of influence due to their 

failed attempts at participation or "pluralism". 

Furthermore, Part I confronts the conventional framework 

that has argued Western water policy is best explained by 

broad participation or pluralism. In this regard, 

distributi ve policies rewarded participation by spreading the 
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benefits to interests associated with the policy. This study 

addresses the view that distributive politics became a 

mechanism to maintain control over water policy outputs, thus 

limiting benefits to other water interests, such as 

environmentalists, as either marginal or symbolic in nature. 

Part II, examines the magnitude of, and limitations of, 

"elite" control of the Colorado River. The fact that Los 

Angeles reached out beyond the confines of the Pacific Coast 

all the way to the Colorado River for water imports indicates 

a high degree of regional influence. In Part II, Chapter 7, 

the study applies a variant of geopolitics to illustrate 

changes in the political and economic relationships in the 

Colorado River Region as they interface with water resources 

development. Indications of a Los Angeles based water 

"empire" are explored applying the four phases framework to 

the broader context of the political history of water 

development in the Colorado River region. Observing the 

development of the region in this fashion also provided 

indication of the roles practiced by other water interests in 

the region. In this regard core, semi-core, and peripheral 

actors also appeared in the Colorado River region, where Los 

Angeles became the core water elite in the Southwest. 

Chapter 8 addresses the conditions necessary for change 

away from an elite atmosphere. Conditions which would 

disprove the elitist policy thesis are identified, pointing 
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to alternative decision-making patterns and the likelihood of 

change in the nineties. Basic principles of equity serve as 

a means for evaluating elitism, pluralism (open 

participation), liberalism (rule of law democracy), or 

idealism (crisis management driven by staunch ideology). The 

advantages and disadvantages of these different policy 

environments are explored. 

A concluding chapter (9) reiterates the major points of 

contention of the entire study and synthesizes the overall 

findings and conclusions of Part I (chapters which evaluate 

the California Experience and the Arizona Experience) and 

Part II (the Geopolitical Control of the Colorado River, and 

Alternative Policy Making Patterns to the elite conceptual 

framework). The utility, limitations, and possible avenues 

of further research are discussed. 

SOURCES OF DATA 

This research is a traditional political science study 

which relies on secondary sources of data. These materials 

include: relevant books and journal articles on Western water 

policy, the development of the West, and political science. 

Newspaper accounts of and government publications on Western 

water policy supplement these works. statistical data books 
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and government documents, such as legislative records, are 

use to compile facts and figures on basic political and 

economic demographics of the west. 

This is a macro-level study which synthesizes and 

augments previous accounts, cases, and studies conducted on 

Western water policy. The collection of data sources, while 

broad in subject matter, are necessary to address the broad 

topic areas posed in this study. The individual 

contributions and utility of each source are examined 

extensively in Chapter 2. 

RELEVANCE TO THE STUDY OF PUBLIC POLICY 

AND POLITICAL SCIENCE 

In describing Western water policy as being similar to 

an "elite-like" structure, this study offers a conceptual 

framework which in several ways relates to the field of 

political science and the sub-field of public policy. First, 

this study identifies informal decision-making structures as 

in water policy making as well as the obvious and often 

studied standard legislative, executive, and judicial 

institutions of government. Additionally, the study of 

Western water actors as elites verses non-elites offers 

insight into the ways political strategies and tactics make 
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one political actor more effective in policy making than 

others. 

The political science and policy field recognizes 

varying degrees of participation and group power in terms of 

time, money, and expertise (see for example, McConnell 1966) • 

Classic expressions of varying degrees of influence are 

examined via analogies such as the "semi-sovereign people" 

(Schattschneider 1960), "two faces of power" (Bachrach and 

Baratz 1962), and "power and powerlessness" (Gaventa 1980). 

This study develops a rUdimentary framework for identifying 

the strategies and tactics of "effecti ve" interest group 

politics and augments these scholarly insights by applying 

their basic tenets to the study of water policy. 

Several classic pieces of political science examine 

structural factors which promote subgovernments (see 

generally, Downs 1967; Heclo 1978; Lowi 1979; Ripley et. al., 

1984). By examining the strategies and tactics as well as 

the "operational modes" of interests groups, this research 

develops a conceptual framework which bridges political 

science scholarship with water policy. For example, 

according to Easton public policy consists of the 

authoritative or sanctioned decisions by government actors 

and is distinguishable from the process by which decisions 

are made (Easton 1965). The conceptual framework developed 

in this study offers a means to examine how political actors, 

------------
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through gatekeeping and symbolic gestures, master the 

political process which shuts out other relevant water actors 

from the policy process (Gaventa 1980). 

The prevailing conceptual framework contends that issues 

such as the environment are best explained as a mixture of 

pluralism and distributive politics (see generally, Vig and 

Kraft 1984; Lowi 1979; Mazmanian and Sabatier 1983; Culhane 

1981; Jones 1977; Ingram and Mann 1979). These works 

commonly concur that pluralism guides policy and the reward 

for participation is a distributive policy. An alternative 

explanation is that water resources development continues to 

dominate Western resources policy due to a mix of elitism and 

distributive politics. Elitism better describes 

participation in the west because, although there is evidence 

of participation at the agenda setting &Lage, legitimation 

and implementation are still dominated by only a narrow set 

of water interests. 

Distributive politics applies, however, in that the 

outputs of policy appear to spread benefits to a number of 

interests. Nevertheless, critics contend that present water 

policy making practices result in inequitable distribution 

patterns. If participation is so wide-spread and open, how 

can these inequities continue to surface in water policy? 

The confusion in analysis perhaps occurs when policy analysts 

see the output as distributive and arbitrarily conclude that 
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the decision-making process must have been guided by a 

pluralist political environment. 

Political historians of Western water policy have noted 

that outputs appear only to benefit the interests of resource 

developers. Other interests, such as environmentalists, 

commonly recei ved only symbolic respons2s to demands (as 

noted earlier with respect to California's state Water 

project and Arizona's groundwater law). Here again an 

"elite" conceptual framework is beneficial because this 

perspective reflects the utility of engaging in symbolic 

policy outputs to appeal alternative political interests who, 

without such gestures, conclude they receive nothing from the 

policy (Edelman 1964; Cobb and Elder 1972; Gaventa 1980). 

The conceptual framework also emphasizes and recognizes 

the need to examine policy over time. The conventional mix 

of pluralism and distributive politics is often time bound. 

The implication is that the political patterns discovered 

today are historically accurate. The conventional wisdom 

contends there has occurred an expansion of the water polity. 

In contrast the literature examining the political history of 

Western water policy has suggested the presence of only a few 

core values. Western water policy implies development over 

tilne, not simply mobilization of support on one issue during 

agenda setting or policy formulation stages (For a criticism 

of this snap-shot approach to issues see Bauer and Gergen 
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1971). For example, the history of western development has 

noted the rise and fall of agriculture. Most competition has 

come from urban water resource developers rather than, 

directly from an environmental movement. 

One of the basic tenets for good policy analysis is to 

observe past patterns to expose flaws and engage in error 

correction (Wildavsky 1979). It is difficult to correct 

errors unless a clear description of the policy environment 

is discernable and the relative power of political actors 

identified (Bauer 1972). Through the examination of 

strategies, tactics, and operational modes of conduct, the 

conceptual framework in this study identifies the "political 

tendencies" of Western water interests, providing a 

foundation to gauge the extent a policy has changed or 

remained the same. 

The research also explores fairness in water in an 

"elite" policy environment. The study evaluates the promises 

and pitfalls of moving away from historical water allocation 

structures. Often analysts convey to decision-makers that 

more participation generates a better policy. If Lowi is 

correct, pluralism leads to an emphasis on process over 

substance (Lowi 1979). If a policy lacks substance, it is 

difficult to envision how equity can serve interests seeking 

tangible policy outputs. 

Equity also involves attaining justice (Rawls 1971; 



26 

Walzer 1983). Justice involves rule of law, clear winners 

and losers, right and wrong (Lowi 1979). Understanding the 

political environments of policy making reveals the ways in 

which equity, fairness, and justice can be altered or 

distorted by political actors. Equity cannot be served where 

political actors behave like elites and ignore alternative 

values. Similarly, adherence to equity may not be likely 

under pluralism where a variety of interests share in process 

but sacrifice their values (substance) as a condition for 

participation. Political science informs us that American 

institutions are not a panacea for solving substantive 

problems. 

Consequently, this study in part identifies the 

political environment of Western water policy, given an 

imperfect policy making process. Further, the study of 

equity reveals the conditions under which the elitism thesis 

would be overturned. As discussed extensively in Chapter 8, 

alternatives to the elite framework include liberalism and 

idealism, as well as pluralism. In general, Chapter 8 

suggests the need for (and a crude means of) accurately 

describing the past and present policy making environments 

before undertaking the task of making policy recommendations. 

Political science has long recognized the problem of making 

policy adjustments based on false premises, or incrementalism 

(Lindblom 1959). This study on Western water policy 
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Relating equity with political 

environments offered one possible means of generating better 

"base" policy assumptions. 

RELEVANCE TO WATER POLICY 

The water field at times has appeared inconsistent with 

empirical studies examining resource development as simply a 

matter of bargaining between many equal participants, waile 

the political history literature has implied a more "closed" 

decision-making network. If a single value has dominated the 

water field, serious attention to other values such as the 

environment, limi ting growth, preservation of lifestyles, 

water for future generations, and the Native American have 

influenced policy only superficially. The problem of values, 

such as the wilderness, being ignored for the sake of water 

resources development has also been well documented (Fradkin 

1984; Welsh 1985; Nash 1986). Additionally, after 1970, the 

environmental movement became a legitimate political force. 

Nevertheless, MWD appeared to be a "closed" policy-making 

institution in much of the recent political history 

literature. 

Part of the problem may reflect general values of the 

polity which historically have been closer to those espousing 

-----~----~ - -
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economic growth and development than to the values espousing 

environmental protection. Rationalizing these two values is 

of vital importance to water policy. It is important to 

determine if the urban growth and development ethic became 

powerful enough to hinder the inclusion of historically 

ignored water interests. Furthermore, have water players, in 

behaving as elites, been afforded a degree of protection not 

enjoyed by environmentalists, and other non-elites? Thus, 

how would alternative values be served under a political 

environment that behaves elitist? Conversely, if pluralism 

guided water policy, to what extent would equity be served? 

To date, only the principles of equity have been laid out. 

Despite numerous calls for equity in water policy, there are 

no applications of general theories of equity to the water 

field other than Ingram (Ingram, Scaff and Silko 1986). 

This research serves only as a beginning point for 

examining how the principles of equity developed by Ingram, 

Scaff, and silko might be applied in water policy under 

different political conditions such as elitism or pluralism. 

This research provides an alternative approach to examine 

where water policy has been, where it is, and where it may be 

headed. To the extent policy making environments can be 

superimposed on principles of equity, perhaps a clearer 

perspecti ve can be developed as to whether water policy 

proposals in the nineties will be equitable or merely window 
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dressing for continued urban growth and development. 

SUMMARY 

The tension expressed in this research is between and 

among water interests who experience varying deg~·ees of 

political influence. Tension also exists between two sets of 

literature. The political histories of water put forth the 

view that water policy in the Southwest has been and is 

driven by economic growth and development. The water policy 

literature has emphasized participation or offers structural 

solutions through which to increase participation. The 

conceptual framework in this study evaluates these 

contrasting policy making models to determine which one 

appears to be the most accurate description of Western water 

policy. 

This study does not evaluate the utility and/or failure 

of pluralism and elitism as theories. These contrasting 

theories provided descriptive accounts of the way water 

interests in the West interact, providing a more accurate 

picture of the limited scope of Western water policy. Real 

change in Western water policy has seemed rare since only a 

narrow "elite" set of values have been consistently 

legitimized and implemented. Easton argued that in political 
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science there are really no paradigms or theories in the true 

sense of these terms, only conceptual frameworks to describe 

what is observed (Easton 1965). Thus, the concept:ual 

framework provides rudimentary indications as to why two 

distinct sets of literature have emerged in Western water 

research, one inferring elitism and the other endorsing 

pluralism. 

The chapter on geopolitical control of Western water 

policy does not attempt to resurrect a theory which has seen 

its fair share of criticism in foreign policy. Merely, the 

concept of geopolitics has been applied as a means to 

describe "elite" water policy practices that, here-to-fore, 

have been implied but never developed. Additionally, the 

geopolitical perspective explores a possible indicator of an 

"elite" controlled agenda. 

Similarly, principles of equity developed by Ingram, 

Scaff, and Silko were adapted to the framework as guidelines 

for evaluating the advantages and disadvantages of an "elite" 

political environment. The principles of equity are then 

applied to a number of alternative environments, namely the 

politics of pluralism, liberalism,and idealism. Thus, 

principles of equity revealed various ways political actors 

and their policy making environments could influence western 

water policy during Phase IV, the Era of Diminishing Returns. 

To some analysts, Western water policy is about 

-- -------
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calculated moves made to emphasize water resources 

development over all other potential uses of water. It is 

also about regional culture, social change, and economic 

development. To others, it is a study of participation and 

the expansion there of. The li terature examining these 

facets of Western water policy is expansive and summarized in 

the next chapter. This study, then, offers a starting point 

for bridging the gap between research which infers the elite 

nature of the politics of water in the Southwest and the 

growing emphasis in the field of water policy that increasing 

participation is sufficient to generate new values into the 

policy process. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE, 
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32 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature 

which infers that Western water policy is an elite 

environment. Additionally, this chapter examines and 

compares pluralist and elitist theories and perspectives on 

the study of water policy. Four distinct sets of literature 

are reviewed. First, Western water literature is discussed 

The primary focus is on California and Arizona. To a lesser 

extent, this literature addresses the broader topic of water 

policy in the Colorado River region. Western water 

literature is comprised mostly of political histories. 

Second, works on Western development are summarized. These 

works fill in some of the gaps regarding the cultural and 

economic development of the West not fully addressed by the 

water literature. Third, the literature review examines the 

politics of agenda control from political science and water 

policy perspectives. With respect to the West, a 

geopolitical perspective provides insight into the direction 

and control of Western water policy over time. Fourth, 

classic elitism and pluralism is discussed. In this regard, 
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arguments are presented explaining why western water policy 

is better explained by elitism then by pluralism. 

WESTERN WATER LITERATURE 

In reviewing the literature, many narratives have 

examined the role of water in the development of the West, 

most notably in California. The most thorough account is 

william Kahrl's Wat.er and Power (1982). This piece 

extensively traced the rise of Los Angeles and MWD as the 

main benefactors of Western water policy. other prominent 

works on the unique position held by Los Angeles include 

Ostrom (1962), Nadeau (1974), and Hoffman (1981). Nadeau 

presented the city's case for development of water resources 

as an integral part of the West's desire and need to 

modernize its economy. Ostrom offered the first real 

scholarly criticism of the "City's" conduct. 

Kahrl and Hoffman suggested linkages exist between the 

development of Los Angeles and the underlying purpose and 

consequences of building many large scale water projects. 

From these works, two indications of elite politics emerged 

First, the control of the agenda by Los Angeles for Los 

Angeles materialized. Second, water projects have been built 

with an eye toward securing a surplus of water earmarked only 
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for growth and development. Both of these insights provided 

the first inklings that, at least in Southern California, 

some water interests have historically been more equal than 

others. 

Cooper's (1968) narrative about the physical 

construction and engineering history behind water resources 

development in the West explored the extensi ve amount of 

planning that went into the massive water projects that tamed 

Western rivers. Implicit was the notion of building water 

projects to create surplus supplies to handle future demand. 

Cooper's book is a testimony to worth (value) of water 

projects. Although primarily an engineering history, Cooper 

is of interest to poli~ical science because he demonstrates 

the extensive scope of planning required in water policy. 

Fradkin (1984) recognized Cooper's understanding of the 

extensive planning and positioning of the water resources 

development community. Fradkin concluded that rather than 

the Colorado being valued as a river, Western water planners 

determined its value to be as a water supply for Southern 

California's growth. According to Fradkin, little merit was 

given to the Colorado River's value as a natural course. For 

the purpose of this study, Fradkin discussed water and growth 

to be irrevocably linked. Thus, the question of water 

supply, regulation, and allocation politically cannot be 

separated from the economic growth of the West. 
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Wiley and Gottlieb (1982) contributed to the framework 

in two ways. First, they infered ties between water, 

economic development, and the governing players of the 

region. In the post war West, the policy goal was to keep 

the post war boom going. Water allocation for urban growth 

became a key element in modernizing the West. Second, their 

book suggested links between the water policy movers and 

shakers, water development agencies, and the private sector's 

desire to implement these plans. For example, in the case of 

the six companies a policy triangle or conglomerate formed to 

build Hoover Dam, becoming the model for the other water 

projects built in the West. This suggested a narrowly 

defined or "controlled" water agenda. 

Reisner (1986) related the formation of the water elite 

with the institutions that are used to promote water 

development. centerpiece water projects are identified (for 

example 

Coulee). 

Hoover Dam, Colorado River aqueduct, and Grand 

Beyond narratives on the politics of constructing 

these central projects, Reisner provided a conceptual 

framework as to why the era of massive water projects 

declined. Specifically, the decline of water development 

reflected inefficiencies in the elite network, rather than 

from external challenges. That is, by the sixties, projects 

became part of the development agenda that would never have 

received serious consideration in the thirties and forties, 
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thus making them easier targets for the environmental 

movement to exploit. 

Several works have examined Western water policy with 

respect to Arizona water policy. Mann (1963) discussed 

historical water interests in Arizona and how grudgingly they 

cooperate with each other. Implicit in Mann's book is that 

members of the water community were replaced as the state 

modernized. That is, he offered evidence of the conflict 

between urban and agricultural water users in Arizona. 

Kelso, Martin, and Mack (1968) point to the political 

motivations for water projects based on their market analysis 

which found no economic rationale for water resources 

development. Kelso, Martin, and Mack also reported that the 

politics of creating a surplus of water through water 

projects was ever present in Arizona, a trend similarly found 

in California. Interestingly enough, the economic 

underpinnings of their study are as viable today as they were 

twenty years ago. 

Political alignments and political jockeying in the 

"four corners" states have been examined by Ingram, Laney, 

McCain (1980). Their study revealed that farmer's believed 

the CAP to be their salvation when in fact economically it 

contributed to their demise. This related to this study in 

that the CAP provided another example of a project 

politically imperative despite its economic debilities. 
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Thus, indication is provided that the CAP was driven by urban 

development but couched in terms of its agricultural 

benefits. 

A number of post Arizona Groundwater Management Act 

studies have examined the legal and administrative structures 

enacted and their impacts on water interests (Kyl 1982 ; 

Connall 1982). These studies concluded that the Groundwater 

Act and the CAP were beneficial to the cities and urban 

growth. To these writers, the Arizona law clearly placed 

agriculture in a secondary status. From these works 

structural and legal indicators of the decline of agriculture 

were exposed. 

In summary, the Arizona water literature inferred 

several similarities with Southern California water policy. 

Mann (1963) suggested the politics of agenda control exist in 

Arizona. Kelso, Martin, and Mack (1968) recognized the 

paramount role politics played in Western water development 

above and beyond economic considerations. Ingram et. ale 

(1980) provided indication that some water interests have 

more say than others in policy matters. However, until a 

body of research is written in a style similar to Kahrl's 

Water and Power (1982), the Arizona literature consists 

mostly of a number of incomplete frameworks. In short, there 

tends to be a spattering of studies across disciplines. 

Missing in the literature is a comprehensive and 
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interdisciplinary approach addressing the interactive aspects 

of water policy with economic development and politics. 

WESTERN DEVELOPMENT LITERATURE 

The works examined in this section have a common theme 

of a west that underwent great economic change; but, a water 

policy which has remained a relatively closed decision-making 

network. This literature reports that rapid growth in the 

economy has not generated mo~ern governing institutions. 

western state governments are then susceptible to control by 

the very people advocating and carrying out urban growth. 

In this contex~, a number of authors have addressed a 

changing and dynamic west. Starting with Gunther (1947), 

Garreau (1981), Wiley and Gottlieb (1982), and most recently 

Gottlieb (1988) they all in part or in whole examine the 

economics and the politics of development in the West. These 

works recognized the longevi ty of a closed agenda which 

protected the commitment to development. When exceptions to 

the norm occurred, these events were reported as significant 

pointing to changes in the traditional political 

arrangements. 

Recent writers like Garreau (1981) and especially Wiley 

and Gottlieb (1982; Gottlieb 1988) searched for signals of 
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increased participation to accompany the ever increasing 

effects of the Western economic boom. These works related to 

this study in that they documented a long held belief of a 

West dominated by closed decision networks. Additionally, 

they reported indications of change away from the old 

political style to a more participatory political venue. To 

this end, this study is interested in administrations, 

legislatures, electoral factors, and legal indications of 

change. 

Further, the literature suggested that in the West there 

is a special role for water, inferring that water is tied to 

development. Gottlieb quoted the ute Indians saying "water 

has a life of its own" (Gottlieb 1988). Reisner quoted an 

unnamed cynic who claimed water flows uphill toward money 

(Reisner 1986). Hoffman quoted Mulhullond, "whoever brings 

the water, brings the people" (Hoffman 1981; see also Watkins 

1971; Moss 1967; Garnsey 1950). However, Worster claimed 

this is not unique to the West and that all irrigation 

societies drift toward despotism (Worster 1986). 

GEOPOLITICS AND THE COLORADO RIVER 

A common theme in the Western water development 

literature was the on going effort by Los Angeles to control 
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the Colorado River. 'l'his occurred as early as the signing of 

the Colorado River Compact when California signed the 

agreement but Los Angeles benefited from the plan (Reisner 

1986) • The allocation of the Colorado River and the 

subsequent water projects to implement the allocation were 

indicative of regional control by an elite. The regional 

uniqueness of the West has translated over to water policy 

(for a contrast of San Francisco and Los Angeles cultures see 

Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). 

Examining the particular characteristics of a region 

over time has a tradition in politics. For example, 

Fradkin's approach to the West is really no different then 

what V.O. Key did in the South (Fradkin 1984; Key 1949). 

Garreau identified regions in a similar fashion, identifying 

why various regions were and are unique (Garreau 1981). 

Gunther's Inside USA pioneered this type of study in 1947 

(Gunther 1947). Examination of the west as a unique region 

can be traced all the way back to John Wesley Powell (Reisner 

1986). 

A political definition of the region has commonly 

included cities such as Salt Lake, Phoenix, 

Angeles, and San Diego as part of the Southwest. 

serves as the Northern political boundary. 

Tucson, Los 

Lee's Ferry 

Denver is 

observed as a city having only an indirect influence on the 

lower basin. It is within these rudimentary boundaries that 
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the politics of water in the lower basin have historically 

developed. 

These regional studies relate to this study of Western 

water policy by providing indication of a major shift in 

economic power from East to West. Addi tionally , this 

Ii terature claims that each region has a key center of 

economic power. For the purposes of this study, the 

identification of regional influences proved important to 

understanding the keys to controlling the politics and 

economics of the area. In the Southwest, one of these keys 

was the Colorado River. 

Sale, for example, says that the United States has 

undergone an economic shift from the East to the West coast 

(Sale 1975). Garreau refined Sale by arguing that Los 

Angeles has become the economic and production center of the 

continent, eclipsing both the Midwest and the Atlantic 

Seaboard (Garreau 1981). Garreau infers that Los Angeles 

controls resources within, adjacent to and, outside its 

political boundaries. Sale assumes that Los Angeles has 

always controlled the West. 

Administrative control of the agenda for the Southwest 

has also been linked to harnessing its water resources. For 

example, a number of studies link water projects to regional 

growth, political influence, and economic dominance in the 

Southwest by Los Angeles (Watkins 1971; Wiley and Gottlieb 
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The term 

"empire" in these works suggested an administrati ve water 

policy network that oversteps; perhaps even eclipses, 

tradi tiona I political boundaries such as state and ci ty 

jurisdictions. Implicit in the concept of empire is an 

illegitimate water network or unsavory system which produced 

an undemocratic output. 

Regionalism has been tested empirically by Reeves. 

Using census and trade statistics, Reeves demonstrated the 

size and extent of commercial influence of an assortment of 

urban centers (Reeves 1987). Thus, Reeves offered a more 

concrete definition of the direction of "ties" generated by 

one urban center to another. Once combined, the many diverse 

viewpoints on Western development suggested a polity that 

behaves similar to nation states in the international arena. 

Conceptually, the water policy system of the West has 

developed the attributes of a political system as described 

by Wallerstein in Modern World Systems (Wallerstein 1974) 

consisting of a core (the vital actors), semi-core 

(supporting actors) , and periphery (the remainders) 

(Wallerstein 1984). In general, geopolitics attempted to 

explain world political developments in terms of geographic 

space. Mackinder posited that central Europe and Asia became 

the "heartland" or key to obtaining world power. The 

heartland served as the "world island" and all other areas as 
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mere satellites. This view, rarely adhered to today because 

of its emphasis on Europe, received much criticism for 

considering only one factor in explaining the power of great 

nations (Lowe 1981). 

Nevertheless, several relevant factors warrant the 

consideration of geopolitics as one possible explanation of 

the politics of water in the Southwest. First, the 

relationship of California and Arizona have a historical 

dependency and struggle over the Colorado River. Secondly, 

the geopolitical literature offers insight into the process 

of water resources development in the West for import outside 

the confines of the Colorado River basin. Finally, 

geopolitics offers another avenue to observe the relative 

strength of Western water actors as a core water elite, aemi

core interest, or peripheral non-elite. 

ELITISM VERSES PLURALISM PERSPECTIVES 

The examination of literature for this study has thus 

far focused on Western development and water political 

histories which contend that water resources development 

traditionally operates out of a closed system. However, 

there also exists, primarily since 1970, an emergence of 

studies on the environment that contend significant changes 
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have occurred in water policy best explained by a rise in 

participation and pluralism. 

A major question posed in this study of western water 

policy is which of these competing frameworks best describes 

Arizona and California? By the fact that two seemingly 

competing sets of literature persist, perhaps neither pure 

pluralism or elitism models adequately explain Western water 

policy. These competing theories are examined below with 

respect to their advantages and disadvantages. In relation 

to this study of Western water policy, the contrasting and 

comparing of elitism and pluralism is necessary to lead the 

analysis tQward an intermediate set of literature. Drawing 

primarily from Easton (1965) and Gaventa (1980), a conceptual 

framework, developed in Chapter 3, emerges to identify 

varying levels of participation and influence on the control 

of the water agenda in the Southwest. 

Classic Pluralism: 

Dahl posits that the barriers to participation are few 

and primarily due to the individual's decision not to 

participate, not any structural barriers that inhibit 

pluralism (Dahl 1961) • For pluralism to operate 

participation must exist in a legal, political, and 

competitive sense. In applying Dahl to the Western 

development literature, history suggests that participation 
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Administrative 

agencies have seldom been "open" by the normative standards 

of Dahl, even if the Western water institutions meet the 

legal/structural definition of a pluralist setting. 

The pluralist theme in water policy posits that water 

decisions ought to be more pluralistic, the environmental 

ethic should be further adhered to, and institutional change 

should provide for increased participation (see, for example; 

Goodall, Sullivan, and DeYoung 1978; Mazmanian and Sabatier 

1983; Engelbert and Scheuring 1985). All of these works 

reflect efforts to find ways for Western water policy to live 

up to Dahl's standards. The weakness in these studies and 

the pluralist model in general is that the barriers of 

participation have been greater then simply being invited to 

the meeting. Power involves more than simply creating an 

institution or gaining access to an institution. Power also 

involves finding and implementing strategies and tactics to 

control an institution, at times rendering participation 

symbolic and even meaningless (Gaventa 1980; Easton 1965). 

Classic Elitism: 

Mills argued that there are folks who decide things and 

those who do not. Unless one becomes part of the inner 

government polity participation does not count (Mills 1956). 

Dye and Zeigler (1970) identified an irony in democracy in 
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that the governing elite believe in democracy so long as the 

elite practice participation, notin~ the masses are 

philosophically inadequate to the task. For example, it is 

the elite who have been more committed to civil rights than 

the general public (Dye and Zeigler 1981). The primary 

criticism of the elite framework stems from the notion that 

a small set of individuals control everything (Gaventa 1982) • 

The criticism misses the point in that in a specific topic a 

small group of experts, movers, and shakers can exercise a 

great deal of control without having influence anywhere else 

(Heclo 1978). 

Intermediate Analyses of Participation: 

A number of scholars have found both elitism and 

pluralism inadequate in explaining the relationship between 

participation and policy output. For example, participation 

in policy formulation implies an unequivocal interest in an 

issue and that the intelligent observer determines this 

interest by the clear logic of the situation (Bauer 1972). 

This assumption, is often discussed as a weakness in the 

elite model, in that a small set of individuals rarely 

possesses complete information on any issue (Bauer 1972). 

However, the assimilation of information is also a problem 

with pluralism since the masses are often uninformed and 

indecisive as to policy direction (Gaventa 1980). 
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Thus, a number of scholars searched for an intermediate 

framework which combined the best of pluralism with the best 

of elitism. For example, absenteeism can also be attributed 

to the suppression of options of nonparticipants. That is, 

nonparticipation reflects a political setting where those 

deciding what the game is about also decide who gets in the 

game (Schattschneider 1960). This concern was later reported 

by Bachrach and Baratz as power's "second face". Their 

thesis argued that power is exercised upon participants 

within the process and also toward the exclusion of potential 

adversaries to those holding power (Bachrach and Baratz 

1970) . This insight corresponds with "gatekeeping" as a 

technique for controlling a political system (Easton 1971). 

Expanding on many of these insights, Gaventa developed 

a framework for examining the exercise of power by political 

actors plugged into the system over those outside of the 

political process, which he identified as "powerlessness". 

Three dimensions of power emerged. The first dimension is 

direct where A has power over B through superior resources. 

The second dimension of power involves constructing barriers 

against participation by B, thus generating an institutional 

bias toward A. The third dimension of power is the ability 

of A to then influence or shape B to tacitly accept 

inequalities through myths and information control (Gaventa 

1980). These intermediate frameworks served as foundations 
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for the conceptual framework developed in Chapter 3. Authors 

like Schattschneider, Gaventa, and Bachrach and Baratz offer 

evidence that policy "output" may be elitist eventhough 

"input" appears to be pluralist. 
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE PERSPECTIVE 

AND FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS 
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The framework for analysis draws upon eli te theory 

(Mills 1956: Dye and Zeigler 1981), systems theory (Easton 

1971), theory of relative power among interest groups 

(Gaventa 1980), and policy analysis (Wildavsky 1979). These 

works serve as guideposts for linking water resources policy 

to the development of the West. Elitism implies that public 

policy does not reflect "public" demands so much as it 

reflects the values of elites. Regardless of ise~}es and 

elections the same leadersilip groups exercise pCV\rer in 

society. Distinction between elites and non-elites are based 

primarily on the control over the allocation of economic 

resources. Industrial and financial leaders comprise the 

core of the elite (Dye and Zeigler 1981). 

Easton's system's theory emphasizes the stability and 

maintenance of political systems. In a stable system, public 

policy reflects incremental rather than revolutionary change. 

Systems analysis also reveals gatekeeping roles where 

institutions become a means for maintaining elite control. 

within the operating system, elites disagree on policy from 

time-to-time but share an overriding consensus about 
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preserving the system. System preservation includes bringing 

in new members to reinforce elite values and removing 

outmoded members who no longer provide tangible assistance in 

furthering elite objectives (Easton 1971). 

The essence of the water policy development framework 

lies in its emphasis on external influences upon government 

institutions, most notably bureaucracy. Emery and Trist 

(1978) suggested links between bureaucratic theory and 

political influences by pointing out that policy actors 

employ strategies, tactics, and operational modes of conduct 

to attain policy ends (expanded on in the framework for 

analysis). Most bureaucratic theories underscore internal 

mechanisms which influence organizational size, complexity, 

and rigidity. Max Weber's pioneering work explained 

bureaucracy as a rational ends-means analysis. In Weber's 

view, a structure employs hierarchy, specialization, rules, 

and technical expertise in order to attain organizational 

ends (Gerth and Mills 1946). The growth of organizations 

(Downs 1967), centralization (Blau 1964), and hierarchy in 

organizations (Thompson 1966) have often served as the 

theoretical centers of water resources administration 

studies. 

Gaventa identifies three dimensions of political 

influence. These include having superior resources, 

construction of informal barriers to reduce participation, 

.... _-_._--
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and information control (Gaventa 1980). The combination of 

these techniques limit efforts to generate real policy change 

through democratic institutions. Thus, a combination of 

political power (Gaventa 1980), systems theory (Easton 1971) , 

elite theory (Mills 1956), bureaucratic political 

environments (Emery and Trist 1978), and policy analysis 

(Wildavsky 1979) provide the foundations for examining water 

resources development policy in the American West, 

specifically in Southern California and Arizona. 

FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS 

Elite dominance of Western water development can be 

divided into four broad eras (1) the foundations of the 

elites (1880s-1920s, a period of private and small scale 

projects); (2) the emergence of elites (1920s-1980s, when 

the water resources development ethic emerges); (3) the 

Golden Age of Concrete (1930s-1960s, a period of large scale 

water projects); and the (4) era of diminishing returns 

(1970s to present, a transition period where water elites 

focused on state water institutions in the absence of federal 

interest). (See Chapter 2 for literature review of the four 

phases). 

within each phase core, semi-core, and peripheral 
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participants in western water policy are identified. The 

core participants groups benefit from water resources policy 

in all four phases. Those who benefit the most have been Los 

Angeles business groups who adapt water projects as a means 

to enhance urban growth and development. Semi-core actors 

serve, in some of the phases, as part of the elite decision 

making network. Major semi-core actors in Western water 

policy have included agriculture, San Diego, and Arizona. 

Third, peripheral water policy actors are identified in each 

of the phases. Participation by peripheral actors has 

included environmentalists and limited growth activists. 

These non-elites have remained inconsequential even though 

Western water policy has undergone at least four marked 

phases during the past century. 

Core, semi-core, and peripheral water policy actors are 

identified by their strategies, tactics, and operational mode 

of conduct. A strategy involves selecting an objective -

where one wishes to be at a future time. Tactics are an 

immediate course of action to achieve objectives. 

Institutions, or operations, carry out strategies and tactics 

(Emery and Trist 1978). The use of the term institutions 

should not be limited to formal government structures. 

Policy actors create informal bodies to generate goals and 

Objectives and to implement policy. Thus, "operational 

modes" offer a less confining definition of institutions. 
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The dominant core water elite strategy is cooperation 

and the tactic coercion (Wildavsky 1979). Cooperation among 

the core participants involve a shared growth and development 

ethic. Water projects became a means of achieving 

development. Core water elites also employ subtle coercive 

tactics, such as symbolic responses to deflect semi-core and 

peripheral actors' policy concerns. Peripheral actors, often 

generate open conflict to encourage mutual consensus. In the 

operational context peripheral actors have often relied on 

open forums such as state legislatures which are 

traditionally weak instruments of action in Western states. 

Semi-core water interests employ the same strategies and 

tactics as the elite core. The difference is that semi-core 

actors are critical to building the coalitions commonly 

associated with the distributive nature of water politics in 

the West. The semi-core has less influence in agenda setting 

and policy implementation. At times semi-core interests such 

as agriculture have accepted symbolic assurances that water 

resources development served rural as well as urban needs. 

Designating water interests as core elites, semi-core 

elites and peripheral actors exposes the "real" policy makers 

from the symbolic participants. The adaptable core water 

elites appear to be at ease in any political setting. Thus, 

core water elites adopt a primary strategy of controlling the 

policy agenda (Cobb and Elder 1972). Tactics employed by the 
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water elite include in present politics the use of PAC's (in 

past times much crasser uses of money), securing large scale 

federal water projects, and symbolic legislative responses to 

non-elite (peripheral) policy objectives, such as the 1980 

Arizona Groundwater Management Act. Elite operational modes 

of conduct reflect the politics of gatekeeping designed to 

promote self regulation. Elites have sponsored institutions 

such as the Metropolitan water District (MWD) in California 

and the Department of water Resources (DWR) in Arizona. 

Phase I, the foundations of the elites (1880s-1920s) was 

characterized by a few small scale water projects. These 

projects were undertaken by individuals and private 

companies. Although limited in scale many of these early 

irrigation projects failed. In Phase I, Western water users 

began to realize that alternative sources of funding and 

building projects would have to be found for water to be a 

catalyst for growth. 

included: 

Specific characteristics of Phase I 

(1) Elite tactic - protect the "haves" over the "have

nots" through prior appropriation water laws. 

(2) Operational context - Western water institutions in 

an infant state. operations at the local level. 

(3) strategy - elites form the link between water and 

growth when federal interest in water projects 

develop. 
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Phase II, the emergence of the elites (1920-1930s) 

provided for a transition period in Western water policy. 

Water interests in Southern California began to solidify into 

an urban and agricultural coalition. In these years the 

federal government selected the projects, or the tactics, of 

regional development. The urban and rural core adapted 

accordingly deciding that reclamation best served growth. 

General characteristics of Phase II are: 

(1) Elite strategy secure growth through water 

projects assured by the federal interest in 

reclamation. 

(2) Tactics - The core elite in Los Angeles via the 

Colorado River Compact and federal agencies 

secured water supplies for urban growth. 

(3) Operational context - Los Angeles elites created 

MWD to act as a spokes-agency for Southern 

California in dealings with Washington D.C. 

(4) Non-elites emerge - Peripheral actors questioned 

elite tactics such as promoting water for urban 

growth first, other values such as farming second. 

This became an urban/rural conflict but non-elites 

were still unable to bring about a consensus and 

stop projects beneficial only to urban areas. 

The New Deal era ushered in Ph, 'se III, the "Golden Age 

Of Concrete". The construction of Hoover Dam lays in stone 
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that reclamation projects will guide the development of the 

West. within the region, MWD reflected the growth and 

development strategies of urban water elites in southern 

California. Together, MWD and the national water agencies 

became the primary authors of water policy in the Colorado 

River region. 

included: 

Some of the characteristics of Phase III 

(l) elite strategy Los Angeles water interests 

institutionalize the tie between water projects and 

regional growth and development, fueling the 

distributive politics of water. 

(2) Tactics - Los Angeles water elites employed MWD to 

eclipse federal planning and set priorities of 

needed water projects. 

(3) Operational Context - MWD and the emergence of a 

federal "iron triangle" effectively by-passed non

elite modes of accountability such as state 

government. 

(4) Semi-core - Emergence of Arizona and San Diego as 

growth and development interests solidified the 

distributive network. 

(5) Non-elites - The core/semi-core network prevented 

intrusion into water policy decision-making by 

peripheral actors, such small farmers. 

Phase IV, the era od diminishing returns {1970 to the 
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present), challenged Los Angeles water interests to find 

alternatives to large federal projects. In the struggle to 

hold down federal spending, the number of new reclamation 

projects greatly diminished. Consequently, states accepted 

a greater share of the burden in making water policy. 

Perhaps even more significantly, these developments 

challenged the traditional position of power enjoyed by Los 

Angeles. Semi-core actors realize that past policies served 

only Los Angeles. Peripheral actors such as 

environmentalists became ever present. Nevertheless, 

excessi ve and wasteful growth and development (in their view) 

of water supplies remained an issue. Particular attributes 

of Phase IV included: 

(1) Elite strategy - Continued growth and development 

plans even though federal water projects are not 

likely. 

(2) Tactics - Los Angeles water elites focused on MWD 

and the State Water Project; Semi-core water 

development interests in San Diego and Arizona 

looked to develop their own water projects 

independently of the Los Angeles agenda. 

(3) operational context - Los Angeles looked to MWD to 

preserve existing water allocation arrangements. 

Phoenix creates DWR as a potential "mini-empire". 

(4) Non-elites - Development of a clear environmental 
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strategy, but few effective operational modes of 

conduct emerged to implement an effective policy 

to counter the long established resources 

development ethic. 

The framework for analysis is applied in a three step 

manner. First, Southern California's experience and 

Arizona's experience are examined and compared. In 

California the focus is on the emergence, consolidation, and 

maintenance of a Los Angeles based water policy. In Arizona 

the politics of water centers on Phoenix as a "core" area for 

determining that state's water policy (see Chapters 4, 5 and 

6). Second, the framework is adapted to the broader context 

of the Colorado River region. Los Angeles is studied as the 

core "geopolitical" influence in the Colorado Riv~r region 

(see Chapter 7). Third, the framework more closely examines 

Phase IV and identifies conditions under which alternatives 

to an '~lite" political environment are likely to emerge in 

the nineties (see Chapter 8). 

SPECIFIC ELIMENTS FOR IDENTIFYING 

WESTERN WATER POLITICAL ACTORS 

Elite political styles of decision-making must be 

distinguishable from the politics of pluralism to validate 
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the argument that policy making strategies and tactics of 

Western water interests are indeed elite oriented. Adapting 

further from the Wildavsky model, there are basic elements 

that are common to policy development. These elements are 

time span, planning span, power distribution, decision rules, 

rank, operational values, intensity of goal variation, and 

the number of participants (Wildavsky 1979). In adapting the 

model to water policy, several assumptions are made with 

respect to each element. First, interests exert varying 

dimensions of power in the policy process overtime (Gaventa 

1980). Second, these elements are combined with the 

dimensions of power and control (Gaventa 1980) and elements 

of policy development (Wildavsky 1979) and assumes the two 

are intellectually compatible. Third~ an "elite" political 

style is indicated when a water interest is able to control 

the various policy development elements. Conversely, non

elites have a more difficult time controlling the various 

elements of policy development. 

For instance, time span refers to the length of time 

policy actors believe they have to implement their policy. 

The urgency with which the policy actor seeks changes in 

policy is the essence of calculating one's time span. Or, in 

contrast, the key policy participants may believe they have 

a vested interest in preserving the status quo. In Western 

water policy, maintaining the status quo became vital to the 
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political control of the water agenda. Those who seek the 

inclusion of alternatives to resources development, such as 

environmentalists, have a more urgent need to implement 

policies to overturn the wasteful water practices of the 

past. Thus, non-elites have a short time span. 

Planning span refers to the scope of planning. Plans 

may be comprehensive accounting for long term policy 

objectives or planning can be piecemeal reacting to short 

term issues. In water policy, water quality policies have 

emphasized short term clean-up programs responding to current 

problems rather then focusing on long range environmental 

issues. The water resources development communi ty , in 

contrast, has enjoyed the distinct advantage of building 

water projects to meet future economic and urban growth 

projections. 

Power may be highly concentrated, in the hands of a few 

key figures or widely dispersed with no single authority to 

turn to for policy leadership. An elite style of politics 

concentrates power. In contrast, competition among many 

interests is associated with pluralism. The Southern 

California and Arizona Experience, in part, examines the 

presence and/or absence of a wide variety of actors openly 

arriving at policy consensus. 

Rank is akin to the chain of political command. The 

politics of elite behavior involves coercion and requires a 
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clear hierarchy to develop and implement a single policy 

viewpoint. In contrast, a political arena high in conflict 

has an atmosphere of political equality. No hierarchy exists 

where all actors participate as equal partners. A 

frustrating aspect of the history of Western water politics 

is that environmental values have been ignored throughout the 

development of the West. 

Intensity of goal variation and the number of 

participants are somewhat related. For example, the more 

participants the greater likelihood of a high variety of 

goals. A few active policy makers indicates the politics of 

coercion (A over B) and cooperation among a narrow set of 

similar goals (Gaventa 1980). On the other hand, where there 

are many policy interests, there is likely to be a great deal 

of political conflict over goals. This conflict may be 

resolved under pluralism where all parties agree to cooperate 

for the broad and unclear goal of reaching a consensus. In 

this instance, the need to reach agreement is paramount and 

ideology is diminished to a secondary concern. When only a 

few make policy, goals vary only minimally, addressing 

alternative values (at best) symbolically. When many 

participate, the intensity and number of goal variations may 

be quite high reflecting a pluralist setting. 

To better illustrate the political relationship between 

the core elite, semi-core, and non-elite (peripheral) policy 
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actor, the policy development elements are applied to the 

strategies, tactics, and operational modes of conduct 

employed by various water interests in their effort to affect 

change in western water policy. Table 1 identifies the 

policy making patterns of the core elite water interests 

(EWls). A tentative relative position of control identifies 

the tactical position of the core elite ability to guide 

water policy (ability to control is graded as "high", 

"moderate", or "low"). An elite political style indicates a 

moderate to high degree of control for each policy making 

element (see Table 1; column 3; page 63). 

The strategies and tactics (columns 2 and 3 of Table 1; 

page 63) are carried out in operational modes of conduct. 

Here formal and informal institutions legitimize and 

implement water policy decisions. (The present day modes of 

conduct in Southern California and Arizona are listed in 

columns 4 and 5 of Table 1; page 63) Southern California, 

according to the political history literature, was dominated 

by an informal body, the Los Angeles 25 (LA 25) and the 

formal authority of the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). 

Arizona elite patterns include informal business groups such 

as the Phoenix 40 and the Tucson 30 to develop policy. 

Additionally, the Department of Water Resources (DWR) 

provides a formal institution through which to implement 

water resources development policies. The historical 
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TABLE 1: Policy Making Patterns of Water Elites 

Policy 
Development 
Elements 

strategic 
Orientation 

Time Span long range 

Plan Span comprehensive 

Power 
Distribution concentrated 

Decision 
Rules cogitation 

Rank Hierarchy 

Operational 
Values coo~dination 

Intensity of cohesive 
Goal Variation 

I of Players few 

NORMATIVE COOPERATION/ 
PATTERN COERCION 

Tactical Operational Modes of Conduct 
Position California Arizona 

hi 

hi 

med. 

hi 

hi(CA)/ 
Med(AZ) 

Med(AZ) 
hi(CA)/ 

hi 

hi 

III 

MWD 

Los Angeles 2S 

gatekeeping 

L.A. 2S & MWD 

L.A 25, MWD, & 
federal agencies 

captured agencies 

control of agenda 
by L.A. 25 

L.A. 25 

AN ELITE 
POLITICAL STYLE 

DWR and AHAs 

Phoenix 40 

gstakeeping 

Phoenix 40 & 
Governor's office 

Phoenix 40, Tucson 30 
& some fed. influence 

opportunities to 
capture agencies 

control of agenda 
by Phoenix 40 

Phoenix 40, Tucson 30 

AN ELITE 
POLITICAL STYLE 

* = (low, med, hi) = the expected degree of control over each policy development element 
given the political style, in this instance elitism. 
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development of the various strategies, tactics, and 

operational modes of conduct in an elite policy environment 

are fully explored in Chapters four and five. 

The policy development patterns to be expected of semi

core water elites (SWEs) are found in Table 2, page 65. In 

relation to the EWIs, the semi-core elites are moderately 

influential in the western water arena (see column 3, 

"tactical position", in Table 2, page 65). Policy making for 

SWEs tends to be responsive to elite plans. Additionally, 

SWE power is normally directed by the EWI. When SWE 

interests differ from the EWI, the semi-core may from time

to-time symbolically sympathize with non-elite concerns (see 

Table 2, column 1, "Policy development elements"; and column 

2, "strategic orientation" for a summary of the SWE 

strategies in western water policy, page 65). Nevertheless, 

elite politics is normally preferred to the uncertain 

environment of pluralism, where alternative values such as 

environmentalism would have the opportunity to openly attack 

the water resources development ethic shared by both the SWE 

and EWI. 

In this operational context, the practical utility of a 

semi-core interest is also explored in the ensuing chapters. 

Semi-core actors, such as agriculture, rely on the same 

institutions as the EWI for implementation. The SWE oversee 

the day-to-day operations and provide legitimacy to the EWI 
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ThOLE 2: Policy Patterns of Semi-core Water Elites 

Policy 
Development 
Element 

Time Span 

Plan Span 

Power 
Distribution 

Decision 
Rulea 

Rank 

Operational 
Values 

strategic 
·Orientations 

mid - range 

responsive 

directed 

implementation 

hierarchy 

coordination 

Intensity of symbolic responses 
Goal Variation to non-elite issues 

• of Players 

NORMATIVE 
PhTTERN 

small fluxuation 

COOPERATION/ 
COERCION 

Tactical * Operational Hode of Conduct 
Position California Arizona 

med 

med 

med 

med 

med 

mod 

hi 

hi 

MED/III 

MWD 

IID, HWD 

DWR/AMAs 

DWR/AHAs 

agriculture 18 integral part of both 
State's oversight of day-to-day operations 

provide legitimacy 
(or HWD, IID 

agriculture is 2nd 
to L.A. & San Diego 

bureaucratic loyalty 

rely on captured 
agencies·to resolve 
differences 

Los Angeles 2S 

Provide legitimacy 
(or DWR/AHAa 

Agriculture is third 
behind Phoenlx/Tuceon 

bureaucratic loyalty 

rely on captured 
Agencies to resolve 
differences 

Phoenix 40, TUcson 30 

ELITE rOLl TICS IS PREFERABLE TO TilE 
UNCERTAINTY OF "OPEN" DECISION MAKING 

* • (low, med, hi) • the" expected degree of control over each policy development element 
- given the political style, in this instance the semi-core water elites/agriculture. 
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by openly implementing the goals and policies of the core 

elite. This bureaucratic loyalty implies "trickle down" 

benef its to SWEs. That is, the semi-core agricultural 

interests received secondary benefits from associating with 

the core urban elite but are not the driving force behind the 

water policy agenda. As will be examined in the next chapter 

(Chapter 4), MWD first and foremost served Los Angeles and 

rural areas (see Reisner 1986; Worster 1986; and Kahrl 1982). 

In Arizona, the AMAs have much more stringent controls on 

rural water use than those imposed on urban areas (Martin and 

Ingram 1985). 

The non-elites or Peripheral Water Interests (PWIs) gain 

legitimacy through open conflict of water issues, hoping to 

expose the flaws in the resources development ethic. In 

applying this tactic, all water interests would have to 

include the environmental ethic in the policy process. 

Absent this utopian environment, the PWIs tacitly accept the 

EWI resources development ethic by the absence of wide public 

participation. This is the third dimension of power or 

susceptibility to myths resulting from non-participation 

(Gaventa 1980). 

Failing to directly alter the course of urban growth and 

development, the PWI opt to create their own agencies. 

Although these agencies are theoretically hostile to elite 

goals, their impact is marginal since they operate separately 
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from the elite hierarchy. Thus, we find in Table 3 (columns 

1,2,3; page 68) that the time and planning span for the PWI 

is often short term, responding to current water policy 

problems rather then developing and implementing long term 

goals. 

Nevertheless, the membership of the PWI often falls 

victim to its own ideology. If the closed door policies of 

water resources development has indeed locked out the non

elites, then operationally the PWI find little solace from 

compromise in their own ranks. In this instance, sheer 

advocacy may seem more effective than any formal institution 

(see Table 3; columns 4 and 5; page 68). This view is 

expressed in a number of different writings (Nichols 1974; 

J.IcPhee 1971; Fradkin, 1984). Thus, the normative for the PWI 

would be liberalism or rule of law which would force all 

values to be reconciled. Absent this, pluralism offers the 

best hope for change. However, pluralism sacrifices 

SUbstantive change for process which in many ways leaves non

elites no better off then under the leadership of the EWI. 

These various policy making environments and their 

consequences on water policy are addressed extensively in 

Chapter eight. 

In general, a core water elite has several political 

advantages in Western water policy over the peripheral or 

non-elite actors. The core elite enjoy a much longer time 

- ---------
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\0 ThDLE J: Policy Making Patterns of Non-elite (Peripheral) Water Interests 

PolIcy 
Development 
Element 

Time Span 

Plan Span 

Power 
Distribution 

Decision 
Rules 

Rank 

Operational 
Values 

Intend ty of 

Strategic 
Orientation 

Short term 

piecemeal 

dispersed 

interaction 

equality 

conflict 

Gosl Variation antagonistic 

I of Players 

NORMATIVE 
PATTERN 

many 

CONFLICT/CONSENSUS 

Tactical Operational Hode of Conduct 
Position California Arizona 

low 

med 

low 

med 

low 

low 

low 

low 

LOW 

EPA & State agencies 

fragmented, No. Cal. 
successes only. 
low statewide impact 

ADHS, DEO, crisis mgt 

fragemented Syr plans 
marginally dent urban 
growth plans 

interest groups of into groups in infant 
single issue orientation state, low impact. 

EPA, Courts, State govt. Courts, ADHS, DEO 

single issue lobbying falls to directly 
confront the values of the core elite 

sheer advocacy 

many agencies with 
competing missions 

sheer advocacy 

many agencies with 
competing ·missions 

stuck in elite gate keeping structures 

LIBERALISM - rule of law, juridical democ. 

* a (low, med, hi) the expected degree of control over each policy development element 
given the political style, in this instance, of non-elites or peripheral players. 
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span. As will be demonstrated, water elites have dominated 

water policy making in California and Arizona over four 

different eras. Elites also have a highly concentrated power 

base making it easy to coordinate regional economic 

development and urban growth plans. In contrast, the non

elite often have little in common other than their political 

poverty. In the race for water, groups such as 

environmentalists, the Native American, and the semi-core 

actor agriculture have little common ground from which to 

challenge the core elite other than their mutual failure to 

obtain more equi table decision rules. Core eli te 

"Gatekeeping" has limited access to water policymaking. 

The process of traversing the four phases is one of 

observing core water eli te urban growth and development 

interests and their politics of cooperation and coercion. 

The strategies, tactics, and operational modes of conduct of 

elites enhance their opportunity for continued control of the 

policy making process. The normative state for elites is 

cooperation among a few like-minded players and subtle 

coercion to reduce or eliminate open conflict. Non-elites 

generate open conflict as a vehicle to challenge elites and 

force compromise. The victories of non-elites are seldom 

sweeping. Instead, compromise by non-elites merely slows the 

pace of urban growth. 

It is these basic differences in the behavior of elites 
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verses non-elites that guide the framework for analysis 

across four phases of Western water development. Identifying 

the strength of elite and non-elite values in California 

(Chapter 4) and Arizona (Chapter 5) gives indication to the 

extent of elite control and non-elite participation in each 

of the four phases. To the extent the four phases reflects 

"geopolitics" (Chapter 7) a crude indicator of a regionally 

dominant Western elite emerges. 

Finally, the fourth phase of Western water policy 

suggests alternatives to the elite pattern and the conditions 

necessary for policy change (Chapter 8). At present, 

examples of pluralism, elitism, and idealism as well as 

elitism can be observed. Phase IV has not overturned elitism 

but has modified it in ways that are still evolving. 

----------
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THE CALIFORNIAZATION OF ARIZONA 

WATER POLITICS 

CHAPTER 4 

THE CALIFORNIA EXPERIENCE 
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Early water policy in California centered around private 

ventures and small-scale private water districts. Coastal 

cities, farmers, and mines offered competing claims to water 

in a region where no mechanisms existed to deliver water for 

these various uses, other than small private systems to pump 

and divert water. Water policy, such as it was in the mid 

1800s, reflected unsettled frontier conditions (Nadeau 1950) • 

One of the earliest institutions to set policy was the 

courts. In creating and interpreting water law, the courts 

addressed only immediate concerns leaving broad policy 

considerations for a more stable and less uncertain era. 

In the 1880s small scale water institutions formed. 

Through the creation of several small, private, institutions, 

it became clearer that the demand for consumptive use had 

priority over all other claims. Initially, private water 
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companies were either collective associations of farmers or 

were an adjunct of land developers. As long as a single 

purpose for water dominated the Arid West, these institutions 

adequately met the demands of the water users. 

Irrigations districts, organized along the model of a 

municipal corporation, assisted in preventing open conflict 

among single-purpose consumptive water users. Irrigation 

districts served as a screening mechanism, keeping potential 

water competitors at bay. By assigning hierarchy and rank to 

different uses of water, the irrigation districts brought 

order and stability to the process of importing and 

distributing water. However, a proliferation of consumptive 

uses developed in southern California proving too burdensome 

of the irrigation districts to administer solely on their 

own. 

Southern California developers, beginning in the 18~Os, 

promoted urban growth but lacked the political savvy to 

employ public institutions to further private ambitions. In 

many respects, California found itself moving towards the 

twentieth century with few formal institutions to assist the 

growth desired for the state. The creation of the city of 

Los Angeles Water Department and that department' s 

construction of the Los Angeles Aqueduct marks the end of 

Phase I. While still a local project, it involved planning 

in that Los Angeles water elites had to go outside city (and 
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regional) boundaries to achieve their goal. The formation of 

the Los Angeles Water Department pointed to an early 

realization that large private water companies enhanced 

development more systematically then independent water 

suppliers (Kahrl 1982). 

The passage of the Reclamation Act of 1902 was the 

beginning of the second phase in California water politics. 

Agriculture's strategy was to compete for water as a means 

for expanding business opportunities, not simply as a 

necessity for survival. The Reclamation Act sought to 

minimize the cyclical boom-bust patterns that plagued the 

mining industry and slowed growth since statehood (Nadeau 

1974). Most private attempts at water augmantation had 

failed, bringing financial ruin for investors (Hoffman 1981) . 

Then, Theodore Roosevelt made development of the West a 

national priority. He chose Francis Newlands, a man who had 

lost his own fortune backing private irrigation projects, to 

head the Reclamation Service and implement water policies to 

enhance (or create) a stable, profitable Western agricultural 

sector of the national economy (Reisner 1986). Local water 

elites had long identified potential sites for reclamation 

projects. The significant difference in Phase II was that 

the Reclamation Service, with its larger resources, became 

the key operational mode of conduct. The bright outlook on 

the water front had to be tempered somewhat, however, in that 
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skeptical Eastern congressional interests were willing to 

take a risk only on small and relatively limited projects. 

Ironically, the first reclamation projects were built in 

Arizona [Salt River Project] and Nevada [Newlands Project] 

not California (Reisner 1986). Nevertheless, the second wave 

of the small projects era beginning in 1905-1906, took a 

decidedly California focus (Reisner 1986). 

Although formed to regulate the distribution of imported 

water from the Colorado River, MWD represented an attempt by 

California water elites to retain local control over water 

allocation while getting the national government to provide 

even more water projects. MWD's creation also marked the 

beginning of long-range planning. Through MWD Southern 

California water interests lin!ced water development with 

urban growth in Southern California. 

The reliance on a federal interest in water supply 

augmentation mentation coincided quite nicely with the New 

Deal and World War II. Simply, in Phase III, the Golden Age 

of Concrete, the core elite philosophy maintained that the 

lack of an adequate water supply alone would not hinder 

growth in Southern California (Reisner 1986). This elite 

strategy required the national government to authorize large

scale construction of water projects in a planned pattern so 

that actual water supply would be one step ahead of 

population projections (Cooper 1968). In practice this meant 
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providing an excess water supply which permitted the surplus 

to be doled out to agriculture until a time the water would 

be needed for urban use. This "lag time" between 

construction and future urban use was clearly evident in the 

completion schedule of Hoover Dam [1935], the All American 

Canal [1938], Shasta Dam, [1944], the San Diego Aqueducts 

[1944, 1960], and the start up of the State Water Project 

[1960] (Cooper 1968; Reisner 1986). 

Strategically, the MWD served as the de facto California 

state water agency. As the insti tutional link between 

California water elites and growing federal construction 

agencies, MWD was in a position to influence federal 

priorities in California. Playing upon the similar missions 

of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation, MWD 

relied on the budding interagency rivalry to promote the 

ambitious Los Angeles water storage scheme. This freed MWD to 

tailor the State Water Project to fill in any gaps not 

covered by the national construction agencies. Tactically, 

the emergence of Western politicians as key members of 

Congress provided a vital link in securing financing and 

retaining priority for Western water projects. Additionally, 

legislative logrolling developed between delegations from the 

Western states, reducing a West versus East conflict. As 

long as the Western water interests knew projects were part 

of a regional package, the construction continued 
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uninterrupted and unquestioned (Parsons and Mathews 1987). 

California state law eventually authorized the 

organization of 30 different types of locally controlled 

water districts. These included, in addition to irrigation 

districts, a number of reclamation, municipal, utility, and 

county water districts (Reisner 1986). The water district 

effectively replaced the private water company as the prime 

distributors of water in Phase III. As water imports 

increased from the Colorado, these initial water districts 

were no match for the large municipalities in Southern 

California represented by MWD. with increased urbanI 

industrial water use and a more vast tax base, Los Angeles 

out maneuvered smaller districts as the primary water 

supplier of Southern California. MWD quickly emerged as the 

primary vehicle for water interests in Southern California to 

translate their goals into public policy (Kahrl 1982). 

A succession of large water projects from the 30s to 60s 

rapid institutional development. Through MWD, urban water 

elites bypassed other institutions (such as the State water 

Office) and created their own policy network. For example, 

San Diego, facing a water shortage, chose to present its case 

for more water through MWD and joined the organization in 

1949 rather than dealing directly with Washington. The very 

next year a pipeline connected San Diego to the MWD's 

Colorado River Aqueduct. By 1960, in the haste to develop, 
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California water projects spawned over 160 irrigation 

districts, 55 reclamation districts, and literally hundreds 

of county and municipal water districts (Cooper 1968; Wiley 

and Gottlieb 1982). MWD, however, remained the only water 

agency that spoke with authority in water conversations 

between Southern California and the national government. 

Arizona ~ California (1963) upset this tight alliance. 

When the Supreme Court ruled to grant Arizona a water right, 

California water elite goals and national water agency goals 

began to differ. Future water projects still required a 

unified strategy but the key actors involved in water policy 

developed slightly different policy directions. The BOR 

payed more attention to Arizona's Colorado Ri ver supply. 

with new-found interest in the Central Arizona Project, 

Arizona water interests found little value in following the 

lead of California water interests. California elites, 

looking to prevent permanent wounds from this legal defeat, 

countered by developing strategies and tactics to continue 

growth and development policies on their own, realizing that 

past partners were not as reliable as they once were (Parsons 

and Mathews 1987). 

The "California first" philosophy shared by California 

water elites and federal resource development agencies kept 

Arizona noticeably dry in the area of water imports. 

Arizona's cities were booming and (other than the small-scale 
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SRP complimented by large natural groundwater supply, 

consumed primarily by agriculture) no new water supplies had 

been created to accommodate the plans of Phoenix and Tucson 

to grow and develop a la California. Prior to Arizona ~ 

California, Arizona's role as a junior partner for California 

interests was precarious at best. Now California water 

elites had to assume the relationship was permanently 

severed. Two alternative paths appeared. One, they could 

break down their barriers and allow California's water future 

to be determined in open conflict forums. Two, they could 

adapt and fashion a plan for coping with the reality of 

having to manage their water empire with li ttle outside 

assistance. Los Angeles elites decided to go it alone. 

The fourth phase of California water politics, thus, 

began with Arizona ~ California. prefigured by the battles 

over the Upper Basin projects on the colorado as well as the 

import schemes for water from the Columbia River system, the 

fourth phase in California was marked by the onset of 

diminishing returns. The most crucial diminishing return for 

the California water elite was the realization that water 

supply issues were no longer life and death urban growth 

issues. Los Angeles elites, having created one of the major 

urban centers of the world, had other items on their agenda 

more important than water. The growth of Los Angeles as a 

hi-tech center weakened the traditional water elite alliance 
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in favor of a more diverse and eclectic set of interests. 

Rising construction and repayment costs for water projects 

also contributed to the onset of an era of diminishing 

returns (Gottlieb 1988). 

The real impact of Arizona v. California became visible 

when California elite adopted a strategy of self-reliance and 

attempted to continue water resources development on their 

own with the state water Project. Rather than waiting for 

the national government to reach a decision, Southern 

California growth and development elites decided to pursue 

Northern California water resources for Southern California 

use (Kahrl 1982). 

Once relegated to state level politics, the Los Angeles 

area elite had to come to grips with the different set of 

political, economic, and social values prevalent in Northern 

California. Although MWD could control the water agenda in 

the Southern half of the state and the Southern reaches of 

the Colorado River region, Los Angeles area water elites had 

less clout when dealing with their Northern Counterparts. 

Nevertheless, Southern California water elites, sticking true 

to form, were unwilling to adopt the tactics of consensus 

that may have brought about accommodations from Northern 

California interest. 

to control what 

Southern California water elites chose 

they had previously built and 

institutionalized and waited for opportunities to arise where 
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their proposals would less likely be challenged. 

Another issue confronting the water elites emerged as a 

result of the environmental quality movement of the late 

Sixties and early Seventies. The 1969 passage of the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) helped to formalize 

public opposition to large water projects deemed 

environmentally unsafe. In California, environmental values 

enjoyed their heyday in the Jerry Brown administration. The 

Peripheral Canal, Tulare Basin, and Mono Lake issues are 

often cited examples of effective citizen activist (non

elite) victories in the water policy arena (Reisner 1986; 

Worster 1986). 

However, the second term of the Brown administration 

(1979-1983) was more likely an example of elites buying time 

until the next election and the hope of a more "friendly" 

governor. Ties to water elites were not completely severed 

under Brown as noted by his signing of the second phase of 

the controversial state Water Project in 1980 (Wiley and 

Gottlieb 1982). In spite of Jerry Brown's environmental 

allegiances, the former governor realized Southern 

California's central and powerful role in the West's growth 

and development. 

The current strategy for California water elite is to 

wait for clear policy windows. This "waiting'em out" 

strategy, carried over to the Deukmaj ian administration 
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which, at the very least, has minimized the number of 

setbacks to elite growth and development plans and goals. 

The pace of water resources development clearly has slowed, 

visibly depicting an "era of diminishing returns" (examined 

extensivelY in Chapter 8). The political environment has 

appeared to be similar to Phase II, where projects were 

authorized on a need basis with significant but unsuccessful 

opposition (Parsons and Mathews 1987). Furthermore, I~D has 

conveyed signs of an image change. As the MET, the 

Metropolitan Water District appears more "open" then in 

previous eras (Gottlieb 1988). Nevertheless, the major 

players in Southern California continue to depend on MWD 

rather then create their won water network. 

WATER POLICY PATTERNS IN CALIFORNIA 

REVEALED BY THE FOUR PHASES 

The current water policy structure in California 

reflects earlier phases of western water resources 

development. The emergence of elites and the rise of 

reclamation in Phase II resembled rugged individualism and a 

core value embraced by modern water elites. Men such as 

William Mulholland dreamed of developing the water resources 

of California by enticing people, capitol, and technical 
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know-how to believe in the promise of the West. (Nadeau 1950; 

Hoffman 1981; McWilliams 1973). By Phase II, urban water 

interests 

California. 

began to rival agriculture in water use in 

Washington D.C. lay waiting to finance and build 

the plans dreamed by California investors. Phase II showed 

that it is possible for business investors and land 

developers in California Have unlimited access to water 

supplies for urban growth and development. 

The Golden Age of Concrete served to legitimize and 

implement the California/Washington connection. The common 

thread was California's desire to develop and the national 

government's desire to become a "strong" economic, political, 

and military power. Federal water resources development 

agencies linked these slightly different yet compatible 

goals. In Los Angeles, water policy focused on urban growth, 

banking, and real estate opportunities. The creation of MWD 

solidified these values as the "elite" expression of water 

policy. MWD served as the broker between local and federal 

interests articulated by the Army Corp of Engineers and the 

Bureau of Reclamation. This "cozy" triangle put in place a 

resource development agenda. Additionally, water elites in 

Phase III learned tactics to side-step potential adversaries 

such as a California state government half staffed by 

skeptical Northerners. Thus, intrusion by the state into Los 

Angeles water plans was greeted suspiciously by the urban 
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water elite and treated as a signal of intent to break 

southern California's "cozy" relationship with Washington. 

The Era of Diminishing Returns challenged water elites 

to find strategies and tactics to maintain their con'trols. 

Phase IV has revealed less of an emphasis on large-scale 

water development. Elites have taken time out to manage the 

benefits accrued over the last fifty years. Informal 

operational modes of conduct, such as the Los Angeles 25, 

became more selective in their ventures into the water arena. 

The elite core values of the eighties changed very little. 

The tactics, however, to achieve even greater urban growth 

have undergone adjustment. Water no longer holds the only 

key to expansion. Rather, water has become merely one aspect 

of a multi-faceted plan ranging from banking, foreign 

investment, to support for hi-tech industry (Garreau 1982). 

When the need arises, the urban water elites take their case 

to formal institutions receptive to their policy preferences. 

In practice, MWD continues to serve in this capacity. 

National political trends have also had at least two 

major impacts on Southern California water resources 

development policy. First, Western water elites have learned 

to adjust to national water agency goals without giving up 

their own plans. That is, Southern California water 

development must today compete with Northern California and 

Arizona for federal assistance. The second national 

-----.. -----. 
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political effect on water elites has been the rise of 

interest groups participating in a vast national pluralist 

setting (Lowi 1979). For example, the implementation of 

Clean Water Act, for the first time, operationalized 

alternatives to water resources development, such as 

protecting ground water quality. 

Nevertheless, beginning in the early 1900s, resource 

development agencies assumed the role of benefactor and 

patron for water and conservation interests. National 

agencies formulated their role as one of enhancing growth in 

the West through "wise use" management of its natural 

resources. This economic development strategy fueled 

cooperation between Western water elites and the national 

government. Federal agency missions and Western water elite 

goals merged, firming the cooperative strategy as a 

convenient means for planning development. 

The New Deal era reflected a sense of urgency in Western 

development. In response to the Great Depression, Western 

water development plans were rushed on the agenda. Dams and 

reservoirs seemed the perfect vehicle for putting an idle 

labor force to work for both California's desire to grow and 

the national aim of economic recovery. Thus, water projects 

provided a multitude of benefits and few apparent costs. 

Locally, 

spawned 

water proj ects in 

industry, offered 

the "Golden Age of 

flood control,and 

Concrete" 

irrigated 

-----_. --_ .. _ .. _. 
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agriculture. 

A hole in the California/federal relationship emerged in 

California's Phase IV. When Arizona secured legal rights to 

the Colorado River, Washington created a new operational mode 

of Conduct in Arizona in the form of DWR (see Table 4; column 

5, Arizona's operational modes, page 86). Meanwhile, Los 

Angeles area water elites exhibited policy learning skills by 

forming the informal LA 25 in the hope of continuing their 

long term growth plans for Southern California. 

Thus, California interests showed keen political savvy 

when dealing with Washington by embracing the federal 

presence when mutually beneficial. Conversely, when the 

attention of federal agencies was diverted elsewhere, 

Southern California elites weathered changes in long 

accustomed cooperation. Ultimately, an argument can be made 

that Southern California matured and no longer needed big 

brother Washington. still, that would give testimony to the 

success of elite development plans. If this is the case, 

policy analysis have been in error in concluding that the 

absence of modern day large dam projects indicates the end of 

water elites and their growth and development plans. 

The other national political effect on Southern 

California water elites was the rise of pluralist politics in 

Washington. Policies along the lines of NEPA and the Clean 

Water Act made business as usual more difficult for water 
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elites. In California, politics at the state level also have 

become more fragmented. Environmentalists often lay claim to 

putting an end to large scale water projects. This 

conclusion may be erroneous when given the evidence that 

today water is not the only key to growth. Further, there 

are simply few if any decent sites left on which to build. 

This is small consolation for individuals such as David 

Brower who continue to guard the Grand Canyon (Fradkin 1984; 

McPhee 1971). 

Another consequence of increased pluralism has been 

incremental policy making. Fragmented politics has 

ironically worked to corner environmentalists as well as 

other non-elites. Prior to Phase IV, there were no formal 

institutions to address environmental issues other than the 

less than supportive resource development agencies. 

Presently, elites have had some success in "maintaining 

controls" by keeping environmentalists cornered in the E.P.A. 

or in the california state legislature to the North, away 

from direct contact with water elite operational modes of 

conduct. The tactical position of non-elites expressed 

earlier in Table 2 (page 65) appears accurate even in Phase 

IV, a time of increased participation. 

creating new and separate institutions has produced only 

marginal changes in Western water policy. 

toward the environmental perspecti ve were 

Real changes 

produced only 

'I 
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during crisis as the California examples of the Peripheral 

Canal,and Mono Lake have shown. Thus, these non-elites have 

spent a great deal of time engaged in preventative politics. 

By accepting pluralism, non-elites have very little rank and 

no structured hierarchy to challenge the long established 

policies of elites. Increased participation has provided the 

best claim for non-elite policy success during Phase IV. 

However, the study of water policy across four phases 

indicated that compared with water elites, the non-elite 

actors appear only periodically and for short periods of time 

(see Table 5; California Water Interests and Their Relative 

Influence Across Four Phases, page 89). Non-elite 

participation past the agenda setting stage in Western water 

policy has been rare. 

Finally, the phase out of agriculture displayed a water 

elite community with marginal concern over semi-core demands. 

The Four Phases of southern California's water political 

history suggested a policy where agriculture holds water for 

later urban use (Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). The economic 

decline of traditional farming has coincided with the rise of 

agribusiness (Pisani 1984) (see Table 5, page 89). Across 

the four phases, urban water elites have maintained and 

expanded their elite standing by gathering support from 

eastern land developers and investors (Phase II); the 

railroads, real estate boom, public utilities, and oil 
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companies (Phase III); and most recently hi-tech and 

aerospace industries poised to keep agriculture at a lower 

rank (Phase IV). Agriculture was clearly an ever present 

participant in legitimizing urban elite water resources 

development plans. But, over time agriculture has been 

relegated to a semi-core role in the policy process. The 

economic decline of agriculture relative to other expanding 

economies simply made it easier for water to pass through 

agricultural districts on its way to Southern California's 

cities (Pisani 1984). Thus, strategies and tactics employed 

by Los Angeles core elites have indicated a keen knack for 

adjusting to changes in the external environment. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE ARIZONA EXPERIENCE 

Phase I of water policy development in Arizona (1860-

1948) resembled the struggle for survival that marked Phase 

I of California's experience. However, unlike California, 

agriculture became the back bone of the state's economy. 

Nevertheless, for agriculture to be a viable activity, a 

guaranteed supply of water had to be obtained. Phoenix 

farmers realized they needed a water storage project but 

lacked the capital to build even a primitive dam on either 

the Salt or Gila Rivers. The passage of the Reclamation Act 

became pivotal in that the Salt River Project (SRP) gave the 

Phoenix Valley water for irrigation via federal funds, monies 

the state simply could not raise on its own (Smith 1985). 

Phase I is also marked by the political dominance of 

agricultural interests in the water elite. Landowners in 

Phoenix formed the Water Users Association and adapted a 

"one-acre, one-vote" policy which favored landowners in water 

decisions (Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). This decision rule came 

to dominate valley water politics until the early 1960s. 

Agriculture asserted its position in calling for additional 

reclamation projects to augment the state's water supply. 

institutionally, the development of water law in Arizona 
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granted agriculture a preferred position. The adoption of 

reasonable use protected agricultural uses of water in the 

courts, which at the time appeared sympathetic to ranchers 

and farmers. Additionally, acts of the legislature or 

decrees of the executive that could be detrimental to 

agriculture's preferred status were blocked (or delayed) by 

the courts (Mann 1963). 

The courts became Arizona's only developed political 

institution. Neither the legislature nor the executive had 

the expertise, the resources, let alone the inclination to 

evaluate the complexities of water allocation policy. The 

executive branch had little investigative capability and 

almost no regulatory inclination. The allocative authority 

that marks the modern bureaucracy would not arrive in Arizona 

until after World War II. In water policy, the executive 

branch, both elected and appointed, often deferred to the 

legislature which in turn deferred to the courts for policy 

making. Agricultural elites strived to preserve this system, 

nominating candidates for elective office who would "uphold 

the law". 

The Arizona legislature passed the state's first 

groundwater legislation in 1948, a toothless act which served 

to continue agriculture's preferred position in water policy. 

This policy decision set the stage for Phase II (1948-1963) 

water policy in Arizona. Although a post-war development 
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boom in Arizona proved the old legal system to be outdated, 

agricultural i~terests continued to control the state's water 

resources. The courts further sustained agriculture's 

position in 1952 when groundwater was declared a private 

property right, rather than a public resource (Kyl 1982). It 

became clear to all water interests that agriculture could 

hinder the growth plans of urban interests. 

Groundwater knows no political boundaries and 

agriculture's dominant use of groundwater became a real 

threat to urban areas where groundwater mining lowered urban 

as well as rural water tables. For example, the 1948 

Groundwater Code created "critical Groundwater Areas" which 

at first glance sound conservation oriented. However, the 

Act restricted only new irrigation and stated ••• "Nothing in 

this Act shall be construed to affect the right of any person 

to continue the use of water from existing irrigation wells 

or replacement of such wells" (Session Laws 1948). In short, 

the Act protected any and all agricultural water uses in 

existence before 1948. In the five years immediately 

following the passage of the code, groundwater pumping 

increased from 3,250,000 acre-feet to 4,800,000 acre-feet. 

Irrigated acreage also increased from just under a million to 

1. 3 million acres (Mann 1963). These figures offered 

evidence that the 1948 Groundwater Act was passed more out of 

desperation than conviction (Groundwater Management Study 



94 

commission Report 1980). 

Additionally, the "three C's of Arizona copper, 

cattlemen, and cotton interest II controlled the Arizona state 

Legislature. In particular, the Senate favored rural 

counties where two senators represented each county. The 

legislature often operated in confusion where one chamber was 

dominated by the "cow" counties and the other by the 

metropolitan areas (Mann 1963). Thus, redistricting in 1966, 

when one man - one vote became the rule for both chambers, 

was likely a key factor in breaking the rural monopoly over 

the State Legislature. 

During Phase II the meager attempts to legislate water 

law did little to dispel an antiquated legal/judicial 

operational mode of conduct. Tactically, urban elites for 

the first time had solid evidence to point out their inferior 

position to agriculture, a reality that could not be 

tolerated if the state were to modernize and di versify 

economically. 

Phoenix elite organized into a powerful cooperative / 

coerci ve network during Phase II. Through the Charter 

government Committee, elites fashioned policies in such areas 

as public works, land annexation, and zoning. A promotional 

campaign complemented the region's economic and population 

boom. In the political arena the committee sanctioned 

candidates and screened the selection of candidates. In 
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order to avoid charges of "running things", the committee 

conveniently disbanded after each election. The influence of 

the "Committee" on Phoenix politics is further exemplified by 

the fact that from 1947 to 1976 only two city council 

candidates were elected without "Committee" approval (Wiley 

and Gottlieb 1982). Throughout this period, government 

decisions in Phoenix were crude. For example, gatekeeping 

practices such as direct phone calls from elites to city 

officials were used to relay the "correct" policy direction. 

If the political pull of the urban elites were on the 

rise, so too was urban growth beginning to rival agriculture 

in Arizona., During Phase II, population in Arizona 

skyrocketed from around 300, 000 to 1, 300, 000. As phenomenal 

as it seemed this growth performance would be dwarfed in 

Phase III. Agriculture, in contrast, remained relatively 

constant, changing from roughly 250,000 to 400,000 total 

population (Arizona statistical Review 1986; see Appendix A: 

Arizona Demographics). Economic figures also reflected this 

power shift. From 1950 to 1970, the farm share of personal 

income fell from 18 to 3 percent while manufacturing 

increased from 5 to 13 percent (Kelso, et. al. 1968). 

Meanwhile, Arizona's population approached the 2 million mark 

while agriculture still consumed roughly 90 per cent of the 

state's water, having only 38 percent of the population 

(Groundwater Management study Commission 1980). All of these 
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factors placed urban elites in a tactical position to at 

least rival agriculture, if not surpass agribusiness by the 

end of Phase II. 

Thus, both agriculture and urban elites started to come 

to grips with their coexistence in Phase II. This became 

apparent in the redefinition that occurred on the need for 

the Central Arizona Project (CAP). First proposed in Phase 

I after the Reclamation Act of 1902, the CAP was originally 

designed to enhance Arizona's place as an agricultural state. 

However, during Phase II, the CAP became synonymous with the 

preservation of all aspects of the state's economy. As such, 

urban elites and agribusiness laid the groundwork to 

cooperate among themselves and coerce non-elites to join in 

for the good of the state's f.uture. This common point of 

reference allowed rural and urban disputes to be set aside 

for the time being , effectively delaying an urban/rural 

struggle until the late seventies. 

Mutual agreement on the CAP proved a sound strategy 

heading into Phase III, or full scale water development. 

Tactically, the united front was critical to finding a 

friendly ear in congress to justify water resources 

development in Arizona. An effective operational mode of 

conduct through which to implement the plans of the water 

elite still had to be found. 

still too narrowly set the 

In Arizona, the legal arena 

parameters of urban elite 
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influence in the water arena. The Arizona urban elites 

operated solely through an urban policy committee. As noted 

earlier, the Charter committee Could not be relied on in 

Phase III. The committee became a "local" coercive tool and 

not a bona fied "regional" leader of water interest 

throughout the state (Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). 

Arizona's Water resources development policy followed a 

holding pattern during Phase II. The federal government and 

the MWD dominated the attention of federal water agency time, 

attending to California's Phase III, "Golden Age of 

Concrete". In fact, left to go it alone, Arizona urban 

elites could have found such an effort counterproductive, 

exposing development goals prior to having real political 

clout to stave off opposing viewpoints. In Arizona, 

agriculture was protected by the courts, the only true 

operational mode of conduct. Agribusiness gave tacit 

approval to water development but had no need to experiment 

wi th new institutions when the system in place protected 

groundwater for agriculture. Third, until Arizona and 

California resolved their dispute over the Colorado River, 

Arizona water elites had no incentive to create a water 

resource development institution for a water supply that may 

never be guaranteed. until then, Arizona water elites 

engaged in business as usual, with each side avoiding open 

conflict on the hope that the CAP would eventually be built 

.----------
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and solve the water problems of both policy players. 

In 1963 the prayers of water elites were answered in 

Arizona ~ California (1963). The u.s. supreme Court granted 

Arizona a guaranteed share of the Colorado River. The action 

signaled the end to the logjam constructed by California on 

the Colorado River. More importantly, Arizona was given a 

green light to advance into its own "Golden Age of Concrete" 

or Phase III water development. Court decisions, however, 

seldom create the mechanisms to implement and enforce 

decisions. Thus, Arizona suddenly had a new water supply and 

no means of getting the water to its central valley farms and 

cities. Inattentiveness to water problems during Phase II by 

Arizona water elites and the federal government put a double 

burden on Arizona in Phase III. Not only would large-scale 

water projects have to be constructed, institutions would 

have to be created to manage the transportation and 

distributions of the imported water supply. Consequently, 

while Arizona's Phase III starts with a victory in the 

Supreme Court, it would take several years for Arizona water 

elites and the federal government to find an operational mode 

through which to communicate their strategies and to clearly 

determine tactics for securing the CAP. 

By the 1970s, urban elites in Arizona were also 

challenged by the federal government to define the benefits 

of the CAP for Arizona. Thanks to NEPA, federal water 
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projects came under greater scrutiny to determine benefits 

and costs. Arizona needed to find a voice which could speak 

to Washington as a unified voice and not simply as a small 

eli te interest. Many of the old and new Phoenix elites 

understood that the older informal network seemed outmoded. 

Phoenix elites, such as Frank Snell and Eugene pullian, 

believed a newer and slightly larger power structure would be 

needed before Washington seriously considered Arizona's claim 

for more water. Using models such as the Los Angeles Twenty

Five, Snell and Pullian organized the Phoenix Forty. The 

organization, while not a formal decision-making forum became 

an oversight board and reviewed policy questions, intervening 

informally on occasion to get the policy wheels in motion 

(Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). 

Forming the Phoenix Forty became critical to continuing 

elite plans for the city. Phoenix water elites of the 1970s 

understood that a power vacuum had developed as Phoenix grew 

into a major metropolitan center. Between 1960 and 1980 

Arizona nearly doubled its population, from 1.3 million to 

over 2.5 million (see Appendix A: Arizona Demographics; 

Arizona statistical Review 1986). Phoenix became a center 

for numerous, diversified, and large-scale corporations. 

with rapid urban sprawl also came increased pressure on the 

government to generate a variety of agencies, commissions, 

and quasi-public organizations. For the first time Arizona 

-----------
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experienced institutionalized policy making which in turn 

required adroit manipulation of the agenda and of the 

authorities. The Phoenix Forty still practiced a 

cooperation/coercion strategy, only now they displayed a 

California-elite-like ability to adjust to their changing 

external environment by creating a more effective policy 

network than Phase II's muscle flexing. 

The informal nature of the Phoenix Forty freed the 

Arizona water elites to tackle a contemporary urban issues 

using modern political techniques. For example, key 

corporate figures created the United for Arizona Committee, 

again akin to a California counterpart. Additionally, 

Phoenix elites discovered the benefits of Political Action 

Committees (PAC's). Through PAC's Phoenix elites could 

finance candidates and educate the public on policy matters 

without appearing to show an iron hand. The new elite 

strategy was further reflected in a research report sponsored 

by the Phoenix elite entitled Arizona Tomorrow, a promotional 

and policy directive document designed to provide a rationale 

for continuing growth and future development of the region 

(Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). 

Rightly or wrongly, Arizona water elites came to 

associate a prosperous future with a more than adequate water 

supply. Developers promoted an lIoasis" lifestyle rather than 

an austere desert one which could be wi tnessed in the 
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bountiful presence of bermuda grass, fountains, and 

artificial lakes. The growing need for water in the cities 

to promote luxury living put still greater pressures on 

agricultural endeavors in Arizona. Demand for urban water 

combined with a nationwide decline in the appeal for farming 

made agriculture appear to be the economic weak link in 

Arizona's future. significantly, concerned urban elites 

called in the Bureau of Reclamation to study the economic 

impact on Arizona should the CAP not receive congressional 

approval. Not surprisingly, the Bureau found that urban 

water llse in Arizona would place too great a burden on 

agriculture. Without the CAP, farmland would be retired at 

too rapid a pace, damaging Arizona's ability to smooth the 

transition to a more modern, hi-tech economy (Wiley and 

Gottlieb 1982). This report served as a keen asset for urban 

elites in that it suggested Arizona needed water both for 

agriculture (short-term) and cities (long-term). 

Farming in Arizona faced significant changes from 1963 

to 1980. Phase III water resource policy is a case where 

farmers won a series of battles through their traditional 

mode of conduct and the courts, but lost their premiere 

position among the water elites. Even during the 1970s, the 

dominant institution in water policy was the courts. Water 

rights linked with land ownership to protect agriculture to 

the point where farming appeared to stand in the way of the 
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"cities" development plans. The fall of agriculture from a 

formal role in the elite coalition became evident in the 

Farmer's Investment (FICO) case in 1976. Once again the 

Court ruled that groundwater laws connecting land ownership 

and groundwater were constitutional (Kyl 1982) (see Appendix 

A: Frequency and Nature of Court Cases Dealing with Water 

Rights in Arizona). 

At this point, obtaining the CAP became the only viable 

alternative for urban water elites to curb agriculture's 

secure position in the courts. Resolving the place of 

agriculture became much more of an issue in Arizona's Phase 

III then was the case in California. First, MWD 

institutionally guided the transition from rural to urban 

dominance in the Los Angeles area. Second, other regions in 

Southern California, such as the Imperial Valley, segregated 

agriculture from Los Angeles and diminished the potential for 

power struggles over land use. This was not the case in 

Arizona were a study by Arizona economists argued to farming 

in central Arizona with or without the CAP (Kelso, Martin and 

Mack 1968). However, this finding was quickly discarded by 

Phoenix water elite, unwilling to accept the notion that the 

CAP might not be cost efficient. 

Another potential obstacle facing urban water elites 

came from u.S. Department of Interior's requirem~nt that 

Arizona pass a conservation-oriented state groundwater law 
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before committing to build the CAO (Kyl 1982; Connall 1982). 

The Department of Interior stipulated to Arizona that without 

conservation management the CAP would likely encourage 

further waste of water in Arizona. However, the Phoenix 

forty, as the only organized and established water interest 

in Phoenix, took it upon itself to draft a low and define 

"conservation". 

The groundwater bill, drafted in the office of Governor 

Bruce Babbitt, was guided by Phoenix water elites. 

Traditional water elites like agriculture served to 

legitimize the negotiations rather than secure more water 

(Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). Thus, the state legislature voted 

to approve a delicate plan carved by the Groundwater 

Management study Commission. The provisions of the plan did 

not come lightly and elite water interests relayed to 

legislators that any attempt to argue the particulars might 

destroy the entire package (Kyl 1982). 

The role call vote and remarks in the legislative record 

provided evidence of the precarious position of agriculture 

in the "new order". Close examination of the "no vote on the 

groundwater bill conveyed that twelve of thirteen dissenters 

represented rural districts. The thirteenth "no" vote was 

cast by a legislator from an unincorporated area outside of 

Phoenix (see Appendix A: Arizona Demographics; Arizona state 

Legislature Vote on the 1980 Groundwater Act). 
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Following the vote, several legislatures voiced their 

concern over the impact the law could have on agriculture. 

state Senator Getzwiller voted "no" on the bill though she 

originally co-sponsored the legislation. Representing rural 

areas in Maricopa, Pinal, and Pima Counties, Senator 

Getzwiller stated the law ••• "will put an additional burden 

on the agricultural community" (Senate Journal, 4th Special 

Session 1980). State Legislator Jim Kolbe echoed these 

sentiments accusing the legislature of ••• "trying to impose 

its will on the powers of the Judiciary." That is, fearing 

that court challenges would eliminate parts of the bill 

disliked by agriculture, urban water interests pushed through 

a non-severability clause where if anyone part of the law 

would by declared unconstitutional by the State Supreme 

court, then the entire Act would die (Arizona Daily Star and 

Arizona Republic June 12, 1980). 

The comments of the legislators suggest that state 

regulation of groundwater tipped the water rights balance in 

favor of urban interests. Nevertheless, the basic urbanI 

agriculture water conflict remained unresolved, as 

exemplified by two recent court challenges of the new law. 

In Chino Valley ~ The city of Prescott (1981), the Arizona 

State Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of the Act 

and permitted transportation of groundwater within an AMA 

basin. In reaching its decision, the court held that the 
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legislature's transfer of groundwater from a landowner to the 

"state" did not encroach on judicial powers or due process of 

law (Chino Valley ~ The City of Prescott 1981). 

Conversely, the state Court of Appeals on April 18, 1985 

in Cortaro Water Users y.!.. The City of Tucson (1985) prevented 

the city from drilling wells outside its service area for an 

urban development project on the Peppertree Ranch. Earlier, 

the tucson AMA granted the City of Tucson permits to 

construct wells, citing provisions in the 1980 Act which 

permitted water transfers where a 100 year supply could be 

guaranteed (Arizona Daily star, April 18 1985). In essence, 

the events surrounding the case indicated efforts by urban 

developers to test the limits of the water law and the newly 

acquired right to control Arizona's water resources 

development. 

The provisions in the 1980 water law favored Arizona's 

ci ties. conservation measures were based on consumptive use. 

Urban water users have seen required to comply with limits on 

per capita daily use. Phoenix and Tucson can comply with the 

law as long as individual users do not exceed a daily average 

requirement. In this way, Phoenix and Tucson grow in 

population and total water use yet live within the letter of 

the law. For example, with tucson's water limit of 140 

gallons per day, the City's population can grow to 500,00 or 

1,000,000 as long as all users do not exceed the individual 
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limit. 

In contrast, agriculture has faced direct cutbacks in 

water use. While recognizing grandfathered rights, the Act 

states these rights can be taken away under subsequent 

management plans should groundwater depletion continue. In 

the meantime, farmers must meter their wells because overall 

limits have been placed on irrigation. Penalties may be 

imposed by the local AMAs if farmers fail to adhere to 

regulations (Arizona Department of Water Resources 1984 ; 

Ingram and Martin 1984). 

Environmentalists, neighborhood coalitions, anti-growth 

groups and the Native American will likely find the 

regulations of the AMA more a reflection of elite plans for 

continued urban growth than an affirmation of the non-elite 

values of "conservation" and "wise use". Environmentalists 

looked to regulation as a tactic for enforcing conservation 

values. However, in this case, the Groundwater Act has 

served to reinforce the water elite's uncanny ability to 

allow the agenda, thus setting the stage to appear pluralist 

while legitimizing and implementing policies which ultimately 

benefit only the water elite. 

The completion of the CAP in the early 1990s will signal 

the end to a significantly smaller "Golden Age of Concrete" 

(Phase III) in Arizona, in terms of scope and time span. 

Nevertheless, the CAP and the Groundwater Act cannot be taken 



107 

lightly. These political victories provide Arizona water 

elites the means to secure top rank in water policy making 

within the state. The question remaining as Arizona moves 

toward Phase IV is, given the brevity of Phase III, will 

Arizona water elites be able to "Maintain Elite Controls" and 

keep their mini-empire from shrinking? As in California's 

Phase IV, Arizona water elites will be challenged as 

gatekeepers of the water agenda. Non-elites will be 

challenged to introduce effective counterclaims in the 

institutions presently dominated by urban water elites. 

Several factors appear to be working in favor of Arizona 

urban water elites. First, reapportionment has stacked the 

state legislature in favor of Phoenix interests. Further 

indication of this favored status became evident in a recent 

bill before State House to grant Phoenix the right to acquire 

water from farmers in La Paz County along the Colorado River. 

Former Governor Babbitt stated that "the proposal gives 

Phoenix as much water as it want.s for whatever it wants" 

(Arizona Daily Star, May 10, 1989). Elite ability to control 

the distribution of benefits is also reflected in the 

proposal since farmers in the Salt River Project will not 

face direct conflict with Phoenix over water rights. In 

addition, in order to appease Tucson, he bill would restore 

Tucson's rights to water in the Avra Valley (Arizona Daily 

Star, May 10, 1989). The politics of the legislation is akin 
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to Los angeles' acquiring water from Owens Valley in that La 

Paz county water ~~~omes 'the property of Phoenix as Owens 

water became exclusively that of Los Angeles'. 

Second, environmental acti vists continued to promote 

water quality issues and institutions; however, DWR guided 

water development, leaving environmental agencies to respond 

rather than lead water policy. Tactically, keeping the 

missions of environmental quality agencies and resource 

development agencies separate has made it difficult for non

elites to directly challenge the long term time and planning 

spans of Phoenix water elites. Additionally, the governor's 

office has favored urban water elite plans, as noted during 

the Babbitt years. 

Perhaps another signal of the effectiveness of the 

Phoenix water elites in Phase IV will be the development of 

the Central Arizona Water Conservancy District (CAWCD). As 

the Primary distributer and repayment authority for the CAP, 

Arizona water elites can utilize the CAWCD on a small scale 

equivalent to Southern California's MWD. If Arizona water 

elites attempt to operate CAWCD as the state's water broker, 

then power struggles witnessed in California's Phase IV may 

be avoided in Arizona. Additionally, Arizona is likely to 

face a falling out among elites along regional lines. A 

Tucson and Phoenix rivalry may materialize in Arizona water 

politics similar to that inferred between Los Angeles and San 
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Diego. 

If it becomes increasingly apparent to Tucson that 

"statewide" water management only benefits Phoenix, then 

water elites in both cities may go their separate ways. Open 

conflict over water policy may increase if conservation of 

water symbolically addresses Phoenix and imposes real 

restrictions on Tucson. In this latter case, non-elites may 

find a policy window through which to enter water policy 

deliberations. (The options available in Phase IV are 

addressed and evaluated in greater detail in Chapter 8). 

Furthermore, the government's commitment to large water 

projects ended with the "Golden Age of Concrete"; 

consequently, federal requirements on cost sharing and 

environmental impact statements make it difficult for 

Arizona, as well as California, water elites to rely solely 

on Washington for the financial and technical resources to 

implement long range growth plans. This in turn, may 

increase the likelihood of disputes within the elite, making 

non-elite entry through gatekeeping structures more 

attainable. 

-- ---------



WATER POLICY PATTERNS IN ARIZONA 

REVEALED BY THE FOUR PHASES 
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The framework for analysis revealed several distinctive 

aspects in Arizona ';'!ater policy. The unique nature of 

arizona as the only state in the West to apply reasonable use 

rights to groundwater permitted agriculture to enjoy a 

preferred status in the water hierarchy long after the 

economic tides had turned in favor of urban growth and 

development. Presently, urban water elites have adjusted by 

utilizing bureaucracy as the preferred operational mode of 

conduct. Recent events in Arizona also demonstrated the 

benefits of captured agencies intended to reform the 

traditional distributive pattern. agencies such as DWR can 

become the instruments of elite control in an ironic reversal 

of the role envisioned by many of the original sponsors, 

including environmentalists. 

Power in arizona water 

centralized. Water elites 

politics has been 

have adapted tactics 

quite 

that 

California water elites found successful in keeping non

elites at bay. The Groundwater act, DWR, and the AMAs, are 

further examples of how mandated comprehensive water 

resources management can take a back seat to the practice of 

self-regulation. Current water management in Arizona 

reflects the needs of financiers, developers, and the hi-tech 

- .... _------- .---- .. -
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industry (a la California) and at best symbolically addresses 

non-elite environmental, limited growth, and lifestyle 

values. The elite consumptive water use strategy along with 

the public's tacit approval of the provisions in the 

Groundwater Management Act currently limits non-elite 

involvement in Arizona water politics. 

Arizona water policy also recognizes the change from a 

rural to an urban economy. Phase I and Phase II were 

dominated by agriculture and industry, most notably the mines 

(see Table 6; Arizona Water Actors and Their Role in Water 

Policy Making, page 112). As Phoenix grew in population, the 

support of urban water interests stirred interest in ·the CAP, 

as noted by the passage of the 1948 water law. Thus, the 

cities emerged from no whe2:·e to at least a semi-core status 

by Phase II. During these early years, agriculture secured 

its top rank through the courts and water rights which 

legally held the cities at bay until 1980. Yet, several 

state economists predicted the decline of agriculture in 

Arizona as early as the mid-1960s (Kelso, Martin and Mack 

1968). A factor which produced an economic argument that the 

CAP would be unnecessary since a free market would displace 

farming with urban growth. 

Rapid alteration in rank occurred in Phase III (see 

Table 6, page 112). Urban interests trough land development 

and promotion of a modern hi-tech economy quickly surpassed 

.... _------ - . - ..... _-- ... _. 
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agriculture in political power. Agriculture remained as a 

semi-core participant for several reasons. First, the 

urban/rural link provided the appearance of a unified 

cooperative atmosphere to Washington. Second, agriculture 

lay physical claim to rank near the top of the hierarchy 

given that ninety percent of the state's groundwater is 

locked up by rural users. 

with the CAP bringing water, the need to prop up 

agriculture vanished. The coalition served its purpose of 

bringing water to the desert, not solely to preserve the 

tradition of farming. The cities are flourishing and 

agriculture is floundering. In terms of decision rules, it 

requires little contemplation to conclude that water for 

agriculture is wasted. Rural interests have few bargaining 

chips compared with Phoenix' "wise" use of water. Thus, the 

backbone of Arizona's water history appears headed toward the 

periphery in Phase IV. This pattern suggests that urban 

water interests in Phoenix may be even more elitist in the 

nineties. Nevertheless, there are presently enough water 

issues that could threaten to break up the elitist 

atmosphere. First, there is the potential for a Phoenix 

verses Tucson rivalry if Phoenix appears too greedy, 

servicing only its own water needs at the expense of Tucson. 

The bone thrown to Tucson which would allow access to Avra 

Valley water indicates that Phoenix recognizes the need to at 
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least symbolically address its traditional water partners. 

The appeal to Tucson is a higher quality of water than that 

available through the CAP. However, Phoenix water elites 

could decide that a unilateral pipeline to the Colorado River 

is the perfect remedy through which further its love affair 

with green lawns and artificial lakes (Wiley and Gottlieb 

1982). The difficulty in legitimizing a more conservation 

oriented "desert lifestyle" is that neither Phoenix nor 

Tucson appear to be seriously interested in curbing growth. 

Arizona water elites, especially those in Phoenix, appear to 

be insulated from an inattentive public which lends little 

credence to non-elite demands to protect the environment. 

------ --- - _. - - --- ---.------
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SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 

CALIFORNIA AND ARIZONA WATER POLITICS 
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The primary point of divergence between California and 

Arizona water policy revolves around the means through which 

actors generate policy. In California, the policy cycle has 

operated in a very decentralized atmosphere. Irrigation and 

municipal districts protect their own turf. cities also 

engage in "regional" management, cooperating when beneficial, 

going their separate way when not. Poli tics of this sort has 

effectively precluded statewide management. With MWD as the 

pivot organization, Southern California historically 

approached the rest of the state and Washington as a single 

voice. In matters of water imports, this single voice proved 

effective time and time again. 

In contrast, Arizona avoided organized management of 

water resources beyond the level of local public utilities. 

Historically, Arizona political institutions have been 

limited in size, mission, and staffing. The state 

legislature, for example, has less than 100 members 

altogether and only members of the upper house have 

individual office secretaries. This is in marked contrast to 

the "Third House" in Sacramento. Similarly, bureaucracy in 



116 

Arizona has small staffs, incremental funding and gradual 

expansion of agency missions. Growth of government in 

Arizona occurred not with the New Deal nor the Great Society 

but in the early seventies when growth overwhelmed the 

state's bureaucracy. 

California and Arizona water politics emphasized 

decentralized regulation schemes. 

especially has continued to be 

Arizona water politics 

"locally" oriented. The 

emphasis on regional management in the absence of strong 

state oversight served to enhance the power of urban growth 

and development interests. The AMAs and the CAWCD (repayment 

agency for CAP) are not true "independent" agencies. 

Participation, policy formation, planning, and implementation 

in Arizona reflect water elite interests in growth and 

development. Thus, the organizational and institutional 

structures in California and Arizona are indeed quite 

different. However, the way and manner in which they have 

performed are very similar. Agencies in both states have 

promoted growth oriented and reflect urban water elite 

values. 

Elite control of water policy in Arizona progressed 

along a different set of historical events that effectively 

postponed institutional development. Chief among these was 

the undeveloped state of Arizona's economy until the post-war 

boom. Prior to World War II, agriculture was the state's 
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primary water user, urban and industrial uses had not 

developed to any significant degree. Points for conflict 

developed in Arizona during the last forty years as 

urbanization and economic development replaced the 

agricultural base of Arizona's economy. with few 

institutions to translate local demands into policy, Arizona 

tied its water future to the much-postponed Central Arizona 

Project. 

Additionally, Phoenix played a slightly different role 

in water politics from comparable urban centers in 

california. Phoenix dominated state water politics as Los 

Angeles reigned over regional water politics. Phoenix has no 

counterbalancing urban center (such as San Francisco) to Los 

Angeles to limit the influence of the Phoenix water elite. 

Although, the Groundwater Management Act is a "state" law, 

key provisions reflect the policy designs of Phoenix water 

elites. 

The four phases of Western water policy development, as 

experienced by both the federal government and California, 

parallel each other. This is not surprising since California 

was the national government's top priority for Western 

development. Arizona received little of the benefits 

distributed by the federal water agencies. Arizona water 

policy development traversed only three of the phases (and on 

a greatly reduced scale) while California and the national 
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government experienced four phases. Not until the mid-1980's 

did Arizona water politics reveal events that were indicative 

of Phase IV. 

Second, Arizona became similar to California 

demographically and politically. Arizona water elites 

utilized the state legislature to expand its menu through 

which to achieve political ends. In Southern California, MWD 

became a mini-water government involved in legislating, 

executing, and adjudicating water policy for Southern 

California. One of the keys to development in both states 

was securing imported water supplies. MWD provided this 

function, first for Los Angeles and then for other Southern 

California water users. Similarly, Arizona waster elites 

struggle to find an avenue through which to confer with the 

federal government regarding the Central Arizona Project. 

Arizona water elites found the answer in the form of a 

Groundwater Management Act. Growth and development interests 

in Arizona took a chance that behind-the-scenes policy making 

and legislative ratification by a Phoenix-dominated body 

would expand their power base, not weaken their position via 

a "pluralist" mechanism. 

The Groundwater Act met with support from all parties. 

Yet, it now appears the Arizona water law will hasten 

agriculture's departure. The examination of California also 

pointed to the displacement of agriculture in the Los Angeles 
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Additionally, San 

Diego's interest in the Imperial Irrigation District reflects 

the notion that water not used by agriculture ought not to be 

saved (conserved), but used by cities. 

A third finding in both states was that economic and 

demographic similarities encouraged water elites to create 

institutions and/or capture agencies to reflect core values. 

MWD has a service area much greater than Los Angeles, yet the 

metropolitan area is given priority. The suburban areas 

traditionally followed the lead of MWD even though the water 

from the relationship comes with no guarantees. Under MWD, 

semi-core interests have calculated their chances of gaining 

water are better via the L.A. based agency than on their own. 

GENERAL INSIGHTS ON THE 

CALIFORNIAZATION OF ARIZONA WATER POLITICS 

The examination of water elites in California and 

Arizona revealed several political patterns. 

1) Water policy forums are regulatory in structure but the 

politics are dominated by a few economic elites. 

Implementing bureaucracies assist elites in their effort to 

be self-regulating. 
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2} Within the elite community, conflicts emerge which 

prevent total reliance on cooperation-coercion. Conflicts 

are resolved internally as exemplified by the removal of 

agriculture as a political force. Participation can be 

avoided by operating behind closed doors and symbolically 

addressing peripheral interests during ratification of the 

law. 

3) In the polity of water politics there are non-elite 

interests and actors involved in the process by virtue of the 

first amendment, not by elite preference. In water policy 

making, all actors cannot be considered coequals. 

4} A key to understanding the water political history of 

California and Arizona is the ability of water elites to 

maintain the illusion of democracy. The political phaseout 

of agriculture, the recognition of a "change" to hi-tech and 

different lifestyles, and the promotion of the need to save 

water, all reflect an adaptable water elite. 

5} Water should not be in and of itself be a barrier to 

growth as long as the technology exists to transfer water 

from a distant source (in this case the Colorado River) to 

where the population decides to flourish {namely, Los Angeles 

and Phoenix}. 



121 

6) Barriers to water resource development are mostly 

political and not hydrological in nature. The political 

process is geared to the technical solution of water 

augmentation. Natural or hydrological barriers to growth are 

politically inconsequential. 

7) The cost of water transfer projects are distributed as 

widely as possible; however, the allocation of benefits are 

be determined by the water elite. The long term plans of the 

water elite are too important to leave allocation decisions 

to the populous. 

The division of Western water policy across four phases 

clarified the dynamics of elite controlled water policy. The 

longevity of Western water elites was revealed. Non - elites 

have failed to alter elite policy. Political conditions 

changed and water elites adjusted accordingly. The 

strategies, tactics, and operational modes of conduct 

employed by elites successfully: (1) developed a foundation 

for control (2) emerged during the rise of reclamation (3) 

legitimized elite power in the Golden Age of Concrete and 

(4) maintained elite policy in a contemporary era of 

diminishing returns; hence, the four phases of Western water 

policy. Finally, an analysis of elites over time revealed 

that even though California and Arizona are two very 

different states, water elites in both states practiced very 



122 

similar styles of politics including gatekeeping and symbolic 

responses to non-elite demands. The narrow membership of the 

core elite remains in spite of indications of increased 

participation in western water policy. 

UTILITY OF THE WATER POLITICAL HISTORY LITERATURE 

Whether the elite style of policy making is still 

prevalent today is less certain than during phase III. MWD 

appears ready for an image change. cities such as San Diego 

and Tucson have shown increased interest and ability to 

openly confront their respective big brothers of Los Angeles 

and Phoenix. More generally, the environmental movement has, 

at the very least, assisted in slowing the pace of water 

resource development. On this point, the political history 

literature and the policy studies grounded in pluralism seem 

to agree. 

The primary weakness in the water political history 

literature is its failure to propose viable remedies or 

alternatives to encourage change away from resources 

development to more all encompassing water policies. The 

works applied to the four phases consistently deplore the 

tactics of coercive politics which have led to the plundering 

of the West (Fradkin 1984). However, these studies offer few 
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answers or indicators of how and under what conditions change 

might occur. This shortcoming, no doubt, is part of the 

appeal pluralism which argues that increased participation 

generates policy change. 

Thus, part of the challenge in the study of water 

politics in the West is to better define conditions under 

which real policy change occurs. That is, given the 

strategies, tactics, and operational modes of conduct of the 

traditional water elites, what are the alternatives to the 

water resources development ethic? If the water historical 

literature is accurate, just how entrenched are the elites 

and how might their policies be overturned? Are there 

indications that the plundering of the West, so strongly 

lamented in the water political historical accounts, is 

indeed a dying philosophy, or is it still prevalent? These 

are the primary questions and concerns of Chapters 7 and 8. 
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GEOPOLITICAL PATTERNS OF WESTERN WATER 

ELITES AND ALTERNATIVES TO THE ELITE PATTERN 

CHAPTER 7 

A FRAMEWORK FOR IDENTIFYING 

GEOPOLITICAL FACTORS IN WESTERN WATER POLICY 
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Examination of the "geo-water-politics" of the Colorado 

River region combines the four phases framework developed in 

Chapter 3 with a number of political, institutional, and 

economic indicators of geographic influence. The four phases 

assist in comparing the politics of regional development with 

geographic control over the region's water policy. As 

discussed in the review of the literature, there are at least 

three general themes which infer to a type of geo-water

politics in the West. First, there is the literature which 

generally concluded that in harnessing the Colorado River 

water interests created a water empire (for example; Wiley 

and Gottlieb 1982 entitle their book, "Empires in the Sun"; 

Cooper 1969, "Aqueduct Empire"; and Watkins 1971, "The New 

Romans" in Boyle, et. al.). The points of conflict between 
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the urban core water elites of Southern California and other 

water interests in the region are used to define the 

parameters of a water elite "empire". 

The second aspect of geopolitical control involves the 

use of formal government institutions to implement plans. 

Agency missions are examined providing another indication of 

control of the agenda by one water interest over another. 

For example, the missions of Arizona's new water institutions 

such as DWR, the AMAs, and CAWCD suggest competition for 

Southern California and MWD for water from the Colorado 

River. Water institutional development is presented 

schematically over the four phases. Power relationships are 

identified by the policies of water institutions with respect 

to their ability/inability to impose controls on the use of 

the Colorado River. 

Easton's (1971) systems input-output model and concept 

of gatekeeping assisted in the effort to examine the 

geopolitical control of institutions. For example, the legal 

complexities of interstate relations place real constraints 

on access to the Colorado River. The River compact, Federal 

and Indian Rights, rural verses urban water rights, and water 

transfer all compete for a limited water supply. 

Reapportionment also influenced geographic control of policy 

(see for example, Bickel 1971). In Arizona's case, changing 

the make-up of the legislature provided just one of a number 
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of legal solutions to issues confronting a growing West. 

The third theme discussed in Western water literature 

was the general feeling of a West dominated by an urban 

growth and development ethic. In this regard, water 

resources development accommodated core elite efforts to 

create a booming and expanding economy (Wiley and Gottlieb 

1982). Further, the Southwest became economically unique 

from other regions in the country because of a "sun belt" 

lifestyle (Bernard and Rice 1983; Garreau 1981). Two crude 

measures of comparison are explored. First, socio-economic 

boundaries as developed by Garreau are overlapped with the 

boundaries of the water elite political "empire". Secondly, 

the development of commercial shadows or centers of trade in 

the West are compared to the four phases of water policy 

(Reeves 1987). These economic patterns are compared to the 

changes that occur in Western water policy across the four 

phases. The comparison provides a crude starting point from 

which to discuss water policy with economic growth in the 

Southwest. 

The geopolitical framework offers a means toward closer 

examination of elite control of the Colorado River region. 

In a geopolitical setting, the strategies, tactics, and 

operational modes of conduct are viewed from a slightly 

different perspective then presented in Chapters 4 through 6. 

Now the scope includes the search for physical or geographic 
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evidence of an elite controlled water policy. Here, the 

research examines Regional elite water politics. Indications 

of "geographic" boundaries of the core water elite, the semi 

core actors, and non-elites in the Colorado River region are 

explored. 

A preliminary or predicted geographic relationship of 

these interests is presented in Figure 1 (see Appendix, page 

208). Los Angeles became the hub of the core elite 

influence. The second arc represents the extension of the 

Los Angeles water development policy through semi-core 

actors. Beyond the second arc is the predicted are of non

elite influence. The analysis of a geopolitical water 

environment across four phases serves to evaluate the extent 

to which the predicted geopolitical relationship has 

developed. Additionally, this chapter is interested in 

examining changes in the semi-core that may effect the 

predicted geographical pattern as well as elite/non-elite 

conflicts. specifically, is there evidence of the semi-core 

splitting from the elite core? To what extent does the semi

core find itself pulled between non-elite and elite 

interests? Or, is the semi-core interested in following 

their own water policy initiatives, separate from both elite 

and non-elite interests? 

In answering these questions the four phases assist in 

evaluating how elites, the semi-core, and non-elites adjust 
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to different eras of water resources development in the 

Colorado River region. Additionally, tactics, and 

operational modes of conduct employed by the core, semi-core, 

and non-elite in regional politics are examined for each 

phase. 

General characteristics of a geo-water-policy in the 

Southwest for each phase are summarized in Table 7, page 129-

130. Phase I is characterized by a number of small/private 

water interests primarily engaged in agriculture and mining. 

The limited capacity to raise capital encouraged a zero-sum 

political environment. The key to altering a stagnant West 

became as finding and developing vast water supplies. In 

Phase II the legal and political arena endorsed water 

resources development as the key to Western modernization. 

The acquisition of water became the key to economic and 

political influence in the Southwest. In Phase III the Los 

Angeles core water elites build and manage a water empire 

based on control of the Colorado River. Large reservoirs, 

pipelines, and aqueducts confirmed the geographic nature of 

Western water policy. Concurrent to the expanding water 

structure was an economic boom in Los Angeles. The water 

empire and economic boom, in tandem, secured Los Angeles' 

role as the dominant urban center in the Southwest. Finally, 

Phase IV indicated the rise of urban centers to compete with 

Los Angeles. Areas such as San Diego and Phoenix flourished 
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General Characteristics of 
Four Phases of Geopolitical Water Policy 

In The Colorado River Region 
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Phase 1: Foundations of the Elites (1880s-1920s) 

General 
Environment: 

Core Elite: 

Semi-Cope: 
Non-Elite: 

Impact 
of Phase: 

Struggle for survival; zero - sum 
policy. 

No organized groups; small scale 
farming and mining. 

Non - existent. 
Small scale water venture failures; 

have nots under water law. 

Water users realize water shortages 
generate zero-sum winners and 
losers. Thus water is seen as the 
key to stablitiy and eventual 
growth regionally. 

Phase 2: Emergence of Geo-Water-Politics (1920s-1930s) 

General 
Enviroment: Hierarchy and rank established over 

access and control of the Colorado 
River. 

Core Elite: city of Los Angeles organizes to 
fully utilize its water rights 

granted under the Colorado River 
Compact. 

Semi-Core: 
water but are given a 

Non-Elite: 

Impact 
of Phase: 

states like Arizona desire more 
secondary 

status when plans take on a L.A. 
perspective. 

Division of Colorado River by Upper 
and Lower basins sets stage for 
North-South rivalry by Phase IV. 

Water elites redefine the boundaries 
of the River. The River may be 
captured for use far outside the 
natural basin, making natural 
barriers to water insignificant. 

(continued next page) 
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Phase 3: Golden Age of Concrete (1930s-1960s) 

General 
Environment: 

Core Elite: 

semi-Core: 

Non-Elite: 

Impact 
of Phase: 

Hierarchy and rank established over 
access and control of the Colorado 
River. 

city of Los Angeles organizes to 
fully utilize its water rights 
granted under the Colorado River 
Compact. 

San Diego hooks up with MWDi south 
Nevada and Arizona Provide support 
for Coloado River projects. 

Commitment to lower basin and L.A. 
creates a "periphery" which must 
fend for itself against lower basin 
dominance. 

Southern California develops 
economic clout in the Southwest, 
influence independent of the water 
"empire". 

Phase 4: Maintaining the Empire (1970s - present) 

General 
Environment: 

Core Elite: 

semi-Core: 

Non-Elite: 

Impact 
of Phase: 

Rise of urban centers to compete 
with Los Angeles. 

Maintain present structures, less 
expansive water policy. 

Develop water policy and growth 
plans independent of L.A. 

Defend Upper basin from Lower basin 
intrusion on non-elites. 

possible return to a zero-sum water 
policYi Semi-core develops water 
plans independent of non-elites 
(upper basin) as well as the L.A. 
core (West of the lower basin) • 
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on their own, no longer feeling the need to be propped up by 

Los Angeles. Disagreement over the use of Colorado River 

water heightened. 

POLITICAL EVOLUTION OF A WATER EMPIRE 

The politics of Western water has evolved around two 

main areas of concern. first, water supplies became a key 

component of economic development. As the West modernized, 

competition increased between a number of economic ventures 

and the need for water to engage in business activities. 

Generally, the water of the Colorado river has been divided 

among agriculture, mining, and energy production. Second, 

the history of Western water policy conveyed a growing 

urban/rural competition. As the cities grew, many legal 

arrangements become outmoded. As the California and Arizona 

experience conveyed, key economic interests form an elite 

policy making group utilizing water policy as a vehicle for 

economic development of the Southwest. To fulfill this 

promise, the water elites searched for the largest most 

assured water supply available. The natural desert 

landscaping and climate of the Southwest made the Colorado 

River politically compelling. 
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PHASE I: Foundations of the Elites (1880-1920s) 

The regional politics of water in these early years was 

somewhat haphazard. Most accepted that mining had an 

important economic and political influence on the Mountain 

West (Garnsey 1950). The status of agriculture was somewhat 

less certain. The political movers and shakers of the time 

(i. e. Newlands) knew the importance of an assured water 

supply. The failure of private water diversions in Nevada, 

in which Newlands had heavily invested, prompted his 

conclusion that water projects were beyond the capabilities 

of local economies and governments (Reisner 1986). In 

Central Arizona, the availability of a large groundwater 

supply provided the fuel for the backbone of the state's 

economy, the three C's of copper, cattle, and cotton (Mann 

1963). However, in California two events provided the first 

indication that Southern California had the means to dwarf 

its competitors in the area of water resources development. 

In the Imperial Valley 300,000 acres of land were under 

cultivation by 1920. The fear that neighboring Mexico might 

some day become a competing water user for the Colorado River 

became a real concern to Southern California. Backed by Los 

Angeles businessmen, the Imperial Valley developed plans for 

an "All-American" canal (Hundley 1986). Los Angeles also 

pushed to the east with a venture to the Owen's Valley. In 

1913 the City of Los Angeles completed a 233 mile long 
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aqueduct to the Owens River. Amid charges of conspiracy and 

heavy handedness, the dream of more water for Los Angeles 

becomes a reality. Based on the achievements of these early 

policy successes, William Mulholland, the chief of the L.A. 

Bureau of Water Works and Supply, and other Los Angeles water 

seekers moved to capture the Colorado River (Hoffman 1981; 

Nadeau 1974; Hundley 1986). 

Other Western states showed little promise as serious 

competitors. In fact, the taking of the Colorado may have 

been tactically easier then Owens Valley. Newlands, himself, 

had given up on politically weaker Southwestern states like 

Nevada sporting "do-nothing" Legislatures. To Newlands the 

disinterest of Nevada in reclamation meant that Nevada was 

••• "a dying state" (Reisner 1986) (the geographic setting is 

displayed in Figure 2; Appendix, page 209). 

Additionally, limited capital and low interest by state 

and local government made water distribution a zero-sum game. 

Los Angeles had a few clear victories to celebrate and point 

them toward a clear goal, reaching and controlling the 

Colorado River (Figure 2; Appendix, page 209). Nevertheless, 

for the rest of the Southwest, water development remained a 

risky investment. Newlands still held on to the vision of 

water for growth and began to focus on California and the 

hope that Washington would soon take an interest in the 

dream. 
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PHASE II: Emergence of Geo-Water-Politics (1920s-1930s) 

The political factors indicating the birth of a Southern 

California water empire were two fold. First, although Los 

Angeles secured the water in the Owen's Valley during Phase 

I, the initial victory became short lived. In Phase II, Los 

Angeles and Owen's Valley farmers engaged in what has become 

known as "the Water Wars of the 1920s" (Hoffman, 1981). 

Secondly, Los Angeles and the Imperial Valley entered into a 

joint effort to dominate the development of the Colorado 

River. The plan culminated in the negotiation and signing of 

the Colorado River Compact which assured the water resources 

development and economic development of the Southwest would 

take on a decidedly Southern California focus. Thus, while 

Phase I set the stage for water elites to seek geographical 

control of water policy in the Southwest, in Phase II the 

first real political maneuvers by southern California to 

secure geographical control of the waters in the Colorado 

River region occurred. 

Lasting for most of the decade, initial conflicts in the 

Owens Valley centered around a drought in which increased 

groundwater pumping, and threatened the only recently 

completed Los Angeles Aqueduct. The conflict heightened when 

Los Angeles decided the solution was to buyout the Owens 

Valley farmers at a volume of land approaching 300,000 acres 

(Moss 1967). A mini-war of sorts developed leading to 
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several sabotage acts performed on the Los Angeles water 

project (Hoffman 1981). Los Angeles ultimately prevailed 

establishing a northern perimeter for its expansion (see 

Figure 3; Appendix, page 210). 

The second aspect of Phase II involved the foothold 

developed by Los Angeles and the Imperial Valley along the 

Colorado River. Both Los Angeles and the Imperial Valley had 

meant political rivals head on in Phase I (L.A. - Owens 

valley; Imperial Valley - Mexico). These two burgeoning 

water elites moved to circumvent their primary foes. They 

decided to take their case to Washington and seek support for 

the development of the Colorado River. This tactic served 

two functions. First, there would be little need to ever 

again battle head on with a single water competitor like the 

Owens area to the North or Mexico to the South. Second, the 

move toward the Colorado River helped to secure the growth of 

Los Angeles first. Southern California out hustled the rest 

of the Southwest in developing the Colorado River. Los 

Angeles used the link to the River as a green light to 

development. Other Southwestern states usually found 

themselves two steps behind in the race for water. 

The u.S. Reclamation Service (later the BOR) assisted 

Arizona with the Salt River Project dams and reservoirs in 

Central Arizona, but no development occurred on behalf of 

Arizona on the Colorado River. Then Arizona refused to sign 



the Colorado River Compact in 1922. 
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The reality of Los 

Angeles first, and Arizona second was hammered home when 

Boulder Canyon became the site for Hoover Dam over the 

protest of Arizona which sought a dam at Bridge Canyon a 

hundred miles to the North, a site conducive for a gravity 

canal to bring water to the central valleys of Arizona 

(Watkins 1971; Smith 1972). 

The politics of negotiating the Colorado River compact 

presented harsh realities for the upper basin. Arizona's 

failure to sign into the plan left the upper basin in doubt 

as to its ability (desire) to live up to its obligations to 

the lower basin. Water had to be guaranteed to only 

California. But, what if some day Arizona changed its mind 

and wanted back in the arrangement? Furthermore, the upper 

region had cities which, like Los Angeles, lay outside the 

basin. certainly, water projects in the upper basin to 

assist in Denver's development ought not take a back seat 

simply to further the growth of Los Angeles (Hundley 1986). 

This political uncertainty over the direction of upper basin 

water policy left states like Colorado groping for federal 

attention in Phase II. Meanwhile, Southern California 

developed clear and attainable goals to be implemented in 

Phase III. If other water development options existed, they 

became irrelevant because the events of Phase II committed 

the Colorado River to massive water development projects 
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primarily to serve Los Angeles. 

PHASE III: The Golden Age of Concrete (1930s - 1960s) 

with the Colorado River Compact signed and sealed, a 

rapidly growing Los Angeles area realized the vision of 

reclamation. In 1928, Los Angeles and the Imperial Valley 

pushed through the U. S. Congress the Swing-Johnson Bill 

authorizing Boulder Dam, Imperial Dam, and the All American 

Canal. In 1931, Parker Dam made possible the Colorado River 

Aqueduct. Construction on boulder began in 1931 and was 

completed in 1935. Parker and Imperial Dams went into 

service in 1938. The Colorado River Aqueduct went into 

service in 1939. The All-American Canal in 1940, costing 

$400 million in a depression era economy, secured urban and 

agricultural interests in the lower basin. Southern 

California was ensured an adequate water supply for at least 

the next fifty years (Watkins 1971; Wiley and Gottlieb 1982; 

Cooper 1968; Reisner 1986). 

These early projects revealed that Southern California's 

taming of the River was a shrewd triangular political 

undertaking. The triad consisted of Hoover Dam generating 

electricity for Los Angeles. The Colorado River Aqueduct via 

Parker Dam augmented the Los Angeles area water supply. 

Last, but not least, the Imperial project secured the 

Southern perimeter assuring that Southern California, albeit 

~~~-- ~--- ----
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agriculture, took advantage of every available drop of water 

before it was lost forever to Mexico. Natural barriers no 

longer defined the availability of water (Watkins 1971). The 

next step was to move North via the state Water project. 

By the 1950s, North verses South rivalries were well 

developed in california state politics (Wiley and Gottlieb 

1982). Nevertheless, Los Angeles once again contracted the 

support of agriculture (in this case the Central Valley 

region) to push for a Northern route to water. Los Angeles 

had developed enough economic clout to propose, legitimize 

and implement its own water projects. Although some federal 

support was possible, most of the nearly $3 billion price tag 

(circa 1960 prices) was to be state financed (Watkins 1971). 

Governor Pat Brown held together the Southern 

urban/agriculture coalition obtaining enough votes in the 

state legislature to pass a bond measure for general voter 

approval. Shortly, thereafter voters by a narrow margin 

approved of California's independence from federally funded 

water projects (Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). The California 

project linked the South's 40% state population with the 

North's 40% of the state's water supply (Watkins 1971). A 

North - South struggle emerged and continued into Phase IV. 

However, as California water policy passed through the 

fifties and sixties, the beginning of California state Water 

project simply reinforced that there appeared to be no limits 
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to what Los Angeles elites could accomplish in a "Golden Age 

of Concrete". 

outside of California, the other states and water 

interests in the Colorado River basin began to feel the full 

extent of the Los Angeles bottleneck. Denver and Salt Lake 

city tempered plans to develop the upper basin for their own 

purposes due, in part, to provisions of the compact which 

required 7.5 million acre feet of water be delivered to the 

lower basin (Reisner 1986; Cooper 1968; Watkins 1971). The 

upper basin was further pushed aside by growing urban 

interests in Arizona who also sought water development 

projects. In 1944 Arizona finally ratified the Colorado 

River compact (Watkins 1971). A few years later, Arizona 

took its first infant steps into the water elite camp by 

passing the 1948 Groundwater Act in the effort to stir 

interests in Washington to take another look at water 

resources development projects for central Arizona. 

San Diego also became an important semi-core actor by 

joining MWD during Phase III. The added support of San Diego 

proved vital in building coalitions in Washington and within 

California when Los Angeles pushes for the State Water 

Project (Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). Politically, the water 

empire proceeded unimpaired on the home front. The semi-core 

firmly assisted the Los Angeles water elites in expanding 

their political clout (see Figure 4; Appendix, page 211). 
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PHASE IV: Maintaining the Empire (1970s - present) 

The fifties and sixties gave evidence that the Los 

Angeles water elites had expanded just about as far as 

possible without confronting major opposition. The hard 

fight over the State Water Project served notice that 

Northern California was not as politically vulnerable as 

Owens Valley. Additionally, Glen Canyon Dam was approved in 

1956 in spite of Southern California's opposition. The Glen 

canyon project was a tactical move by the upper basin to tell 

Los Angeles ••• "Don't come any further, its our turn now!" 

Most interested followers agreed that •.• "never had so much 

been invested for so few benefits." Once completed in the 

early 1960s, subsidies for irrigation eventually would be 

worth $2 million per farm (Reisner 1986). Glen Canyon served 

as a fortress against the further advancement of Los Angeles 

(see Figure 4, Appendix, page 211). 

Meanwhile s in Arizona, a 1963 Supreme Court decision in 

Arizona ~ California secured Arizona's chance to tap the 

Colorado River. Thus, Arizona also came to have less reason 

to sit by the way side while L.A. took the lead. These 

events marked the end of California expansion. still these 

events in and of themselves did not force an L.A. "elite" 

retreat. The signs of trouble appeared but were kept on the 

back burner until the late seventies and eighties. 

At this juncture, the environmental movement, Arizona's 

---- -- --- ---
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new found water supply, and better scientific information 

provided three obstacles for the Los Angeles water monopoly 

to cope with. First, environmental figures like David Brower 

and national legislation, such as NEPA, exposed the 

devastating environmental impacts of past, present, and 

future water projects (McPhee 1971). Water development 

agencies could no longer operate without opposition. 

Secondly, Los Angeles in Phase IV split the lower basin water 

supply with Arizona, a major impact given California had been 

using Arizona's portion (Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). Finally, 

as modern engineers and hydrologists began to develop a 

better technical understanding of the basin, a harsh reality 

set in when these experts concluded that politicians and 

legal experts had allocated more water then what the upper 

Colorado River could likely deliver (Reisner 1986). 

These events encouraged water developers on all sides 

(core, semi-core, and periphery) to re-evaluate the scope and 

range of their water plans. The Los Angeles core sought to 

prevent losses in the system rather then expect more from the 

Colorado River. Just when it appeared the upper basin states 

might have some room to develop, evidence showed that Glen 

Canyon Dam could stand in the way of the upper basin's legal 

obligation to send 7.5 million acre feet of water down the 

River. Further, frustrating to states like Colorado and Utah 

was that such figures threatened long awaited water 
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diversions, especially for use in developing new sources of 

energy in the upper basin (Welsh 1985) (see Figure 5; 

Appendix page 212). 

Semi-core actors in the lower basin found the politics 

of Phase IV a mixed blessing. On the one hand, events made 

it possible to split with Los Angeles in pursuit of their own 

interests. Central Arizona via the Phoenix 40 and Tucson 30 

secured the CAP in 1980 (Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). San Diego 

started talks with Imperial Valley about a water trade, 

working independently of MWD (Hartshorn 1985). The Phoenix 

elite, especially, appeared poised to create their own water 

network independent of Los Angeles (as detailed in Chapter 4, 

the Arizona experience; also see Figure 5; Appendix page 

212) • The major question confronting Phoenix elite was 

whether water resources development could prevail in an era 

showing signs of returning to a zero-sum political 

environment. 

Looming in the horizon in the nineties, the core and 

semi-core water interests face several other here-to-fore 

ignored water issues. First, closer scrutiny of the Colorado 

River's flow may generate "real" issues with respect to 

Mexican and Native American water claims. The other major 

new development has been the Court's movement toward allowing 

interstate water transfers and sales. The Sporhase and EI 

Paso cases both provide indication of the opening of water 
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markets (Folk-Williams, Fry and Hilgendorf 1985). Should 

water as commerce be strengthened over the traditional public 

good argument, Los Angeles elites may find a "water economy" 

eating away at its long established political boundaries. 

The New Mexico and Colorado/Nebraska cases are currently 

peripheral to L.A. water policy. The impact of these type of 

court decisions could be far reaching to the traditional 

water arrangements in the Southwest (see Figure 5, Appendix 

page 212). 

THE INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS OF A WATER EMPIRE 

The dominant water policy institution in the Southwest 

has been MWD, as examined in "The California Experience". 

When examining the entirety of the Colorado River region, 

another operational mode of played a significant intermediate 

role. Federal water agencies, primarily the BOR, provided 

Western water elites much needed financial and technical 

support for the numerous water projects which, over time, 

reshaped the Course of the Colorado River. While assisting 

MWD and the growth plans of elites, the partnership was one 

of convenience rather than conviction. As the desire to 

"build" enthralled BOR, federal water resources development 

policy expanded beyond the needs of Los Angeles to include 
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Arizona and the upper basin of the River. In Chapters 3, 4, 

and 5 a number of informal operational modes of conduct were 

discussed in greater detail. In a geopolitical setting, the 

L.A. 25 guided the development of the Southwest only to find 

that some of their "juniors" partners (semi-core actors) have 

learned and implemented imitative policy patterns. As water 

interests in San Diego and the Phoenix 40 created their own 

institutional mechanisms, the L.A. elite have been challenged 

to learn to maintain elite controls in an era of basin-wide 

institutional growth, which no longer is clearly monolithic 

in its operations and/or goals. 

PHASE I: Foundations of the Elite Empire (1880-1920s) 

The early string of failed private water projects 

conveyed two obvious realities about water management in the 

Southwest. First, there were no institutions to assist 

locals in there quest to develop the region's water 

resources. Second, the leadership in the region came to the 

conclusion, rightly or wrongly, that only the more vast 

capabili ties of government could successfully turn around the 

West's dismal track record in development. Absent capable 

Western governments, the stage was set for federal 

development of the West's water as early as 1902 when 

Congress passed the Reclamation Act (see Figure 6; Appendix 

page 213). Californians, first in the Imperial Irrigation 
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District and later in Los Angeles, endorsed the plans of 

"dreamers" such as Newlands, Mulholland, and Powell, setting 

in motion decades of Colorado Ri ver development (Hundley 

1986) (Reisner 1986; see Figure 6; Appendix page 213). 

PHASE II: The Emergence of Geo-Water Institutions (1920s-

1930s) 

Having seen the success of lID in obtaining the All

American Canal, Los Angeles created the Metropolitan water 

District (MWD). Federal agencies endorsed a mission to build 

projects where ever needed (Cooper 1968). Local authorities 

like lID and MWD were given free reign over the goals and 

implementation of water projects (Reisner 1986). The 

Department of Interior designated the Colorado River basin as 

a resource to be developed creating a federal zone of 

expansion. Then, once having built the large scale water 

projects, the BOR contracted the water to MWD and Southern 

California (see Figure 7; Appendix page 214). 

While the Reclamation Act provided the impetus for the 

water development in Phase II, the Colorado River Compact of 

1922 served to define the parameters of the Southern 

California - Washington influence in the basin. The division 

at Lee's Ferry created a legal boundary separating Southern 

California's institutions from Colorado and Utah (Olson 

1926). However, having had no water development in the past, 
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core water interests in Los Angeles tended to view the volume 

of water as an almost unlimited quantity. At the very least, 

the guaranteed right to develop the Colorado River seemed 

more than adequate to counter the inadequacy of Owens Valley 

to meet the growth projections of Los Angeles (Reisner 1986). 

PHASE III: The Golden Age of Concrete (1930s-1960s) 

The building of water projects in the lower basin of the 

Colorado River secured MWD as the primary spokesman of 

Southwestern water policy (Kahrl 1982). The most interesting 

institutional developments during Phase III coincided with a 

growing semi-core water elite (see Figure 8; Appendix page 

215). MWD developed an informal relationship with lID where 

agriculture became a holder of water for future urban use 

(Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). lID moved to a semi-core status, 

a step down from its role as a core player in Phase II. 

Similarly, San Diego's link to MWD provided Los Angeles core: 

elites yet another avenue to expand their water empire (Wiley 

and Gottlieb 1982; see Figure 8; Appendix page 215). 

Interestingly, the marked increase in the influence of 

MWD was also followed by an exodus in the federal presence of 

agencies like the BOR. As Phase III progresses and projects 

are completed, the BOR revealed its true colors. Here was an 

agency more concerned with its mission to build engineering 

marvels than overseeing the end results. No where was this 
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more evident then in the semi-core region of Arizona and in 

the peripheral upper basin of the Colorado River. The zone 

of expansion (see Figure 8; Appendix page 215) began to 

stretch beyond the immediate interests of the L.A. core 

elite. Arizona, looking for the CAP to counter a number of 

court decisions, continued to tie up water in agriculture at 

a -time of massive urban growth in Phoenix. 

In Colorado, Glen Canyon beckoned the BOR. Northern 

cities like Denver and Salt Lake also wanted in on a piece of 

the action (Welsh 1985). At this juncture, MWD began to go 

its own way and manage the empire on its own. The 1960s 

fight over the State Water Project in California ultimately 

resulted in another spoke for MWD to oversee. However, the 

in-state policy process pitted the Southern dominate water 

institution (MWD) up against the state legislature, an open 

forum where Northern water interests reign (Reisner 1986; 

Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). MWD appeared to be vulnerable to 

Northern California attacks. Thus, the emergence of the L.A. 

25 as an informal operational mode of conduct satisfied elite 

concerns that the overall direction of growth and development 

would remain (See Figure 8; Appendix page 215). 

PHASE IV: Maintaining the Empire (1970s - present) 

The growth of institutions in the semi-core and 

periphery presented a new challenge to MWD and the L.A. 25 in 
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Phase IV. In the Semi-core, the San Diego water Authority 

had talked to lID for the purpose of developing a water 

supply independent of MWD (Hartshorn 1985). Arizona's DWR, 

AMAs, and CAWCD are connecting Arizona's water policy to 

Parker Dam in the same manner as MWD some fifty years 

earlier. Thus, the challenge to MWD became to compete with 

other agencies who lay claim to the same water. 

Federal budget constraints also have acted to keep the 

regional picture on idle. Federal water agencies are more 

involved in overseeing a "neutral zone" rather than a zone of 

expansion (see Figure 9; Appendix page 216). Tough budget 

issues in Washington have also made it more difficult for the 

upper basin to make long range plans to develop alternative 

sources of energy. The increase in the number of 

environmental agencies at the state and local level further 

limited water development. However, most of the effort in 

this area produced a stalemate, only slowing the pace of 

development rather then altering policy strongly toward 

environmentalism (see for example Ingram and Mann 1984). 

Phase IV has indicated a more competitive and complex set of 

water policy institutions in the Colorado River region. 

Change in policy direction additionally has reflected 

the interests of semi-core actors, such as Phoenix, and their 

efforts to proceed with their own water development plans 

(see Figure 9; Appendix page 216). As noted in the Arizona 
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experience, the Phoenix 40 and Tucson 30 mirror the L.A. 25. 

Arizona's DWR has assisted in the urban growth plans of the 

Phoenix core water elite. Environmental and water quality 

agencies in Arizona have had precious little to say about 

water allocation policy (see Chapter 4, the Arizona 

Experience) • The geographic controls put into effect by 

agencies such as MWD and DWR have assisted in limiting the 

scope of western water policy. 

GROWTH EFFECTS AND THE WATER EMPIRE: 

ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF THE LOS ANGELES CORE 

ELITE INFLUENCE ON SOUTHWEST 

This section searches for evidence that Western water 

policy fulfilled the elite dreams of regional growth and 

development. Two factors were studied across the four 

phases. First, changes in the cultural and economic 

demographics of the Southwest were examined as indicators of 

elite water plans aChieving their ultimate goal, a "modern" 

West. Second, the path of cultural and economic expansion 

was examined. Here the geopolitics of water was observed 

through concurring patterns of the water empire and socio

economic influence in the Southwest. 



150 

PHASE I: (1880 - 1920s) The Emergence of Elites and Eastern 

Investment 

The early years of the American southwest were similar 

to a colony and "mother country" relationship. Washington 

sought to keep one step ahead of settlement by underwriting 

the railroads and land speculation. The venture opened the 

door for rapid settlement and resulted in a significant rise 

in national wealth (Garnsey 1950). A curious turn in 

cultural and economic events followed. The Mountain West 

became a region to plunder for its mineral wealth, while the 

to~ality of economic development was reserved for the Pacific 

coast (DeVoto 1934). A limited monolithic developed greatly 

economy dependent on external demand for "its" resources 

(Garnsey 1950). The stage was set for the Mountain West to 

be exploited by the East and the Pacific Coast. 

In terms of economic boundaries, the "Six companies", a 

group of Western developers and engineers, took the reigns 

from Eastern investors and embarked down a course of water 

and electric power projects that would transform Southern 

California into the dominant economic force of the West 

(Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). The regional centers of commerce 

became observable by their relati ve economic influence. 

Figure 10 (see Appendix p. 217) shows economic patterns 

present in the Southwest during Phase I (Reeves 1987). These 

relationships compiled by Reeves concur with the Western 
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Elements of New York and Chicago 

investment were present (see #1 on Figure 10; Appendix page 

217) in the Southwest. Interestingly at this stage in 

development, San Francisco was by far the dominant economic 

interest within the region (see #2, Figure 10; Appendix page 

217). This relationship, however, somewhat reflected the 

East's initial interest in San Francisco and its ties to 

mining, lumber, and the railroads all of which reflect 

Eastern investment in the region (Garnsey, 1950). No 

economic center adjacent to the Colorado River basin 

exercised any economic influence. The Control of the River 

was up in the air at this point. The growth of Los Angeles, 

however, in Phase I served as a preview of coming 

attractions. 

PHASE II: (1920 - 1930) The Rapid rise of Los Angeles as an 

Economic Force 

The inability of the Mountain West to compete 

economically with California developed into a permanent 

condition in Phase II. The water policy of the West enhanced 

the economic growth prospects for individual cities rather 

than the region (Garnsey 1950). Rather than a united plan of 

regional economic growth, the economic developments of Phase 

II indicated a Mountain west unorganized and limited in 

foresight. Meanwhile, Los Angeles moved along building water 
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By 1920, the Los Angeles 

economic influence had reached Lee Ferry the same point as 

its political influence realized under the Colorado River 

Compact (see #1, Figure 11; Appendix page 218). To the 

North, the strong economic boom generating from Los Angeles 

worked to permanently remove San Francisco from future 

economic influence in the Southwest (see #2, Figure 11; 

Appendix page 218). Interestingly, the commercial influence 

exercised by Los Angeles in California was also concurrent 

with the political victory secured in the Owens Valley fight 

for water (see #3, Figure 11; Appendix page 218). Thus, by 

the end of Phase II, the economic parameters of Los Angeles' 

influence in the Southwest were clearly established. 

PHASE III: (1930-1960s) the Golden Age of Concrete and a Los 

Angeles Based Economy 

During the Golden Age of Concrete Los Angeles core elite 

influence in the Southwest climbed to its zenith. Reeves 

reports the economic development of the region. (See Figure 

12; Appendix page 219) Of particular interest, western water 

policy developed a closeness in proximity between the arcs of 

economic influence and the institutional and political 

influence on a Los angeles based water policy. For example, 

in Phase III, Lee Ferry served as the approximate Eastern 

boundary of Los Angeles water influence. The market and 
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commerce influence of Los Angeles moved just beyond that 

point narrowly creeping into the upper basin (See Figure 12; 

Appendix page 219). 

The Semi-core developed centers of trade as well during 

Phase III. Specifically, Phoenix became a center of trade in 

Arizona. In utilizing the financial resources in Los 

Angeles, Phoenix began to develop and envisioned a Los 

Angeles style desert economy and lifestyle (Wiley and 

Gottlieb 1982; Garreau 1981). Additionally, the other semi

core cities of Tucson and San Diego become secondary in 

economic status to Phoenix. In fact, the growth of Phoenix 

from Phase II to Phase III was significant enough to shrink 

Tucson's economic sphere of influence (see Figure 12; 

Appendix page 219). Phase III indicated that Los Angeles 

became the primary economic force in the West. Phoenix also 

began to grow at an alarming rate. Nevertheless, the water 

movers and shakers in Arizona continued to serve agriculture 

rather than Phoenix, a political reality to be challenged in 

Phase IV. 

PHASE IV: Maintaining the Empire (1970s - present): The 

Phoenix Factor 

By 1980, the economic influence of Phoenix virtually 

blanketed Arizona, West to the Colorado River and North to 

Lee Ferry (see Figure 13; Appendix page 220). In the view of 
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the Phoenix 40, timing became critical. The need for the CAP 

became even more imperative (Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). The 

financial influence in the region still flows Eastward from 

Los Angeles. However, Phoenix developed an influence over 

Tucson that compared to that of Los Angeles over San Diego. 

The patterns reported by Reeves indicate this economic split 

in the Southwest (see Figure 13; Appendix page 220). Phoenix 

and Los Angeles developed a joint occupancy over the lower 

basin of the Colorado River. 

However, it should be noted that the peripheral actors 

identified in the region's water policy made little progress 

in influencing the overall direction of growth in the 

Southwest. Economic semi-core actors like San Diego and 

Tucson have made little progress in comparison to Los Angeles 

and Phoenix. In the Periphery, San Francisco and Denver have 

developed strong economic spheres of their own. Regardless, 

they hava been held at bay with respect to the Southwest. In 

fact, a quick glance of the Denver region indicated a slight 

retreat away from Lee Ferry (see Figures 10, 11, 12, 13; 

Appendix pages 217-220). 

The political influence of the outer rim of peripheral 

actors on water policy has to date been inconsequential. The 

economic forces in place in the 1980s created yet another 

barrier to peripheral influence on the direction of 

Southwestern water policy. In some respects the addition of 
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the Phoenix factor served to double the influence of growth 

and development values which in turn fostered water resources 

development. Clearly Phoenix has become increasingly 

politically and economically independent of Los Angeles. 

The budding rivalry has not necessary opened new doors 

to lesser water participants either. Now water interests in 

Tucson, San Diego, and Denver must be concerned with the 

water plans of Phoenix as well as Los Angeles. Thus, Los 

Angeles may find the Phoenix factor frustrating but not 

necessarily damaging to core elite values. As long as this 

is the case, Los Angeles may be content managing the empire 

it constructed in Phase III (Figure 13; Appendix page 220; 

concurs with the conclusion that the Southwest is still 

dominated by a growth and development ethic). Even in Phase 

IV, a time possibly more politically and institutionally ripe 

for change in water policy, the economic trends in the 

Southwest have indicated little change in the overall 

direction of growth in the region (see Figure 13; Appendix 

page 220; also Wiley and Gottlieb 1982; Garreau 1981). The 

geopolitical perspective has provided further evidence that 

bigger is viewed as better, and water assists in the region 

becoming bigger. 

-- ---- -----
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Beyond elitism a number of decision-making structures 

are available to Western water policy makers. The obvious 

alternative to elite policy making is pluralism. If one of 

the goals of Western water policy is to clip the wings of 

elite water interests, pluralism becomes an obvious 

alternative to elite politics. Environmentalists, no-growth 

activists, and native Americans have long endured the 

symbolic politics of elites. Under elitism, "wilderness" 

values take a back seat to urban growth and development 

interests (Nash 1986). Elitism offers one definition of 

fairness. Simply put, elite water politics is a case of the 

haves and the many have-nots. 

Pluralism addresses equi ty in another fashion. To 

engage in the process of policy making is more important than 

sUbstantive policy change. Neither political environment is 

very appealing to the "have-nots", or peripheral actors. 

Pluralism only guarantees a place at the table, not results. 

Participation may be a victory for some traditional 

peripheral water interests (Le. the Native American), but it 
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maybe a shallow victory as values ignored by elites are 

equally compromised in pluralism. Peripheral actors may 

blindly follow pluralism, entering this arena with high 

hopes, only to be frustrated by policies that seem no more 

responsive than the symbolic gestures offered by urban water 

elites. 

Political responses to new and complex issues often 

emphasizes altering institutions to correct systemic flaws 

which discourage participation. Decision-makers also have 

the option of developing clear laws that layout the 

priorities of government rather then change the shape and 

form of government. This requires rule of law and would act 

much like classical liberalism (Lowi 1979). Water markets 

and transfers would be the center piece of a "fair" water 

policy. Western water interests would have to accept clear 

victories (more water) and defeats (less water), a trademark 

of liberalism. 

Of course, another possible scenario is that 

environmental quality problems continue to be ignored as an 

integral part of water allocation decisions. The salinity 

problem in the Colorado River and water quality problems 

associated with groundwater overdraft in Arizona serve as 

examples of problems that may not patiently wait for plodding 

incrementalism to eventually find a solution. Thus, there is 

the possibility that quality issues could polarize 
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environmentalists against urban developers. The politics of 

"ideology" would emerge with neither side willing to 

compromise. The ultimate victor may appear only during a 

crisis. In this case, the end policy may be extreme, 

acceptable to only one interest. 

While other scenarios are likely, these four serve as 

the focus for discussing Western water policy in the 

nineties. Elitism, pluralism, liberalism, and idealism are 

all examined with respect to how equity would be served in 

each policy environment. Under the scrutiny of fairness, all 

of the alternative approaches when evaluated have strengths 

and weaknesses. Nevertheless, in the absence of a perfect 

government, decision-makers may, at the very least, make a 

more informed choice. To the degree various alternatives 

fail to address fairness for all water interests, an 

evaluation of alternative policy environments may discourage 

change. On the other hand, an evaluation of the "fairness" 

of different political environments could improve water 

policy by exposing bad policy and facilitating error 

correction. 

ALTERNATIVE DECISION-MAKING PATTERNS IN AN 

ERA OF DIMINISHING RETURNS 

In the era of diminishing returns, participation became 
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the popular buzz word for a better water policy in western 

states. However, the rise of interest groups in the western 

water arena has yet to overturn the elite urban growth and 

development ethic. Western water elites have also utilized 

the Courts to preserve elite water policy. However, the 

Sporhase case and EI Paso ~ Reynolds stirred questions about 

"liberalism" in water policy. Can water markets protect the 

public interest? What is the proper mix between the public 

interest and the private interest? Is a court ordered remedy 

too narrow to take into account nature and/or hydrology? 

Western water development also conveyed aspects of 

"idealism" • Some Westerners became obsessed over the regions 

natural beauty. Under no circumstances should nature be 

altered by man. The disappointment over the development of 

the West can be seen in the writings of authors like Nash, 

Fradkin, and Brower. 

Of critical importance in the nineties will be 

identifying how water interests react as new water issues 

emerge. In this regard, the strategies and tactics framework 

can also be applied to alternatives to elitism. In pluralism 

an environment of cooperation and consensus can be expected. 

Pluralism involves cooperation in that all sides of issues 

are welcome to participate in final decisions. Consensus, is 

the key tactic political actors employ to reach a decision in 

a pluralist environment. Consensus seeks to minimize risk by 
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granting all interests incremental benefits at little or no 

direct cost (Lowi 1979). (See Table 8, page 161; the cell 

labeled "pluralism" which intersects the political strategy 

of "cooperation" and the decision-making tactic "consensus") 

Pluralism is often regarded as the most accurate 

description of contemporary politics. Under the pluralist 

umbrella, political actors are unable to take the lead and 

offer a way out of the storm. More and more interest groups 

try and find room under the umbrella and hope the storm will 

eventually pass. Congress in commi ttees is most often 

studied as the haven of pluralism. In Congress interest 

groups, congressman, and executive agencies form the hub of 

policy-making in Washington. The division of labor is so 

diluted it is difficult for government to find clear policy 

goals and objectives. In the final analysis, pluralism 

concerns itself with following process in participation 

rather than solving problems. 

In water policy, the Clean Water Act suggested a 

departure from "iron triangle" politics which traditionally 

limited the water agenda to a narrow set of resource 

development projects. A burgeoning number of environmental 

interest groups in the areas of water quality, hazardous 

waste, and air pollution challenged economic interests to 

broaden the scope of the natural resources agenda. However, 

after initial policy successes in the early 1970s, 
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Table 8 
Strategies and Tactics of Four Political Environments 

Tactics 2 

Coercion Consensus 

Cooperation 

II 
Elitism 

1111 
Pluralism 

II 
Strategies 

1 

I I 
Conflict Idealism Liberalism 

1 - SlrI1egy for communication among political participanta. 

2 - Tactic for raaching" dec:laion 
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environmental policy efforts increasingly focused on 

preserving the status quo rather than improving on the 

initial package. The sacrifice is currently accepted by 

participants knowing that policy set-backs can be avoided in 

a pluralist operational context. 

The nagging question in pluralism remains, how can a 

system which emphasizes inaction and indirection create 

"good" policy? Lindblom contends incrementalism is the end 

product of pluralism (Lindblom 1968). Lowi is even more 

pessimistic in his lament of pluralism. Lowi describes a 

system of short term self-gratification where everyone with 

a claim big or small gets something that costs nothing. 

costs are postponed to the distant future (Lowi 1979). Also, 

policy forms through issue networks. By developing an 

expertise about an issue, political interests at times are 

able to dominate the policy process (Heclo 1978). The 

poli tics of process seems to overshadow substantive change in 

these descriptions of the pluralist arena. 

Liberalism, on the other hand, encourages political 

conflict. As with pluralism, any and all with a claim are 

encouraged to participate. The difference here is that the 

strategic setting is one of conflict rather than cooperation. 

Rule of law or a "juridical democracy" is more important than 

satisfied participants (Lowi 1979). Thus, a key difference 

between pluralism and liberalism is that pluralism emphasizes 
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the importance of the process whereas liberalism puts a 

premium on forcing a clear decision (see Table 8, page 161; 

the cell labeled "liberalism" intersecting the political 

strategy of conflict and the decision-making tactic of 

consensus). 

In the "Liberalism" environment rule of law supersedes 

process. Participants in government agree to accept defeat 

along with victories. Preserving the law is much more 

important than guaranteeing benefits to all participants. In 

an environment of liberalism conflict is welcomed and 

consensus is reached by "real" rather than symbolic 

bargaining. This particular alternative is not as apparent 

as pluralism but there are examples of liberalism in American 

government. political exercises such as the initiative, 

referendum, and recall are tools of pure democracy placed on 

the ballot on behalf of individual and minority interests. 

In California, the greatly publicized Proposition 13 is most 

often cited as the epitome of what grass roots democracy is 

all about. More recently, the recall movement of Arizona's 

Governor Evan Mecham involved conflict and a consensus 

concerning the fate of an "idealist" governor. 

A juridical or rule-of-Iaw liberalism is common in the 

operational context of the courts. Decisions in the jUdicial 

branch by nature involve resolving conflicts within the 

context of law and the constitutionalism. The courts 

--._- "-- ---
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determine clear winners and losers and decisions are often 

perceived as the final word. Efforts to overturn decisions 

and jUdicial trends in interpretation of law are long and 

tedious. Thus, extensive dependency on the judicial remedy 

can be a risky operation. 

NEPA provided the initial ammunition for the 

environmental movement to change policy through the Courts. 

The EIS which became a central part of the 1969 NEPA a 

Legislation. It is still, for the most part, a law that is 

helpful to environmental interests (Wenner 1984). Since that 

time and culminating in the Reagan administration, the courts 

increasingly asserted their role as a conflict-consensus 

institution weighing issues of law rather than policy. In 

Western water policy, the courts and water law have played a 

crucial role in determining the strategies and tactics of 

water interests in California and Arizona. 

In idealism an environment of conflict and coercion is 

to be expected. In this political setting a "winner-take

all" decision is likely. Conflict is open and often quite 

hostile. The decision-making tactic employed by the 

ideologue is to coerce others into accepting the "truth" of 

the ideology (see Table 8, page 161; the cell marked 

"ideology intersecting the political environment of 

"conflict" and the decision-making tactic of "coercion"). 

The politics of ideology have visibly threatening overtones 
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and is not without precedent in American politics. For 

example, the politics of the South from 1860 to 1960 are 

indicative of the way politics can become polarized (Key 

1949). 

Identifying the strategies and tactics employed by 

political interests assists in discovering the insiders and 

outsiders in a given decision-making structure or operational 

mode of conduct. It is important to understand that 

governmental institutions can be manipulated to serve a 

variety of political environments. Decision-makers should 

realize any institution can be used to serve a number of 

political philosophies. For example, the existence of 

"idealistic" or conflict/coercive politics can be witnessed 

in our national resources policies. In the Carter 

administration the famed "hit-list" reflected Carter's 

overriding desire to control the budget. The only way to 

achieve such a goal was to jam it through Congress without 

debate. The effort failed. This type of contempt for 

Congress made it nearly impossible for Carter to deal with 

his own Democratic leadership (for an insider's account of 

Carter's style see; O'Neill 1987). Similar arrogance guided 

Reagan's appointment of James Watt to Interior and Anne 

Gorsuch to the E.P.A. 

"Idealistic" politics are often discarded as rare 

political quirks in the system. The politics of "idealism" 
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has difficulty existing because idealists are easily exposed. 

Its conflict/coercive nature is not easily masked in a 

government of separate institutions (by nature curbing each 

other's authority). However, during periods of crisis, 

desperate times generate desperate measures (for example, 

mandatory water rationing). Conversely, apathy can also 

encourage idealism. Arizona's Governor Evan Mecham provides 

the example. Mecham's election in part reflects non

enthusiastic mainstream voters who split their vote and lost 

to a hard core right wing group of voters. 

Returning to elitism, the growth of bureaucracy may be 

a key understanding and changing water policy in Phase IV,the 

Era of Diminishing Returns. Water resources agencies are in 

many respects technical and scientific elites. They preserve 

their influence via tactics that espouse technical/scientific 

values that are elitist in nature (A variety of sources 

discuss the influence of the "expert" in bureaucratic 

politics including; Pete:t's and Nelson 1979; Hummel 1977; 

Bradley 1983). Namely, the scientist may behave as a 

political elite in that; (1) internal expertise encourages 

cooperation around a narrow set of technical options, (2) 

subtle coercion and symbolic responses conveys to interest 

groups that alternative values have been considered (for 

example, environmental impact statements examine a number of 

policy options but for the most part serve to ease external 
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concerns about the validity of the technical answers to water 

issues) (3) water resources agencies develop long range 

goals and plans (the agency's mission) which are adaptable to 

short term problems. 

As water issues seem to be more complex with each 

passing day, the bureaucratic (elite) influence may become 

even more pronounced. Thus, eli tist behavior remains a 

viable option in the politics of water in the nineties. 

Whether elite politics or any of the other three options 

discussed will best serve equity is the concern of the 

remainder of this chapter. However, before undertaking that 

task, a clearer description of equity is needed. 

THE WESTERN WATER POLITICAL ENVIRONMENT AND EQUITY 

In western water policy the rules of water allocation 

were seldom challenged unless blatantly broken. Making fair 

decisions was not a central goal in the history of Western 

water policy. In fact, given the opportunity, all major 

water interests manipulated the rule book. For example, by 

the rules, baseball players must stay in a batter's box but 

every hitter kicks and scrapes away the chalk to gain the 

best possible hitting advantage. Often, batters are clearly 

out of the box but the other side, even when losing, never 
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complains hoping for a similar advantage in the future. 

Western water policy faces a similar scenario. As the 

previous chapters have shown, a rule book on water resources 

development does Oexist but the institutions (or water 

umpires) serve all water interests only to the extent that 

they agree to the water elite interpretation of the rules. 

Water elite control of the rule book means all other 

water interests play the game at their own risk. 

Nevertheless, equity is possible under such conditions. If 

water interests buy into the elite philosophy then 

participation with no guarantees is fair. Furthermore, the 

lack of state institutions to serve as mediators encouraged 

the "haves" to seek even more control over water policy. 

Given that late-comers such as environmentalists have a 

secondary status, water elites pursue even more water which 

is certainly well within long accepted rules of water supply 

development. Water resources developers became comfortable 

making their own decision-rules employing institutions to 

follow suit rather than be encumbered by state legislatures 

and governors offices. 

such is the politics of water in the West where MWD 

served as the policy vehicle for California water elites, 

where the Phoenix dominated water policy in Arizona, and New 

Mexico where the State Engineer is sometimes labeled a water 

tsar (Nichols 1974; Reisner 1986). Water and economic gain 
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come hand-in-hand in the West, a fact that can certainly seem 

unfair to those who do not buy in to the elite philosophy. 

On the other hand, the four phases in California and Arizona 

indicated rule with an iron hand has given way to behind the 

scenes methods of control such as informal business planning 

groups, Political Action Committees, and symbolic responses 

by state institutions. 

The modern conflict between environmental and urban 

growth values continues to stir concern over equity. The 

idea that water elites have weighed alternative values before 

implementing policy is completely unacceptable to 

environmental and anti-growth groups. These non-elites have 

had little say in defining the parameters of growth. Non

elites must also consider unfair the notion that simply 

because of their late arrival water elites have a better 

claim to determine water policy. Times and conditions 

change. Given these conflicts, can a "better" water policy 

emerge in the American West? Western water policy research 

still attempts to address this question, as it should, in 

spite of the many roadblocks. 

The concern of equity in water policy has encouraged 

scholars to attempt to identify a set of principles through 

which to objectively evaluate whether equity is being served. 

Among these are reciprocity, value-pluralism, participation, 

fulfillment of promises, and a commitment to protect future 



170 

generations (for the theory and development of these 

principles see Ingram, Scaff, and silko 1986). 

Reciprocity in essence asks for a more objective and 

accurate accounting of the benefits and costs of water 

systems. All who benefit should pay and share equally in the 

burden of costs involved in a water policy. The intent of 

reciprocity is to overturn the long standing "use it, or lose 

it" philosophy that has dominated much of western water 

policy. If the user has to pay real costs for water there is 

less likelihood of waste. with less water hoarded there is 

more water freed for non-elite use, for such water users as 

the Native American who may then have access to water long 

guaranteed, previously seldom realized, and perhaps acquired 

with little conflict. 

Value-pluralism boasts the right of all water actors to 

have a guaranteed claim to water. Value-pluralism asks 

Western water users to forfeit hierarchy in favor of 

political equality. The core, semi-core, and non-elite 

participants identified in the previous chapters would be 

eliminated. All participants would bargain as equals over 

the direction of water policy. 

Furthermore, value-pluralism demands that water 

interests, with all their differences, be involved at all 

stages in the policy cycle (not just when convenient for 

traditional water elites). Thus, active participation is 
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essential as a principle of equity. Adapting this principle 

to Part I of this research, it is clear that the lack of 

participation was one of the primary tactics employed by 

Western water (urban) elites to maintain control over water 

policy, even in Phase IV. Through utilizing an often 

ignorant or non-attentive public, the core water elite 

continued unabated with their urban growth plans. 

The fulfillment of promises argument asks participants 

in the making of water law to be honest and live up to 

obligations not only made in the present but also in the 

past. As examined in Arizona's experience, a lengthy series 

of court conflicts became the only means through which to get 

California to concede Arizona's rights to the Colorado River. 

other noteworthy disputes have emerged from the Colorado 

River Compact, as noted in the chapter on the geopolitics of 

water, to international disputes wi th Mexico. other 

inequities surround Native American claims to water (Reisner 

1986; Olson 1926, for detailed analysis of the Compact; Moss 

1967). 

Living up to promises assumes the first three principles 

of equity are relatively easy to apply to the water political 

arena. History suggested that the politics of open 

negotiation and compromise became the exception and seldom 

the rule. Of all the principles of equity, rule number four 

appears the most challenging given the politics of water as 
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examined in California and Arizona. Asking long established 

core elites to now stop stretching the rules for their own 

benefit is like asking batters to stop rubbing out the chalk 

in the batter's box. At present, core water elite see no 

strategic or tactical advantage in living within the 

boundaries of obligations and promises. In fact, the four 

phases when applied to geopolitcs indicated that the core 

elite succeed most often when stretching the rules while 

masterfully staying within the limits of "acceptable" 

political conduct. 

Finally, future generations must 

Certainly, decisions made today have 

implications on future water supplies. 

be considered. 

far reaching 

If the needs of 

future water consumers are to be guaranteed, then this fifth 

principle of equity asks present water users to put aside 

some of their immediate needs to assure future water 

consumers a chance to benefit from the West's water 

resources. Rule number five appears to integrate water 

quality with water quantity, something core water elites have 

carefully avoided. To adequately preserve water for future 

generations there must be assurances of good quality as well 

as quantity. 

These five principles of equity are important to the 

fourth phase of Western water policy for several reasons. 

First, examining equity provides the opportunity for closer 
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scrutiny of the decision-making process and how it ought to 

operate. Second, the application of equity to Western water 

policy reinforces just how insulated Western water core 

elites are from other water interests. Core water elites 

continue to ignore equity even in a Phase IV era of 

diminishing returns. The sobering conclusion reached from 

exploring these principles of equity is that living up to 

such lofty standards has been historically very difficult. 

Perhaps the immediate task is how best to cope with 

existing elitist political environment. That is, to what 

extent can equity be served under elitism? Additionally, as 

Phase IV progresses, what changes in the political 

environment of western water policy would deal equity a 

better hand? How does equity play under pluralism or 

liberalism? Finally, what if opposing views toward Western 

water development become so polarized that opposing 

ideologies come face-to-face? How is equity served then? 

These scenarios are the subject matter of the rest of this 

chapter. 

ELITE WATER POLICY AND EQUITY 

In Phase IV, the 

projects has diminished. 

number of new large scale water 

Increased challenges have been made 
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by traditional non-elites such as environmentalists. Some of 

the change simply reflected the federal budget crisis. 

Regardless of the source of these challenges, core elites 

have dealt with these political realities. Ironically, 

external challenges to elite water policy has not, as of yet, 

displaced a general attitude in the West that the region's 

growth is highly dependent on water proj ects. What is 

perhaps even more interesting is how new residents to the 

West tacitly, and at times openly, approve of this water use 

philosophy. 

consider, for example, the politics surrounding 

Arizona's Central Arizona Project. It is estimated the Salt 

River Project (SRP), a series of reservoirs and rivers 

serving Phoenix, has an adequate water supply to serve the 

needs of 7 million people. Presently, the Phoenix area 

boasts a population of nearly 2 million. However, the SRP is 

not in the business of 7:lerving urban water users. Its income 

is the result of a large electrical power operation and water 

for irrigation within the SRP boundaries. The income 

generated from electricity makes water available to 

irrigators for about a penny a ton. Meanwhile, a rapidly 

growing North Phoenix and Scottsdale have no rights to these 

waters (Welsh 1985). 

Table 9 (page 175) provides a brief summary of the 

policy outcome expected under elite policy making and the 
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Table 9: water Policy and Equity 

in an Elite Political Environment 

ELITISM: COOPERATION-COERCION 

Time Span 

Power 

Measure of Policy 

success 

Operational output 

Number of 

participants 

Values & Norms 

of Participants 

- long range goals & plans. 

concentrated & hierarchy 

(ordered). 

- process; to satisfy 

symbolically the 

outsiders. (public) 

implementation of hidden 

agenda masked by symbolic 

responses in public 

institutions. 

- few protected by gatekeeping 

structures 

- internal cooperation to 

reduce open conflict. Subtle 

coercion to keep disputes 

internal. 
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extent cooperation/coercion serves equity. with respect to 

reciprocity, elites prefer distributive policy. Elites 

corner the benefits while everyone else pays. The history of 

the SRP in Arizona serves as an excellent example. Non

landowners such as apartment dwellers use considerable 

amounts of SRP energy to subsidize the cheap water rates of 

landowners (Welsh 1985). Thus, reciprocity is not served 

under elitist water politics. Here again, the chance to 

serve equity has not been promising. One acre - one vote 

decision rules naturally promoted land and water use values 

over conservation. Further, the construction of the CAP may 

well institutionalize water for urban growth. There is less 

need to consider other values when the CAP appears to have 

solved the problem. In short, some water actors are more 

equal than others. 

Much of the non-elite effort has involved preventing 

elite plans to spend and build rather than pursuing their own 

policy objectives. As shown in previous chapters, this was 

the case with the peripheral canal and the Owens Valley 

controversies (Wiley and Gottlieb 1982; Kahrl 1982). In 

Arizona, it can be argued that Orme Dam was successfully 

challenged by environmentalists and the Native American only 

to have resource developers propose a New Waddel Dam (Welsh 

1985) • There is evidence that elite politics may be 

threatened by increased participation. On the other hand, it 
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is difficult for non-elites to lay a path for policy change 

when they are constantly fighting one proposal after another. 

Thus, elite water policy making appears more incremental 

during Phase IV. 

Living up to obligations has also proven difficult under 

elite water politics. The examples are many and continue to 

persist. The Colorado River compact divided the waters in 

the early 1920s but not until the 1980s has Arizona seen its 

share materialize through the CAP (Wiley and Gottlieb 1982). 

Federal treaties recognized Indian water rights, yet under 

the doctrine of prior appropriation private land ownership 

historically interfered with those rights (Bloom 1986). The 

Lower basin of the Colorado River continues to lay claim to 

the water of the River without much consideration of upper 

basin needs (Getches and Meyers 1986). In short, keeping 

promises in an eli te water policy environment has been 

observed only when in the best interest of elites. 

Finally, elite water policy offers no guarantees to 

future generations. At best, water elites have offered a 

"trickle down" future. That is, what is good for urban 

growth and development must also be good for everyone else. 

Better still, water projects have no immediate costs. A 

citizen can gaze in awe of dams and know it only cost him/ 

her. a few pennies. since the immediate benefits appear so 

great, the dam must then naturally be good for the future of 
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the region. As long as urban growth and economic development 

are central to the Western ethic, non-elite values face a 

difficult task in arguing on behalf of future generations. 

WATER POLICY AND EQUITY 

IN A PLURALIST POLITICAL ENVIRONMENT 

One means of detecting a decline in elite influence in 

Phase IV might be to observe the extent pluralism infringes 

on traditional water elite political territories. For 

example, a state legislature which seeks to balance 

environmentalism with growth would be a sure sign that a 

pluralist political environment may be encroaching upon water 

elites. In the West, Colorado and Arizona water interests 

increasingly question the Big Brother attitude displayed by 

Los Angeles. Further, San Diego has shown interest in 

finding water supplies apart from the MWD infrastructure. In 

Arizona, water savings and lifestyles in Tucson exist in 

stark contrast to the "green" life in Phoenix. These 

examples suggest possible scenarios through which pluralism 

replaces elitist water policy. 

Under pluralism, water policy develops a spirit of 

cooperation among all water interests. However, in order to 

reach a consensus all participants must be promised some 
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benefits (see Table 10 page 180; water and Equity Under a 

Pluralist Political Environment). It is this second 

arrangement which poises the biggest challenge for achieving 

equity. Should Phase IV open up the policy making process, 

non-elites will ask for immediate benefits. Regulation of 

water use would become more stringent. The value of saving 

nature would be weighed equally with other costs and 

benefits. For instance, in Arizona the nesting grounds of 

eagles must be considered as worth preserving as well as the 

need for Orme, Waddell, or Cliff Dams (Welsh 1985). 

Nevertheless, the process of pluralism requires compromise. 

Equally, pluralism often encourages incrementalism and few if 

any clear goals. Non-elites would be frustrated to find that 

their increased participation generates few tangible results. 

Reciprocity may be served to some extent under 

pluralism. First, environmental regulations ask for some 

accountability to values other than the environment. 

However, often questions of who pays and the costs of a 

"cleaner" environment may still be hidden. Urban developers 

may try and dump the costs of the environment on those who 

want to stop development. Equally, environmental interest 

groups would rather "polluters" pay for their actions. In 

the absence of agreement as to how to split the costs no real 

policy improvement occurs. 

On occasion, the transition to Phase IV has shown some 



Table 10: Water Policy and Equity 

In a Pluralist Political Environment 

PLURALISM: COOPERATION - CONSENSUS 

Time Span 

Power 

Measure of 

Policy Success 

Operational 

Output 

Number of 

Participants 

Normative 

- incremental toward unclear long 

term goal 

- dispersed equally & relative to 

issue. (random) 

Process to show the public 

ongoing interest in all sides 

of issues. 

- agreement among policy interests 

to follow process thus 

sacrificing substance. Short 

term or stop gap measures for 

all. 

many, emphasis on process 

guarantees all entry. 

- cooperation/consensus 

180 
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signs of accountability. For example, in the late 1970s the 

Corp of Engineers and the state of Arizona agreed to move the 

community of Allenville rather than simply build another dam 

for flood control. The solution was seen as very cost 

efficient. citizens were removed from a flood zone and the 

abandoned area returned to a more natural habitat. More 

importantly, millions of dollars were saved by squelching yet 

another construction solution to water problems (Welsh 1985) • 

Value pluralism is the bright point in the effort to 

achieve equity in a cooperation/consensus pluralist arena. 

All values are welcome to be heard. Political equality 

exists because participation means an emphasis on process 

over policy. Water resources development agencies reflect 

growth interests. Environmental groups are invol ved in 

carrying out regulations through EPA. Although environmental 

groups and business leaders are involved in both 

bureaucracies, the structure of the system does not require 

they meet. Thus often these agencies find it easy to go 

their separate ways. The net effect of this type of policy 

environment is incremental policy toward no clear goal. 

Pluralism also at times side steps obligations to live 

up to promises since all who agree to participate are 

guaranteed at least some benefits. Where there are separate 

agencies accountable to only the interests they serve, 

participants believe their "captured" agency fulfills 
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promises. However, this may not be the case if competing 

interests have their own bureaucracy working to undo what the 

opposition has done. The examination of California shows how 

MWD skillfully established a water bureaucracy that 

effectively countered state government (Wiley and Gottlieb 

1982; Kahrl 1982). In Arizona DWR countered the traditional 

agricultural lock on water and supports urban growth plans. 

co-existing in Arizona are environmental agencies such as the 

Department of Environmental Quality which has no direct 

controls over water resources development policy. 

Pluralism invites groups to speak on behalf of future 

generations. Nevertheless, present insti tutions respond 

incrementally to demands. Since many dis-jointed agencies 

exist it becomes nearly impossible to compare programs, let 

alone money to be spent now verses later. In fact the 

pressure for bureaucracy to spend now is great under 

pluralism (Lowi 1979; Peters and Nelson 1979). Future needs 

are considered under pluralism only to the extent present 

demands will allow for long range planning. Pluralism 

emphasizes the reward of simply participating, not the 

promise of long range goals and planning. If agencies 

governing water quality and protection in California and 

Arizona begin to rival agencies such as MWD, then pluralist 

politics seems plausible. Accordingly, incrementalism of a 

different sort would emerge. A calculated yet incremental 
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elite water policy would be replaced by a directionless 

incremental pluralist policy. 

WATER POLICY AND EQUITY UNDER LIBERALISM 

Liberalism emphasizes juridical or rule of law democracy 

(Lowi 1979). Reaching an agreement over policy takes 

precedent over following process. Here in lies a critical 

difference between liberalism and pluralism. The politics of 

liberalism encourages open competition and conflict among all 

relevant interests. Liberalism emphasizes clear policy 

objectives. This appears to make liberalism and equity quite 

compatible. Liberalism attempts to instill a greater degree 

~f objectiveness and rationality. What is the best use of 

water? What is the most cost efficient and legally sound way 

to allocate and pay for water? These are basic questions 

liberalism hopes to address with respect to equity. 

Reciprocity is a key component of liberalism. Phase IV 

indicated an increased interest in market solutions to 

correct inequities in western water policy. Phase IV in 

California revealed San Diego's interests in buying water 

from lID and by-passing MWD (Hartshorn 1985). Another 

analysis showed that 500, 000 acre-feet of water could be 

transferred from lID to Los Angeles in a cost eff icient 
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manner (Gardner 1986). Additionally, the last twenty years, 

especially in Arizona's case, produced several studies where 

a market approach to water policy would be more cost 

efficient. These studies focused on the competition between 

urban and rural uses of water concluding that the economy 

would, on its own, free agricultural water for urban use, 

making the CAP unnecessary (Kelso, Martin, and Mack 1968; 

Kahn, Herman and Bracken 1979). 

with the CAP assured, one market option would be to sell 

CAP water to California or to the upper basin of the Colorado 

River. The sale of water to MWDreturns to Southern 

California most of the 60 per cent of the Colorado River 

water lost to Arizona. Further, new and more expensive water 

project proposals such as the peripheral canal would 

officially die saving state and national taxpayers billions 

of dollars. Theoretically, Arizona would generate enough 

revenue to eliminate state property taxes, purchase and 

retire farmlands, and thus mine groundwater. To the North, 

the upper basin is demanding more water to develop its 

abundant supply of fossil fuels. This market could create 

competition and perhaps even more revenue than sales to MWD 

(Welsh 1985). 

During Phase IV, competition increased over water in the 

Colorado River basin. Presently, competing uses include 

municipal, agricultural, industrial, recreational, and energy 
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development. Most of the recent concern about water 

shortages has surfaced because of projected increases in the 

quantity of water that will be demanded for the development 

of coal, oil shale, and petroleum resources. If these trade 

opportunities are not enough to entice Arizona into a water 

market, Mexico could provide yet a third bid for water 

(Gardner 1986). It is estimated that interstate water sales 

would generate enough revenue for Arizona's water needs at 

one-fifth the cost of the CAP (Welsh 1985). Arguably then 

the market solution makes everyone better off, thus serving 
. 

equity. 

The market approach to water allocation matches up quite 

well with the politics of liberalism. The time and planning 

span of markets forces actors to evaluate current water use 

against long term considerations. Liberalism also emphasizes 

the need to measure policy success and failure. Markets 

identify clear winners and losers. Thus, a market is 

consistent with a goal of liberalism, namely to gauge the 

effectiveness of participation. Conflict exists between 

buyers and sellers. Consensus is reached through an agreed 

price. Under a market, future generations would be protected 

since economic transactions involve confidence in the future. 

Consumers of water theoretically have incentive to protect 

and conserve their purchased water since the concept of 

"investment" would supersede the "use it or lose it" doctrine 
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(Gardner 1986). 

Liberalism and Western water policy would likely operate 

within long entrenched government institutions. Here perhaps 

is the greatest obstacle to equity. Government agencies 

would have to develop a redistributive mentality and abandon 

their "pork" oriented missions. state legislatures, governor 

offices, and national bureaucracies resist redistribution 

policies for the simple reason that leaders have to justify 

the costs of taking from one group and giving to another. 

still, present institutions could serve as water brokers in 

an open market. For example, a mini-water market in utah's 

sevier Valley allows for water transfers between businesses 

with government serving as the broker (Gardner 1986). CAWCD 

could also serve as a potential water broker for Central 

Arizona's repayment of the CAP, the allocation of CAP water, 

and by purchasing groundwater (Welsh 1985). Government 

institutions in general, however, presently are not well 

suited politically or legally for water transfers. Many laws 

as well would have to be overturned or reinterpreted to 

permit transfers. 

Reducing hostilities is a key to stability in the public 

arena. As long as government and the public view water as a 

"public" good, liberalism may remain unacceptable because 

free markets at times promote hostility. On the one hand, 

markets could produce water wars. At the other extreme, a 



wealthy buyer might create a monopoly. 

187 

In either case, 

government often interferes on behalf of the public interest 

through regulation. A key to improving rule-of-Iaw would be 

to re-negotiate the Colorado River Compact to be fair to all 

parties - Arizona, the Upper basin states, Native Americans, 

and Mexico (Bloom 1986). However, it may be naive to believe 

a new compact would be more equitable to states like Arizona. 

California could in fact make case for even a larger share of 

the River given how large the state has grown since the 

signing of the original compact. 

Liberalism would encourage rule of law, but which law? 

The law in the Compact? Federal Reserved water rights? 

Indian water rights? Prior appropriation? Beneficial use? 

Which promises are to be fulfilled? In an environment of 

liberalism either a market determines values or all parties 

bargain equally for a comprehensive law. "Comprehensive 

water law" would mean that those who win go home happy I those 

who lose are out and it is assumed the loser's values are not 

worth saving. The possibility that a water interest may have 

no future whatsoever weakens the case that liberalism will 

produce equity. The core water elite have more legal and 

economic capitol to produce policy than environmentalists 

(see Table 11, page 188). 

Finally, liberalism could generate a clearer public 

opinion toward water policy. This can have both positive and 



Table 11: Water Policy and Equity 

In a Political Environment of Liberalism 

Time Span 

Power 

Measure of 

LIBERALISM: 

CONFLICT - CONSENSUS 

Short term problems requiring 

immediate resolution to 

prevent dilution of long term 

goals. 

- dispersed equally and preserved 

by rule of law. 

Policy Success - Clear winners and losers from 

which to gauge effectiveness 

of participation. 

Operational 

Output 

Number of 

Participants 

Values & Norms 

- clear laws that state intent and 

goals to be achieved. 

- all who agree to decision rules. 

of Participants- rules of law, "juridical" 

188 
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negative impacts on water equity. The California voters in 

defeating the Peripheral Canal behaved in a manner consistent 

with the much publicized Proposition 13 (Welsh 1985). On the 

plus side, participation served equity by exposing a bad 

policy proposal. However, on the negative side, policy made 

by initiatives and referendums often reflects an inattentive 

and uninformed public more concerned with their short term 

selfish interests (tax burden) and little understanding of 

issues (i. e. hydrology, water law, supply and demand). voter 

determined policy decisions assumes complete information of 

all the choices. voters do not have a very good track record 

in this area. 

Liberalism appears to address equity better than elitism 

or pluralism. However, there are enough uncertainties 

especially with respect to value-pIUl:"alism and' participation 

to warrant caution toward markets or initiatives as methods 

to make better policy. Actors who lose may feel permanently 

banished from the policy arena. Liberalism requires perfect 

information be all participants. Many avenues for 

participation may exist under liberalism, but wise decisions 

are not guaranteed. In fact "market" decisions could appear 

hasty compared to the incremental politics of elitism and 

pluralism. Generating public awareness on water issues would 

be a major challenge to policy analysts favoring liberalism 

as the preferred policy environment. 
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WATER POLICY AND EQUITY AND THE POLITICS OF IDEALISM 

Ideology in Western water policy involves the conflict 

between water resources development and protecting 

environment. Cries for "no more growth" and "turn back the 

clock" all for the sake of environmentalism are 

representative of ideological alternatives to urban growth 

and development. Environmental activists like David Brower 

can proudly stand at the top of the Grand Canyon and shout, 

"I saved your wondrous beauty and stopped the Bureau of 

Reclamation!" (McPhee 1971). Environmentalists express their 

view of the dam builders by labeling them the Bureau of 

Wreck-lamation (Welsh 1985). 

Although, the "average" citizen is normally relieved 

that natural wonders are protected from pilferage, the 

population of the West also supports a modern consumptive 

oriented lifestyle. Absent perfect information, the general 

public sends mixed signals. They want cake and ice cream, 

cities and canyons. Public support for both worlds 

frustrates environmentalists. Urban citizens, while 

sympathetic to the environment, draw the line at absurd 

proposals to ban cars in cities simply to clean the air. 

Conversely, public apathy can free idealists to pursue 

policy change especially during times of 

perceived emergencies the public maybe 

crisis. During 

susceptible to 
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ideological solutions simply because no other options have 

time to surface. The "quick fix" may seem preferable to 

sound reason. The California drought in the mid-seventies 

generated stop gap water savings measures but no long term 

changes in water resources development policy. The real 

water crisis in California was the mismanagement of water 

institutions which offered only short term solutions to water 

issues (Welsh 1985). Tucson, Arizona experienced a similar 

problem in the seventies when elected officials were removed 

from office for attempt to raise prices to save water 

(Martin, Ingram, Laney, and Griffin 1984). A perception of 

crisis may stir interest in policy change; but even in a 

Phase IV era of diminishing water projects, the public has 

yet to fully embrace non-elite values. 

Environmental idealogy argues the value of saving water 

for the future to either avoid or cope with a perceived 

crisis. At present, this extreme seems highly unlikely. 

Nevertheless, crisis water management could generate extreme 

and unnecessary measures. This new ideology, once in place, 

may rule where no "real" water shortage exists. The 

challenge then is whether to proceed with environmental 

promises or admit to the voter that there was never a severe 

problem. Perhaps the classic example of this dilemma was the 

1960 presidential election where John F. Kennedy campaigned 

on a missile gap platform only to find out that none existed. 
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His decision to build missiles as promised contributed to the 

arms race (see for example Halberstum 1972 and his accounts 

of "The Best and the Brightest"). Idealists are unlikely to 

admit errors in their plans since they are convinced that 

their values are flawless. 

Another aspect of water policy and ideology is the value 

(or lack of) assigned to the wilderness. Preservation of 

canyons, natural streams, and habitats conflict with water 

projects and more broadly with regional growth and energy 

plans. A specific case in point is reality that the mighty 

Colorado River has changed from a free flowing river to a 

series of artificial lakes (Fradkin 1984). still, given the 

chance, engineers could find room to build more. The 

Colorado River storage Act of 1956 which dropped plans for 

dams in Dinosaur National Monument and the 1968 CAP 

legislation which killed the Grand Canyon dams serve notice 

that the region's environment could be further altered by man 

(Nash 1986). 

Halting dams is not enough to please the idealist. The 

physical changes have become so pronounced as to stir a 

variety of alternatives including re-negotiating the Colorado 

River Compact to include wilderness values (Nash 1986). 

However, in an ideological environment, as with the other 

policy making arenas discussed, negotiating change has a 

great deal of uncertainly and risk. Change could legitimize 
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environmental values. However, a re-negotiation could also 

eliminate a value from the policy. Especially, where 

uncompromising ideology is concerned, defeat could spark open 

hostility. 

crisis management places unusual burdens on government. 

For example, hypothetical crises events have been posited by 

Kneese and Bonem. The first shock argues that international 

problems with Mexico's right to the Colorado River and 

subsequent demand for more water to produce energy will 

become severe. A second is that Indian water rights will be 

officially quantified and guaranteed. Third, large scale 

interstate transfers could become a reality. Fourth, a deep 

sustained drought in the Upper basin would make it impossible 

for the Lower basin to receive its guaranteed water 

allotments (Kneese and Bonem 1986). 

Ideological values would respond quite differently to 

each situation. The urban core water elite are likely to 

embrace water transfers as another vehicle through which to 

counter the possibility of water shortages. In contrast, 

environmentalist would have to be willing to pay not to have 

water transferred in order to preserve nature. The urban 

core water elite would also feel threatened by Mexican and 

Indian water rights. A counter move might be to push for 

long term energy development rather than preserve impractical 

uses of water in the Reservations. Nevertheless, drought 

1-
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puts the core urban water elite under a great deal of stress. 

It is here that environmentalists may have their strongest 

counterclaim to unabated urban growth. 

These scenarios put ideology to its ultimate test. How 

far will the urban water elite go to protec:;t their core 

values? How far will traditional non-elites push the 

environmentalism in the face of public demand for al ternati ve 

energy sources which need water? It is likely that a crisis 

would bring these values to the forefront of Western water 

policy. Additionally, water interests and the American 

public would have to become convinced that politics as usual 

will not solve these issues. That is, elitism, pluralism, 

and liberalism will all fail to achieve equity, either in 

reality or by perception. 

Policy makers need to guard against blind ambition by 

core water elites, on the one hand, and uncompromising non

elites on the other hand. Sweeping change in policy could 

stir a new round of coercion by core water interests, only 

now instead of symbolic subtle responses the coercion would 

likely be open and hostile. The Native American in pushing 

for guaranteed water rights must guard for the potential 

backlash, urban elites pushing to eliminate Indian water 

rights altogether. Even if Indian water is purchased for 

urban and energy development, the loss of to water would have 

serious implications to the future of reservations. 



Table 12: Water Policy and Equity 

When Applied to the Politics of Idealism 

IDEALISM: 

Time Span 

Power 

Measure of 

CONFLICT - COERCION 

- long range goals & short time 

period begin implementation. Quick 

Fix. 

concentrate. Order defined by 

leader to protect his position from 

outside intrusion. 

Policy Success - assertion to power and profession 

of ideals inspire institution norms 

Operational 

Output 

Number of 

Participants 

Values & Norms 

- To enact policy 'by any mean, 

shape, form until non-idealist 

values remove the leader's 

power. 

- one, plus a few loyalists. 

of Participants- Ideological views which cannot be 

compromised. Welcomes conflict and 

the opportunity to coerce accepting 

idealist policy. 

195 



196 

similarly, an environmental victory which would preserve all 

remaining water supplies would have serious consequences in 

the development of energy. Forcing such a hand places the 

public squarely in the middle between energy and the 

environment. Over time, the benefits of an ideological 

choice, be it the environment or development, may not seem 

worth the costs (see Table 12, page 195). 

SUMMARY 

On balance none of the four policy environments 

guarantee equity in Western water policy. Movement away from 

elitism toward pluralism and liberalism improves some aspects 

of equity. Pluralism offers political equality and 

participation not found in elitism. Liberalism is perhaps 

best at defining and dividing benefits and costs promoting 

reciprocity and addressing future generations to the extent 

they can be given a value. However, pluralism and liberalism 

do not overcome all of the obstacles to equity in an era of 

diminishing returns. Pluralism seldom asks who pays? 

Furthermore, pluralism only promises access to the process, 

not the fulfillment of policy goals. Liberalism exposes 

clear policy winners and losers which is fine if political 

actors do not mind major setbacks. Rule of law is 
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frustrating if one side consistently loses. The only real 

redeeming quality of idealism is that long overlooked values 

such as environmentalism or Indian water rights might finally 

be recognized. However, the conflict/coercive environment of 

ideology is not a peaceful arena through which to conduct 

business. Very few aspects of equity are certain in this 

winner take all scenario. 

In a world of openness and honesty, equity would be a 

given. Absent trust and faith in the human equation, 

politics shapes and molds the parameters of the principles of 

equity. Examining elitism, pluralism, liberalism, and 

idealism with respect to equity reinforces the difficult task 

decision makers face in achieving equity during Phase IV. 

Nevertheless, understanding how different political 

environments serve equity could provide an important first 

step toward a non-elite Western water policy in the current 

era of diminishing returns. 
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CHAPTER 9 

CONCLUSION 

This study traced the political history of water 

resources development in the Southwest and in particular 

California and Arizona water policy. A secondary area of 

study included the geopolitics of water resources development 

in the vicinity of the Colorado River region. In general, 

the water development literature in this area indicated a 

political environment which has historically resembled 

elitism. A core set of actors was identified for each of the 

four phases of Western water policy. Over time, the actors 

which comprise the core elite have changed. For example, the 

once dominate agricultural water users were increasingly 

overshadowed by urban water interests in Los Angeles, and 

more recently Phoenix. Although, the main players in the 

core have changed, the total number of players in the core 

have, for the most part, remained constant. Rather than 

joining the upper echelon, the urban water development 

community has subtly pushed agriculture into the semi-core. 

Water interests who do not promote resources development, 

such as environmentalism and Native Americans, have been 

locked out of the decision- making process. 

Evidence of a core elite is inferred in the \oJritings of 
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These writings 

described in a practical sense what scholars of political 

science describe as agenda control. Particularly in Phases 

II and III, the core actors in the West limited participation 

through gatekeeping structures such as MWD. Informal policy 

making groups, such as the Los Angeles 25 and Phoenix 40, 

also developed plans away from public scrutiny. These groups 

attained superior political resources to influence policy 

within legitimate policy structures; they became adept at 

symbolically addressing non-elite issues to secure tacit 

public approval of the development ethic. These findings are 

consistent with Gaventa's three dimensions of power (Gaventa 

1980). 

Phase IV revealed an increase in the number of 

participants in the water arena. Whether greater 

participation at the agenda stage has translated into policy 

change is open to debate. Indeed, few if any large scale 

water projects appear possible given present day politics. 

Nevertheless, environmental interests spend a great deal of 

time trying to prevent further development rather then 

leading policy toward a more stringent environmental 

orientation. Participation at the agenda stage appears more 

pluralist, but the ultimate policy formulation, legitimation, 

and implementation still are greatly influenced by the 

political institutions and political actors dominant in Phase 
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III. 

Perhaps part of the confusion rests within the field of 

political science. As writers such as Gaventa, Bachrach and 

Baratz, and Schattschneider suggest, there is a bias in 

politics toward pluralism. The field commonly uses the 

nomenclature of pluralism without true representation as the 

best means of attaining better policy. However, results of 

these studies have often been frustrating because policy 

seemed not to change very much, serving the wrong interests, 

or only a few privileged interests. Some interests appear to 

have more power than others. Yet, efforts to increase 

participation serve to confuse and cloud the policy process 

(Lowi 1979). The history of Western development suggests 

that water policy has also followed too narrow a focus. 

The geopolitical perspective indicated a Southwestern 

water pvlicy which promoted Los Angeles first, the lower 

basin second, upper basin and Northern California water 

issues that relate to water use in the lower basin last. 

Especially during Phase III, many water proj ects were pursued 

solely for the sake of urban growth and development (Fradkin 

1984). Subsequently, a number of competing interests have 

developed in urban centers such as San Diego and Phoenix. 

All seek their own water projects. Further away periphery 

cities, such as Denver, have appeared to further crowd the 

resources development agenda. Thus, the geopolitical 
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discussion showed that the water resources development ethic 

has actually broadened its shadow over the West, offsetting 

alternative values such as environmentalism. 

underlying much of the water research in recent years has 

been the search for a means to increase participation. 

Thus, a goal in water policy during Phase IV involves 

developing more equitable policies. In this context, several 

principles of equity developed by Ingram et. ale especially 

for water policy were compared with elitism, pluralism, 

liberalism, and ideology. Actual examples of each policy 

type were presented to illustrate how water policy would 

behave in each particular environment. None of the four 

political environments are perfect mechanisms for achieving 

equity during Phase IV. Achieving equity is difficult in 

that it calls for a perfect world where everyone willingly 

puts aside self interest to do what is fair to all in an era 

of diminishing returns. 

Elitism has dominated for a long period of time and a 

number of institutional mechanisms exist which resist change 

from that sort of political environment. Pluralism does 

increase participation but in order to reach a consensus all 

actors must compromise their values. Non-elites engaged in 

the politics of pluralism may in fact assist the core elite 

by deflecting attacks to non-essential government 

institutions, such as environmental agencies. Liberalism 
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promotes clear winners and losers. This is fair in that 

benefits and costs are accurately distributed, most likely in 

a market system. However, liberalism does not guarantee 

victory for non-elites. It is not clear that a market system 

would protect the environment or future generations from 

short term economic pressures to develop water supplies. The 

least appealing option is idealism. Here sheer advocacy 

prevails and change is likely to be sweeping and difficult to 

overturn. Blind loyalty to either development or 

environmentalism too narrowly defines the water issue. 

The framework for analysis examined the extent Western 

water policy has moved toward or away from elitism. Western 

water policy at present is not entirely explained by classic 

elitism. However, in terms of allocation, water issues in 

the Southwest have more closely followed the elite model. 

Los Angeles water interests dominate Southern California 

water policy. There has been a discrepancy between having a 

legal right to participate and the political power to 

control policy outcome. For pluralism to dominate policy, as 

described by Dahl, participation must exist in a legal sense, 

political sense, and a competitive sense (Dahl 1961). Water 

policy in the Colorado River region has shown indications of 

pluralism in only the legal sense. Alternative vc.l.ues have 

entered some of the previously unreachable agencies such as 

MWD. In the name of change, MWD recently was described as 
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the MET (Gottlieb 1988), providing some evidence of change in 

a once closed network. 

Yet, the long political history of the West has 

projected an unwillingness to abandon water resources 

development for urban growth. It is too early to claim the 

complete defeat of the water development ethic. A clear 

indication of changing values in MWD would more likely be a 

mass exodus from the agency as the primary water supplier. 

San Diego, free to enter into its own water arrangements 

without regard to its ties to MWD and Los Angeles, would be 

a stronger indication of change. In the meantime, a few new 

faces among the old does not necessarily translate into an 

abandonment of the core elite values. 

The conceptual framework developed in this study exposed 

the strategies and tactics the core elite employ to prevent 

change in Western policy. Easton's concept of gatekeeping 

and Gaventa's dimensions of power demonstrated how Western 

core water elites have dominated water policy even in the 

absence of large scale water projects. The days of direct 

coercion and crass politics did indeed die with the passing 

of the Golden Age of Concrete. The politics of Phase IV 

became more subtle but potentially just as elitist. 

One discovery of this study may be the idea that elites 

are dynamic. The traditional view of pluralism argues groups 

exist in a fluid political environment. The traditional view 
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of elitism contends that the power holders are always there. 

Neither case is entirely representative of western water 

policy. In the case of the core water elite, some interests 

are actually phased out by the elite themselves. The decline 

of agriculture in both Arizona and California provided 

examples of this. No pluralist poli tical movement has 

threatened to replace agriculture. The key question is who 

surpasses agriculture to the degree of power once held by 

that interest? 

acceptance by 

Hi-tech industries have shown some signs of 

the core urban water interests. 

Environmentalists have symbolic status at best. 

This study also indicated that California is copied by 

other states in terms of administrative structure and water 

institutions. Arizona has lagged in development in 

comparison to California but as Arizona developed, its water 

institutions resemble the political and administrative 

practices of Southern California some twenty years earlier. 

Denver has gone so far as to ask Los Angeles water experts to 

give advise on expanding its water supply via projects in 

Eastern Colorado and western Nebraska (Omaha World Harold 

1989). This finding is important because in western water 

policy there appears to be a great discrepancy between 

affluent states, similar to California and lesser developed 

states. At this point, to treat them empirically the same is 

probably inappropriate. 
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A follow up study might address a small polity like 

wyoming or Nevada and examine what are the conditions for 

pluralism in a small state that is simply struggling to keep 

up economically with the rest of the region. In contrast, a 

comparison could be made with Arizona, which has a more 

robust economy, but institutionally is bureaucratically still 

in the thirties. Then California could be examined to see if 

an increased polity and a developed economy encourages 

pluralism and greater recognition of values such as 

environmentalism. More simply, perhaps the wealthy can 

afford to embrace environmentalism as well as development. 

The conceptual framework developed in this study has 

some investigative and analytical utility in describing 

political environments albeit using water policy as an 

example. From strictly a political scientist's viewpoint 

perhaps some mileage has been gained by going back and 

examining elitism, a theory which has basically been 

discarded today. While clearly Western water policy cannot 

be fully explained by elitism, the framework has provided 

insight into why some water interests in the West appear to 

consistently dominate water policy. 

Furthermore, the conceptual framework suggested a means 

through which to identify institutions, political 

environments, and political decision-making processes that 

are conducive to pluralism, liberalism, idealism, as well as 
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elitism. The framework provided indication of what to expect 

under pluralism, elitism, liberalism, and idealism during 

Phase IV, the era of diminishing returns. Al ternati ve 

decision-making structures may not, by themselves, produce 

policies better then those that emphasize elitism. still, 

policy decisions might achieve more equitable results if 

al ternati ve political environments are better understood. 

Western water policy making, is far from being a perfected 

process. Hopefully, by examining the strategies and tactics 

of water elites, Western water issues will be directed toward 

marginally better and more equitable policy outputs, a 

prospect which is certainly preferable to water policies that 

are perfectly inequitable. 
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TABLE 13 

Population of Arizona and Frequency of Groundwater 
Court Cases and state Legislative Activity 

0 ++ +++ 
0 ++ +++ 
+ + ++ +++ 

0 + + ++ +++ 
0 + + + ++ +++ 

0 0 

m ill! ill! ill! 0 

m m m m 
+ + + + + + 
+ + + + + + 
+ + + + + + 
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1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1'950 1960 1970 1980 1990 , , , , , , , , , 
* * ** * , , ** ** * , ** *** , * * 

** , , , * , 
, , , , 
, , , , 
a b c d 

+ = 100,000 
o = 25,000 

~ 
= rural 

population 
* = Court Case Frequency 

Major Political Events Effecting Groundwater in Arizona: 

a = CAP (Central Arizona project) idea surfaces 

, 

b = 1948 Groundwater Code passed in response to federal 
pressure for state water conservation before.granting 
CAP. Code defined critical groundwater areas but 
encouraged "reasonable use". 

c = Legislative redistricting occures. Before 196 state 
senators represented counties. The new state districts 
are based on population. 

d = 1980 Groundwater Act is passed placing all groundwater 
under a state regulatory system. 

* = A case commonly sited in the legal and plitical 
Ii terature on Arizona water rights. (i. e., Fleming 
1977; Connal 1982; Kyl 1982; Mann 1963; Groundwater 
Management study Commission Report 1980). 



Nature of Cases: 

(1900-1920) (1920-1950) 

-Defining -Percolating 
groundwater groundwater 
rights subject to 

-Whether Common Law 
to apply -Underground 
common law channels to 
or prior be appropriated 
Appropria- -Diversions for 
tion irrigation 

Interests Involved in Cases: 

(1920-1950) 
-Family farmers 

(1950-1970) 
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(1970-1980) 

-Reasonable 
doctrine 

-Common law 
defined as 
reasonable -Purchasing & 
usc:! 

-water may not 
be transferred 
off overlying 
land 

-State given 
option to 
use "Police 
Power" 

(1950-1970) 
-Farmers 

retiring 
land to 
acquire a 
right to 
transport 
water off 
land. 

-New right 
limited to 
consumptive 
use of old 
right 

(1900-1920) 
-Senior 

landowners 
and 
squatters 

-Ranchers -Manufacturing 

(1970-1980) 
-Farmers v. 

mining 
interests 

-Farmers v. 
city water 
suppliers 

-Farmers v. 
housing 
developers 

~~- .. --~---



TABLE 14 

Arizona state Legislature vote on the 
1980 Groundwater Act 

METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS HOUSE SENATE 

yes 22 (100%) 9 (81%) 
no 0 0 

abs 0 2 (19%) 

UNINCORPORATED URBAN 
DISTRICTS 

yes 15 (83%) 8 (88%) 
no 2 (11%) 1 (12%) 

abs 1 ( 6%) 0 

RURAL DISTRICT VOTES 

yes 13 (65%) 6 (60%) 
no 6 (30%) 4 (40%) 

abs 1 ( 5%) 0 
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TOTAL 

31 (94%) 
0 

2 ( 6%) 

n = 33 

23 (85%) 
3 (11%) 
1 ( 4%) 

n = 27 

19 (63%) 
10 (33%) 

1 ( 4%) 

n = 30 

-Compiled from the Arizona House and Senate Journal, 1980. 
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