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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation examines public policy-making 

in the American federal system by focusing on the issue 

of water resource development and management in the state 

of Arizona. A substantive proposition about intergovern

mental water policy-making in Arizona and a theoretical 

proposition about policy-making in the American federal 

system are woven together and form the underpinnings of 

the study. 

Data were obtained through extensive interviews 

with policy-makers from various levels and units of 

government who have a responsibility and are involved 

in taking public action on water problems in Arizona. 

The policy-makers interviewed included: (1) Arizona 

Legislators and administrators; (2) Arizona Congress

men; and, (3) federal career and political executives. 

The interviews were supplemented by historical, demo

graphic, and organizational data to show the develop

ment and contemporary character of intergovernmental 

policy-making on water resource issues in Arizona. 

* The most generally accepted explanation of the 

function of the American federal system is the sharing 

thesis. In the literature on American federalism, 

xiv 
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sharing is usually taken to mean that the functional 

relationships among public officials from various units 

and levels of government are shared and, therefore, are 

cooperative. On close examination, the sharing thesis 

is empirically insufficient, without revision, to 

analyze public policy-making in the context of American 

federalism. Although sharing most certainly explains 

the general characteristics of intergovernmental policy 

relationships, the behavioral dimensions of specific 

relationships on particular issues of public policy will 

vary. Some may be cooperative while others may be con-

flictual or somewhere in between. Thus, to analyze a 

substantive issue of public policy in an intergovernmental 

context, policy relationships must be conceptualized along 

a conflict-cooperation continuum. Unquestionably, all 

policy relationships are shared whether they are highly 

volatile or congenial. The character of shared relation

ships should be the central focal point, because it will 

have consequences for the policy that is established. 

The conceptual framework was applied to inter

governmental water policy-making in Arizona. Cooperation 

characterized certain important aspects of intergovern

mental water policy-making in Arizona, while the potential 

for conflict or actual conflictual relationships charac

terized other elements of the water policy system in the 

state. Paradoxically, in Arizona a cooperative relationship 
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between a federal water agency, the Bureau of Reclamation, 

and local water users' associations has led to the state 

being legislatively and administratively an unequal policy 

partner- The consequences for Arizona of a federal-local 

policy system have been (1) state administrative frag

mentation in water management (which the Legislature has 

perpetuated) and (2) state acquiescence both in terms of 

formulating and implementing water policy. This policy 

arrangement was conditioned by the nature and complexity 

of water resource problems faced by the state of Arizona, 

and has been historically stabilized. Today the politics 

of water in Arizona support this federal-local policy 

system. In such a system which has grown gradually over 

the years, changes in degree are inevitable, but changes 

in kind are next to impossible. 



CHAPTER 1 

POLICY-MAKING IN THE AMERICAN FEDERAL SYSTEM 

Recently political scientists have produced a number 

of studies that strive to measure and analyze public poli

cies- Policy studies are not new to the discipline of po

litical science. However, contemporary endeavors depart 

from earlier forerunners in that explanation is emphasized 

over prescription, socio-economic and political variables 

assumed to influence policies are empirically assessed, and 

a common frame of reference, principally a systems model, is 

used. 

As might be expected in a formative subfield, stu

dents of policy are using different arenas for their research. 

Some emphasize state policy-making."'" Others concentrate on 

1. Some examples are: Richard E. Dawson and James 
E. Robinson, "Interparty Competition: Economic Variables and 
Welfare Politics in the American States," The Journal of Po
litics t Vol. 25 (May, 1963), pp. 265-289. Richard I. Hoffer-
bert, "The Relation Between Public Policy and Some Structural 
and Environmental Variables in the American States," American 
Political Science Review, Vol. 66 (March, 1966), pp. 75-82. 
Ira Sharkansky and Richard I. Hofferbert, "Dimensions of 
State Politics, Economic, and Public Policy," American Polit
ical Science Review, Vol. 63 (September, 1969), pp. 867-880. 
Charles Cnuddle and Donald McCrone, "Party Competition and 
Welfare Policies in the American States," American Political 
Science Review, Vol. 63 (September, 1969), pp. 858-867. Ira 
Sharkansky, Spending- in the American States (Chicago: Rand 
McNally, 1968). 

1 
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2 the Congress and/or the National Executive. Still others 

focus attention on the policy influence of public opinion 

3 and political culture. 

The American federal system is the research context 

selected for this study/ with the underlying notion that fed

eralism and public policy are complimentary foci for the pol

icy student. A focus on policy-making in the American federal 

system is not original, for there are several important works 

4 that predate present policy studies. 

2. For example, see: John Manley, "Congressional 
Staff and Public Policy-Making: The Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation," The Journal of Politics, Vol. 30, 
No. 4 (November, 1968), pp. 1046-1067. Ralph K. Huitt, 
"Congressional Organization and Operations in the Field of 
Money and Credit," Fiscal and Debt Management Policies, eds., 
William Fellner, et al. (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, 1963), pp. 452-453. J. Lieper Freeman, The 
Political Process: Executive Bureau-Legislative Committee 
Relations, rev. ed. (New York: Random House, 1965). Richard 
F. Ferrno, Jr., The Power of the Purse (Boston: Little, 
Brown, 1966). James A. Robinson, Congress and Foreign 
Policy-Making (Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey Press, 1962). 
Raymond A. Bauer, Ithiel de Sola Pool, and Lewis A. Dexter, 
American Business and Public-Policy: The Politics of Foreign 
Trade (New York: Atherton Press, 1963). 

3. The most notable examples are: Daniel J. Elazar, 
American Federalism: A View From The States (New York: 
Crowell, 1966), see esp. pp. 85-104. Ira Sharkansky, "The 
Utility of Elazar's Political Cultures: A Research Note," 
Polity (September, 1969). Warren E. Miller and Donald 
Stokes, "Constituency Influence in Congress," American 
Political Science Review, Vol. 57 (March, 19637~i pp. 45-56. 

4. William Anderson, Federalism and Intergovernmen
tal Relations: A Budget of Suggestions for Research 
(Chicago: Public Administration Service, 1946). Edward W. 
Weidner, "Decision-Making in a Federal System," American 
Federalism in Perspective, ed., Aaron Wildavsky (Boston: 
Little, Brown, 1967). Albert Lepawsky, "Water Resources and 



3 

Federalism is a logical context within which to study 

current natural resource problems, especially problems of 

water resource development and management. Physically, wa

ter does not adhere to the political boundaries which have 

been artificially constructed by man. In the American fed

eral system, this has necessitated multiple governmental re

sponses to water resource needs. 

Scheme of Analysis 

Policy-making in the American federal system has been 

studied by focusing on intergovernmental responses to water 

problems in the state of Arizona. To study all intergovern

mental policy responses even in one state would, of course, 

be a monumental task going beyond the objectives of this 

study. Thus, just as any scholar attempts to make rhyme and 

reason out of a complex set of variables, a systematic path 

must be established into the data. Here the initial step 

was to sort out those political organizations and individu

als in various units of government who are involved with wa

ter resource development and management in Arizona. Then 

the analysis was limited and taken out of an institutional 

context by delineating and describing an intergovernmental 

water policy system that has emerged to take action on water 

American Federalism," American Political Science Review, 
Vol. 44 (September-December, 1950), pp. 631-649. 
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problems in Arizona. This policy system is discussed in 

Chapter 4. 

This scheme of analysis demanded that three important 

and interrelated questions be answered. In turn, these 

questions required corresponding research tasks. 

1. How are water policies determined in Arizona from 

an intergovernmental perspective? This required a descrip

tion of an intergovernmental water policy system which has 

evolved to take action on water problems in Arizona. 

2. Why are water policies set in the way that they are? 

An answer to this question necessitated an examination of 

historical, demographic, organizational, political and behav

ioral factors surrounding water policy-making in Arizona. 

3. What are the consequences of intergovernmental policy 

responses to water problems in Arizona? That is: what are 

the consequences of the policies themselves and of the fact 

that the policies are established in the way that they are? 

Actually, two questions were raised with this question: 

What are the policy outcomes for Arizona? What are the con

sequences for the American federal system; about how it func

tions to take action on public problems as well as contempo

rary notions about how it functions? 

Arizona and Water Resources 

Water resource development and management is an ever-

present problem in Arizona. "The perennial shortage of water," 
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Dean Mann says, "£ is;] one situation in Arizona which condi-

5 tions and circumscribes all human endeavors," And, in 

American Federalism; A View from the States, Daniel J. 

Elazar has constructed a conceptual framework which illus

trates that Arizonans exhibit the greatest probable degree 

of internal unity on the issue of water resources in rela-
g 

tion to other units of government in the federal system. 

There are important reasons for the selection of 

Arizona and the issue of water resources. Generally, water 

is one of man's most essential natural resources. Through

out history the utilization and distribution of water has 

been a major public issue. Population growth and the tech

nology of a modern age have placed ever increasing demands 

on water resources. This has intensified the need for pub

lic officials to make policy decisions to control and regu

late its use. Charles E. Adrian attests to the publicness 

of the issue by telling us that "probably no single govern

ment domestic policy is of more importance to the future 

pattern of development in the United States than that of 

7 water." 

5. Dean Mann, The Politics of Water in Arizona 
(Tucson: The University of Arizona Press, 1963), p. 1. 

6. Elazar, ojd. cit., p. 16. 

7. Charles R. Adrian, Land and Water Policies for 
the Future (East Lansing, Michigan: Institute for Community 
Development and Services, Michigan State University, 1959), 
p. 30. 
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In Arizona, water is a particularly intense issue. 

Arizonans have constantly been confronted with obtaining and 

maintaining an adequate water supply. Most of Arizona's 

surface water supply, on which her citizens are becoming 

more dependent, is external to the state's political bound

aries or originates on federally owned, controlled, or man-

8 aged lands within the state. Arizona's water shortage 

problem coupled with her geographical proximity to the 

source of supply has given rise to a complicated array of 

technical, social, legal, and political problems that re-

9 quire responses from officials in all units of government. 

Central Propositions 

Two central propositions, one substantive and the 

other theoretical, were examined. The analysis of these 

propositions was intertwined throughout the study. 

The Substantive Proposition 

Public water policies in Arizona are formulated and 

implemented in a system of federal-local relationships. Pub

lic officials at the state level are only peripherally in

volved in establishing policy objectives on water resource 

development and management matters. 

8. 71.71 percent of Arizona land is federally owned, 
controlled, or managed. See Table IV, Chapter 2. 

9. Some of these problems are found in Western 
states. The basic scientific problems of water development 
in Arizona are similar to those states. 
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Water resource demands from interested and affected 

parties in Arizona have been directed to the federal govern

ment. As a result, federal bureaucrats in the Bureau of Rec

lamation have responded to these demands and attempted to 

formulate courses of action. This is not to say that the 

Bureau has a free-rein to dictate water policy to the state. 

Rather the Bureau works closely with local entities, princi

pally water users' associations in devising and carrying out 

established objectives. This arrangement has evolved through 

a gradual process. It has been enhanced by historical, so

cial, economic, and political circumstances and geographical 

and physiographical conditions. The Bureau did not conspire 

or plan this occurrence. Rather since the state was not eco

nomically or structurally geared to respond to water prob

lems, the Bureau has filled a vacuum as the state's water 

agency. In response to and in concert with local entities, 

the Bureau has planned, developed, and managed water re

sources in Arizona. There are various reasons why this pat

tern of intergovernmental policy relationships has emerged 

to respond to water demands in Arizona. Although the study 

is developed around these reasons, the essential variables 

should be reviewed briefly at this point. 

First is the nature of water problems in Arizona. 

Water resource development in the state has required economic 

and technical resources that have been beyond state capabili

ties. Also the geographical proximity of the state to the 
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Colorado River (which is a federally controlled river) and 

to Mexico has created national and international legal com

plications. Chapter 2 discusses the complex array of phys

ical and legal problems surrounding intergovernmental water 

policy-making in Arizona. 

Second are historical reasons. A strong federal-

local system of water policy relationships developed while 

Arizona was still a territory. Policies were established 

and processes emerged. The evolution of these policies and 

processes is examined in Chapter 3. 

Finally, attitudinal reasons are investigated. The 

principal policy participants as well as potential policy 

participants at the state level perceive and judge that it 

should be a federal-local • system. They have a stake in work

ing within existing arrangements and maintaining them. Chap

ter 4 describes the present system of intergovernmental 

policy relationships. Chapter 5 analyzes policy-makers' per

ception and knowledge of the system. 

The Theoretical Proposition 

Contemporary notions about the American federal sys

tem and how it functions are, without revision, empirically 

insufficient to explain the behavioral dimensions of inter

governmental policy-making. Students of American federalism 

have tended to ignore the policy functions of public offi

cials in various units of government and at different levels 
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of government. By the same token, policy students have not 

been concerned with the impact of federalism on policy out

puts. A fusion of federalism and policy-making is needed, 

especially in the examination of water resource problems 

which do not adhere to political boundaries. The logical 

interrelationship of policy-making and federalism is concep

tualized below, and this conceptualization is integrated in

to the substantive analysis and given detailed attention in 

the concluding chapter. 

Water, Federalism, and Policy-Making: 
A Conceptualization 

Water is basic to man's existence, survival, and 

comfort. It sustains him biologically, economically, and 

socially. As in past civilizations, it lies at the very 

foundation of human society. Man is afforded many of the 

pleasures of modern living because he has been able to con

trol and utilize his water resources. Water dictates where 

industry may be placed. It controls the growth of our cities 

as well as the extent of many services that they may provide. 

It determines the economy of a resort area. Water quality 

affects the state of public health, while water quantity af

fects life in all its aspects from the most mundane to the 

most essential. No issue can be taken with the statement 

that man is utterly dependent upon his water resources. 
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A Public Problem 

Historically, the control and utilization of water 

in the arid regions of the United States has cast decisions 

affecting its use into the public arena. The use of avail

able water in dry areas as well as the actions of government 

in the development of this scarce resource has consequences 

for individuals and groups beyond those immediately affected. 

Thus, water problems which require intergovernmental re

sponses are unquestionably public problems."1"^ 

This has necessitated that water problems and related 

controversies be settled by public officials who have legit

imate authority to make binding decisions. As a result, al

though technologies of water resource planning and construc

tion have had a strong influence on water development, 

political bargaining and compromise among competing publics 

rather than technological capabilities have given water de

velopment its direction. 

The Population Problem 

Most water issues in the arid West center around one 

basic problem: an inadequate supply relative to human needs 

10. For a distinction between a public and a pri
vate problem see: John Dewey, The Public and Its Problems 
(Denver: Alan Swallow, 1927), pp. 12ff. 

11. This thesis is espoused by: Daniel A. Dreyfus, 
"The Colorado River Basin Project: Evolution of a Project 
Plan," an unpublished statement presented before the Seminar 
on Water Sciences and Management, The Johns Hopkins Universi
ty, Baltimore, Maryland, February 5, 1969. 
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and demands. Thus, as the population of the arid states con

tinues to increase, water resource problems will intensify 

and become more critical. There is no indication that de

mands for increased water supplies will level off in this 

century. By 1980, the population of the 17 reclamation 

12 states is estimated to be 70 million. This represents an 

increase of 21 million over 1964. These 21 million people 

will require 16.5 percent more water than was required in 

1964. The trend will continue past 1980. By 2000, the pop

ulation is estimated to be 108 million, an increase of 59 

million over 1980. These 59 million people will require 

67.4 percent (or 147 billions of gallons) more water than 

was required by the population in 1980. (See Table I..) 

One might suggest that water use is not increasing 

at the same rate as the population, so why worry? True. 

But the severity of the problem is understood if we consider 

that in much of the arid West, and especially in Arizona, we 

are now approaching maximum use of existing water resources. 

To satisfy projected demands, new water supplies will have 

to be developed through other than existing resources, e.g., 

through desalinazation or importation. 

12. The 17 reclamation states are: Arizona, Calif
ornia, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, 
New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, 
Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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. TABLE-I: Projected Population and Water Use 
in the 17 Western Reclamation States 

1964 1980° 2000° 

Population3 49 70 108 

Increase - 21C 59 

Percent of Increase - 42.8 83.0 

Water Use** 218 254 365 

Increase - 36° 147 

Percent of Increase - 16.5 67.4 

amillions 

billions of gallons per day 

cover 1964 

Source: U. S. Department of the Interior. Conservation 
Yearbook, The Population Challenge (Washington, D. C.: 
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1969). 

* 

An Intergovernmental Problem 

Since the American political system was designed to 

be decentralized, seldom do public officials from one level 

of government work in isolation in making policy decisions. 

This is true for local as well as national functions. It is 

certainly the case in water resource development and manage

ment where water transcends political and jurisdictional 

boundaries. In the United States, public policy issues af

fecting water resources almost always require intergovern

mental attention. Representatives from all levels of 
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government usually participate in the formation of public 

water policies because of legal responsibilities, technolog

ical capabilities and expertise, economical resources, or 

simply because of political circumstances. 

Defining an Intergovernmental Policy System 

The how and why of intergovernmental policy responses 

to public problems cannot be understood and analyzed by view

ing the processes of formal institutions. Policy responses 

are never confined to formal, institutionally defined bound

aries. This is certainly true of those policies concerning 

the development, use, control, and management of water re

sources in Arizona. 

The policy approach to political science emphasizes 

substantive public problems and cross-institutional rela-

13 tionships. Analysts who use this approach rely on a sys-

14 terns model as their general conceptual framework. Accepting 

this emphasis, the attempt here will be to understand policy

making in the American federal system as it cuts across in

stitutions by focusing on substantive water problems. 

An underlying assumption of this study is that inter

governmental policy relationships on a public policy issue 

are initially shaped by the nature of the problem that is 

13. Charles 0. Jones, "The Policy Approach: An 
Essay on Teaching American Politics," Midwest Journal of 
Political Science, Vol. 13 (May, 1969), pp. 284-297. 

14. Ibid. 



12 

. TABLE -X: Projected Population and Water Use 
in the 17 Western Reclamation States 

1964 1980C 2000C 

Population2 49 70 108 

Increase - 21° 59 

Percent of Increase - 42.8 83.0 

Water Use*3 218 254 365 

Increase - 36° 147 

Percent of Increase - 16.5 67.4 

amillions 

billions of gallons per day 

cover 1964 

Source: U. S. Department of the interior. Conservation 
Yearbook, The Population Challenge (Washington, D. C.: 
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1969). 
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An underlying assumption of this study is that inter

governmental policy relationships on a public policy issue 
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14. Ibid. 
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being dealt with. Therefore, to define a particular pattern 

of policy relationships which have been created, or adapted, 

to take action on and respond to a public problem, we must 

ascertain who is involved, how, and why. 

Who is Involved? In the context of American feder

alism, policy action may involve public officials from all 

units of government as well as others such as interest group 

representatives, court officials, political parties, and 

private citizens. But it will rarely, if ever, involve all 

these persons interacting at the same time, or at the same 

level of intensity, on one specific problem. 

The concept of intergovernmental relations facili

tates a better understanding of who is involved and how 

policy-making moves across'rather than within formal bound

aries . William Anderson states that intergovernmental rela

tions "designate an important body of activities of inter

actions occurring between governmental units of all types 

15 
and levels within the [United States 3 federal system." 

Deil S. Wright uses Anderson's general definition to state 

three characteristics of intergovernmental relations. He 

notes, first, that federalism is the general context of in

tergovernmental relations; however, intergovernmental rela

tions "encompasses more than is usually conveyed by the 

15. William Anderson, Intergovernmental Relations 
in Review (Minneapolis: The University of Minneapolis 
Press, 1960), p. 3. 
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traditional concept of federalism." intergovernmental re

lations include all the combinations of relationships among 

units of government: national-state; interstate? national-

local; state-local; and, inter-local. Second, Wright says 

the concept of intergovernmental relations has to be formu

lated in terms of human relations and human behavior. 

"There are no intergovernmental relations; there are only 

relationships among officials who govern different units." 

Thus, intergovernmental relations is a study of human rela

tions. Third, "intergovernmental relations look to the con

tinuous . . . patterns of contacts, knowledge, and evaluations 

16 of the officials who govern." 

Wright's conclusions about the nature of intergov

ernmental relations are worth quoting in length. He ends 

by s aying: 
* 

. . . multiple-unit relationships are recognized 
and the primacy of public officials acting in an 
intergovernmental context is respected. Also, 
[^intergovernmental relations is concerned with 
informal working relationships .... A further 
distinguishing characteristic of intergovernmen
tal relations is the awareness of the role played 
by all public officials. The actions and attitudes 
of public administrators as well as mayors, coun-
cilmen, governors, state legislators, and congress
men are relevant to the study of intergovernmental 
relations. This inclusive identification of the 
relevant participates in intergovernmental relations 

16. Deil S. Wright, Intergovernmental Action on 
Environmental Policy: The Role of the States (Bloomington, 
Indiana: Institute of Public Administration, 1967), 
pp. 2-3. 
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is an outgrowth of the increasingly important role 
played by the public bureaucracy in most units of 
government. 

The answer to the question who is involved is: 

those persons who occupy positions in all units of govern

ment. 

How Are They Involved? To adequately answer this 

question, the penetration of policy-making into intergovern

mental relationships must be understood. Intergovernmental 

relations and public policy are complimentary foci for pol

icy students. To explain intergovernmental relations, we 

must know how public officials from different units of gov

ernment respond to public problems by establishing policies. 

Responses to public problems can be analyzed by 

sorting out the policy system which develops or is adapted 

18 to take action on a specific public problem. In other 

words, there are empirically discernible policy systems 

which are created (e.g., the poverty program) or adapted 

from existing structures (e.g., federal-aid-to-education) to 

take action on a problem of public policy. 

One should not misinterpret this to mean that gov

ernment responds to public needs optimally, or that policy 

decisions are based on rational, scientific knowledge. To 

the contrary, on water development issues political factors 

17. Ibid., pp. 3-4. 

18. Jones, 0£. cit. 
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rather than technological capabilities or scientific exper

tise end up shaping them. The placement of a dam, the de

velopment of an irrigation project, the eradication of water 

consuming forage, or the transportation of water from one 

basin to another are political choices. These choices are 

shaped by public officials' perception of the needs, aspira

tions and demands of publics competing for an important nat

ural resource. 

The very definition of system implies that within 

any nation's governmental arrangements there are numerous 

policy systems which cut across institutional lines as they 

develop or adapt to specific public problems. This is indi

cated by William C. Mitchell's definition of a social system: 

[A] social system consists of two or more 
persons who are engaged in a patterned or struc
tured form of relationship or interaction, and 
who are guided by sets of values and norms gen
erally called roles. It must also be noted 
that the interaction is relatively persistent; 
a chance meeting of strangers on a street cannot 
be considered as a social system. From these 
properties it is also easily seen that a social 
system has certain boundaries, that is, it is 
possible to determine who is or is not a member 
of the system. 

Relying on Talcolm Parsons, Mitchell continues by noting that 

social systems are confronted by four problems: (1) adapta

tion to the environment; (2) mobilization of resources to 

meet system goals; (3) integration of the members; and, 

19. William C. Mitchell, The American Polity: A 
Social and Cultural Interpretation {New York: The Free 
Press, 1962), p. 4. 
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(4) maintenance of the values and normative system and 

tens ion-management.^ 

Given the complex nature of public problems, within 

any discernible policy system there will be subsystems which 

respond to various aspects of the problem. For the purposes 

of this study, an important characteristic of a policy sys

tem is that public officials may create, or order to be cre-

21 
ated,- a series of processes for making policy decisions. 

In other words, policies may be formulated by a group of ac

tors who are given discretionary authority to choose among 

alternatives and establish policy directions. By setting 

the preliminary boundaries of what action will be taken to

ward the solution of a public problem, the general direction 

is established before other policy actors become involved. 

Thus, those actors outside this initial group are working 

somewhat after the fact, and are able to scrutinize alterna

tives only in the context of those proposed to them. 

Subsystems of this kind usually develop in bureau

cracies , and are established in many cases because of the 

technical complexity of the problem. Two outstanding exam

ples are the letting of defense contracts by the United • 

States Department of Defense and local public housing 

20.  

21. 

Ibid., p. 5. 

Jones, o£. cit. 
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22 administrative units. The actors m these subsystems are 

given discretionary authority to formulate and implement 

policy. Although other policy actors such as legislators 

and political executives have oversight of their activities, 

the bureaucrats are able to give policy its context by formu

lating the parameters of subsequent governmental action both 

substantively and procedurally. 

Policy decision within these subsystems closely fol

lows the characteristics of decision-making within bureau

cracy. Francis E. Rourke explains that internal bureaucratic 

policy decisions are the outcome of interaction between the 

"needs or aspiration of groups within a community with which 

executive agencies are allied, and the expertise of bureau-

23 crats themselves." For our purposes, this raises two in

terrelated points. First, in making policy decisions within 

a subsystem, bureaucrats generate as well as mirror group 

24 pressures. This gives substance and authority to demands 

made by bureaucrats in behalf of the groups they represent. 

Hence, in cases of policy formulation where a bureaucrat's 

expertise may be questioned, his political support may not 

be questioned. Conversely, when his political support is 

22. Ibid. 

23. Frances E. Rourke, Bureaucracy, Politics, and 
Public Policy (Boston: Little, Brown, 1969), p. 3. 

24. Ibid. 
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not unequivocal he may be able to gain support for his pro

posals on the basis of technical expertise. The intermingling 

of political support and bureaucratic expertise coupled with 

discretion to formulate initial courses of action allow bu

reaucrats in many instances to give policy its content. 

Second, since bureaucrats participate in formulating as well 

as carrying out policies, the quality of their decisions be-

25 comes as important as the manner of their execution. For 

both these reasons, the bureaucrat becomes an extremely im

portant actor in the policy system. 

To use systems analysis as a framework to analyze 

policy-making allows us to dig into subsystem influence. It 

facilitates in the long run more meaningful generalizations 

about the realities of politics and social life. It allows 

one to utilize an analytical concept which can be adapted to 

empirical situations with more feasibility and flexibility 

than the use of system in such broad terms as the interna

tional political system, the American political system, or 

even the legislative system. 

The very definition of system as an analytical con

cept voids these general notions of meaning insofar as 

empirical research is concerned. How can one study the in

teractions of actors in the international political system? 

By first operationalizing what parts of the system he is 

25. Ibid. 
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concerned with. The most useful way to do this is to 

conceptualize a system evolving around a public problem 

(or policy issue). The very nature of a public problem 

and the way it is acted on in government establishes, and 

constantly re-establishes, a system of relationships among 

public officials in their endeavors to respond to it in 

conjunction with their perceptions and knowledge. 

We are now at a point where we can ask what is 

the nature of intergovernmental policy-making relation

ships in the American federal system. Or, how are public 

officials in the American federal system involved in 

policy-making? 

In the American political system, the functions of 

government are shared among the various levels of govern

ment. The "sharing" thesis, as set forth by the late Morton 

Grodzins, has been well documented in the literature of 

political science, and is generally accepted as descriptive 

of decision-making in the American federal system. According 

to Grodzins, "sharing" in its most extreme form means that 

"all levels of government in the United States significantly 

2 6 participate in all activities of government." 

As a functional concept, Grodzins explains, "sharing" 

implies one or more of the following conditions: 

26. Morton Grodzins, The American System: A View 
of Government in the United States, ed. Daniel J. Elazar 
(Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1966), p. 13. 
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a. In the formulation of any given program, 
significant decision-making power is exer
cised both by those in the federal govern
ment and those in state and local govern
ments . 

b. Similarly, where officials of all govern
ments exercise significant responsibilities 
in the administration of a given activity, 
this £is]] a "shared" function. 

c. Finally, where representatives of all govern
ments exert significant influence over the 
operations of a given program, it [[is] con
sidered a form of sharing.27 

This definition of sharing in the American federal system 

sets the boundaries of a framework within which policy

making may be studied. Sharing is the overriding functional 

characteristic of how public officials make policy decisions. 

However, it only furnishes a starting point in the analytical 

journey along the path of understanding political life in the 

United States. 

Daniel J. Elazar assists us along the first leg of 

the journey. As Grodzins's student, Elazar cut his academic 

teeth on the sharing thesis. He sees the American federal 

system as a noncentralized system of systems. The federal 

partnership, Elazar explains, "implies the distribution of 

real power among several centers which must negotiate coop

erative arrangements with one another in order to achieve 

27. Ibid., p. 11. 
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28 
common goals." Elazar contends this is not a decentral

ized system, but a noncentralized one. 

The American federal union differs from a 
decentralized political system in that constitu
tional limits are imposed on the extent to which 
the national government can concentrate as well 
as devolve governmental power and functions. At 
the same time, the union obviously differs from 
a confederation of essentially separate political 
systems where the center is continually weak. In 
the noncentralized American system, there is no 
central government with absolute authority over 
the states in the unitary sense, but a strong na
tional government coupled with strong state gov
ernments in which authority and power are shared, 
constitutionally and practically.^9 

Elazar continues: 

What deserves careful attention is the fact 
that the American federal system is both a single 
system and a system of systems at the same time.3® 

This analysis directs our attention to two important 

points about policy-making in the American federal system. 

First, the relationships between officials in different units 

of government are politically defined as well as structur

ally defined. For our purposes, this indicates that policy

making relationships in the American federal system must be 

understood in their political context. Furthermore, it 

raises the question: what effect do these kinds of politi

cal relationships have on policy responses to public problems 

•28. Daniel J. Elazar, American Federalism: A View 
From the States (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1966), 
p. 3. 

29. Ibid. 

30. Ibid., p. 4. 
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Second, Elazar emphasizes that to achieve common goals, coop-

31 erative arrangments must be negotiated. He stresses the 

cooperative nature of decision-making functions in the Amer

ican federal system. As a matter of fact, the literature 

on American federalism, for the most part, emphasizes the 

cooperative relationships that exist among officials in dif

ferent political units. 

But both cooperation and conflict prevail in inter

governmental relationships. Cooperation is only one end of 

a continuum that runs between cooperation and conflict. The 

two are not mutually exclusive characteristics of policy re

lationships in the American federal system. 

This is perhaps why there is a substantial body of 

literature that features conflict as a major and persistent 

characteristic of American politics. Deil S. Wright observes; 

Indeed, many of the participants in intergovern
mental relations as well as academicians who study 
them can be classified reasonably well as to whether 
they lean more toward emphasizing either cooperation 
or conflict as the predominant theme in the field of 
intergovernmental relations. 

Sharing is the general functional characteristic of 

American federalism, but it does not lead to a system of ei

ther cooperation or conflict. In other words, sharing does 

not equal cooperation. Both, cooperation and conflict are 

31. Ibid. 

32. Wright, 0£. cit., p. 3. 
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part of intergovernmental policy-making relationships. In

tergovernmental relations are after all human relations and 

they vary according to the circumstances. As Edward W. 

33 Weidner so amply explains: 

If attention is concentrated upon areas of 
agreement and cooperation on the one hand, and 
areas of disagreement and conflict on the other, 
a study of decision-making in a federal system 
is very suggestive of major factors that affect 
or are related to political behavior. To study 
decision-making in a federal system is to study 
the kind of choices that are made under differ
ent circumstances, the factors that may have 
shaped the choices, and the resulting or related 
patterns of attitudes and participation. These 
choices, factors, and patterns vary with the 
probability of cooperation and conflict; a theo
ry of behavior must take account of such variances. 

Viewed from this standpoint, sharing explains the general 

context of policy-making relationships; cooperation and con

flict outline the behavioral dimensions of those shared in

teractions that occur between and among public officials in 

the American federal system. 

If one begins with the assumption that either coop

eration or conflict is the persistent characteristic (even 

if it is), then in all likelihood this is the conclusion 

that he will reach. One engages himself in a circular game, 

never getting to the heart of the matter. In essence, shar

ing provides the functional outline, while the cooperation-

conflict continuum helps to explain specific relationships,. 

33. Edward W. Weidner, op.- cit. , pp. 229-256. . 
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To view the federal system in this way offers one a 

base from which to compare and categorize different types of 

policy relationships and resulting policies; the consequences 

of different types of policy relationships; and the effects 

of these policies on the substantive public problem being 

34 
acted on by government. As Weidner argues: 

By selecting for analysis a group of decisions 
concerning which agreement and cooperation are 
to be found and another group concerning which 
disagreement and conflict are present, we are 
limiting our investigation, but in a manner that 
contributes to its usefulness in building empir
ical theory while at the same time the enquiry 
has important policy implications. 

In light of the preceding analysis, we are now able 

to explain that policy responses to public problems are 

shared among public officials in the various units of govern

ment. These shared responses vary according to the circum

stances: some may be more cooperative than others and, 

conversely, some may be more conflictual than others. In 

either case, they are shared. Hence, sharing explains the 

functional boundaries of intergovernmental policy relation

ships, with specific behavioral relationships varying along 

a conflict-cooperation continuum. 

Why Are Policy Makers Involved As They Are? Policy

making relationships are essentially political relationships. 

In the determination of public policies, the overriding 

34. Ibid. 
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concern of public officials is politics. Policies are the 

outcome of politics. This is no less true for those poli

cies affecting water resources as for those affecting civil 

rights. 

Politics determine who gets what, when, and how. By 

the very nature of the American political system, the distri

bution of the material and symbolic resources of society, who 

gets what, when, and how, involves a complicated bargaining 

and compromising process that ends in determining policy 

priorities. Simple logic says that in the distribution of 

resources there are. losses and gains which are either mate-

35 rial or symbolic or both. For example, when the govern

ment makes the decision to spend $2 billion a month in 

Vietnam, there are material and symbolic gains for some 

(e.g., the military, defense industries, those who fear the 

spread of communism) and material and symbolic losses for 

others (e.g., the taxpayers who finance the war, war pro

testors, and so on). 

Policies, as the output of a political process, ac

tually involve the distribution of societal values. Through 

public policies both the symbolic and material resources of 

society are distributed, peoples daily lives are affected 

directly or indirectly, and the stability of the society is 

35. See, for example: Murray Edelman, The Symbolic 
Uses of Politics (Urbana: The University of Illinois Press, 
1967). 



ultimately determined. In other words, policies determine 

what direction society will take to solve its public prob

lems by establishing priorities and selecting the means to 

implement them. It is quite natural, therefore, that poli

tics and policy are part-and-parcel of the same phenomena 

and must be ..the central focus of political science. 

Summary 

For purposes of this analysis, the politics of water 

resource development and management not only shape policies 

but also affect policy relationships and contribute to their 

characteristics. In turn, the pattern of policy relation

ships which are established and the resulting policies de

vised affect the way government responds to public problems. 

Conceptual clarity should be given to the astute and 

perceptive observations of scholars like Grodzins and Elazar. 

As indicated above, the sharing thesis is generally descrip

tive of the American federal system. However, it is not 

sufficiently clear, without clarification, to be used as a 

conceptual tool to analyze the realities of policy-making in 

the American federal system. 

Thus, the cooperation-conflict continuum is intro

duced. By realizing that cooperation and conflict are both 

aspects of shared policy relationships, we can understand: 
to 

(1) how policy demands grow out of societal needs; (2) how 

governmental responses form a pattern of relationships 
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because of many and varied physical, legal, technical, so

cial, economic, and political factors; (3) why various pub

lics are affected, and involved, not only by the direct or 

indirect consequences of the problem itself but also by the 

direct or indirect consequences of action taken to solve the 

problem; and, (4) why the functional activities of public 

officials do not occur in an institutional vacuum. 



CHAPTER 2 

THE SETTING 

In the formulation and execution of water policy in 

Arizona, intergovernmental water policy relationships occur 

within a definite and discernible milieu. This milieu is 

made up of a complex cluster of interlocked problems which 

establish the context of water policy-making in Arizona. 

These problems arise from economic, legal, political, and 

institutional arrangements as well as from physical and geo

graphical factors found not only in Arizona but also in the 

arid Southwest. The specific pattern of intergovernmental 

policy-making relationships that has emerged or been adopted 

to water issues in Arizona has been influenced by this set 

of interlocked problems. 

The purpose of this chapter is two-fold. It attempts 

to direct attention to the more relevant factors that make 

up the complex setting in which water policy is made and im

plemented in Arizona. And, it attempts to indicate, inci

dentally at this point, how policy-making is conditioned by 

this setting. 

30 
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Incrementalism: A Strategy of Water Policy-Making-
Conditioned by the Problem 

In Arizona problems which arise from physical water 

needs such as supply, distribution, natural quality, variabil 

ity, and floods have been defined and dealt with in terms of 

prevailing local needs- Just as the ancient Hokoham Indians 

who settled in central Arizona sought solutions to their wa

ter problems in terms of agrarian needs, contemporary policy

makers define solutions to water problems in response to de

mands that occur around immediate, specialized circumstances. 

Government policies have been directed to isolated public 

problems without regard for either the effects of considering 

problems separately or the consequences of this type of pol

icy response. For example, the net impact of developing wa

ter resources for irrigation in the arid West has not been 

considered. Rather, this type of development has been a 

piecemeal response to immediate agricultural needs, with only 

scant attention given to the effects of this response on oth

er patterns of economy and social growth. 

An important reason for the occurrence of piecemeal 

action is that policy-making takes place within the context 

of socially defined and established or prevailing values. 

These values condition not only the procedure of the action 

taken but the substance as well. The character of Western 

water and land development in the late nineteenth century was 

conditioned in large measure by economic and political values 
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held during that time. Toward the end of the nineteenth cen

tury concerted efforts were made to force the federal govern

ment to participate in land and water development in the 

West. In keeping with prevailing economic values (laissez-

faire) and political values (states rights), the federal gov

ernment took every possible means to encourage private enter

prise and, as a next-to-last resort, state participation.1 

Action taken by the federal government to ensure these val-

2 ues came in the Irrigation Act of 1866. This Act insured 

that the federal government would not be the sole owner, op

erator, and developer of public lands for agriculture. It 

3 
did so by insuring local control and state jurisdiction. 

This single Act, designed to meet existing needs and defined 

in terms of prevailing values, had major impact on the di

rection of Western irrigation development and, subsequently, 

4 on Western social and economic development. 

As new problems arise over time and as government 

action proliferates in response to demands, fragmentation of 

structures and processes occurs which intensifies the need 

for coordinating and controlling the organizations of govern

ment. In the case of water development in Arizona, a 

1. Alfred R. Golze, Reclamation in the United States 
(Caldwell, Idaho; The Caxton Printers, Ltd., 1961), p. 15. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Infra., chapter 3. 

4. Golze, oj3. cit. 
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complicated body of law and legislative and administrative 

arrangements have evolved. As this legislative and adminis

trative spiraling of government action takes place, policy

makers are faced with dealing simultaneously with substantive 

and procedural problems. Thus, while water development and 

management may be considered a policy problem, it is actually 

a synthesis of a cluster of interlocked problems each of 

which encompasses a host of other disparate but interlocked 

problems that arise from the nature of human needs and from 

the method of government action adopted to answer these 

needs. 

Given this set of occurrences, policy-makers (whether 

they are legislators, administrators, or judges) cannot deal 

in an optimal fashion with_a single problem surrounding a 

substantive need. They may be cognizant of solving a sub

stantive need, e.g., providing water to a deficient area or 

offering flood protection. However, they must work within 

the context of existing arrangements. 

Policy-making is thus a continuous process. Charles 

E. Lindblom makes us aware of this when he asserts: "Whether 

or not a possible reconciliation today is satisfactory will 

depend not solely on the characteristics of today's problem 

but also on what yesterday's pattern of reconciliation was 

5 and what tomorrow1s might be." The complex nature of public 

5. David Braybrooke and Charles E. Lindblom, 
A Strategy of Decision (New York: The Free Press, 1963), 
p. 55. 
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problems creates a need for policy-makers to adopt a strat

egy that makes their actions, at the same time, politically 

feasible and gives them the semblcince of working toward a 

problem solution. The strategy most suitable in the Ameri

can political system is what Lindblom calls "disjointed in-
g 

crementalism." With policy-makers following an incremental 

strategy, public policies evolve and change incrementally. 

"Public policy-making tends to follow the line of least re

sistance" with policy being shaped by "pragmatic considera

tions that have no 'goal' element (other than to survive 

7 and * to carry on1)." 

The Perennial Shortage of Water; 
A Condition of Life in Arizona 

An inadequate water supply to meet existing demands 

is a well-established fact of life in Arizona. In 1961, a 

Senate Select Committee on National Water Resources found 

that, in terms of immediate water-supply needs, Arizona was 

Q 
among those states which faced the most acute problems. 

Indeed, as Dean Mann avows, the perennial shortage of water 

conditions and circumscribes all human activity in Arizona 

6. Ibid., p. 61. 

•7. Yehezkel Dror, Public Policymaking Reexamined 
(San Francisco: Chandler publishing Company, 1968), p. 87. 

8. U.S., Congress, Senate, Select Committee on Na
tional Water Resources, National Water Resources, 87th Cong., 
1st Sess., 1961, Rept. 29, p. 9. 
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today just as it has ever since man has attempted to settle 

9 in the state's vast arid lands. 

Water shortages are peculiar neither to Arizona nor 

to the Western portion of the United States. The East has 

its problems and so does the South. However, Western water 

problems, of which Arizona's are representative, take a dif

ferent form. Other sections of the Nation have a sufficient 

quantity of water. Only occasionally or under certain con

ditions is water in short supply gallon-wise east of the 

Mississippi River. Standards of water-quality pose the most 

serious problem in the East and in the South. But in Arizona, 

as in most of the Western and to a degree the Midwestern 

states, the lowest water-quality standards will not produce 

enough water. That is, by accepting even the lowest stan

dards, there is still not enough water. 

Also in areas with a sufficient water supply, water 

use in one locality does not affect utilization elsewhere as 

seriously as it does in those areas with an insufficient wa

ter supply. In the arid West the value of land is in large 

measure calculated by the occurrence of water that flows 

through it or under it. Land owners have developed a very 

selfish attitude about their water resources and, with water 

rights considered to be a property right, special problems 

9. Dean Mann, The Politics of Water in Arizona 
(Tucson: The University of Arizona Press, 1963), p. 1. 
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have arisen in the arid West where water development upstream 

can leave downstream users without a source of supply. 

Western water law does not attempt to vitiate the 

proprietary notion of water; it reflects and reinforces it. 

The doctrine of prior appropriation, an outgrowth of customs 

established in the early mining camps and fully developed by 

the Mormon pioneers who settled in Utah, provides that every

one who puts water to beneficial use first establishes a pri

ority over all other users and over alternative uses which 

come later in time.'^ So long as the use continues, so does 

the right to use water under this doctrine — provided that 

such use does not conflict with use by someone who made an 

earlier appropriation from the same source. The classical 

statement of the appropriation doctrine is: "First in time, 

11 first m right." 

Western water law, as Huffman points out, developed 

incrementally around the need to use a scarce water commod

ity as effectively as possible. The law developed, he says, 

as a "result of trial and error, gradual experimentation, 

12 and the obvious need for new rules of the game." 

10. All Western states, with the exception of Cal
ifornia which maintains both the riparian and appropriation 
doctrines, use this doctrine to govern surface water use. 

11. Ray P. Teele, Irrigation in the United States . 
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1915), p. 85. 

12. Roy E. Huffman, Irrigation Development and 
Public Water Policy (New York: The Ronald Press Company, 
1953), p. 42. 
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Although legislation, compacts, and agreements have 

modified the appropriation doctrine, the idea that locali

ties have first claim on their water remains intact. Efforts 

such as these have not affected the water ownership belief 

that the holder of the senior right is entitled to the water. 

Generally, these mechanisms have only reshuffled water en

titlements without altering the basic idea that localities 

13 have a title to their water. A shortage of water supply 

has not only conditioned a complex system of Western water 

law which policy-makers must adhere to, but it has intensi

fied other problems too. Erratic occurrence of the physical 

resource itself creates problems of distribution and vari

ability; and, by the same token, pollution problems both of 

natural and man-made causes are more severe when water is in 

short supply. The fluidity, reusability, and cyclic charac

teristics of water, which makes it one of man's most unique 

and unpredictable resources, are most difficult to regulate 

and control within political boundaries artificially imposed 

by man. Although the devious natural habits of water are 

often utilized to demarcate political subdivisions in the 

American federal system (e.g., the Colorado River forms the 

boundary between Arizona and California) water channels never 

conform to man's jurisdictional boundaries. In the arid 

13. Helen M. Ingram, Patterns of Politics in Water 
Resource Development; A Case study of New Mexico's Role in 
the Colorado River Basin Bill (Albuquerque: The University 
of New Mexico Press, 1969), p. 9. 
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West, this has meant that water consumption in one section 

almost always directly affects water supply elsewhere. This 

has necessitated that the states and the federal government 

respond collectively to public water needs. 

Arizona's. Physical Environment 

To gain a true perspective on the necessity for a 

shared response by all units of government on water policy

making in Arizona# one must understand the physiographical 

forces and factors at work that control both the replenish

ment and depletion of Arizona's natural water resource. It 

is also necessary to understand how Arizona's geographical 

location combined with these physiographical factors create 

legal, economic/ technical, and political problems which 

span beyond the resources and authority of local and state 

governments in Arizona. 

/ 

Diversity: A Major Characteristic 

Arizona is located physiographically in a region com

posed of three principal water provinces: the plateau up

lands which traverse the northern part of the state; the 

mountainous central highlands that extend diagonally across 

the state from the East? and, the basin and range lowlands, 

or desert, in the heavily populated Southern portion of the 

state (Figure l).14 The plateau uplands are cool and 

14. There are various sources which describe the 
physical environment of the Southwest region and Arizona. This 
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Figure 1. Water Provinces in Arizona 
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semi-arid. There are many mesas, buttes, and gentle sloped 

mountains in this area. Elevation is fairly high, ranging, 

from 4,000 to 10,000 feet above sea level. The elevation 

contributes to relatively moderate temperatures. Precipita

tion in the uplands is small, and most moisture from rain

fall is dissipated by evapotranspiration (the loss of water 

from the soil both by evaporation and by transpiration from 

the plants growing there). The water supply in this area 

thus depends on the availability of small amounts of surface 

water and the feasibility of drilling deep wells into under

ground aquifers (porous subterranean strata). However, re

liance on underground sources is difficult because of the 

slow rate of movement of the water in sandstone acquifers 

and of the difficulty of going to great depths necessary to 

extract it. 

In contrast to the plateau uplands, the jagged, 

mountainous terrain of the central highlands receives the 

discussion relies on the following: Arizona Academy, Fourth 
Arizona Town Hall on Arizona's Water Supply (Phoenix: Arizona 
Academy, 1964); Arizona Academy, Tenth Arizona Town Hall: Do 
Agricultural Problems Threaten Arizona's Total Economy? 
(Phoenix: Arizona Academy, 1967), pp. 107-130; U.S., Con
gress, Senate, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Mineral and Water Resources of Arizona, 90th Cong., 2d Sess., 
1969; Arizona Interstate Stream Commission, Water Resources 
of the State of Arizona (October, 1967); U.S. Water Resources 
Council, The Nation's Water Resources (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1968); U.S., Congress, Sen
ate, Special Subcommittee on Western Water Development of 
the Committee on Public Works, Western Water Development, 
89th Cong., 2d Sess., 1966. 
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heaviest precipitation in the state. Precipitation ranges 

from 10 to 35 inches annually which makes this an area with 

a perennial water supply and the source of streamflow to the 

lowlands. Runoff is rapid due to the composition of rocks 

and steep mountain slopes. Although the loss of water is 

great in this area, evaporative losses are markedly less than 

in the other two provinces. 

The most distinctive feature of the central highlands 

is the Mogollon Rim, a spectacular escarpment diagonally 

traversing this province. Extending for more than 200 miles 

across the state, reaching heights from several hundred to 

more than 2,000 feet, the Mogollon Rim establishes the di

vide between the Little Colorado and Gila Rivers. A contin

uous supply of water from near the base of the Mogollon 

escarpment is the source of the Gila, Salt and Verde Rivers. 

The third principal water province in Arizona, the 

basin and range lowlands, is hot and arid; temperatures over 

100° are a common occurrence in the summer months. Rainfall 

in this area is light with precipitation less than 10 inches 

annually. Phoenix, for example, has an average annual rain

fall of only 7.67 inches. There is no surface water reser

voirs in this province because runoff is very small. What 

does occur is consumed by evaporation. Streamflow results 

mostly from flash floods that follow late summer and mid

winter storms. 



42 

In spite of the distinct water shortage in the low

lands, more than 80 percent of Arizona's 1.74 million people 

(based on state and county estimates for 1966) have settled 

in this area because of favorable weather conditions, espe

cially those which create approximately 348 frost-free days 

annually. This population has concentrated in the two 

metropolitan areas of Phoenix and Tucson. Both Phoenix and 

Tucson, with estimated metropolitan-area populations of 

838,000 and 307,000, are built in part in valleys of streams 

that are nearly dry much of the time and cause severe damage 

when they erratically and infrequently claim their natural 

floodplains. Dry washes, urban flood hazards, and federal 

protection in these areas have gone hand-in-hand. 

The Hydrologic Cycle 

The availability of water in any locality depends on 

the geo-hydrologic system which includes climate, terrain, 

and geology. These are the factors that control the occur

rence of water and the manner in which it enters, moves 

through, and leaves an area. Combined they form what is 

known as the "hydrologic cycle." When the hydrologic cycle 

is superimposed over the physiographical area, the complex 

climatic conditions that give us our water supply are pro

duced. Such conditions as amount of precipitation and its 

distribution, variations in temperatures, rates of 

15. Arizona Academy, Arizona's Water Supply, p. 65. 
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evaporation and transpiration are determined by the relation 

between the physiographica1 environment and the hydrologic 

cycle. Two aspects of the hydrologic cycle which have a 

particularly great impact on water supply in Arizona are pre

cipitation and evaporation. They require special emphasis. 

Precipitation. Annual precipitation in Arizona oc

curs in late summer and midwinter. Rains of late summer 

(July, August, and September are the wettest months in all 

parts of the state), usually occurring as thunderstorms, pro

duce slightly over one-half of the total average annual pre

cipitation in Arizona. These rains are local in nature, 

short-lived, and are many times accompanied by high winds. 

Summer rains combine with midwinter rains (extending from 

December through February) and snows to produce approximately 

16 80 million acre-feet (maf) of water annually. The distri

bution of the precipitation over Arizona varies directly 

with elevation and depends somewhat upon elevation and loca

tion with relation to the prevailing direction of the winds. 

This in large part explains the wide variations in precipita

tion from one section of the state to another. 

Evaporation. The combination of high temperatures 

and low relative humidity takes its toll on the amount of wa

ter that falls on Arizona annually. Of the 80 maf of annual 

rainfall, only two maf is available for use with more than 

16. Arizona Academy, Agricultural Problems, pp. 
107-108. 
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17 95 percent being consumed by evaporation and transpiration. 

This percentage of precipitation consumed through evapora

tive losses is well above the average of 70 percent for the 

18 conterminous United States. While a portion of the evapo-

transpiration contributes to our food and fiber and our for

est products, most is lost shortly after a storm or is 

transpired by non-beneficial river bank vegetation. 

The consequences of evaporation extend beyond the 

loss of decreasing Arizona's water supply. Evaporative 

losses not only decrease the available supply of water, but 

also reduce water quality since salts and minerals are not 

19 taken up in the evaporative process. This not only creates 

brackish and saline conditions, thus lowering the quality of 

the water and making it less useful, but also reduces the 

quality of the soil, making it less susceptible to irriga

tion, thus less productive. 

A substantial part of evaporation loss is physically 

subject to development under present technology. Since most 

of the technical knowledge and expertise to harvest water 

lost through evaporation resides in federal agencies, Arizona 

has had to encourage federal participation in the conserva

tion of the state's internal water resources. By the same 

17. Stream Commission, Water Resources, p. 4. 

18. Water Council, Nation's Water, pp. 1-3. 

19. Arizona Academy, Arizona's Water Supply, p. 10. 
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token, with the rate of evaporation in Arizona 25 percent 

higher than the national average, other federal programs be

come more important to the state (e.g., desalination and im

portation of water from other basins). 

Arizona's Water Supply and Use 

The water supply which sustains the activities of 

Arizona's population is provided by two sources: ground

water reserves which have accumulated over centuries and 

controlled surface streamflow that results from rainfall in 

20 Arizona and the Colorado River Basin. The present water 

supply from these two sources in relation to that portion 

being presently utilized can be summarized succinctly in 

Table II. Of the two sources, groundwater provides about 

4.5 maf, or 63.4 percent, of water presently used, while sur 

face water supplies provide approximately 2.6 maf, or 36.6 

.u 21 percent. 

Drafts on Groundwater Reserves 

Efforts to sustain the state1s growing economy and 

population, for which there has been and continues to be an 

inadequate supply of surface water, have resulted in an 

20. Although groundwater is recharcred by seepage 
from surface flows, it is not readily replaced in a wet year 
It took many hundreds of years for acquifers to fill. Even 
if all groundwater pumping were stopped, it would still take 
years to make up depletions. 

21. Stream Commission, Water Resources, pp. 23-30. 
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TABLE II; Summary of Arizona's Total Water Supply 

Annual Supply 
Source (Hounded Values in 1,000 a.f.) 

Surface Water (presently utilized) 2,600,000 

Groundwater (presently utilized) 4,500,000 

TOTAL SUPPLY (presently utilized) 7,100,000 

Additional Supply (unused Colorado 
River, Little Colorado, other 
triburary supplies) 2,300,000 

TOTAL AVAILABLE SUPPLY 9,400,000 

Annual Overdraft on Groundwater -3,000,000 

TOTAL SUPPLY (minus overdraft) 6,400,000 

DEFICIENCY 700,000 

Sources: Arizona Academy, Fourth Arizona Town Hall on 
Arizona's Water Supply (Phoenix, Arizona, 1964) 
and Arizona Interstate Stream Commission, 
Water Resources of the State of Arizona 
(October, 1967). 

annual overdraft of three maf per year in excess of an an-

22 nual natural recharge of 1.5 maf. Although this overdraft 

is a relatively recent occurrence, dating from about 1920, 

it has been intense. 

Water production for central Arizona is illustrative 

of the magnitude at which groundwater supplies are being de

pleted. Annual water production for this area alone is 

22. Arizona Academy, Agricultural Problems, pp. 
108-109. 
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estimated to be about 4.5 maf. When we consider that 1.3 

maf has been estimated to be the annual groundwater safe 

23 yield for this area (leaving an average water supply defi

ciency of 2.2 maf), the scope of the overdraft problem be-

^ 24 comes apparent. 

If Arizona could presently put all her unused surface 

water already allocated to immediate use, as Table II sug

gests, the annual overdraft would continue at the rate of 

about 0.7 maf per year. Although the additional supply of 

unused surface water could satisfy a portion of the demand 

on groundwater reserves by reducing the rate of decline and, 

possibly, by increasing the annual safe yield as the imported 

water percolated downward to the main body of groundwater, 

its importation through the Central Arizona Project is years 

away even if monies were appropriated to begin immediate con

struction of the canal. 

At some point in time, depletion of groundwater ta

bles must cease or at least be stabilized. This may come in 

some areas simply because supplies were exhausted. In other 

areas it may come because salinity rendered it unfit for use 

without expensive treatment. In still other areas, it may 

come because pumping costs increased beyond economic limits. 

23. When groundwater is pumped, there is a maximum 
safe yield. This is the rate at which water can be with
drawn while maintaining the level of the water table. 

24. Stream Commission, Water Resources, p. 24. 
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Indeed, the cost of pumping groundwater increases 

with each additional foot that is required to reach the water 

tables. For example, the estimated cost varies from approx

imately $3.00 per acre-foot for pumping from 10 to 40 feet 

to approximately.$20.00 per acre-foot for pumping from 350 

25 to 400 feet. From 1954 to 1964 the average depth to the 

water tables increased by 6H feet per year over the whole 

26 
state. In the Fourth Arizona Town Hall report it was 

found that increased pumping cost due to a declining water 

table was principally responsible for approximately 20 per

cent of land under cultivation in 1964 to be taken out of 

27 production. 

Legal Aspects of Groundwater Use: 
A Complicating Factor 

Lack of scientific and technical information regard

ing the nature and occurrence of groundwater supply, coupled 

with the inability of policy-makers to perceive the heavy re

liance that economy and population growth has placed on 

groundwater resources in Arizona, has rendered groundwater 

law confused and inconsistent. Early court decisions were 

based on the belief that there was no relationship between 

surface and groundwater flow, and water that percolated 

25. Ibid., p. 43. 

26. Arizona Academy, Arizona's Water Supply, p. 4. 

27. Ibid., p. 3. 
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through the soil. Moreover, these decisions, by being cer

tain that the water they were dealing with had little poten

tiality for other than domestic or stock watering, saw little 

need to vest groundwater with a public character similar to 

surface water. 

Groundwater rights have not been uniformly estab

lished. In the Western states, the courts have generally 

recognized two classes of groundwater: underground streams 

or channels and percolating waters. Separate doctrines have 

been established to govern each. Underground streams have 

been governed either by the riparian doctrine or by the doc

trine of prior appropriation, depending on which applies to 

29 surface streams in the same state. In other words, in 

those states where the riparian doctrine applies to surface 

water it also applies to water in underground channels; 

whereas, in those states where the doctrine of prior appro

priation applies to surface water it also applies to ground

water. 

Rights to percolating waters have been prescribed by 

English or common-law rules. This law prescribes that "all 

percolating waters are considered a part of the soil where 

found, and, therefore belong absolutely to the owners 

28. Mann, ojd. cit., p. 43. 

29. Huffman, 0£. cit., p. 50. 
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30 thereof." This legal control for percolating waters gives 

no assurance or protection to the permanence of a future wa

ter supply. 

In Arizona the rapid depletion of groundwater sources 

and the general unwillingness of the state to establish a 

Ground Water Code that takes into account existing technical 

knowledge about the behavior of groundwater will ultimately 

lead to problems of intergovernmental relations. This is 

the case for two important reasons. First, with the incon

sistent laws regulating groundwater usage, it is apparent 

that mining will continue to exceed recharge by a consider

able amount. For reasons indicated above, this depletion 

must, at some point in the future, cease or, at least, be 

stabilized. To accomplish-this task, the state must turn to 

interstate surface water sources. In the arid Southwest 
i 

this immediately makes it a state-state and a federal-state 

problem. 

Second, contrary to the belief of some policy-makers 

past and present, groundwater and surface water supplies are 

linked geologically and hydrologically. The pumping of 

groundwater in some areas has already dried up surface wa

ter downstream. At the present time there is no explicit 

evidence that groundwater pumping has affected interstate 

30. Clessen S. Kinney, A Treatise on the Law of 
Irrigation (San Francisco, 1912), pp. 2150-2153. 
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surface flows and, subsequently, federal-state or state-state 

relationships in Arizona. However, under the provisions of 

the Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968, the federal 

government (in the person of the Secretary of the Interior) 

will be directly involved in groundwater pumping in Arizona. 

This Act explicitly avows that anyone who enters into a con

tract with the federal government for Colorado River water 

puts all his groundwater pumping under the Secretary of the 

31 
Interior. After establishing that the "Secretary shall 

construct, operate, and maintain the Central Arizona Project," 
j  

Section 304 of Title III maintains that 

. . . [[each] contract under which water is provided 
under the Central Arizona Project shall require 
that . . . neither the contractor nor the Secretary 
shall pump or permit others to pump groundwater from 
within the exterior boundaries of the service area 
of a contractor receiving water from the Central 
Arizona Project.32 

Furthermore, "[[the] Secretary shall undertake programs for 

water salvage and groundwater recovery along and adjacent to 

33 the main stream of the Colorado River." in effect, under 

the provisions of this Act, the Secretary of the Interior 

will become the groundwater master for a sizable portion of 

Arizona. 

31. U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, Colorado River Basin Project, 90th Cong., 2d 
Sess., 1968, Rept. 1312, pp. 1-10. 

32. Ibid., pp. 4, 8. 

33. Ibid., p. 9. 
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34 Arizona's Surface Water Supply-

Arizona's potential surface water supply is derived 

from two principal sources: natural flow and allocation from 

the Colorado River (both Upper and Lower Basins). Table 

III . gives the amount and source of the state's surface wa

ter supply. Only about 2.6 maf of the estimated 4.9 maf an

nually available from surface supplies is currently being 

used. For example, only about 1 maf "of allocations from the 

Colorado River is presently used. 

The Colorado: Arizona's Need for an Outside Source. 

Surface water for Arizona in any significant amount, as Table 

III indicates, must come from the Colorado River for it is 

the major river source that flows through or near the state. 

Physically and geographically Arizona is more dependent upon 

the Colorado River than the six other states in the river's 

drainage basin — Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, New Mexico, Nevada, 

and California. 

On its meandering journey for 1,440 miles, the Colo

rado River drains a basin of 244,000 square miles which in

cludes portions of seven states and a piece of Mexico. About 

43 percent of this drainage area is within Arizona. Indeed, 

34. The values discussed here included quantities 
both of available water supply, as in the case of the Colorado 
River for which utilization facilities have not yet been de
veloped, and of supply that is consumed by non-beneficial 
users as well as beneficial users. The figures represent, 
therefore, the potential surface water supply and cannot be 
related directly to the beneficial consumptive use of sur
face water in Arizona. 
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TABLE .III: Summary of Arizona's Surface Water Supply 

Estimated Natural 
Natural Surface Water Flowsa Runoff 1914-1965 Totals0 

Salt River at Granite Reef 1,128,600 

Gila River at Kelvin 430,200 
* ¥ 

Santa Cruz River at Cortaro 34,200 

Agua Fria River at Wadell Dam 91,800 

Little Colorado River at 
Grande Falls (Blue Springs 
not included) 252,900 

Bill Williams River at Planet 99,000 

TOTAL NATURAL FLCWb 2,036,700 2,040,000 

LOWER COLORADO RIVER 
ALLOCATION0 2,800,000 

UPPER COLORADO RIVER 
ALLOCATION^ 50,000 

ESTIMATE OF TOTAL SURFACE SUPPLY 
(including existing uses) 4,890,000 

ra 

The surface water flow that would have occurred in 
the absence of man's development and use which tends to al
ter the flow. This is technically referred to as "virgin 
f low." 

These estimates are based on 1914-1958 data from 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation's "Report of the Lower Colo
rado River Basin" published in November, 1952; and subse
quent supplements. 

c The portion of water decreed to Arizona through le
gal documents (includes that portion of unused available 
supply). 

Allocated to Arizona by the Upper Colorado River 
Basin Compact. 

eRounded figures. 

Source: Arizona Interstate Stream Commission, Water 
Resources of the State of Arizona (October, 1967). 
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for all practical purposes, it encompasses the entire state 

of Arizona. There are 700 miles (almost half) of the river's 

stream bed wholly within Arizona or along its western bor

der.3̂  (See Figure 2.) 

Arizona's proximity to the Colorado River places her 

in the most disadvantageous position physically and legally. 

Being at the bottom of the river's drainage system, Arizona 

has had to contend with diversion upstream which affects 

both the quantity and quality of use downstream. At first 

blush, it would appear that California is in the same posi

tion; however, the topography of the Colorado River has 

worked to California's advantage. Along the boundary which 

the Colorado River forms between Arizona and California, 

much of the land on the Arizona side is high with that on 

the California side being low. This has made it difficult 

for Arizona, but easy for California, to put the water to 

use. 

Key Problem in the Basin: Insufficient Water. When 

the characteristics of the Colorado River system are consid

ered, one can understand the magnitude of dependency not on

ly of Arizona but of the entire basin. The Colorado is the 

largest river system in the United States that flows mainly 

in arid country. But it is neither large nor clean. Al

though the Colorado River drains a basin of about the same 

35. Arizona Academy, Arizona's Water Supply, p. 44. 
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Figure 2. The Colorado River Basin Boundary 
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size as that of the Columbia River (258,000 square miles), 

36 its average annual virgin flow of 15 maf is only one-

twelfth as large. By comparison, the Colorado's flow equals 

that of the Delaware River, but the Delaware is only 390 

miles long and drains a much smaller basin of 12,300 square 

miles. Despite its small flow, the Colorado exports approx

imately 35 percent, or 5.2 maf, of its total annual virgin 

flow to other basins annually. Indeed, diversion of water 

from the Colorado River Basin is greater than any other river 

basin in the United States. Of a total virgin flow of per

haps 15 maf per year, the present and anticipated out-of-

basin diversion of the Colorado are more than 5.2 maf an-

37 
nually. 

The natural flow of the Colorado River has histori

cally been of poor quality. Being already burdened with a 
i 

natural quality problem, increased water use in the Upper 

Basin has and will continue to increase the mineral content 

of water delivered to Arizona, California, and Nevada users. 

This will create problems for the entire basin. The Lower 

Basin will naturally, want water with the lowest possible sa

linity values; while to the Upper Basin states, salinity 

36. Virgin flow is the measured flow plus an esti
mate of net man-induced depletions upstream. 

37. National Academy of Sciences, Water and Choice 
in the Colorado Basin; An Example of Alternatives in Water 
Management (Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences, 
Publication 1689, 1968), pp. 5-6. 
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standards pose the threat of limiting development. Ulti

mately, the states and the federal government will have to 

arrive at a set of water quality standards acceptable to all 

38 parties. 

Both federal and state policy-makers generally agree 

that the key problem surrounding the use of Colorado River 

water is insufficient supply relative to demand. Former 

Commissioner of Reclamation, Floyd Dominy, has stated flatly 

that the natural flow of the River will not be sufficient to 

meet future demands. Studies by the Bureau of Reclamation, 

39 he says, indicate that this date will occur around 1990. 

Another study by the Upper Basin states has predicted that 

40 the Colorado River will be over one maf short by 2000. 

These same policy-makers are also in general agree

ment that the Colorado River must be supplemented by outside 

water. Many of them predict that this water must be in the 

River by 1990, or at an earlier date if recent, studies of 

41 the natural flow are correct. If these projections are 

38. Twenty-fifth Annual Meeting, Colorado River Water 
Users Association, Las Vegas, Nevada (December 12-13, 1968), 
p. 40. 

39. U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, Hearing's, Colorado River Basin Project, 
89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, pp. 105-127. 

40. Ibid. 

41. Academy of Sciences, ojd. cit., pp. 32-37. 
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correct, then the Colorado River Basin is in for serious prob

lems of water, supply. For example, if importation of North

west water from the Columbia River (the most oftened mentioned 

source of supplemental water) were deemed to be the source, 

it could not be delivered celeris paribus until about the 

year 2008. It takes a minimum of approximately 30 years be-

42 fore a project can deliver a drop of water. The Colorado 

River Basin Project Act of 1968 prohibited the Secretary of 

the Interior from even studying any plan to export water 

from the Columbia River (or from any other basin) into the 

43 
Colorado until September, 1978. 

The Lecral Environment: 
The Law of the River 

Extensive legal control and management has been nec

essary to make the Colorado River Basin productive and in

habitable since most of the area is so arid. The legal 

documents which govern the use of the Colorado River have 

evolved from various sources making it one of the most legally 

42. This estimate is based on the following steps: 
ITEM TIME (YEARS) 
Reconnaissance Study 5 
Authorization of Feasibility 
Study 2 
Feasibility Study 4 
Project Authorization 4 
Design and Construction 15 

TOTAL 30 
Of course, some of these time periods might be compressed 
under certain conditions, but others might take longer. 

43. House Rept. 1312, p. 7. 
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developed and controlled rivers in the country. These 

sources include: legal controls unique to the Colorado; 

general laws of the United States that have special signifi

cance for the Colorado; international law; and state laws. 

Legislative# administrative, and judicial decisions 

concerned with the use and distribution of Colorado River 

water have been and still are made in accordance with the 

"law of the river." Indeed, as recently as 1968 with the 

passage of the Colorado River Basin Project Act, Congress 

declared that all use of Colorado River waters must be made 

in accordance with the "law of the river." In this Act Con

gress directs that the Secretary of the Interior must follow 

the "law of the river" and that any affected state may bring 

suit if it considers that the Secretary has failed to comply 

44 with applxcable law. 

As the following discussion indicates, the assorted 

documents which establish the use and control of the Colorado 

River were the product of all the basin states in conjunc

tion with the federal government working together to arrive 

at an equitable distribution of the water. The concerned 

local and state governments as well as the federal government 

made a shared response to their common problems. 

These documents which, taken together, constitute the 

"law of the river" have developed for over half-a-century. 

44. Ibid. 
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Each was conditioned by the circumstances that prevailed at 

the time of its adoption. Thus, we must examine the legal en

vironment of Arizona in terms of a chronological progression 

of legal prescriptions that were designed to control, regulate, 

and distribute water supplies at particular points in time. 

Early Developments 

Several key developments preceded the first major le

gal control of Colorado River water. As large scale diver

sion began in the Lower Basin around the turn of the century, 

private companies, individuals, and local and state govern

ments found themselves confronted with technical, engineer

ing, and financial problems beyond their resources. In 1922, 

the Fall-Davis report found that problems such as providing 

flood protection, building large storage dams and canal sys

tems, as well as other extensive facilities required for a 

dependable year-round water supply were of such magnitude 

45 that they had to be handled on a national scale. 

This report made it obvious to policy-makers that to 

control the limited and erratic nature of the river and meet 

other engineering and economic problems, Congress would have 

to authorize construction of needed projects by the federal 

. 46 government. 

45. U.S ., Congress, Senate, Fall-Davis. Report, 67th 
Cong., 2d Sess., 1922, S. Docu. 142. 

46. House Rept. 1312, p. 23. 
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By 1920 irrigation work authorized by the Reclama

tion Act of 1902 and that developed by private enterprise 

had expanded to a point where the unregulated flow of the 

Colorado River was completely utilized during periods of low 

47 flow. The only way further expansion could be insured was 

by construction of storage reservoirs on the river. 

Also by 1920 California had rapidly expanded its use 

of the Colorado River. Remembering the flood disaster that 
$ 

occurred in 1905 which created a break four miles below the 

international boundary and poured overflowing Colorado River 

water into the Imperial Valley for 16 months enlarging the 

Salton Sea to a lake of 488 square miles, the Lower Basin 

states (especially California) petitioned Congress to autho

rize construction of Boulder (now Hoover) Dam. California 

was certain that this structure was necessary to regulate the 

flow of the river, control salt, generate power, and remove 

the hazard of disastrous floods.48 

This proposal was met with alarm and apprehension by 

representatives of the Upper Basin states. They recognized 

that storage and flood protection were essential. However, 

the Upper Basin representatives were certain that the con

struction of Boulder Dam would permit rapid expansion of wa

ter use in the Lower Basin, thus giving that Basin's users 

47. Ibid. 

48. Academy of Sciences, 0£. cit., p. 18. 
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appropriated rights to the water. This they feared would 

preclude the availability of water in their more slowly de-

49 veloping area when their needs called for a greater supply. 
r  " 

* / 

The Colorado River Compact 

Apprehension on the part of representatives from the „ 

Upper Basin states, to a large degree, precipitated the 

drafting and signing of the Colorado River Compact in 1922 by 

50 commissioners of the seven basin states. The two principal 

features of the Compact are: (1) division of the Colorado 

River Basin into two parts — Upper (Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, 

New Mexico) and Lower (California, Arizona, Nevada) — with 

each being apportioned 7.5 maf of water per year for benefi

cial consumptive use; and, (2) establishing a preference for 

51 agricultural and domestic use over use for power generation. 

Article ill of the Compact contains the key provisions per

taining to apportionment of water between the Upper and Lower 

52 Basins. It reads: 

(a) There is hereby apportioned from the 
Colorado River System in perpetuity to the Upper 
Basin and to the Lower Basin, respectively, the 
exclusive beneficial consumptive use of 7,500,000 
acre-feet of water per annum, which shall include 
all water necessary for the supply of any rights 
which may now exist. 

"49. Ibid., pp. 18-19. 

50. Ibid. 

51. Ibid. 

52. Ibid., p. 20. 
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(b) In addition to the apportionment in 
paragraph (a) the Lower Basin is hereby given 
the right to increase its beneficial consumptive 
use of such waters by one million acre-feet per 
annum. 

(c) if, as a matter of international comity, 
the United States of America shall hereafter rec
ognize in the United States or Mexico any right 
to the use of any waters of the Colorado River 
System, such waters shall be supplied first from 
the waters which are surplus over and above the 
aggregate of the quantities specified in para
graph (a) and (b); and if such surplus shall prove 
insufficient for this purpose, then, and whenever 
necessary the states of the Upper Basin shall de
liver at Lee Perry water to supply one-half of the 
deficiency so recognized in addition to that pro
vided in paragraph (d). 

(d) The states of the Upper Basin will not 
cause the flow of the river at Lee Ferry to be 
depleted below an aggregate of 75,000,000 acre-
feet for any period of ten consecutive years 
reckoned in continuing progressive series be
ginning with the first day of October next suc
ceeding the ratification of this compact. 

(e) The states of the Upper Basin shall not 
withhold water, and the states of the Lower Basin 
shall not require the delivery of water, which 
cannot reasonably be applied to domestic and 
agricultural uses. 

The vital and highly volatile issue of allocation to individ

ual states was not considered in the Compact. Such alloca-

53 tion was left to separate agreement by the states involved. 

All the state legislatures of the Colorado River-

Basin, except Arizona, promptly ratified the Compact between 

January-and April 1923. Malcolm Parsons ascribes uncertainty 

on the part of the i=>rincipal and most powerful interest 

53. Ibid. 
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groups as the main reason the Arizona legislature refused to 

ratify the Compact in 1923 and thereafter. "The full impli

cations," he says, "of any policy on Colorado River develop

ment for any political and economy group within [[Arizona] 

54 were not yet wholly clear." 

In 1925 and again in 1927, attempts were made to ob

tain Arizona's ratification of the Compact and to negotiate 

a three-state compact among California, Arizona and Nevada 

on division of the 7.5 maf allocated to the Lower Basin. 

Each proposal was found unsatisfactory, and a seven-state 

55 ratification of the Compact could not be obtained. 

Failure to bring about a seven-state ratification 

and the inability of the Lower Basin states to settle their 

differences on division of their allotments delayed Congres

sional action on the proposal for Hoover Dam. Finally, in 

December 1928, after five years of delay, the Boulder Can

yon Project Act was enacted in spite of Arizona's refusal to 

ratify the Compact and the unsettled question of water divi

sion among the Lower Basin states.^ 

54. Malcolm Parsons, The Colorado River in Arizona 
Politics, University of Arizona, M.A. Thesis (1947), pp. 
194-195. 

55. House Rept. 1312, p. 25. 

56. Ibid. 
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Allocation Among the States 

Boulder Canyon Project Act. In the Boulder Canyon 

Project Act, Congress approved the Colorado River Compact 

and waived the seven-state requirement for its approval. 

There was a stipulation, however, that without seven-state 

approval the Compact was valid only upon approval of at least 

five of the Basin's states and California. The Act further 

provided that the Hoover Dam would be built only when Calif

ornia agreed "irrevocably and unconditionally" to limit its 

57 consumptive use of Colorado River water. 

California Limitation Act. The need for flood pro

tection, power generation, and other benefits that would be 

reaped by construction of Hoover Dam seemed to override any 

second thoughts California representatives might have of lim

iting their use of Colorado River water. On March 4, 1929, 

the California Legislature passed the California Limitation 

Act and thus accepted the terms of the Boulder Canyon Proj

ect Act.^® 

Lower Basin Allocation. In passing the Limitation 

Act, California agreed to the suggested division of the Lower 

Basin's allocation incorporated in the Project Act. The-

Project Act authorized the Lower Basin states to enter into 

57. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Rec
lamation, Federal Reclamation Laws, Annotated, Vol. I (Wash
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1958), 
pp. 340-363. 

58. Academy of Sciences, ojd. cit., p. 20. 
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an ajjportionment agreement on the suggested basis of 4.4 maf 

to California, 2.8 maf to Arizona, and 0.3 maf to Nevada. 

Although the three states could not agree on a compact based 

on these figures and in spite of Arizona's attempt to stop 

construction of Hoover Dam, the Project Act was a success 

because, on the one hand, it enabled construction to begin 

on the much needed Hoover Dam and, on the other hand, it (by 

placing a limitation on water consumption in California) re

served Lower Basin water for Arizona and protected the upper 

Basin by holding the Colorado River Compact intact thus in

suring against unlimited development in California. 

Division of the 7.5 maf allocated to the Lower Basin 

states was not finalized until the Supreme Court's 1963 de

cision in Arizona v . California. In this case the Supreme 

Court accepted the allocations suggested by the Congress in 

the Boulder Canyon Project Act. And, in a move which vested 

the Secretary of the Interior with extensive discretionary 

power, the Court held that the allocations to California, 

Arizona, and Nevada would be made under the contracting au-

59 thority of the Secretary of the Interior. 

Upper Basin Allocation. Following World War II the 

four Upper Basin states experienced rapid population and in

dustrial growth as well as additional agricultural 

59. U.S. Supreme Court, 1963, Case of the State of 
Arizona v. State of California, et al. No. 8 (June 3), 
(Original-October Term, 1962). 
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development. This growth created a need to negotiate a com

pact relative to the use by individual states of the Upper 

Basin's apportionment of Colorado River water allotted in 

the Colorado River Compact. Agreement on an interstate com

pact in the Upper Basin was less controversial than in the 

Lower Basin, and on October 11, 1948 a compact was executed 

in Sante Fe, New Mexico among the five states having terri

tory in the Upper Basin (Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, Wyoming, 

60 and Arizona). Congress consented to the compact in 1948. 

The most important aspect of the compact as far as 

this analysis is concerned is that 50,000 acre-feet was al

located to Arizona, which has a small part of the Upper Basin 

within its borders. The remainder was divided as follows: 

51.57 percent to Colorado ' (of total beneficial consumptive 

use); 11.15 percent to New Mexico; 23 percent to Utah; and 

6X 14 percent to Wyoming. 
t  

The Mexican Treaty: A Problem of 
International Law 

International law is an integral part of the law of 

the river and, in fact, may in the future prove to be one of 

the most vital issues facing the Colorado River Basin states, 

especially Arizona. The roots of the Mexican Water Treaty 

of 1944 were planted prior to the Colorado River Compact. 

60. House Rept. 1312, pp. 44-45. 

61. Academy of Sciences, 0]d. cit. 
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In fact, as Article III (c) indicates, the Compact recognized 

that Mexico had a right to a future allocation of Colorado 

River water. After three years of intense discussion be

tween 1941 and 1943, Mexico and the United States negotiated 

a treaty on February 3, 1944 which guaranteed Mexico a share 

of the Colorado River. Under the terms of the Treaty, Mexico 

is guaranteed — "of the water of the Colorado River, from 

any and all sources" — 1.5 maf per year. This amount is 

increased to 1.7 maf in years of surplus and in years of ex

traordinary drought it is reduced in portion to the reduc-

6 2 
tion of consumptive use in the United States. 

Allocation of 1.5 maf of water per year to Mexico 

from the Colorado River Basin was based on the assumption 

by everyone concerned that the Colorado River flow was suf

ficient to provide for the Upper and Lower Basin allocations 

established in the Colorado River Compact as well as for a 

substantial allocation to Mexico. This was apparently a 

false assumption as the House Committee on Interior and In

sular Affairs concluded after hearing testimony on the Cen

tral Arizona Project in 1965-1966 and in 1967-1968. After 

synthesizing testimony relevant to this subject, the Commit

tee concluded that 

62. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Special Studies: Delivery of Water to Mexico 
(February, 1963), p. 5. 
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. . . performance of the fMexican] Treaty signed 
in 1944 adds to a water shortage on the Colorado 
River which will frustrate the interstate appor
tionment made by Congress in the 1928 Boulder 
Canyon Project Act, as well as the inter-basin ap
portionment made by the Colorado River Compact.63 

Furthermore, as the Committee concluded, Arizona is in the 

center of the controversy of meeting the Treaty obligation. 

• Fulfillment of the Treaty obligation with 
water apportioned to the states rather than from 
surplus as anticipated when the Treaty was nego
tiated means not only a water-short river and re
sulting economic stagnation, but also continued 
dispute over sharing of shortages among all the 
states and dispute between states of the Upper 
and Lower Basins over accounting of consumptive 
uses of water from the Gila River in Arizona when 
computing amounts of water that may have to be 
supplied by the basin states to fill deficiencies 
in deliveries of water to Mexico in water-short 
years.64 

In light of current data (which is tentative and uncertain) 

on the Colorado River's average flow, without augmentation 

of the river from an outside source, judicial interpretation 

of the Colorado River Compact on how the Mexican Treaty ob

ligation will be met with available Colorado River water is 

a virtual certainty. There is a possibility, however, that 

augmentation will occur in time to alleviate this problem. 

Arizona v. California 

Arizona finally ratified the Colorado River Compact 

in 1944'after extreme droughts in the late 1930's, a 

63. House Rept. 1312, pp. 44-45. 

64. Ibid. 
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critical power shortage in 1940, and the apparent exhaustion 

of legal remedies over the apportionment of Colorado River 

water. This set of circumstances altered the attitudes of 

some of the major interest groups, especially the farmers 

who faced grave water shortages.^ immediately upon ratifi

cation of the Compact, Arizona contracted with the Department 

of the Interior for 2.8 maf of Colorado River water as set 

forth by the Boulder Canyon Project Act. (The Department of 
\ 

the Interior had already contracted with users in California 

and Nevada.) 

Still several factors continued to complicate water 

distribution among Lower Basin states. California was using 

water in excess of her self-imposed limitation of 4.4 maf 

per year. Constant disputes over water rights between 

California and Arizona were creating such heated debates and 

controversy in Congress that the House Interior and Insular 

Affairs Committee, in 1951, passed a resolution declaring 

that it would take no further action on the proposed Cen

tral Arizona Project until the Lower Basin states settled 

66 
by mutual agreement or court action their differences. 

The moratorium placed on Congressional consideration 

of a Central Arizona Project by the House Interior and Insu

lar Affairs Committee induced the state of Arizona in 1952 

65. Mann, 0£. cit., p. 87. 

66. House Rept. 1312, p. 29. 
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to file suit in the Supreme Court of the United States 

against the state of California and seven public agencies 

in that state. The principal issue in the suit was the rel

ative entitlement of California and Arizona to the use of 

water from the Colorado River. To settle this issue, the 

Court had to answer two important prefatory questions: What 

should be the allocation of tributary water in Arizona? How 

and by what formula were shortages to be allocated when the 

Colorado River's main-stream supply is insufficient to sus

tain 7.5 maf of annual consumptive use? 

Establishing that the Boulder Canyon Project Act 

must be used as a guide on apportionment of Colorado River 

water among. Lower Basin states, the Supreme Court held that 

the Congressional distribution of Lower Basin allotments (de

vised in the Project Act) applied only to the main stream 

of the Colorado. Thus, Arizona's uses of waters of the 

tributaries within her boundaries, which are capable of 

supplying approximately 2 maf per year, would not affect her 

entitlement to 2.8 maf from the main stream. This was a 

major victory for Arizona. 

In the Court's decree, the Secretary of the Interior 

was instructed to first provide for "present" perfected 

rights and thereafter apportion "the amount remaining avail

able for consumptive use" in accordance with the Project Act 

as interpreted by the Court and other applicable federal 

statutes. But the Court stipulated that, under no 
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circumstances, should California be apportioned more than 

4.4 maf, including all "present" perfected rights, plus one-

half of any excess or surplus that might occur over 7.5 maf 

in the main stream. On this same point, the Court also 

stated that Congress retained plenary power to enlarge or 

reduce the authority vested in the Secretary of the Inte-

The decision to invest the Secretary of the Interior 

with such wide discretionary power in allocating water in 

time of shortages was unprecedented and "came as a great 

68 surprise to most water lawyers." By this decision, the 

Court added an additional method for dividing the waters of 

a navigable interstate stream, as the Committee on Water of 

the National Research Council states: 

Previously, it was thought that the only methods 
for dividing the waters of a navigable inter
state stream were by compact between the states 
or by litigation in the Supreme Court where the 
doctrine of equitable apportionment applied. By 
this decision a third method, congressional ap
portionment, was added. In this case the con
gressional apportionment was made by delegating 
to the Secretary of the Interior the power to divide 
the river in time of shortage. This statutory 
basis is the principal basis for the interstate 
apportionment of the Colorado. Neither the Colo
rado River Compact nor the doctrine of equitable 
apportionment as fashioned by the Supreme Court 
in various cases is applicable to the apportion
ment because the compact did not purport to di
vide the supply among the lower-basin states and 

67. Arizona v. California. 

68. Academy of Sciences, o£. cit., p. 22. 
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because the equitable apportionment doctrine 
was pre-empted by congressional apportionment.69 

The Court did not stop with this grant of authority to the 

Secretary of the Interior, but further extended his discre

tionary power to allocate shortages not only among states 

but within a state as well. Prior to this decision it was 

generally believed that the Secretary of the Interior must 

abide by state law in allocating shortages among water user's 

70 in a particular state. But, the Court's decision was that 

the Secretary's discretion applied to allocation of short

ages within a state as well as among states. 

A final important aspect of the decision, which is 

especially relevant to Arizona, merits comment. The Court's 

decree "confirmed and developed the rule that Indian reser

vations, military reservations, national forests, national 

parks, and other federal lands are entitled to the amount of 

water necessary to accomplish the purposes for which they 

71 were created." The weight of this facet of the decision 

is understood when we consider that 71.71 percent of the 

land area in Arizona is under federal ownership or federal 

trust. Table IV shows that a significant portion of 

this percentage (27.03 percent) is encompassed by Indian 

reservations. 

69. Ibid. 

70. Ibid., p. 23. 

71. Arizona v. California. 
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TABLE IV : Arizona Land Ownership 

% Of 
Ownership Acres Total % Federal 

Federally Owned Lands 32, 475, 263 44. 68) 

Federal Trust Lands 
(Indians) 19, 650, 323 27. 

) 
) 

03) 

71.71 

State Owned Lands 9, 203, 669 12. 66 

Privately Owned Lands 11, 358, 745 15. 63 

TOTAL *
 

CM 

688, 000 100. 00 

Source: Valley National Bank, Arizona Statistical 
Review, 25th Annual Edition (September, 1969). 

Unsettled Issues 

In the Colorado River Compact 

As the previous discussion reveals, although the 

body of law concerning the Colorado River system is exten

sively developed, there are significant areas where the law 

is dubious and ambiguous. The Colorado River Compact, for 

example, leaves several important questions unanswered. 

Does Article III (a) or Article III (d) of the Compact con

trol water-delivery obligations of the Upper Basin? Under 

Article II (e), which Basin has priority to the Colorado 

River for power generation? What is each Basin's obligation 

to contribute water, and assume evaporation losses, under 

the Mexican Treaty? Since the Supreme Court did not rely on 

the Compact in rendering its decision on Lower Basin alloca

tions in Arizona v. California et al., but instead used the 
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Boulder Canyon Project Act as a basis for apportioning the 

Colorado# what does this mean for the validity of the Compact? 

In Water-Quality Standards 

Another area not yet clarified is the question of 

water-quality standards. Although the states of the Colo

rado River B&sin agreed- upon guidelines for formulating wa

ter-quality standards for the River system in January 1967, 

they have yet to settle on the most important water-quality 

72 issue: setting of quantitative salinity standards. The 

states are certain that adequate factual information is not 

73 available at this time to make this decision. The Secre

tary of the Interior agreed in January 1968 that before this 

question is answered all parties concerned should await the 

report of the Colorado River Basin Water-Quality Control 

Project of the Federal Water Pollution Control Administra

tion.^ Whatever salinity standards are agreed upon# they 

will have to be set with the Mexican allotment in mind be

cause salinity standards established for users in the United 

States will ultimately affect the standards of water de

livered to Mexico. 

72. Annual Meeting# 0£. cit., p. 40. 

73. Ibid. 

74. Ibid. 
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In Obtaining Federal Appropriations 
for Authorized Projects 

Myron B. Holburt, Chief Engineer of the Colorado 

River Board of California, alerts us to the impending prob

lem of obtaining federal appropriations by affirming that: 

. . . [Basing legislators and water leaders have 
been very concerned with the slowdown that has 
occurred in obtaining appropriations for autho
rized projects. The total backlog of authorized 
but unfunded reclamation projects is over $5 
billion- Further, at the rate of funding expe
rienced for the past several years, it would take 
more than 20 years to complete construction of 
those presently authorized projects. 

States with authorized projects will natu
rally tend to concentrate their efforts on ob
taining sufficient construction funds for their 
projects. It is hoped that the competition for 
funds will not impair the necessary effort re
quired to solve problems which effect the entire 
basin.75 

With the Central Arizona Project pending before Congress for 

funding, this becomes a particularly relevant warning at 

this time; especially since there are five Upper Basin proj

ects which must proceed simultaneously with the Central 

Arizona Project. As Title V, Section 501 (b) of the Colo

rado River Basin Project Act specifies: 

. . . the Secretary is directed to proceed as 
nearly as practicable with the construction 
of the Animas-La Plata, Dolores, Dallas Creek, 
West Divide, and San Miguel participating 
Federal reclamation projects concurrently 
with the construction of the Central Arizona 
Project, to the end that such projects shall 

75. Ibid., p. 41. 
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"be completed not later than the date of the 
first delivery of water from £ the]] Central 
Arizona Project.76 

In Water Availability 

A pervasive issue which undergirds all others is the 

availability of enough water in the Colorado River to meet 

existing and future requirements. Current information sug

gests that water division for the Basin made in the Colo

rado River Compact were based on assumptions derived from 

either inaccurate or extraordinary data. As Figure 3 

indicates, for the two years (1920-1921) preceding the year 

the Compact was negotiated, the ten-year moving average flow 

of the river was apparently greater than it was before or 

after 1921. Allotments made on the basis of this data now 

create obligations that will be impossible to meet as they 

are fully utilized. As recent studies suggest, the flow of 

the Colorado River has been either declining or earlier data 

were erroneous. Based on available data for the period 

1896-1921, the mean annual virgin flow of the Colorado River 

at Lee's Perry was approximately 17 maf; but, based on more 

current data, for the period 1931-1963, the mean annual vir

gin flow was estimated at only about 12 maf. (See Figure 

4.) Assuming that this latter figure is more indicative 

of current water availability in the main-stream of the 

76. House Rept. 1312, pp. 1314. 
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river, then existing legal allocations cannot be met in the 

future without augmentation. 

As the previous analysis shows, the net effect of 

legal allocations under the Colorado River Compact, the 

Project Act, and the Mexican Treaty place upon the main 

stream of the Colorado River legal claims of 17.5 maf annu

ally: 7.5 maf for the Upper Basin (including reservoir 

evaporation); 7.5 maf for the Lower Basin; 1.5 maf for the 

Mexican Treaty; and 1.0 maf for excess of evaporation and 

losses over augmentation in the Lower Basin. Although this 

amount, at present, is not being completely utilized, with 

continued growth in both the Upper and Lower Basins it can-

77 not be met without supplemental water. 

Conclusion 

Intergovernmental water policy relationships in 

Arizona take place within a highly complex setting of phys

ical problems, legal arrangements, and political agreements 

which have contributed to the character of policy responses. 

The nature of the physical problems which confront Arizona 

have necessitated complex legal arrangements. Although most 

have been necessary, the manner of their development in many 

cases has complicated rather than alleviated water problems. 

The case of water availability is an excellent example. 

77. The question of water availability is given 
detailed attention in chapter 6. 
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The interlocked cluster of physical, legal, and 

political problems have also contributed to the character of 

intergovernmental water policy relationships in Arizona. 

Policy processes have been adapted to or created to deal 

with water problems in Arizona. And, as governmental ar

rangements proliferated, administrative structures and pro

cesses had to be developed to handle the ever growing problems 

of control and regulation. Within this setting a pattern of 

water policy relationships evolved. We now turn to an exam

ination of how these relationships have evolved in Arizona. 



CHAPTER 3 

EVOLUTION OF POLICIES AND PROCESSES 

During the nineteenth century, public land policies 

of the federal government supported individual efforts and 

private enterprise. Before 1900 and well into this centu

ry, public land development in the West was concurrent with 

reclamation of arid lands by irrigation. Land and water de

velopment were thus intertwined. 

Toward the end of the nineteenth century, Congress 

encouraged the Western states to assist private land devel

opers. However, until passage of the Reclamation Act of 

1902, active federal participation was discouraged. The 
t 

1902 Act established the federal government as an active 

partner in Western water development. The genesis of the 

1902 Act is traceable to the particular pattern of govern

mental responses to water problems that developed over the 

last four decades of the nineteenth century. Subsequent in

tergovernmental policy relationships were shaped by this 

evolution of policy responses. 

Developments From 1860 to 1902 

Following the Civil War, the Western frontier was 

rapidly pushed back. Those who moved into the arid regions 

82, 
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required assistance to deal with their environment. As al

most all of them were farmers, their most urgent problem was 

reclaiming arid lands to make them agriculturally productive. 

Expansion continued. Demands for federal economic and tech

nical assistance became more and more intense. 

Congress took positive measures to limit the role of 

the federal government in reclamation of arid lands. It 

passed legislation that encouraged private development and, 

1 as a next-to-last resort, economic support from the states. 

The entire thrust of federal resource policy in the latter 

half of the nineteenth century was to remove obstacles to 

2 reclamation by private agencies. 

Demands for federal assistance gradually produced a 

policy of federal involvement in reclamation. Ironically, 

federal participation increased at times when inflations re

quired the diminution of agriculture. Agricultural depres

sions in the 1870's and the 1890's required crop reduction 

rather than production. However, desires to expand agri

culture in the West continued. Private enterprise was un

able or unwilling to keep pace. The states had shown a 

general inability to cope with the water needs of people• 

1. Alfred R. Golze, Reclamation in the United 
States (Caldwell, Idaho: The Caxton Printers, Ltd., 1961), 
p. 15. 

2. Ray P. Teele, The Economics of Land Reclamation 
in the United States (Chicago: A. W. Shaw Company, 1927), 
p. 62. 
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migrating West. The federal government was the only place 

to turn to for assistance. 

As the fever for growth overrode practical economic 

needs, Congress progressively moved the federal government 

into Western water development. The panic of 1873 preceded 

the Desert Land Act of 1877. The panic of 1893 preceded the 

Carey Act of 1894. 

This trend continued into the twentieth century. In 

1926, when one of the most important issues facing Congress 

was the disposal of agricultural surpluses, five new federal 

reclamation projects were authorized. 

The federal government was a reluctant participant 

in early land and water development. As popular demands for 

Western expansion superseded common economic sense, the fed

eral government gradually absorbed the economic burden for 

private individuals and agencies. The evolution of federal 

involvement in the last half of the nineteenth century can 

be traced through the Irrigation Act of 1866, the Desert 

Land Act of 1877, and the Carey Act of 1894. 

3. The Interior Department Appropriation Act of 
March 3, 1925 allocated funds to begin construction on the 
Newlands Project in Nevada; the Salt Lake Basin Project in 
Utah? and the Baker, Owyhee, and Vale Projects in Oregon. 
See: U. S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclama
tion, Federal Reclamation Laws, Annotated, Vol. I. 
(Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 
1958), pp. 287-293. (Hereafter cited as Laws, Annotated, 
Vol. I.) 
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The Irrigation Act of 1866 : Assurance of Local 
Control and State Jurisdiction 

At the close of the Civil War, the fundamental fed

eral land policy, as exemplified in the Homestead Act of 

4 1862, was to create farm homes. However, the Homestead 

plan did not provide adequate legal prescriptions for arid 

land development. Absence from its provisions were guide

lines for establishing water rights and for transporting wa-

ter over public lands to be used for private development. 

In the Irrigation Act of 1866, Congress outlined the 

federal government's position in regard to the questions of 

water rights and land jurisdiction. According to the provi

sions of this Act, irrigation of arid lands had to conform 

"to local customs, laws, and decisions of courts." This 

clause was interpreted as an explicit assertion that the 

federal government had no control over the use of non-
g 

navigable streams for irrigation. In the Act, the Congress 

also said that irrigation should be carried out in accordance 

with state laws. The United States Supreme Court has held 

this to be the Magna Carter for state jurisdiction over uses 

of non-navigable streams for reclamation of the arid West. 

4. Teele, 0£. cit., p. 63. 

5. Ibid. 

6. Golze, OJD. cit., p. 15. 

7. Teele, 0£. cit., p. 62. 
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The boundaries of federal participation in Western water de

velopment began to take shape with the passage of this Act. 

As Alfred R. Golze puts it: "... the Act of July 26, 

1866 ... is of major importance to the [hundred] years of 
g 

irrigation development that has [followed it]." 

As the federal government gradually became more in

volved in reclamation affairs, both opponents and proponents 

of federal participation in reclamation used the irrigation 

Act of 1866 as a pivotal point from which to present their 

case. Those who opposed increased federal involvement, on 

the one hand, criticized federal participation as being in-
i 

consistent with the 1866 Act which prescribed federal absten

tion. On the'other hand, as more federal involvement and 

control was authorized, proponents of federal activities 

showed that the states in many instances had hampered the 

federal government's intended policies. 

The Irrigation Act of 1866 led to confusion and in

consistencies in intergovernmental responsibilities in water 

resource development. It not only affected later intergov

ernmental policy relationships, but also affected Western 

water development. 

The Desert Land Act of 1877 : Economic Relief 
for the Farmer 

In the Desert Land Act, Congress reiterated its in

tention to J^.eep the federal government out of reclamation. 

8. GOlze, 0£. cit. 
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The Act was designed to help individuals sustain farm homes 

on arid lands by alleviating some of the economic burden of 

obtaining an adequate water supply. Provisions of the Desert 

Land Act allowed the farmer to take a larger tract of land 

9 than he could under the provisions of the Homestead Act. 

He was allowed to procure 640 acres of land at $1.25 per 

acre. To obtain this amount of land, he had to agree to ex

pend $3.00 per acre in improvements and actually reclaim at 

least one-eighth of the land."^ Since this Act placed a 

small price on the land and established modest development 

criteria, the Congress reasserted its earlier policy of re

moving obstacles to reclamation by private developers rather 

than federal subsidization. 

As conflicting demands about the proper role of the 

federal government in arid land development became more vo

ciferous , the policy of federal non-involvement led to more 

and more intergovernmental fragmentation of responsibility. 

There was a dilemma involved in changing this policy because 

those who were constantly calling for federal economic sup

port were just as vocal in their demand for private and/or 

state control of actual work. 

9. Roy E. Huffman, Irrigation Development and Public 
Water Policy (New York: The Ronald Press Company, 1953), 
pp. 19-20. See also: Teele, OJD. cit., pp. 63-65. 

10. Teele, ibid., p. 64. 
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Individual farmers found the Desert Land Act unsat

isfactory. The land they acquired under the Act could not 

he made security for the required cost of reclamation, be

cause the federal government retained title to the land un

til the individual actually reclaimed it.*1""'' Thus, no lien 

could be attached to the land until the title passed to the 

12 farmer. This created a financial obligation on the entry-

man that he was reluctant to cope with. 

The Carey Act of 1894: A Different Approach 

By 1890 Westerners were generally agreed that a new 

approach to reclamation was needed. But, they were disagreed 

as to the relationships between federal irrigation develop-

13 ment and state jurisdiction. Representatives from some of 

the Western states advocated complete federal control. Oth

ers demanded that arid lands be ceded to the states in which 

14 they were located. 

This basic difference was resolved at two National 

Reclamation Congresses (the first in Salt Lake City in 1891 

and the second in Los Angeles in 1893). Western representa

tives reached an agreement that the federal government should 

11. Huffman, ojs. cit., p. 19. 

12. Ibid. 

13. Ibid., p. 21. 

14. Ibid. 
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15 cede the lands to the states. This cleared the way for 

the passage of the Carey Act on August 18, 1894. 

The Carey Act was expected to be a major milestone 

16 in reclamation of the arid West by Irrigation. Through 

the Act, Congress granted limited acreage allotments to each 

of the reclamation states, and left the details of develop-

17 ing these lands to the state legislatures. State laws 

which came as a result of this provision helped to alleviate 

18 some of the faults of the Desert Land Act. However, the 

Carey Act failed to overcome the major shortcoming of the 

Desert Land Act, because none of the states made the cost of 

19 reclamation a direct lien on the land. 

Although the Carey Act marked a change in reclama

tion policy by encouraging- limited state participation, pri-

20 vate development and control was still the ultimate goal. 

Under the provisions of the Act, the states were to contract 

with private companies to construct needed projects. In 

turn, the private companies would sell "water rights" to in

dividuals to reimburse themselves for the cost of construc

tion. The states were to exercise some control over the 

15. Ibid. 

16. Ibid. 

17. Teele, 0£. cit., pp. 67-69. 

18. Golze, ojD. cit., p. 16. 

19. Huffman, 0£. cit., p. 22. 

20. Teele, ojo. cit. 



operation by holding title to the land, and negotiating its 

disposal to private individuals. State jurisdiction over 

the operation was further insured# because land could only 

be sold to interested parties who had first contracted for 

21 purchase of "water rights" from construction companies. 

By enabling individuals to open up new lands, the 

Carey Act accomplished one of its objectives. But its major 

22 objective was not achieved. It was supposed to limit 

government involvement. Instead it had the opposite effect. 

As the cost of construction rose to a point that discouraged 

private companies from proceeding with actual construction, 

there was a clamor of demands for direct federal economic 

23 assistance in construction of reclamation projects. 

Other Ancillary Events 

Other events aiso drew the federal government into 

Western land and water development. Ihree of the most im

portant were promotional campaigns, technical assistance by 

the federal bureaucracy, and construction of minor irriga

tion projects by the federal government. 

Promotional Campaigns. Although farmers throughout 

the country were suffering from low prices and high costs, 

promotional enthusiasm for Western irrigation development 

21. ibid. 

22. Golze, 0£. cit., p. 18. 

23. Ibid. 
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reached its peek between 1875 and 1895. Railroads and land 

companies depicted the great productivity of irrigated lands 

in a deluge of advertisements. There was a profusion of 

magazine articles and books on the subject, irrigation 

evangelists even emerged to preach the miracle of putting 

water to dry lands. William E. Smythe, for example, in The 

Conquest of Arid America talked prophetically about the 

24 "blessing of aridity" and the "miracle of irrigation." 

The mobilization of support for Western expansion 

was so thorough and widespread that Western Congressional 

leaders encountered little or no opposition to their propos

als for reclamation. Huffman tells us: "The result £ of the 

promotional campaigns] was widespread, and often unquestion

ing endorsement of reclamation which gave ̂ Western] legisla

tors the support they needed in their campaign for new 

legislation." Huffman continues: "Indeed, the promotional 

approach which evolved during the 1880's has continued to 

play an important part in public consideration of land rec-

25 lamation problems to the present time." 

Technical Involvement. The need for technical ex

pertise, conspicuously lacking among local farmers and state 

personnel, in collecting and analyzing arid land data slowly 

drew the federal government into an active and permanent 

24. William E. Smythe, The Conquest of Arid America 
{New York: The Macmillan Company, 1905). 

25. Huffman, OJD. cit., pp. 21-22. 
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role in this area. Commencing with the Act of March 3, 

1879 which established the United States Geological Survey 

(USGS), a series of Congressional acts insured the federal 

government an insusceptible role in formulating technical 

direction in future water developments in the west. Most 

of these acts authorized the Geological Survey to carry out 

irrigation surveys. 

Most notable of these was the Act of October 2, 1888. 

Under its provision the Geological Survey was instructed to 

investigate the Western rivers on a permanent basis. From 

these investigations, an annual report was to be submitted 

to the Director of the Geological Survey "as to the natural 

advantages £of the Western rivers] for . . . [storing] . . . 

water for irrigating purposes." These reports were also to 

advise the Director of the "practicability of constructing 

reservoirs together with the capacity of reservoirs and such 

other facts as bear on the question of storage of water for 

27 irrigation purposes." The provisions of the Act further 

required that: 

. . . all the lands which may hereafter be desig
nated or selected by such United States surveys for 
sites for reservoirs, ditches or canals for irriga
tion purposes are from this time henceforth hereby 
reserved from sale as the property of the United 
States and shall not be subject after the passage 

26. 20 Stat. 394; 43 U. S. C. 31. 

27. U. S. Department of the Interior, First Annual 
Report of the Reclamation Service. (Washington, D. C.: 
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1903), p. 49. 
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of this act to entry, settlement, or occupation 
until further provided by law; provided that the 
President may at any time in his discretion by 
proclamation open any portion or all the lands 
reserved by this provision to settlement under 
the homestead laws. 

Questions arose over what lands Congress intended to include 

in regard to this section. The Secretary of the Interior 

interpreted it to include all arid lands. To follow this 

line of thinking, the purpose of the Act would have been to 

28 create a system of national irrigation. 

Immediately, Congress indicated that this was not 

29 its intent. This section was repealed on August 30, 1890. 

According to Ray P. Teele, the repeal of this section "de

stroyed what might have grown into a nationally controlled 

development of the arid lands of the West." Instead, it 

"restored and reinstated the policy of leaving unobstructed 

30 the course of private development." 

Minor Irrigation Work. During the same period Con

gress was financing investigations of potential storage and 

irrigation projects, it was also supporting an irrigation 

program by the Office of Indian Affairs. Providing a water 

supply to the various tribes in the West was defined as a 

necessary and proper role to be played by the Office of 

28. Teele, 0£. cit., p. 66. 

29. Ibid. 

30. Ibid. 
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Indian Affairs. To this end, Congress appropriated monies 

in 1891 for ,r construct ion, purchase, and use of irrigating 

machinery and plants in Arizona, Montana, and Nevada for use 

31 on Indian reservations." 

Prologue to Western Water Development 
in the Twentieth Century 

The preceding discussion suggests several inter

related reasons for the slow evolution of increased partici

pation by the states, under the Carey Act, then the federal 

government, through technical and economical assistance. 

First, a rapidly expanding population was migrating West. 

This increased the need to develop unused resources, provide 

new homes, and increase food supplies. Second, economic 

crises coupled with the need to build large-capacity reser

voirs to provide storage and year-round water supplies placed 

financial limits on private enterprise beyond which it was 

not willing or able to go. 

The Carey Act was designed to deal with this problem 

but fell short. The population continued to increase. Eco

nomic needs became more severe. And propaganda campaigns to 

promote Western development grew in appeal. Attitudes began 

to change about the proper role of the federal government; 

this role became obvious when the National Irrigation Congress 

31. Golze, 0£. cit., p. 22. 
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in 1900 called for a federal reclamation program, a rever-

32 sal of its earlier endorsement of private development. 

The fabric of contemporary legal, organizational, 

and policy arrangements as well as the present economic pos

ture of many Western states was woven in the latter half of 

the nineteenth century. Developments during these years 

were a prologue to water policies that have emerged in the 

twentieth century. 

A policy of federal participation only to remove ob

stacles to private enterprise had been formulated, imple

mented, reformulated, and reapplied essentially intact. 

This process influenced both federal and state participation, 

but did not change basically the nature of land and water 

development. The progression of events in the latter half 

of the nineteenth century set the boundaries for the Recla

mation Act of 1902 and thereafter. 

The Reclamation Act of 1902 

The Reclamation Act of 1902 is a watershed in federal 

water resource policy. By passing this Act, the Congress 

finally brought the federal government into an active role 

in planning and constructing irrigation works on private as 

33 well as public lands. The federal government no longer 

was to remain aloof. Instead of encouraging private 

32. Huffman, o£. cit., p. 21. 

33. Laws, Annotated, Vol I, pp. 9-55. 
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developers to reclaim arid lands on their own# the federal 

government actively joined with them. Nevertheless, the 

roots of this Act were still implanted in nineteenth century 

developments. Its provisions clearly prescribed local con

trol and state jurisdiction. 

This is also true of subsequent developments in fed

eral reclamation policy, because to this day federal water 

policies are no more than an extension or modification of 

34 the Reclamation Act of 1902. Important procedural changes 

have occurred through the years. For example, the Fact 

35 Finders' Act of 1924 revised the repayment formula; the 

Reclamation Project Act of 1939 changed the method of project 
qc 

authorization; and, the Flood Control Act of 1944 explic-

37 itly defined the state's interest. However, time and again, 

Congress has emphasized reclamation is to be carried out un

der local control and state jurisdiction. These are firmly 

entrenched elements of federal water policies. 

By retaining the basic philosophy of earlier legis

lation in the Reclamation Act of 1902, Congress did not de

marcate areas of responsibility for federal, state, and local 

public officials in water policy making. There is, in fact, 

34. Golze, o]3. cit., p. 102. 

35. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, pp. 272-283. 

36. Ibid., pp. 588-605. 

37. Ibid., pp. 737-743. 
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no complete statement on federal water policy or on proce

dural responsibilities of local, state, and federal policy

makers . 

Federal water policy for the Western states, which 

has evolved incrementally since 1902, must be synthesized 

from an assortment of Congressional enactments. A listing 

of the basic element of this policy can be summarized sue-

38 cinctly as follows: 

1. The federal government has a proper responsi
bility to develop water resources on public or 
private lands. 

2. Federal construction must be in accordance with 
state laws and in recognition of state interests. 

3. Water resources should be developed to the fullest 
possible extent on a coordinated and cooperative 
basis. 

4. Water users are required to repay capital costs 
to the limits of their financial ability. How
ever, power revenues are to be used to make the 
development of water resources self-supporting 
and financially feasible. 

5. On certain types of water resource development 
such as flood control, navigation, and recreation 
a national interest is defined and its cost is 
not a local obligation. These functions are non-
reimbursible. 

6. Although water users are to repay a portion of 
the capital cost, they are not to pay interest. 

7. Water resource development is to provide for 
family size farms. 

38. This is a revision of a list published in: 
Commission on the Organization of the Executive Branch of 
Government, Report to the Task Group on Water Resources and 
Power, March 31, 1955, pp. 118-119. (Hereafter cited as 
Report on Water and Power.) 
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8. The objective of the reclamation program is the 
development of the arid region of the United 
States. Thus, it is an ongoing program which 
spans individual projects. 

This federal policy has created an inconsistency in 

Arizona between legal prescriptions and practical realities. 

Under the provisions of the Reclamation Act of 1902 and 

amendments to it, the state of Arizona has jurisdiction over 

planning and implementing water development within its 

boundaries. But, given Arizona's historical growth and the 

complex array of organizational and environmental problems 

she has faced, the state has been able to do no more than 

reflect local values and defer (at the very least) economi

cally and technically to federal water agencies, particularly 

the Bureau of Reclamation. 

State elected and appointed public officials simply 

have not been able to play .an active role in state water 

policy-making. They have accepted, almost passively, those 

policies worked out by the Bureau of Reclamation and local

ities. When state officials have attempted to exert influ

ence and direction, they have failed because of organizational 

deficiencies and political uncertainties. 

Since the passage of the Reclamation Act of 1902, 

intergovernmental relationships have become firmly en

trenched. An elaborate series of processes have developed 

not only between the Bureau of Reclamation and local enti

ties but also within the federal government itself. These 
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processes can be unravelled to reveal a discernible pattern 

of intergovernmental policy relationships which guide water 

development and management in Arizona. 

Like other reclamation states, Arizona has the poten

tial to exercise legal authority over water resource devel

opment within its boundaries. However, state officials 

reflect interest alignments, and have been unable or unwill

ing to achieve organizational and political parity with the 

Bureau of Reclamation, the principal federal water agency in 

39 the state. The state has deferred to the Bureau to answer 

local needs and establish priorities for water development. 

Through a process of acquiescence and deference rath

er than by a plan of apparent design, the Bureau has become 

the water agency for Arizona. At the outset local farmers 

and later organizations of local farmers (e.g., irrigation 

districts, conservation districts, etc.) gravitated to the 

Bureau for economic and technical assistance. Mutual role-

40 taking occurred through the years. Now, Bureau officials 

reflect, in most cases, local attitudes and values. Local 

interests rely upon the Bureau to initiate water development 

plans for them. 

When state officials become involved, it is usually 

in response to local pressures. To answer these local 

39. Dean Mann, The Politics of Water in Arizona 
(Tucson: The University of Arizona Press, 1963). 

40. Murray Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics 
(Urbana: The University of Illinois Press, 1967), ch. 3. 
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demands and needs, the state must call upon the Bureau for 

technical and economic assistance. Ultimately, the techni

cal and economic aspects of resource planning become polit

ical. 

The state may receive preferential treatment from a 

federal agency (which, of course, is beneficial to the agency 

too). -But, no matter how aware and sympathetic federal of

ficials might be of state and local problems, they must place 

their recommendations in the agency's national priorities. 

In turn, these priorities must fit into national executive 

priorities as well as withstand Congressional bargaining and 

compromising. For a sparsely populated state like Arizona, 

economic and technical deference and reliance on the federal 

government certainly ends up being political deference and 

reliance as well. 

As the federal government became an active partici

pant in water resource development in the arid West, policy 

guidelines and organizational procedures inevitably emerged. 

Almost without exception, policy developments in the twenti

eth century have been a variation or modification of the Rec

lamation Act of 1902. Each section of this Act has served 

as a cornerstone in Western water development, and has pro

vided a framework for federal water policy in the seventeen 

reclamation states. 
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The Reclamation Act of 1902: 

1. Established a procedure for financing the exam
ination, survey, construction, and maintenance 
of irrigation works through a Reclamation Fund 
in the Treasury of the United States. This 
Fund was established from the sale and disposal 
of public lands in the 16 public land states. 
(Texas was not a public land state.)41 

2. Granted discretion to the Secretary of the 
Interior to: (a) investigate and authorize 
construction of irrigation works;42 (b) deter
mine whether a project is practicable and ad
visable;4̂  (c) limit the acreage of public land 
that could be opened to entry to not less than 
40 acres or more than 160 acres per entryman;44 
(d) grant contracts for irrigation construction 
after he found that an irrigation project was 
practicable;45 (e) purchase and condemn property 
required for projects;46 (f) extend the Reclama
tion Fund on a proportional basis, i.e., grant 
funds in proportion to the receipts received with 
a view of achieving at the end of a ten-year pe
riod expenditures between the states and terri
tories on a basis equal to the receipts to the 
Reclamation Fund. (Found to be impracticable, 
and was repealed in 1910);47 and, (g) perform 

41. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, Section 1, Reclamation 
Act of 1902, p. 16. 

42. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, Section 2, Reclamation 
Act of 1902, p. 25. 

43. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, Section 3, Reclamation 
Act of 1902, p. 27. 

44. Ibid. 

45. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, Section 4, Reclamation 
Act of 1902, p. 40. 

46. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, Section 7, Reclamation 
Act of 1902, p. 61. 

47. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, Section 9, Reclamation 
Act of 1902, p. 74. (Repealed by Section 6, Act of June 25, 
1910, 36 Stat. 835.) 
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any and all acts to make sure rules and regula
tions as might be necessary and proper for the 
purpose of carrying out the provisions of the 
Act into full force and effect.48 (This section 
is important because the rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary have the effect of 
statutes and are judicially noticed by the 
courts.)49 

3. Provided that land in private ownership could 
not receive water for more than 160 acres of 
any one landowner.50 

4. Instructed the Secretary of the Interior to use 
the Reclamation Fund for operation and mainte
nance of all reservoirs and irrigation works 
constructed under the provisions of the Act, 
provided that the operation and management 
should pass to the owners of the irrigated lands 
when the major portion of the construction charges 
had been returned. 5-L 

5. Established that nothing in the Act was to in
terfere with the laws of any state or territory 
relating to the control, appropriation, use or 
distribution of water used in irrigation, and 
that the Secretary was to proceed in conformity 
with state laws.52 

These policy guidelines and procedures came both in 

response to needs current at the turn of the century, and in 

accordance with the organizational context of state 

48. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, Section 10, Reclamation 
Act of 1902, p. 75. 

49. Golze, 0£. cit., p. 104. 

50. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, Section 5, Reclamation 
Act of 1902, p. 530. 

51. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, Section 6, Reclamation 
Act of 1902, p. 59. 

52. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, Section 8, Reclamation 
Act of 1902, p. 68-
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governmental arrangements. For example, in Arizona severe 

droughts from 1897 to 1900 followed by heavy floods destroyed 

all the diversion dams that had been constructed on the Salt 

River. Similar events occurred throughout the arid West. 

This led farmers of the Salt River Valley to join with farm

ers in other Western states to push for passage of national 

53 reclamation legislation. They realized that large capac

ity reservoirs created by massive dams would have to be con

structed if future droughts and floods were to be avoided. 

Such construction was beyond the financial limits of private 

54 sponsorship. Furthermore, given the fact that Arizona, 

like most of the Western states, was sparsely populated and 

only a territory at the turn of the century, no economic and 

technical assistance could be provided by the state. The 

Carey Act attempted a solution, but did not succeed in re

lieving the economic burden on local farmers. There was no 

place to turn except to thfe federal government. Despite the 

economic importance of irrigation to the growth of Western 

states, the reclamation states have shown little incentive 

to develop farm lands. By far, most reclamation of arid 

lands by irrigation has been carried out, in early develop

ments, by individuals and mutual associations and, in later 

53. Stephen C. Shadegg, The Phoenix Story: An Ad
venture in Reclamation (Phoenix, 1958), pp. 1-26. 

54. U. S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Rec
lamation, Reclamation Project Data (Washington, D. C.: U. S. 
Government Printing Office, 1961), p. 664. 
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developments, by chartered special districts working in con

junction with the federal government. The states, for the 

most part, have played a minor role.^ 

This trend is partially understandable. At the out

set of reclamation development, the states did not have the 

economic resources or the technical expertise to deal with 

the problems of irrigating arid lands. Several states even 

attempted to provide economic assistance but quickly abandoned 

it. For example, Arizona, California, and Wyoming for a short 

time invested surplus state funds in the securities of irriga

tion companies and granted loans to irrigation districts. 

They promptly lost money, and just as promptly discontinued 

,, ^ 56 the program. 

Development of Federal Policy in the Twentieth Century; 
Stabilization of Federal-Local Relationships 

Since the Reclamation Act of 1902, an elaborate series 

of policy processes have evolved not only between the federal 

government and local entities but also within the federal 

executive and Congress. Procedures such as the letting of 

contracts, feasibility standards, the calculation of benefit-

cost ratios, authorization of projects, and repayment crite

ria have made water development largely a federal function 

in Arizona. 

55. Report on Water and Power, p.-35. 

56. Ibid., p. 36. 
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Partly because of this policy process, Arizona has 

until recently assumed only the position of legal trustee for 

the enforcement of private water rights. Her Congressional 

delegation has taken on the function, on the one hand, of 

political overseer of federal agency activity in the state 

and, on the other hand, of log-rollers in Congress in the 

57 name of localities. 

Letting of Contracts 

When the federal government first began participat

ing in water resource development, it dealt directly with 

individual landowners through water contracts. As the num

ber of reclamation projects increased and contracts with in

dividuals became more numerous, this arrangement was found to 

be impracticable. Therefore, the federal government moved 

from dealing with individuals to collective organizations of 

water users. The Reclamation Act of 1902 which called for 

direct contracts between the federal government and individ

ual users was thus amended in the Extension Act of 1914 to 

authorize the Secretary of the Interior to designate water 

users' associations, or irrigation districts to act as fis

cal agents for the United States for the purpose of collect

ing annual payments. 

57. This is not an unusual situation in many of the 
Reclamation States according to: Albert Lepawsky, "Water 
Resources and American Federalism," American Political Science 
Review, Vol. 44, (Sept.-Dec., 1950), pp. 631-649. 

58. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, pp. 161-177. 
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The states finally became involved in the establish

ment of water users' organizations when the procedure was 

further revised to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 

to contract with legally organized districts established 

59 through enabling legislation enacted by each state. Al

though this Act allows the states to establish the legal 

framework of local organizations, the latitude of the Secre

tary's discretion in establishing contracts leaves the states 

with a cryptic legal role. The intent of this Act appeared 

not to be a mechanism to grant the states more authority 

over water development by exercising legal jurisdiction 

over local districts, but to facilitate a better system of 

repayments for the local districts through the state taxing 

6 0 structures. The Act states: 

. . . the Secretary of the Interior ... in 
his discretion, may contract [with any legally organ
ized irrigation district for] payments, both for the 
construction of irrigation works and for operation 
and maintenance, . . . [which] will best conform to 
the district and taxation laws of the respective 
states under which such irrigation districts shall 
be formed .... 

61 The Act further provided: 

. . . the Secretary . . . is . . . empowered to 
release liens in favor of the United States . . . 
to secure reimbursement of moneys due to the United 
States pursuant to water-right applications. [How
ever] , . . . before any lien is released under this 

59. 

60 .  

61. 

Ibid., pp. 242-247. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 
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act the Secretary . . . shall file a written re
port finding that the contracting irrigation 
district is legally organized under the laws of 
the state in which its lands are located, with 
full power to enter into the contract and to 
collect by assessment and levy acrainst lands of 
the district the amount of the contract obliga
tion . 

This act not only authorized the Secretary of the Interior 

to contract with irrigation districts in place of individual 

water users, but also worked out a system which would make 

repayment more efficient. 

Repayments 

Contractual arrangements cannot be understood inde

pendent of repayment criteria imposed upon local entities to 

reimburse the Treasury of the United States for the cost of 

reclamation projects. Repayment procedures, a principal el

ement in water contracts, have become an intricate element 

working to solidify federal-local arrangements, especially 

as the reclamation program has grown more complex through 

the years. 

The repayment procedure began as a relatively simple 

mechanism. In passing the Reclamation Act of 1902, Congress, 

contemplating relatively low-cost projects, established a 

ten-year repayment plan. As contracts with individual users 

became more numerous and as construction costs rose above 

original estimates, Congress found that neither contracts 

originated on an individual basis nor a ten-year repayment 

plan was sufficient. Therefore, Congress enacted the 
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Extension Act which not only allowed the Secretary of the 

Interior to designate water users' associations but also es

tablished a more comprehensive and liberal repayment plan. 

On existing individual water-right contracts, repayment was 

extended to 20 years on the basis of four installments at 

two percent, two installments at four percent, and 14 in-

62 
stallments at six percent. For those contracts undertaken 

after 1914, the Act provided that the applicant for a water-

right would have to make a down payment into the Reclamation 

Fund of five percent of his construction charge at the time 

6 3 of his application, and pay the balance in 15 years. 

This method of repayment remained in effect until 

64 1924 when Congress passed the Fact Finders' Act. The rel

ative short period of years for return of the investment was 

limiting the class of projects that could be undertaken. A 

committee of special advisers, known as the Fact Finders' 

Committee, appointed by the Secretary of the Interior to 

make a comprehensive study of the entire reclamation program, 

found that many worthwhile projects could be constructed if 

65 a longer repayment period was authorized. The recommenda

tions of the Fact Finders' Committee were incorporated iiito 

62. Ibid., pp. 161-177. 

63. Ibid. 

64. Ibid., pp. 272-284. 

65. Golze, 0£. cit., pp. 28-29. 
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a section of the Second Deficiency Act of 1924, and estab

lished an entirely new idea of repayment. It provided for 

construction charges to be paid in annual installments based 

on the productive power of the land with the annual construc

tion charge to be computed at five percent of the average 

gross annual acre income for calendar years preceding the 

year of payment (or for all years of record if records for 

less than ten years were available). No limit was placed on 

the number of years for this formula, and some projects found 

feasible under this act had a construction repayment period 

66 which exceeded 100 years. 

Although this formula was repealed in the Omnibus 

Adjustment Act of 1926 (providing that all future contracts 

must repay construction cost within terms worked out by the 

67 Secretary of the Interior but could not exceed 40 years), 

it became an extremely important prerequisite to Congressio

nal action in the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. The de

pression made it difficult for farmers to meet payments under 

the fixed schedule established in the 1926 Adjustment Act. 

Therefore, the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 provided for 

a variation in construction charges under a formula similar 

to the crop value calculations in the 1924 Fact Finders' Act. 

But, instead of no limitation on the number of years the 

66. Teele, o£. cit., pp. 76-86. 

67. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, pp-. 301-321. 
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formula could be effective, the period of repayment in the 
\ 

1939 Act was 40 years. However, the 40-year period was lib

eralized because, although contracts could not be originally 

executed for more than 40 years, the Secretary of the Interi

or was given discretion to re-execute contracts at the end 

68 of a 40-year period as often as he wished. 

The Reclamation Project Act of 1939 further attempted 

to soften the burdens of repayment by declaring that some 

functions of reclamation projects were more than local in 

scope, and local entities were not to assume the burden of 

their costs. In other words, Congress said in this Act that 

functions such as flood control and navigation were non

reimbursable. The benefits received from these functions 

were national in scope and* their costs were not to be a lo

cal responsibility.^ 

Evolution of Processes Within Government: 
Findings of Feasibility and Project Authorization 

Another series of processes which inspissated federal-

local relations were those which developed within government. 

Within the federal executive, the Interior Department estab

lished elaborate steps to study potential water development 

projects to determine their feasibility. And within Congress, 

68. Ibid., pp. 588-605. 

69. In the Act of August 14, 1946 fish and wildlife 
benefits were established as being beyond the scope of local 
responsibility and therefore non-reimbursable. Ibid.. 
p. 852. 
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structures were formed to scrutinize federal executive activ

ities and to authorize the construction of federal water 

projects. 

In the original Act of 1902, the Secretary of the 

Interior had the authority to construct those projects which 

he considered practicable and advisable. The test of feasi

bility was simply if, in the opinion of the Secretary, the 

cost of the project could be repaid in ten years. 

Eight years later this provision was modified (by 

the Act of June 25, 1910) to require the President to approve 

the authorization of a project on the recommendation of the 

Secretary of the Interior. Section 4 of this Act directed 

that "... no irrigation project . . . shall be begun un

less and until . . . recommended by the Secretary of the In

terior and approved by the direct order of the President of 

the United States." In addition, this Act further diversi

fied the feasibility and authorization procedures in the 

National executive by requiring that all projects then under 

construction be examined and reported upon by the Army Corps 

_ „ 70 of Engineers. 

The Pact Finders1 Act of 1924 added yet another di

mension to the authorization procedure by specifying that 

the Commissioner of Reclamation must join with the Secretary 

of the Interior in recommending projects to the President for 

70. Ibid., p. 127. 
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71 his approval. In submitting his report to the Presxdent, 

the Secretary was required to include in his report informa

tion on water supply, engineering features, cost of construc

tion, land prices, probable cost of development, and find 

72 that the cost could be returned to the United States. Each 

of these functions came within the scope of the Bureau of 

Reclamation and, as will be shown, has led to considerable 

discretion for the Bureau in Arizona water development. 

Two important changes occurred in the Reclamation 

Project Act of 1939: one a modification in existing recla

mation law and the other the seeds to more executive control 

73 over Bureau of Reclamation findings of economic feasibility. 

The 1939 Act modified previous reclamation law by returning 

to the Secretary of the Interior from the President the au

thority to approve a finding of feasibility and thereby au

thorize construction of a project. However, the finding of 

feasibility was required to be submitted by the Secretary to 

the President and the Congress and it does not become fully 

74 effective until such transmittal has been accomplished. In 

this procedure, the finding of feasibility is first submitted 

to the President. This report will then be reviewed by the 

71. Ibid. 

72. Ibid., pp. 272-284. 

73. Ibid. 

74. Ibid., pp. 588-605. 
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Bureau of the Budget which, in turn* will submit a copy of 

its acknowledgment and an expression of its views (which the 

President usually accepts as his also) to the Congress along 

with the rest of the President's program for the Interior De

partment . 

During this entire development of authorization pro

cedures , the states were virtually excluded from the formal 

processes of finding projects feasible. This is not to say 

that the states did not influence project authorization 

through informal means, e.g., their Congressional represen

tatives. However, they were not included in the planning 

aspects of projects or the internal authorization phases 

within the National executive until the passage of the Flood 

Control Act of 1944. The Flood Control Act of 1944 stated 

the policy of Congress "to recognize the interests and rights 

of the States in determining the development of watersheds 

within their boundaries and likewise their interest and right 

75 in water conservation and control." In conformity with 

this policy it provided a procedure whereby both the Chief of 

Engineers and the Secretary of the Interior are required to 

give to the affected state or states, and to each other, in

formation developed by investigations. In the event that the 

affected states or the Corps of Engineers make objections to 

a proposal, the project shall not be deemed authorized in 

75. Ibid.. pp. 737-743. 
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accordance with the Reclamation Project Act of 1939, but 

76 shall require an Act of Congress. 

The Reclamation Act of 1902 set the basic pattern in 

the determination of economic feasibility. Despite the 

lengthening of the payment period in later legislation, the 

ability to pay has been the sole criteria established by Con

gress to determine the economic feasibility of reclamation 

projects. However, with respect to other phases of water re

source development. Congress has utilized the procedure es

tablished in the Flood Control Act of 1936 which provided 

77 that: 

The Federal Government should improve or partici
pate in the improvement of navigable waters or their 
tributaries, including the watersheds thereof, for 
flood control purposes if the benefits to whomsoever 
they may accrue are in excess of the estimated costs, 
and if the lives and social security of the people 
are otherwise adversely affected. 

This Act has led to establishing the economic feasibility not 

only for flood control projects but for all phases of water 

resource development on a benefit-cost estimate. 

As a Task Group on Reclamation and Water Supply 

found, the federal water agencies (Corps of Engineers and 

Bureau of Reclamation) have been inconsistent in estimating 

benefits from power, flood damage abatement, irrigation, 

76. Ibid. 

77. Report on Water and Power, pp. 32-40. 
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78 drainage, water supplies, and navigation. The Group's 

analysis indicates how the use of what appears to be an op

timal technique for estimating the economic feasibility of 

water resource development has, in practice, become a mecha

nism for water agencies to use in justifying projects which 

keep them in business and which also allows Congressmen to 

find a project politically feasible. The Group found that: 

Present procedures overemphasize the rescue 
aspects of resource development by tending to 
place a premium on maintenance of existing de
velopments and to discount the value of capital 
expenditures in the development of new areas. 

Transportation £i.e., navigation^] benefits 
come from savings in transportation costs with 
the project, compared with costs to be expected 
in the absence of the project. Primary benefits 
of power produced by a project are the value of 
the power to the users as measured by the amount 
they would be willing to pay for such power in 
the absence of the project.'9 

The Task Group suggested that this causes the limits on ben

efits to be directly opposite. On the one hand, the limita

tion placed on the power benefit is that it shall not exceed 

competitive rates. On the other hand, the limitation placed 

on the navigation benefit is that savings to users of trans

portation are made through use of waterway improvements. If 

they were the same, then different benefits would be obtained. 

For example, with the limitation on power benefits the same 

as those on navigation, the limit would be a savings to the 

78. Ibid. 

79. Ibid. 
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consumer as a result of government generated energy. With 

the limitation on navigation benefits the same as those on 

power, the limit would be the cost of transportation to 

users of transportation of the next most favorable alterna

tive commercial means.®® 

The Task Group continued: 

Primary irrigation benefits include the value 
of any reductions in cost due to the project, and 
of any increase of farm products marketed or con
sumed by the farm family. Primary benefits from 
prevention of flood damage are measured as the dif
ference between the damage that is expected to occur 
throughout the life of the project if flood control 
is provided, and the damage expected without flood 
control. Flood damage is to be evaluated as the 
cost of replacing, repairing, or rehabilitating the 
affected property. 

Basically, it appears that the sole benefits 
that should be considered in either case are the 
value of reductions in cost of various products and 
any increase in products marketed or consumed in 
the flood damage area. Where damages are merely 
an exchange of goods and services of low utility 
to one participant, their removal from one side of 
the economic ledger must carry an adjustment on the 
other. There is much to indicate that the flood 
control program of the Federal Government is a means 
by which a flood plain occupant transfers a portion 
of his production costs to the general public.81 

However, the Task Group argued that primary benefits are not 

the only ones to be considered. One should question whether 

only net benefits (i.e., those benefits less cost incurred 

by others except the administering agency) to the direct 

beneficiaries are the only ones that should be considered 

80. Ibid. 

81. Ibid. 
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as offsets to costs. As a legitimate offset to the costs of 

these projects, why not include the net enhancement of values 

in local and regional communities that actually result from 

82 water development projects located there? 

The Task Group concluded: 

If the benefits that are to he considered in 
the economic evaluation of the project are limited 
to only the net benefits received by the direct 
beneficiary, then many truly worthwhile projects 
would be eliminated from consideration. Actually, 
the benefits should not be less than the total 
amounts that the beneficiaries, including the direct 
and immediate indirect and regional beneficiaries, 
are willing to pay toward the cost of the project. 
The principle that benefits to immediate indirect 
and regional beneficiaries are not to be recognized 
as something tangible, (providing of course those 
beneficiaries are willing to pay for a part of the 
cost of the project commensurate with the benefits 
received), is too restrictive.®^ 

The Task Group's evaluation suggests that the use of benefit-

cost analysis does not serve as an optimal measure of the 

feasibility of a project. Rather, the benefit-cost proce

dure has evolved into a political mechanism that helps both 

the federal water agencies and the Congress justify a water 

development project. The federal agencies can give assur

ance to their constituents that tax dollars are being well 

spent. Congressmen can use the measure to justify support

ing projects in other areas knowing that when a project is 

considered for their district or state, the "magic" formula 

82. Ibid. 

83. Ibid. 
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of a favorable benefit-cost ratio (regardless of the assump

tions involved in calculation), in almost all cases, will 

insure its authorization. 

Summary 

The Reclamation Act of 1902 was established to meet 

existing needs and to answer demands that had arisen because 

of these needs. Although conditions have changed the nature 

of the problem, the 1902 Act is the foundation of present in

tergovernmental water policy relationships and defines the 

boundaries of intergovernmental responses to water problems. 

As shown above, under the provisions of the 1902 Act, the 

states had the legal potential to control all water resource 

development within their boundaries. But, they had neither 

the economic means, the organizational structure, nor the 

willingness to realize that potential. The most significant 

water resource development, therefore, occurred within a 

framework of local entities seeking assistance from the fed

eral government? with the states having only a relatively 

minor role. 

Water development in most states proceeded on a frag

mented basis in response to local needs and demands. With 

several exceptions, the states were willing to accede to the 

proposals of federal agencies and to abdicate their interests 

in water resource planning not only because participation in 

planning cost money but also because those who received the 
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benefits from this type of development were the very ones 

defining the state's interest. The evolution of this type 

of development in Arizona is nowhere better illustrated than 

in the growth of the Salt River Project. 

The Salt River Project: A Case of 
Federal-Local Development 

Antecedents of the Project: Local 
Development and Ditch Companies84 

Until 1903, water development in central Arizona was 

accomplished solely by individual farmers and/or local ditch 

or canal companies. Anglo settlers first entered the Salt 

River Valley in the 1860's and immediately realized that 

through irrigation the Valley could be agriculturally produc

tive. By 1868, 100 permanent residents were in the Valley 

and the first canal — known as the Salt River Canal — had 
QC 

been built by the Swilling -Ditch Company. There were 

86 100,000 acres under cultivation. To keep pace with the in

flux of newcomers, nine canal companies were built and put 

87 
into operation between 1870 and 1892. (See Figures.) 

These canal companies were organized and carried out in the 

84. There had been no federal monies spent or ap
propriated in Arizona for construction of irrigation works 
to aid private farmers until the Secretary of the Interior 
authorized the Salt River Project on March 14, 1903. 

85. Shadegg, ojd. cit., pp. 13-14. 

86. Ibid. 

87. Ibid., p. 13. 
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true sense of private enterprise and initiative. Each com

pany was developed separately by individual farmers located 

in close proximity to one another. The farmers would incor

porate to construct the original division works and the ca

nals. The corporation would then elect officers and managers 

to operate and oversee the works. There was neither over

lapping membership nor cooperation among the various com-

88 panies. 

Due to the lack of coordination in development and 

management of the waters of the Salt River, frequent conflicts 

over water rights occurred. However, in spite of the need 

for coordination in distributing a limited water supply, wa

ter rights controversies continued to be settled locally and 

, . 89 on an individual basis. 

Farmers in the Valley were willing to settle water 

rights questions on a fragmented basis so long as they had 

something to negotiate (or fight) over. Only natural prob

lems arising from an uneven supply, droughts, and flash 

floods could compel them to consolidate their efforts. A 

crisis was reached at the turn of the century following three 

years of drought. Many farmers were forced to leave the Val

ley. The more determined ones decided to consolidate their 

88. Ibid. 

89. Salt River Project, Major Facts About the Salt 
River Project (Phoenix, 1969), p. 15. 
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90 efforts and work for a mutual solution to their problems. 

To this end, the Maricopa County Board of Trade named a com

mittee to investigate the feasibility of constructing a water 

91 storage system. After careful consideration, the commit

tee reported to a mass meeting of citizens in Phoenix that 

to alleviate water supply and flood problems as well as elim

inate some of the confusion, conflicts, and constant litiga

tion regarding rights to the Valley's water supp-ly a reservoir 

would have to be constructed at the confluence of Tonto Creek 

and the Salt River (a site approximately 80 miles northeast 

92 of the city of Phoenix). The cost, the committee reported, 

93 would be from two to five million dollars. 

This was a cost that local citizens of the Valley 

could not meet. Private capital would not assume the finan

cial risk necessary to construct a reservoir of sufficient 

94 size. The farmers of the Valley could not turn to the 

state for help because Arizona, still a Territory of the 

United States, was prohibited from assuming such a large-

scale debt. The farmers had no alternative but to join with 

90. Ibid., p. 8. 

91. Ibid. 

92. Ibid., p. 11. 

93. Ibid. 

94. Ibid. 
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others who were advocating national reclamation to persuade 

Congress to appropriate federal funds for construction of 

irrigation works. 

Formation of the Salt River Valley 
Water Users' Association (SRVWUA) 

The passage of the Reclamation Act of 1902 provided 

a source of funds to construct the needed facilities in the 

Valley. However, before the federal government would allo

cate funds for reclamation, it stipulated that all local dif

ferences between landowners must be settled. Although Valley 

farmers had worked together after the drought of 1897 and the 

floods of 1900, confusion of purpose and conflicts over wa

ter rights still existed. Unity had to be achieved. The 

landowners in the Valley formed a 25-man committee to work 

95 for a solution to their differences. The work of the com

mittee resulted in approximately 4,000 individual landowners 

forming the Salt River Valley Water Users' Association 

(SRVWUA) on February 9, 1903 under the laws of the Territory 

of Arizona. 

The Association provided the landowners with a cen

tral organization to represent them in negotiations with the 

United States Reclamation Service. It also established a 

structure through which the waters of the Salt River could 

95. Ibid. 

96. Ibid. 
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be equitably distributed. The door was thus opened for the 

Association to contract with the United States Department of 

the Interior (USDI) for the Reclamation Service to construct 

the proposed Salt River Project. 

Building the Salt River Project (SRP) 

Federal Construction. The Salt River Project was 

authorized by the Secretary of the Interior on March 14, 1903 

in accordance with Section 4 of the Reclamation Act of 1902. 

Construction began in 1903 on the Roosevelt Dam (the keystone 

of the project's water storage reservoirs), the Granite Reef 

Diversion Dam (located 50 miles downstream from the Roosevelt 

to divert water released from the Verde and Salt Rivers), and 

97 the main canals of the project. 

Again in 1936; the Association, after building a se

ries of dams on the Salt River between 1923 and 1930 without 

federal assistance, contracted with the Bureau of Reclamation 

to build the Bartlett Dam on the Verde River. The purpose 

of this structure is to impound Bartlett Lake which is 12 

miles long and has a storage capacity of 179,500 acre-feet 

•rr 4. 98 of water. 

At the present time the Salt River Project has a con

tract with the Bureau to improve the ditches, laterals, and 

97.. Project Data, 0£. cit., p. 662. 

98. Jbid., p. 663. 
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canals of the Project. This rehabilitation and betterment 

99 
program has been in existence since 1949. 

SRVWUA and Private Construction. After assuming con

trol of all the federally constructed facilities for opera

tion and maintenance purposes on November 1, 1917, the 

Association built a series of dams on the Salt River. Table 

V shows the location, function, and purpose of each struc

ture. ' 

Rounding out the facilities of the Salt River Proj

ect is Horseshoe Dam completed in 1945 by the Phelps-Dodge 

Corporation for the Association under a water exchange agree

ment. Under this agreement the Association allows the Phelps-

Dodge Corporation to divert a specified amount of water for 

its mining operations from the upper Salt River system in 

exchange for water from the Verde River. 

Areas of Disagreement Between the Federal 
Government and the SRVWUA 

Water Rights Controversy. Water rights within the 

Salt River Project had not been defined when the SRVWUA was 

formed nor where these rights defined in the contract between 

the Association and the federal government dated June 17/ 1904 

that cleared the way for the commencement of the Salt River 

99. Ibid., p. 664. 

100. Ibid.. pp. 664-665 



TABLE VI: Facilities of the Salt River Project 

Dams Location Construction Date Purpose 

A. On Salt River 

Theodore Roosevelt 

Horse Mesa 

Mormon Flat 

Stewart Mountain 

Granite Reef 
Diversion Dam 

B. On Verde River 

Horseshoe 

Bartlett 

80 miles northeast of 
Phoenix at confluence 
of the Salt River and 
Tonto Creek 

65 miles east of Phoenix 
on Salt River 

51 miles east of Phoenix 
on Salt River 

41 miles east ol 
on Salt River 

Phoenix 

22 miles east of Phoenix 
on Salt River 

58 miles northeast of 
Phoenix on Verde River 

46 miles northeast of 
Phoenix on Verde River 

Federal 

Salt River 

Salt River 

Salt River 

Federal 

Phelps-Dodge 
for SRP 

Federal 

1911 Storage, Power 

1927 Power, Storage 

1926 Power, Storage 

1930 Power, Storage 

1908 To divert water 
from Salt River 
as released from 
storage to Projec 
canals 

1939 Impoundment of 
Horseshoe Lake 

1939 Impoundment of 
Bartlett Lake 

i Source: U. S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Mineral and Water Resources of Arizona, 90th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1968, 

. pp. 597-598. 
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Project.There were essentially three contending posi

tions over who held the right to the waters of the Salt River. 

First, landowner members of the Association contended that 

they all had an equal right to the water that would be stored 

behind the dam as well as water developed by wells drilled 

for use in the Project area since they had signed a water 

right application with the United States. Second, conten

tion for water within the Project came from towns. The Sec

retary of the Interior had designated "townsite lands" which 

were given so-called townsite water rights. Finally, land

owners with water rights that they had obtained prior to the 

formation of the Salt River Project were certain that they 

should continue to receive water over and beyond others in 

the project area. 

In 1905 the controversy over water rights became 

full-blown when P. T. Hurley brought suit against Charles S. 

102 Abbott and other landowners. The federal government im

mediately intervened as a party in the suit and filed a 

cross-complaint against 4,800 landowners in the Valley who 

irrigated their lands with water from canals in the Project 

103 area. The federal government's purpose was to establish 

water rights for each parcel of land in the Project area 

101. Salt River Project, OJD. cit., p. 15. 

102. Ibid. 

103. Ibid. 
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104 and the date each landowner first used water for irrigation. 

The case was heard by Judge Edward Kent, Chief Justice of 

the Arizona Territorial Court. He handed down a decision on 

March 1, 1910 which has since become known as the Kent De

cree. The decision, which became effective on April 1, 1910, 

established the legality of relative water rights, and set up 

the principle of Normal Flow Water Rights. 

Normal Plow Water Rights are first rights to water 

that flows down the Salt and Verde Rivers. It concerns lands 

with water rights dating from 1869 to 1909? with the 1869 

land having first right to the use of the normal flow of the 

river, then the 1870 land, and so on to 1909. The normal 

flow is over and above stored and developed water to which 

all landowners in the Project, as members of the Association, 

are entitled to."'"̂  ̂

Landowner members of the Association were satisfied 

with this solution since it established equal rights to the 

water stored and developed by the Project. Landowners hold

ing old water rights were satisfied since it provided them 

with additional water by virtue of prior use. In addition, 

the townsite water rights had been firmed up under the Act 

of April 16, 1906 which allowed cities and towns within the 

104. Ibid. 

105. Ibid. 

106. Ibid. 
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Project to obtain water under a special contract with the 

107 Secretary of the Interior. Under this contract, water 

would be provided in an amount considered necessary by the 

Project, and the charges and terms were to be the same as 

108 for other lands in the Project. 

Construction Costs. During the construction of the 

Theodore Roosevelt Dam and related facilities, costs were 

beginning to far exceed original estimates. When expendi

tures surpassed $9.5 million by 1905, members of the SRVWUA 

petitioned the Secretary of the Interior to intervene and 

109 control this inflationary rise in costs. Finally, after 

bitter complaints, the Secretary of the Interior appointed a 

Central Board of Review to study all costs and report to him. 

After considering extensive statements from both the SRVWUA 

and the Reclamation Service, the Board in 1915 determined 

the net outlay of the Project at $10,109,345.96 as of June 1, 

110 1915. By January 1, 1917, this amount increased to 

$10,279,190.98."''"'""'* However, the January amount was reduced 

to $10,166,021.97 after several credit allowances had been 

107. Laws, Annotated, Vol. I, pp. 94-98. 

108. Ibid. 

109. Shadegg, OJD. cit., pp. 29-30. 

110. Salt River Project, OJD. cit. 

111. Ibid. 
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112 worked out by the Board. This latter figure became the 

amount the Association was required to reimburse to the 

113 Treasury of the United States. 

From 1903 to 1917, the entire period the Project was 

federally operated and controlled, the controversy over the 

cost of the Project and manner in which the Reclamation Ser

vice was handling the financing of the Project undergirded 

relationships between the Association and the federal govern-

114 ment. As a result of rising costs and the recommendations 

of the Central Board of Review, a conference among represen

tatives of the Interior Department, the Reclamation Service, 

and the SRVWUA was held on February 20, 1917- The federal 

officials present were the Secretary of the Interior, Ethan 

H. Hitchcock, and Arthur P'. Davis of the Reclamation Service. 

Representing Arizona were John Orme, president of the SRVWUA; 

Carl Hayden, Arizona's only Congressman at that time; and, 

115 Judge Joseph H. Kibbey, counsel for the Association. In 

keeping with the basic philosophy underlying reclamation 

112. Ibid. 

113. Ibid. 

114. Ibid. 

115. Conspicuously absent were state elected or ap
pointed officials. This was the pattern that was repeated 
time and again, particularly until the 1940's when the state 
became involved in the Central Arizona Project. Even then 
the state officials continued to defer to negotiations and 
bargains worked out between local representatives of water 
users' associations, their Congressional representatives, 
and federal administrative officials. 
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development. Interior Secretary Hitchcock proposed at the 

conference that the federal government turn over complete 

operation and management of the Project to the SRVWUA if a 

contract could be arranged where the Association would (1) 

assume responsibility for all future expenditures and (2) 

repay the entire cost based on the Central Board of Review's 

calculations. In a very significant and important step, he 

also announced that the federal government was willing to al

low the Association to use power receipts in any way it saw 

fit.116 

After six months of negotiation between Association 

and federal representatives, a contractual arrangement was 

reached on September 6, 1917. Under the terms of the contract 

the federal government turned over to the SRVWUA the care, 

operation, and maintenance of the Salt River Project (which 

consisted generally of the Roosevelt Dam, irrigation canals, 

laterals, ditches, and various other properties), with the 

federal government retaining ownership of the works; and, the 

SRVWUA would have the use and benefit of all revenues, in

cluding all income from power and power privileges growing 

117 out of the operation and maintenance of the Project. 

116. Project Data, op. cit., p. 664. 

117. Ibid. 
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Partnership Between Water and Power 

The contractual arrangement for the Association to 

utilize all power revenues growing out of the Project opera

tions developed both another area for a local political 

power base and created the seeds of later federal-local re

lationships between the Bureau of Reclamation and the Salt 

River Project. The depression years brought demands from 

Association members that the Association furnish irrigation 

water at the lowest possible cost. To accommodate these de

mands, the Association recognized the importance of power 

revenues and in the construction of Mormon Plat Dam, Horse 

Mesa Dam, and Stewart Mountain Dam power generation was of 

an equal concern to water storage. 

As power generation became not a secondary but an 

equal function of the Salt River Project, a need arose for a 

closer knit organization to deal with the power aspects of 

the Project. In 1937, the Salt River Project Agricultural 

Improvement and Power District was formed with boundaries and 

1 1 ft 
interests identical to those of the SRVWUA. In 1949, the 

1917 contract between the SRVWUA and the United States was 

amended to allow the Salt River Project Agricultural Improve

ment and Power District to assume control of all properties 

119 of the Salt River Project from the federal government. 

H8. Ibid. 

119. Ibid. 
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Under this amended contract the SRVUWA continued to operate 

the irrigation system of the Project as the agency of the 

Salt River Agricultural Improvement and Power District. In 

1949 the two organizations — the SRVWUA and the Agricultural 

Improvement and Power District — became known as the Salt 

120 River Project. 

The development of power production as a major func

tion of the Project has further created a gravitation of this 

local entity to the federal government. In 1941, the Bureau 

of Reclamation completed transmission lines from Parker Dam 

on the Colorado River to Phoenix. From this the Project re

ceived 30,000 KW of additional power to provide for the grow

ing need for electricity among customers in its service 

121 area. At present the Salt River Project is also receiv-

122 ing power from the Colorado River Storage Project. This 

power is delivered to the Bureau of Reclamation's Pinnacle 

Peak Receiving Station, near Phoenix, from Glen Canyon Dam 

on the Colorado River, and the Salt River Project takes de-

123 livery of this power at Pinnacle Peak. 

120. Ibid. 

121. Ibid.. pp. 668-669. 

122. Ibid. 

123. Ibid. 
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Summary 

This case was written to illustrate the evolution of 

intergovernmental policy relationships that have developed 

to take action on water problems in central Arizona. Several 

summary conclusions are suggested: 

• First, the system of policy relationships which have 

emerged between federal officials, primarily those in the 

Bureau of Reclamation, and representatives of the Salt River 

Project developed largely in response to community demands 

for governmental action to meet physical and environmental 

needs arising from an uneven water supply, droughts, and 

floods. 

Second, economic resources required to develop large-

scale reservoirs to store a year-round water supply and pre

vent destructive floods extended beyond local and state means 

This produced collective community demands for the federal 

government to provide the needed economic assistance, but to 

leave the establishment of objectives to local decision

makers . 

Third, the federal government responded to these de

mands on at least three levels, each of which served both to 

stabilize the policy relationships which had emerged and an

swer the need for administrative organization within the fed

eral government itself. This response by the federal govern

ment came through: 
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a. economic assistance to localities through a 

Reclamation Fund; 

b. delegation of full control to local entities to 

operate and manage projects when they were capable (or in the 

case of the Salt River Project when they were capable and 

demanded control); and, 

c. creation of an elaborate series of legal pre-

124 scriptions and policy objectives. 

The point to be emphasized here is that: in water 

development and management in central Arizona, physical needs 

surrounding a substantive public problem lay at the base of 

governmental creation and differentiation. As policy makers 

responded to water resource problems in Arizona, a new and 

different set of "needs" arose: needs for administrative 

controls and coordination. Controls were necessary not only 

because huge sums of federal monies were being expended but 

also because a vital natural resource was being distributed. 

Coordination in the allocation of resources to competing in

terests was also necessary through proper planning. Both of 

these functions resulted in more and more administrative dif

ferentiation and specialization, further complicating inter

governmental relationships and policy responses. 

124. Both of these points are discussed below. 
Infra., chapter 4. 
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Conclusion 

In the American federal system, public policies 

emerge gradually by small and usually tentative moves. In 

this setting, policy-making is a process of trial and error 

in which objectives are established in incremental steps. 

Hence, intergovernmental policy responses to public problems 

must be understood in their historical as well as their spa

tial context. 

In the arid West, water resource development has oc

curred simultaneously with the reclamation of arid lands. 

Thus, the evolution of land and water policies have been ex

amined; with an emphasis, where appropriate, on their effect 

on water development in Arizona. As the preceding analysis 

indicated, the Reclamation Act of 1902 marked a watershed in 

the historical development of federal water policy. For ap

proximately 40 years prior to the passage of the Reclamation 

Act of 1902, the general water policy of the federal govern

ment (in regard to reclamation of arid lands by irrigation) 

was to sponsor and encourage private development. During 

this period, Congress took positive measures to keep the fed

eral government out of reclamation. 

However, a series of events established the federal 

government as an active partner and planted the seeds of 

twentieth century developments. There was a continued popu

lation expansion into areas with a limited water supply. 

Economic depressions limited private development at the time 
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that demands were most intense for future development of the 

West. 

The Reclamation Act of 1902 was the stepchild of an 

agrarian unrest which called for massive federal interven

tion. But/ its main outlines were congenial to deeply rooted 

traditions of American life which stressed localism and self-

reliant individualism. In the Reclamation Act of 1902, Con

gress (applying the principles established in the Homestead 

Act) stressed benefits for small farm home owners by limit

ing acquisition of land to only 160 acres. Small farm owners 

had to receive federal assistance to construct large-scale 

irrigation works, yet local control was emphasized by obli

gating water users to repay the cost of these works. 

Without question, the development of federal water 

policy relevant to Arizona allowed considerable state lati

tude to participate and exercise jurisdiction over water de

velopment. It also provided for local and private control. 

However, due to economic, technical, and physical complica

tions, the state's jurisdiction over water development was 

not realized. It was vitiated by practical, political, and 

organizational realities. Practically, the dimensions of the 

problem spanned the capacity of state resources. Politically, 

local power bases were formed and contributed to the federal-

local arrangements which evolved. Organizationally, the 

procedures of dealing with the problem were established prior 

to involvement by state organizations. 
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An intergovernmental water policy system in Arizona 

has emerged incrementally with state public officials react

ing to those objectives initiated by federal bureaucrats and 

local water users. By deferring to this arrangement, Arizona 

legislators and administrators have relied upon the Bureau 

of Reclamation to serve as its water agency to answer local 

needs. Policy arrangements between the Bureau and local wa

ter users' associations, as illustrated by the growth of the 

Salt River Project, have been solidified through the years. 

In the American federal system, it is difficult, if not im

possible, to effectuate changes in processes which have 

grown incrementally, especially when political powerful in

terests have a stake in maintaining them. 



CHAPTER 4 

THE POLICY SYSTEM 

Water development and management in Arizona is di

rected by intricate and complex policies and processes. As 

indicated in Chapter 3, the objectives of these policies and 

the methods for implementing them were rooted in nineteenth 

century developments. They evolved and became stabilized 

through the years. Today they establish the botarrdaries of 

intergovernmental policy responses to water problems in 

Arizona. The processes for formulating and implementing wa

ter policies in Arizona are routinized and form a pattern of 

action which is discernible in an intergovernmental water 

policy system. 

Arizona has an established intergovernmental water 

policy system. In such a system, it is necessary to explain 

policy formulation and implementation as interrelated policy 

processes. Three important concepts are essential to this 

explanation: (1) the interrelationship between policy for

mulation and policy implementation? (2) the way in which com

plex policy cycles emerge after new policy is legitimized 

and applied to the problem? and, (3) the mechanism of insti

tutionalized feedback. 

139 
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Formulation and Implementation 
As Interrelated Policy Processes 

Political scientists in their writings usually 

isolate the function of policy formulation from policy 

administration. In some cases, this is a useful analytical 

separation; however, for purposes of explaining the Ari

zona policy system, the formulation of public water policy 

must be understood as it is influenced by the operating 
1 

processes of administration. 

Where structures and processes of government are 

highly complex, a sharp distinction cannot be made between 

the formulation of policy and its implementation. They are 

coterminous policy functions of government in almost all 

areas. This is the case because policy is the value con-
2 

tent of administration. This notion is clearly spelled 
3 

out by Charles E. Jacob. 

Since policy-making implied formulation and ad
ministration implies execution or implementation, 
it would appear that two different kinds of acts 
must be distinguished. Yet the two acts are not 
separable as they might appear at first sight. 
Obviously, without policy there can be no admin
istration. And without administration policy is 

1. For some formative ideas on this point see: 
George A. Shipman, "Role of the Administrator: Policy
making as Part of the Administering Process," Policies, 
Decisions, and Organization, eds., Fremont J. Lyden, 
George A. Shipman and Morton Kroll (New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts, 1969), pp. 121-135. 

2. Ibid., p. 122. 

3. 
(New York: 

Charles E. Jacob, Policy and Bureaucracy 
Van Nostrand Company, Inc., 1966), p. 3. 



141 

empty and meaningless. These two processes are 
further interrelated by the effect of each on the 
scope and operations of the other. That is, what 
is to be done determines, in part, how it is to be 
done. Likewise—though less often acknowledged— 
the what is partially determined by the how. 

The interrelationship of policy and administration in regard 

to the formulation and implementation of policy is of cen

tral importance in the study of public policy. They must be 

understood as interrelated rather than separate function of 

government. 

The Emergence of Policy Cycles 

Charles 0. Jones notes that policy formulation in

volves two major functions: the development of courses of 

action and the legitimization of a particular course of 

4 action. The particular course of action refers to the en

actment of legislation. It may take various forms in its 

instruction of intent to public administrators. In some 

cases, it may specifically indicate what objectives are to 

be obtained and how they are to be obtained. In other cases, 

its intent may be ambiguous, leaving the administrator con

siderable latitude. Or, it "may authorize administrators to 

establish a complete policy-making and administering process 

5 within administration." 

4. Charles 0. Jones, "The Policy Approach: An Essay 
on Teaching American Politics," Midwest Journal of Political 

• Science, Vol. 13 (May, 1969), pp. 284-297. 

5. Ibid. 
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In addition, it should be emphasized that policy 

stated or intended by legislation may or may not be public 

policy in the sense of policy which "denotes the pattern of 

values expressed through governmental action and inherent in 

the societal impact of government activity."^ On the one 

hand, it may be no more than a ceremonial prescription citing 

a set of formal values attributed to constitutional or other 

philosophical sources. On the other hand, it may political

ly "pass-the-buck" by authorizing and legitimizing an admin

istrative search for both substantive actions and administra

tive procedures which will be agreeable to publics affected 

by a particular issue of public policy. Legislative enact

ments are not always (if even seldom) formulated policy, but 

are more often "a charter for undertaking policy formula-

8 
tion" in the implementation of legislative prescriptions. 

Regardless of the form of legislative policy, feed

back to legislators and/or administrators inevitably occurs. 

After a legitimate course of action is implemented, clien

teles, political leaders, administrators, and other policy 

actors evaluate its limitations and through both formal and 

informal channels call attention to their objectives. 

6. Shipman, o£. cit., p. 122. 

7. Murray Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics 
(Urbana: The University of Illinois Press, 1967). 

8. Shipman, OJD. cit. 
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After policy is implemented, evaluated/ then returned 

to government, complex policy cycles develop through which 

there is a continuous feedback, appraisal, adjustment, and 
g 

administration. There are two discernible kinds of policy 

cycles: those within an administrative system and those 

which involve an entire policy-making process. A policy cy

cle within an administrative system does not require new 

policy. The scope of the original policy allows enough dis

cretion to administrators to respond to feedback from clien-
/ i 

teles and make adjustments without changing legislative 

prescriptions. The second form of policy cycle is broader 

and more complex. It emerges when the administrative sys

tem does not have or iss unwilling to take the authority to 

make adjustments. New policy is thus required, which in

volve the processes of formulating new courses of action, 

legitimizing a. particular course of action, and applying it 

to the problem. 

Institutionalized Feedback 

The character of policy cycles which develop depends 

on the nature of the problem itself, prior developments, and 

the degree to which legitimizers wish to exercise "oversight" 

over their prescriptions. As Jones puts it, "Congress will 

often, as a matter of policy, insist that there be an annual 

9. Jones, 0£. cit. 

10. Ibid. 
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assessment by limiting the authorization and appropriations 

of a program. The result is that feedback is institutional-

11 ized." In other words, feedback is established as a regu

lar, continuous process and, as will be shown in the case of 

water resource policy, structures for handling this feedback 

are set up and institutionalized. 

Intergovernmental Water Policy-Making 
in Arizona 

In Arizona processes for formulating and implement

ing water policies have developed both within administration 

and within Congress. These policy processes have become 

cyclical and routinized. Taken together, they constitute 

the process of intergovernmental water policy-making in 

Arizona. 

Figure 6 depicts the intergovernmental policy sys

tem in Arizona in terms of these two policy cycles. It shows 

the subsystems of each cycle, inputs and outputs of the sub

systems, and general lines of interaction among the compo

nents of the system. One must remember that there is con

stant interaction and overlapping of functions between the 

policy cycles and among actors in the various subsystems. 

The diagram is necessarily oversimplified. It should also 

be emphasized that the processes described here are inter

governmental . That is to say that strictly private, local, 

11. Ibid. Emphasis added. 
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and state responses to water problems and the procedures of 

these responses are not within the scope of this analysis. 

It is plausible to argue that intergovernmental water poli

cies directly or indirectly affect all water resource devel

opment in the state. However true this may be, there are 

examples of' water development that should not concern us 

here. When an individual or private company drills a well, 

and the State Water Commissioner issues a license for that 

drilling, this is not an intergovernmental response. 

Further, two important characteristics of the dia

gram should be kept in mind. First, only the most signifi

cant actors involved in intergovernmental water policy

making in Arizona are shown. Significant actors refer to 

those who either occupy official positions and have a for

mal function at the stage of action that they are shown, or 

who informally influence action at that stage. Second, a 

state subsystem (I') is shown as lying outside the main 

boundaries of the intergovernmental policy system. This is 

to indicate that, although a state subsystem is recognized, 

it is either functionally subsummed by the activities of the 

other subsystem or only indirectly involved and, therefore, 

relatively unimportant to intergovernmental policy outputs. 

Subsystem I: Local Action 

Several historical patterns are discernible in local 

policy action. Policies prescribing procedures of federal-
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local water policy relationships have been altered since 

initially being formulated in the Reclamation Act of 1902. 

In the 1902 Act, the procedure for planning, constructing, 

and operating a reclamation project directed the Bureau of 

Reclamation to deal with individual water users. This be

came burdensome as the reclamation program grew. At least 

twice it has been modified. It was first changed to allow 

the Bureau to deal with collective associations of water 

users. It was later revised to allow local water districts 

to be established through enabling state legislation. 

A second historical pattern of local policy action i 

that, originally, most water resource projects were single 

purpose. Single purpose projects were designed to respond 

to a specific local need.* Only in comparatively recent 

times have multiple-purpose projects been introduced. These 

projects are designed to provide various functions for large 

areas. The Hoover Dam, for example, serves electrical power 

and flood protection to a broad geographical area. It also 

serves as a storage reservoir and provides recreation fea

tures . 

Changes of this kind — from single to multiple pur

pose projects — require revisions in policy relationships. 

Undoubtedly, other changes of this kind will challenge exist 

ing relationships and necessitate modifications. However, 

with present policies and processes firmly entrenched, most 

likely these changes will be gradual and will span many 
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years. Therefore, in the preceding discussion, it should be 

kept in mind that these policy relationships have been es

tablished socially, legally, and politically. Changes in 

degree are inevitable. Changes in kind are next to impos

sible. 

Functional Relationships in Project Formulation 
and Implementation 

The interaction between the Bureau of Reclamation 

12 and local water users' organizations during the investiga

tion, construction, and operation of a water project is the 

most basic, the most established, and the most abundant form 

of intergovernmental water policy relationships in Arizona. 

Special water districts have been the principal mechanism, 

in cooperation with the Bureau, for implementing national 

water policies. The Bureau has used special districts as 

local action groups to assist both in planning and managing 

water resource projects. 

Special districts have several attributes which suit 

them for this role. They are generally set up to deal with 

only one aspect of water resource development. They have 

geographical flexibility in that their boundaries may be ad

justed to a particular area without respect to existing 

12. A water users' organization refers to any spe
cial district — irrigation, conservancy, reclamation, wa
ter, or drainage — created under state law, having contrac
tual capacity, taxing or assessment authority, and empowered 
to function in programs of water use for various purposes. 
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governmental units. And, they provide local control over 

those affected by water resource development. On the nega

tive side, however, single function special districts have 

been criticized by some as having too much autonomy and by 

others as contributing to fragmentation and duplication of 

functions that have led to inefficient water planning and 

costly government. 

The form of organization adopted by water users and 

the manner in which it is established are vitally important. 

Upon this depends not only the character of intergovernmen

tal relationships (i.e., who is involved and how) but also 

the affects these relationships have on water resource de

velopment within an area (i.e., for whom resources are being 

developed and for what purpose or purposes). 

Before and after a project has been authorized both 

formal and informal relationships are established and devel

op between federal and local officials. Institutional fac

tors such as annual appropriations make these relationships 

continuous. By the same token, large-scale projects extend 

between 20 and 40 years from inception to completion. Dur

ing this time, formal processes of evaluation oversee the 

activities which are taking place and informal patterns of 

intergovernmental relationships become solidified. Thus, in 

project formulation and implementation the formal and the in

formal relationships should be examined in turn. 
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Informal Relationships 

(1) Scope of Local Interest. In planning a water 

resource project, there is, first, "a reading of local in

terest." Local opinions are assessed as to their attitudes 

about developing water resources for their area. Field 

workers in the Bureau of Reclamation, for example, may at

tempt to find out how much local support they have to pro

pose the construction of storage of reservoir facilities, or 

to undertake conservation programs such as watershed manage

ment or phreatophyte control. 

Assessing the "scope of local interest" is informally 

conducted in Arizona by the Bureau at the beginning of a re

connaissance investigation of potential water development in 

an area. It may never be carried out in practice in Arizona 

since the Bureau has such close contact with local individu-

13 als and groups. Furthermore, in a state where "it's 80 

feet to water and two feet to hell," anyone who professes 

to develop more water for an area is seldom opposed — at 

least not by those in the benefitted area. 

The relationship between the Bureau personnel and 

the people is a complementary one. The business of the ' 

Bureau is to reclaim arid lands. A friendly local community 

can only enhance the Bureau's chances of doing this. People 

in local areas, especially in rural areas, know the affects 

13. This relationship is discussed in detail below. 
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of water-shortages. Through the years state agencies have 

not developed organizational machinery to deal with local 

demands, nor do they respond economically (other than to 

fund the Bureau to plan for them). Therefore, local water 

users take their demands to the Bureau. For the most part, 

the Bureau's presence is welcomed in local communities and, 

in fact in some cases, it is demanded. 

(2) Steering Committees. During the investigation 

and formulation stages, the water users .may or may not be 

constituted as a legal entity. Whether legally established 

or not during the investigation period, water users are re

presented by action groups known as " steering committees.11 

The potential project beneficiaries — possibly along with 

community leaders such as mayors, councilmen, and county 

supervisors — will organize this committee to represent 

them in negotiations with the Bureau. 

Formal Relationships 

(1) Reconnaissance Investigation. A formally re

quired function carried out at this stage of program plan

ning is a reconnaissance investigation of potential water 

development in an area. Its purpose is to bring together, 

for the area under study, all available information and ba

sic facts. Interagency contact occurs at this point, for 

the most part, in the utilization of technical data. For 

example, in an investigation in northern Arizona, the Bureau 
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relied upon (1) U.S. Geological Survey water-supply and to

pographic data and (2) Corps of Engineers flood discharge 

data.^ 

As far as possible, conferences are held during the 

investigation of the project plan. These conferences are 

with representatives of agencies and organizations, both 

public and private, which are likely to be affected by the 

proposed project. The Bureau of Reclamation may hold public 

hearings but only when there is evidence of important public 

interest, or potential disagreement and conflict. After re

ports have been completed in the field office, they are re

ferred to the respective field offices of other federal 

agencies and to the interagency river basin committees for 

their comments. The comments received from other agencies 

and the interagency committees are used to conform the proj

ect report to all views and opinions of interested groups 

that are not inconsistent with the basic purpose of the in

vestigation and report. 

(2) Reconnaissance Report. Based on this field work, 

a reconnaissance report is prepared and transmitted under 

the Regional Director's name to the Commissioner of Reclama

tion. The report is actually handled by the Chief of Plan

ning in the Washington Office of the Bureau. Among other 

14. See, for example: U.S. Department of the In
terior, Bureau of Reclamation, Reconnaissance Investigation, 
Arizona-Colorado River Diversion Projects: Little Colorado 
River Basin and Adjacent Counties, Region 3, Sept. 1966. 
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things, this report includes a history and description of 

the area, land classifications, the water-supply sources 

and requirements, a plan of development, an economic analy

sis which highlights types of development (e.g., irrigation, 

recreation, municipal and industrial, etc.) and their feasi

bility, along with conclusions and recommendations to the 

Commissioner of Reclamation as to whether further investiga

tions should he made. 

Although the reconnaissance report is highly techni

cal, it is also a political document and plays an important 

role in policy formulation. It sets the boundaries for ac

tion taken in later stages of the policy system. It allows 

Bureau field personnel discretion to select and give impetus 

to those areas that exercise political influence in the 

state and are most conducive to being politically acceptable. 

For these reasons, the report may be guided more by politi

cal considerations and take precedence over optimal techni

cal planning for total state development. 

The Reconnaissance Report is a political document as 

well as a technical document. It conveys political consid

erations to the political executives in the Washington Of

fice of the Bureau who are responsible for directing a 

project through the executive and legislative maze. By con

veying a political point of view, the Report helps to estab

lish the scope of action taken at the national level. 
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An excellent example is the Bureau's Reconnaissance 

Report on the Arizona-Colorado River Diversion projects, a 

series of projects for northern Arizona. In the Report, Bu

reau administrators and technicians conveyed a definite 

state interest and noted potential troublesome problem areas 

in developing these projects. These points were conveyed 

essentially under water rights considerations, the use of 

unappropriated waters, the exchange or replacement of water, 

and in water requirements (an issue that pervades all water 

development consideration of the Colorado River). 

The Report indicated that uses of water on intra

state streams were governed by Arizona's constitutionally 

established doctrine of prior appropriation. On uses of the 

Colorado River, the Report indicated that the Bureau was 

bound by (1) the Colorado River Compact, (2) the Supreme 

Court decree in Arizona v. California, and (3) water con-

15 tracts between users and the Secretary of the Interior. 

It was also noted that water development which used 

Colorado River water directly or by exchange "reduces the 

available supply to the Central Arizona Project." In ex

plicit language, the Report indicated the complication of 

exchange or replacement and the effect on the Central 

Arizona Project: 

15. Ibid., pp. II.12-11.15. 

16. Ibid. 
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Where water-resource development would inter
fere with existing water rights, water would be 
substituted through exchange or replacement to 
make up for depletions attributed to the new de
velopment. Exchange supplies for Salt and Verde 
watershed depletions would be obtained through 
the Granite Reef Aqueduct of the proposed Central 
Arizona Project. The water exchanges would be 
accomplished under legislative authority requir
ing exchanges as a contract condition for the 
supplemental water supply. No water exchanges 
would be permitted to injure a present valid 
user. However, any development utilizing Colo
rado River water will reduce the available supply 
to the Central Arizona Project service area. 
Projects included in this report that would 
utilize this water-exchange concept are the Black 
River-Springerville-St. Johns and the Prescott-
Verde. 

In the Report, the Bureau also indicated to the 

Washington political executives the restrictions and bound

aries which should be put on water resources in the state. 

For example, on the use of unappropriated waters in the area 

17 of the projects, the Report said: 

Unappropriated erratic surface flows exist 
throughout the entire Little Colorado River sys
tem, except in the water-deficient mainstream 
and tributaries above St. Johns, Arizona. Stor
age regulation facilities would be required to 
utilize these flows. Streams having a potential 
for development by use of storage facilities are 
Clear, Chevelon, and Silver Creeks. Water from 
these streams is of suitable quality for munici
pal and industrial and irrigation use. The 
Puerco River and its major tributary, Black 
Creek, also present possibilities for water re
source development. The remaining streams in 
the region generally have insufficient flows or 
excessive quantities of sediment. 

17. Ibid. 
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Then on the pervasive question of water requirements, 

the Report intemingled technical data with criteria of so-

18 ' cial development for the state. 

Estimates of future water requirements were 
made for municipal and industrial service areas 
based on population projections for the period 
1970 to 2020. Future water requirements for the 
same period were estimated, using the recent his
toric use rates as adjusted for socio-economic 
and present water-supply conditions, and then 
increased annually at a rate of one gallon per 
capita per day. This increase is postulated on 
a rising standard of living, which will bring 
greater use of automatic washing machines, dish
washers, garbage disposals, and greater routine 
personal use of water. Areas having higher tem
peratures would also tend to have higher per 
capita usages, and provisions for plentiful water 
supplies to these dry regions now having limited 
supplies could induce even greater demands for 
water. Except for the Kingman Project, no attempt 
was made to estimate separately the industrial por
tions that are included in the municipal estimates. 
Estimated irrigation-water requirements made for 
each established agricultural area are based upon 
factors of land acreage, consumptive use, and con
veyance and field-application efficiencies. The 
Blaney-Criddle evapotranspiration formula was 
used to determine the consumptive use components. 

The language of the Reconnaissance Report on the 

Arizona-Colorado River Diversion Projects was political as 

well as technical. It was couched in terms of state law and 

state interest. Political implications and considerations 

were implied. As a result, the document transmitted more 

than engineering and technical proposals; it formulated and 

transmitted political proposals and social criteria of de

velopment. 

18. Ibid. 
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This type of planning allows the Bureau to act as a 

political agent for the state in at least two important 

ways. First, local Bureau personnel work within the state's 

legal framework (as they are required to do). In a legal 

sense, therefore, the Bureau becomes part of the state's or

ganizational structure. Xt conveys the state's legal in

terests . 

Although Bureau officials work under the guise of 

state law, they are left considerable discretion to inter

pret and apply the law and to decide when federal law takes 

precedence. This leads to a second way in which the Bureau 

is politically involved in water planning in Arizona. Bu

reau personnel look to the consequences of water development 

within Arizona from a point-of-view of prompting the agency' 

interest. As a former Bureau official explained: 

" . . .  t h e  B u r e a u  i s  a  p o l i t i c a l  a n i m a l ,  a n d  l o o k s  
out for its own interest by advancing the interests 
of politically powerful [ groups and individuals ] in 
the state. Their feeling is that to advance their 
own interest, they must satisfy the desires of power
ful political interest in the state. 

He continued by calling attention to the results of this 

situation: 

". . . the Bureau has tremendous influence in 
Arizona because the state has never had, and still 
does not have, a state water plan. Rather, Arizona 
has- let the Bureau do its thinking and has been 
completely dominated by the Bureau. This is not 
the case in all the reclamation states, however. 
Idaho, for example, challenges the Bureau at every 
step. There £ in Idaho ̂ the Bureau has played a 
relatively minor role in dictating the state's 
water development." 
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California is another example where Bureau activity 

is different from that found in Arizona. In the following 

excerpt, Vincent Ostrom illustrates how California has de

veloped state organizational machinery which can answer 

local demands and overcome some of the adverse effects of 

federal bureaucratic influence in state water development. 

Efforts to devise general solutions to water 
problems have been destined to failure because of 
the relatively easy access to a large number of 
governmental decision-making structures and the 
great diversity of conditions affecting the supply 
of and demand for water resources in different parts 
of California. Substantial disagreement simply 
means that those who win one round in a political 
struggle are confronted with the task of sustaining 
their position for another round in a different po
litical arena. Even the weight of federal authority 
may not be enough to preclude an alternate arrangement: 
a new state Department of Water Resources was orga
nized to supply water at a more agreeable political 
price than is available from federal agencies. 

This alludes, in part, to controversy over the 
160-acre limitation, subsidies to agricultural wa
ter users, and other federal policies. Urban water 
users have little (i.e., some but not much) incen
tive for paying to subsidize water for agricultural 
purposes; and some agricultural users would prefer 
to pay a higher price for water £ than through devel
opment by federal government ] and not be subject to 
an acreage limitation. While no one has explicitly 
announced that the purpose of the [ California ]De
partment of Water Resources is to function as a 
rival large-scale water producer offering different 
terms and conditions (including a higher dollar 
price for irrigation water) than the large-scale 
federal water producers, the implication is obvious. 
While federal law prevails in the service policies 
of federal agencies, the state need not accept the 
absolute priority of agricultural use inherent in 
federal reclamation law as controlling the alloca
tions of water supplied by state or local agencies 
not contracting for services with the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Some of those who see state and 
local governments as archaic strongholds of a 
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rural-based political power structure might do 
well to analyze the way federal policies are 
used to impose outdated priorities plus subsidies 
on behalf of agricultural developments in areas 
being overwhelmed by urbanization.19 

This discussion of the Bureau's Reconnaissance Re

port illustrates, first, that in the early stages of plan

ning the formative ideas of policy objectives are molded. 

Second, these ideas are shaped and influenced by the manner 

in which the Reconnaissance Report is written. Third, it is 

obvious that Bureau officials are interested in serving the 

public interest in a way that maximizes their own corporate 

interest as well. By becoming embedded in localities, help

ing them build their communities through water resource de

velopment, the Bureau is able to perform a service as well 

as promote its own interests. These relationships become 

further solidified in contractual arrangements and establish 

ing water users' associations. 

(3) Contractual Agreements. Contractual agreements 

enumerate the formal obligations and responsibilities of the 

Bureau and the water users. Although these contracts vary 

from project to project, each contains some specific require 

ments which apply generally to all Bureau water development. 

Two are worth emphasizing. First, the contracts require 

19. Vincent Oatrom, "Water Resource Development: 
Some Problems in Economic and Political Analysis of Public 
Policy," ed. Austin Ranney, Political Science and Public 
Policy (Chicago: Markham Publishing Company, 1968) , pp. 
145-146. 
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that the federal government provide a water supply, service, 

construction, and conservation and distribution facilities. 

Second, the contracts require water users to repay the cost 

of construction and pay annual operating and maintenance 

costs. 

(4) Establishing Water Users' Organizations. Estab

lishing water users' organizations is a function which il

lustrates the convolution of relationships between the 

Bureau and water users. When a project is initially put 

into operation, the Bureau assumes that it is its responsi

bility to oversee the proper operation and maintenance of 

construction facilities. The Bureau defines this as a nec

essary and proper function to protect the total investment 

and thereby provide maximum benefits to water users and 

their communities. 

To insure that they maintain this oversight, Bureau 

officials assist local people (1) in selecting an operating 

staff, (2) in drawing up their bylaws and policies, (3) in 

establishing an accounting system, (4) in establishing 

maintenance standards, (5) in establishing operating crite

ria, (6) in budgeting and fiscal planning, (7) in equipment 

acquisition, and (8) in training personnel. 

The interaction between the Bureau and the water 

users' organization goes beyond and is more deeply rooted 

than this initial formulation of the local government body. 

After water users' organizations are established, the Bureau 
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continues to monitor project operations through both infor

mal and formal means. Informally, the Bureau may hold peri

odic inspections of project facilities. Or the organizations 

may call upon the Bureau for advice and assistance. For

mally, the Bureau must issue a crop production report an

nually, and must have meetings with the board of directors 

and managers of projects to discuss project operations and 

management. In each of these procedures, the Bureau is able 

not only to insure successful administration (from their 

point-of-view) but also selects specific rules, operating 

procedures, and personnel favorable to the Bureau philosophy. 

This federal-local interaction becomes a crucial de

terminant to the Bureau's efficacy in Arizona. As Murray 

Edelman explains, an agency's constituency is vital, "it 

20 can cripple or kill an agency." Thus, once bureaucrats 

find a pattern of action which is conducive to their con

stituents ' interests, it is to their advantage to resist 

any changes in this pattern for they know where their sur-

21 vival lies. By the same token, water users' organizations 

22 become the Bureau's most "attentive" public. They have a 

salient interest in the Bureau because it has the capacity 

20. Murray Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics 
{Urbana: The University of Illinois Press, 1967), p. 54. 

21. Ibid., p. 55. 

22. Francis E. Rourke, Bureaucracy, Politics, and 
Public Policy (Boston: Little-Brown, Company, 1969), p. 13. 
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to provide them with a benefit that they define as signifi

cant — water. Thus, the water users, as constituents of 

the Bureau have a stake in reinforcing the Bureau's policies 

and position, for their own interests are enhanced by the 

agency's survival as a viable agency. A mutually reinforc

ing support process is developed. It is self-perpetuating. 

It is difficult to change, especially in Arizona where water 

users' organizations are next to "God, Country, and Mother-

hood."23 

A Case of Indirect State Involvement 
in Subsystem I 

State public officials have rarely been directly in

volved in the formative stages of project planning. Indi

rectly, state officials and agencies have become involved, 

but usually defer to policy directions as they are set by 

the Bureau and local water users' associations. For example, 

in connection with the planning of the Central Arizona Proj

ect, the State Legislature appropriated funds to the Arizona 

Interstate Stream Commission to enter into a contract with 

the Bureau to conduct a reconnaissance study of potential 

water-resource developments in the northern counties of 

24 Apache, Navajo, Coconino, Yavapai, and Mohave. However, 

for both political and technical reasons, the State 

23. Interview with member of Arizona Congressional 
delegation. ' 

24. Reconnaissance Investigation, op.cit., p. 1-2. 
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Legislature was forced to take this action, i.e., it was not 

initiated by the Legislature itself. 

On the political side, representatives of the north

ern counties were certain that water for the Central Arizona 

Project would be diverted in such a way that only the cen

tral part of the state would benefit, leaving them without 

a surface water supply from the tributaries of the Colorado 

River. Their argument was that all Arizona's allocation of 

Colorado River water would be used by allocation to the 

Central Arizona Project. This would, they contended, dry up 

the tributaries. They also felt that it would vitiate any 

chances they might have for negotiating water exchanges. 

Since the northern representatives were a minority in the 

Legislature (over 70 percent of the legislators come from 

Phoenix and Tucson, the main beneficiaries of the Project), 

the northern legislators were confronted with the problem of 

how to become a part of and share the benefits from the 

Project. Their strategy was to induce the Legislature to 

appropriate funds for Bureau studies by threatening, if the 

Legislature did not appropriate these funds, to jeopardize 

the entire Project by testifying before Congress that the 

Project was unacceptable to them in its present form. As 

one federal bureaucrat expressively explained this strategy: 

[[The northern representatives ] decided they 
would 'raise-hell' in Congress and to the newspapers 
until they got their way. It was 'damn' effective 
too. The state could ill afford to let Congress 
know it was divided on the Central Arizona Project. 
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Furthermore, the £ northern representatives 1 
were in an ideal position to gain support or 
the Bureau of Reclamation since it had a mora
torium placed on its Central Arizona Project 
planning since 1951.25 

The political question notwithstanding, the Legis

lature had to rely upon the Bureau for technical reasons as 

well. Arizona simply had no organization with personnel who 

could make technical judgments about water development which 

required not only engineering skills and expertise but hy-

drologic and geologic expertise and data too. 

. Subsystem II: Federal Action: Departmental 

Two principal groups of actors are identifiable in 

this policy subsystem: federal bureau and departmental ac

tors. While their functions overlap to a considerable ex

tent, there is important difference in degree of emphasis in 

their work which is worth pointing out. 

25. This reference was to the action taken by the 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee in 1951. The 
Committee during that year was hearing testimony on an early 
Central Arizona Project bill. It decided to take no further 
action on authorizing a Central Arizona Project, or allow 
any federal action or planning to take place, until legal 
entitlements to the waters of the Lower Basin of the Colorado 
River had been worked out between Arizona and California. 
This immediately led Arizona to file suit against California. 
Anticipating a favorable decision after the Special Master's 
Draft Report in 1960, the northern representatives went to 
the Legislature for funds for the Bureau study. The Bureau 
certainly did not object, especially Bureau officials in the 
Phoenix Development Office who had been having difficulty 
during the entire litigation of Arizona v. California justi
fying their existence. Furthermore, as a plus for the Bureau, 
the northern projects by and large would be non-agricultural. 
Rather, these projects would serve municipal and industrial 



165 

Washington Bureau of Reclamation 

The two most important actors in the Commissioner's 

Office in Washington as far as Arizona is concerned are the 

division chiefs of Project Development and of Water and 

Land Operation. The chief of Project Development is respon

sible for reconnaissance and feasibility studies (i.e., for 

development up to and including authorization). The chief 

of Water and Land Operations is overseer of projects during 

appropriations, construction, and repayment. 

The formal input into this stage of policy-making 

is the reconnaissance report. The development and opera

tions personnel scrutinize the reconnaissance report prin

cipally in terms of its political and financial feasibility 

in terms of, first, the Bureau's program, then, the Interior 

Department's program, the President's domestic program, and, 

finally, for Congressional acceptance. This is not to say 

that they are not concerned with a project's technical as

pects or whether the project is politically acceptable to 

the state. They are. But their concern is principally in 

terms of its politics at the national level. If internal 

state politics affect this, then they are certainly con-1 

cerned. 

needs. The Bureau was certain that these types of projects 
are more favorable to Congress which perpetually must deal 
with problems of crop surpluses. 
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Once a project proposal reaches the Washington of

fice of the Bureau, it is already one step removed from 

state interest in that it is reviewed in terms of the Bu

reau's entire program. If a project is found acceptable in 

terms of the criteria of evaluation used at the national 

bureaucratic stage, then it is placed in the context of the 

Bureau of Reclamation program and recommended for authori

zation of a feasibility study. 

Assistant Secretary for Water and 
Power Development 

The task of federal executives under the Assistant 

Secretary for Water and Power is to place the recommenda-
* 

tions of the Bureau of Reclamation within the context of wa

ter and power development nationally. Organizationally, 

this office includes along with the Bureau, the Bonneville 

Power Administration, the Southeastern Power Administration, 

the Southwestern Power Administration, and the Defense Elec

tric Power Administration. Thus, program planning in this 

office removes an individual water resource project yet an

other step from local and state interest. The project at 

this level is thought of in terms of the Interior Depart

ment's national program. 

Referrals 

After close analysis by the Assistant Secretary for 

Water and Power Development, a report is submitted to the 
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Secretary of the Interior. According to provisions of the 

Flood Control Act of 1944, the Secretary of the Interior, 

if the proposals meet with his approval and he includes it 

as part of the Interior Department program, must officially 

refer the project report to the affected state or states 

and to the Secretary of the Army for their review and recom

mendations. Upon receipt of their views, the Bureau of 

Reclamation's report (which has now become the Secretary of 

the Interior's report) is transmitted by the Secretary of 

the interior to the President through the Bureau of the 

Budget. 

Subsystem III; Federal Action: Executive 

In the Executive Office of the President, the Bureau 

of the Budget (BOB) is a vital link in the policy process. 

The functions of the Budget Bureau allow it to touch virtu

ally every aspect of water policy-making. As an executive 

arm of the President, the Budget Bureau places agencies' 

requests in the overall national picture. In doing so, it 

interacts and influences the federal agencies, the Presi-

2 6 dent, the Congress, and the states. 

26. Office of the Federal Register, National Ar
chives and Records Service. U.S. Government Organization 
Manual:' 1967-68 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government'Print
ing Office, 1967), p. 57. 
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Bureau of the Budget : Agency 
Interaction 

{ 

In making a factual and objective analysis of Bu

reau of Reclamation proposals, the Budget Bureau reviews 

all work in progress, the status of existing contracts (as 

well as those proposed for the budget year), plans for in

vestigations of new projects, and administrative costs. The 

Budget Bureau also reviews all Bureau of Reclamation propos

als that are submitted to Congress. Under Executive Order 

9384 all project proposals submitted to Congress must be 

27 evaluated by the Director of the Budget Bureau. 

In advising the agency whether the proposal is in 

accord with the President's program, the Budget Bureau usu

ally follows one of three courses. First, it may approve 

the report, in which case it is part of the President's pro

gram. Or it may turn down the report, and advise the agency 

accordingly. In this case the agency will usually remove 

the request. A third alternative is for the Budget Bureau 

to approve the report with a qualification that although 

the project is in accord with the President's program, ac

tual construction must be delayed until proper financing 

can be arranged, i.e., until there is room for it in the 

President's budget. 

27. Ibid. 
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It is interesting to note that the Budget Bureau1s 

role is essentially a negative one. In funding agencies it 

does not add, it subtracts. 

The Bureau of the Budget is also a unique federal 

bureau when compared to other bureaus of the federal govern

ment. Unlike other federal bureaucrats (and Congressmen for 

.that matter), Budget Bureau personnel do not depend on ex

ternal support for maintenance of their position in govern

ment. In other words, their survival does not depend on 

external sources (with the exception of the President). As 

one Budget Bureau official frankly related: 

Whereas the Bureau of Reclamation, or the Corps 
of Engineers, or Congressman look at specific 
interests and specific areas and situations with a 
bias, e.g., from the agency's point-of-view of 
wanting to build a project, or from the Congress
man 1s point-of-view of wanting to satisfy local 
demands, the Budget Bureau, as it is involved in 
the water resource development, can look at the 
overall picture without being influenced in the 
same way as other federal bureaucrats or Congressman. 
This is not to say political considerations do not 
play a part in Budget Bureau considerations. They 
definitely do I But in a different way. A civil 
servant at a lower echelon in the Budget Bureau 
may know what his boss's political bias is, and 
advise accordingly. He thus knows where his fu
ture lies. 

The bureaucrats in the Bureau of the Budget thus develop 

their support internally. They do not have to justify their 

actions to external constituents in the same way as bureau

crats and Congressmen do. 

Knowing that the normal "rules-of-the game" do not 

apply in influencing Budget Bureau activities, Congressmen 
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and federal bureaucrats in the various agencies have devised 

informal means of circumventing budget cuts by the Budget 

Bureau when these funds are defined as necessary economi

cally and politically to answer local demands. (This point 

is discussed in more detail below.) 

Bureau of the Budget: Congressional 
Interaction 

Executive Order 8248 (September 8, 1939) specified 

that one of the Budget Bureau's functions would be "to as

sist the President by clearing and coordinating departmental 

advice on proposed legislation and by making recommendations 

as to Presidential action on legislative enactments in ac-

28 cordance with past practice." As indicated above, all 

agency reports submitted to Congress are first submitted to 

the Budget Bureau for clearance before they are transmitted 

to Congress. In this manner the President, through the Bu

reau of the Budget, maintains control over proposed legis

lation. Also, as the Executive Order indicates, on all 

legislation enacted by Congress (e.g., in water development: 

Appropriations, authorizations, etc.), the Budget Bureau 

recommends to the President whether he should approve the 

law or whether he should veto it. Of course, it is not an 

iron-clad fact that the President always follows Budget 

Bureau recommendations. He may, for political reasons, 

28. Office of Federal Register, 02.. cit. 
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override their recommendations, but needless to say, the 

Bureau of the Budget plays an extremely important legisla

tive role. 

Bureau of the Budget: State 
Interaction 

As a matter of procedure, the Natural Resource Divi

sion of the Budget Bureau has an "open-door policy" for 

state representatives to express their viewpoints on water 

resource development. Although there is great variation 

from state to state in going to the Budget Bureau, overall 

it appears that the states have relatively little influence 

and play a minor role in Budget Bureau recommendations be

cause they do not take advantage of its policy of listening 

to the states when they approach them on a water project. 

It seems that those states which are most effective are the 

ones most capable of making their view known and speaking 

for themselves to the Budget Bureau through state water 

agencies. As a Budget Bureau official expressed it: 

At one extreme you have states like New York 
and California with elaborate water agencies. We 
hear from them regularly. At the other extreme 
you have a number of states with no apparent state 
organization for water resources. Then, there are 
those states in the middle, like Arizona, with some 
semblance of a water agency. However, I can recall 
only one time that Arizona has come to the Bureau 
and'this was a contact by the state water engineer 
on the Central Arizona Project. With this one ex
ception, and it was on a minor point at that, I 
can never remember an Arizona interest or state of
ficials approaching us at this level. Compare this 
situation to California. California officials are 
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regularly involved, and have come to be expected 
to be involved. On most items pertaining to 
Arizona, we get information and have contact, from 
the Chief of Project Development in the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Subsystem IV: Congressional Action: 
Authoriz ation 

Congressional authorization of public works projects 

is one of two ways Congress has institutionalized control 

over federal water resource development. At this point in 

intergovernmental policy relationships many of the technical 

and economic considerations of a project have been worked 

out, although more intense studies are conducted after proj

ect authorization. Political considerations from the state's 

point-of-view have been considered in some detail by actors 

in Subsystem I. The major political focus of the actors in 

Subsystem IV is on balancing competing interests nationally 

through bargaining, compromising, and logrolling in order 

to legitimize a plan. 

Principal Actors 

For the two major federal water agencies — the Bu

reau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers — authoriza

tion for public works projects and other water resource de

velopments come through the Interior and Insular Affairs 

Committees of the House and the Senate for the Bureau of 

Reclamation and the Public Works Committees of the House and 

the Senate for the Corps. Authorization for these two 
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agencies is diversified, and there is little overlapping of 

membership and functions between these two sets of commit

tees leading to the possibility of duplication and conflict. 

Diversification of Membership 

With considerable diversification and sectionaliza-

tion of membership on these committees, there is little co

ordination of purpose and intent in national water develop

ment from a Congressional standpoint. Of the 17 Western 

states only Nebraska was not represented in the Ninetieth 

Congress on either the Senate or the House Committees on 

Interior and Insular Affairs — the Committees which autho-
t 

rize reclamation projects. In the Ninetieth Congress Sena-

tors from reclamation states comprised 82.3 percent of the 

membership of the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Com

mittee, but make up only 20 percent of the membership of 

the Senate Public Works Committee. In the House, member

ship on the authorization committees was not as greatly 

differentiated as in the Senate, with reclamation state re

presentatives constituting 58.8 percent of the House Inte

rior and Insular Committee and 24.2 percent of the House 

Public Works Committee. 

Procedural Differences 

The procedures of authorization followed by the two 

sets of committees have become an important influence over 

the effectiveness of small states such as Arizona in 
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comparison to large states such as California in obtaining 

water project authorization. Each of the two sets of au

thorizing committees follow different procedures. The Sen

ate and House Public Works Committee, on the one hand, 

consider Corps of Engineer projects in omnibus flood control 

bills. With numerous projects under consideration in one 

package, it is more difficult to scrutinize individual 

items; it allows for a more desirable package for Congress 

as a whole; and, it permits considerable logrolling in which 

case the smaller states may benefit. The Senate and House 

Interior and Insular Affairs Committees, on the other hand, 

generally take up projects individually. This not only al

lows the House and Senate Committees to examine the requests 

for authorization more closely than in an omnibus bill, but 

also allows closer Congressional review generally. States 

with smaller delegations are thus hampered more by the 

larger delegations in obtaining authorization for Bureau 

projects. 

Subsystem V: Congressional Actiont 
Appropriations 

Congressional authorization is but one way for Con

gress to maintain control over water resource development. 

A second, and more important, mechanism for Congressional 

oversight is through annual appropriations. By its control 

over expenditures. Congress has institutionalized feedback. 
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and is able to maintain some measure of political control 

over public water policies. 

Actors in the Congressional Appropriation 
Subsystem 

Significant changes in the internal organization of 

Congress and of key legislators have influenced activities 

at this stage of policy-making. Until 1955, appropriations 

for the Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation were considered 

separately in Appropriation Subcommittees in both the House 

and the Senate. Appropriation Subcommittees on Civil Func

tions and Interior handled Corps and Bureau of Reclamation 

requests respectively. Since 1955, internal structural 

changes have been instituted by the House and internal per

sonnel changes have occurred in the Senate. In both cases 

they have had an impact on activities in this subsystem na

tionally and especially as far as Arizona is concerned. 

Senate. Although both the Corps of Engineers and 

the Bureau budgets are referred to, the Subcommittee on 

Public Works on the Senate Appropriations Committee, within 

this Subcommittee, there are independent Subcommittees which 

consider requests from the Corps and the Bureau separately. 

Table VI . shows how these two Subcommittees of the Subcom

mittee were constituted until Arizona Senator Carl Hayden's 

retirement in 1968. 
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' TABLE VI : Membership of Subcommittee on 
Public Works of Senate Appropriations 

Committee and Differentiation of 
Subcommittee's Work in 
Ninetieth Congress 

Subcommittee on 
Bureau and 

Subcommittee Subcommittee Interior Power 
on on Army Civil Marketing 

Public Works Functions Agencies 

Senator State 

ELLENDER La. X X 
HAYDEN Ariz. X X 
RUSSELL Ga • X X 
McCLELLAN Ark. X X 
ROBERTSON Va. X 
HILL Ala. X 
MAGNUSON Wash. X X 
HOLLAND Fla. X X 
STENNIS Miss. X 
MONRONEY Okla. X 
BIBLE Nev. X X 
PASTORE R.ls. X 
McGEE Wy. X X 

Hruska Neb. X X 
Young N.Dak. X X 
Mundt S.Dak. X X 
Smith Ma. X 
Allott Colo. X X 
Kuchel Calif. X X 
Cotton N.Ham. X 

DEMOCRATS IN UPPER CASE 

Republicans in Lower Case 

aThere are three ex officio members from the Public 
Works Committee of the Senate. 

/ 
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Army Civil Functions were considered by the entire 

Subcommittee three ex officio members from the Public Works 

Committee of the Senate. The Bureau of Reclamation and In

terior Power Marketing Agencies submitted their appropria

tion requests to Hayden's Subcommittee. 

Since Hayden's retirement, Ellender has taken over 

•as chairman of the Hayden Subcommittee. Hence, he is now 

chairman of both Subcommittees. This change may have an ef

fect not only on future Bureau budgeting generally, but par

ticularly on the relationship between Bureau and Corps 

budgeting in Arizona. Since Hayden's retirement, Arizona 

no longer has a spokesman on this vital Senate Subcommittee. 

There is evidence to suggest that Hayden was able to keep 

the Corps from being significantly involved in Arizona. 

However, since Ellender is oriented to the Corps, it is 

likely that the Corps' importance in Arizona will increase. 

House. A significant structural change occurred in 

1955 when the House Appropriation Subcommittees on Civil 

Functions (which considered Corps budgets) and on Interior 

(which considered Bureau budgets) were consolidated into the 

Public Works Subcommittee. This Subcommittee has, since 

1955, considered Corps and Bureau of Reclamation appropria

tions jointly, and has offered some semblance of Congressio

nal coordination on water resource developments. This is a 

unique committee not only in terms of coordinating Congres

sional activities on water resource development, but also 
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for water resource development in Arizona. This is espe

cially true in Arizona since Hayden's retirement. Table 

VII shows the makeup of the Subcommittee. With the presence 

of Congressman John Rhodes (Republican, Arizona) on this 

Subcommittee some of the effects of Hayden's loss from the 

Senate is taken up. This is especially true since Rhodes 

is the ranking Republican. The Subcommittee is generally 

bipartisan, and its chairman. Congressman Michael J. Kirwan 

(Democrat, Ohio), has recently been inactive due to advanced 

age and poor health. 

TABLE VII: Public Works Subcommittee of the 
House Appropriations Committee in 

Ninetieth Congress 

Member State 

KIRWAN 
EVINS 
BOLAND 
WHITTEN 
MORRIS 

Rhodes 
Davis 
Robinson 

Ohio 
Tenn. 
Mass. 
Miss. 
N.Mex. 

Ariz. 
Wise. 
N.Y. 

DEMOCRATS IN UPPER CASE 

Republicans in Lower Case 

Sources of Feedback: Spokesmen for 
Arizona Interests 

The intergovernmental water policy system which ex

ists in Arizona is nowhere better mirrored than in the 
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appropriation subsystem. Activities within this subsystem 

illustrate the mutually supportive relationships which exist 

between the Bureau of Reclamation and local organizations. 

It also shows who speaks for state interests. 

Local Support for Bureau Prog-rams. Representatives 

of local interests rely upon Bureau programs, have a sub

stantive interest in their maintenance, and, consequently, 

become one of that agency's strongest advocates. Witness 

the testimony of Victor J. Corbell, president of the Salt 

River Project, in behalf of the Colorado River Storage 

29 Project, a Bureau program. 

As the Nation's oldest, and one of the most 
successful reclamation projects, we are proud of 
our long and productive association with the . . . 
Bureau of Reclamation. £ Bureau] developments, 
Esuch] as the Colorado River Storage Project . . . 
which encompass] the maximum use and development 
of our natural resources . . . , are in keeping 
with the traditions of the West. 

We of the Salt River Project . . . have re
cently £contracted] with the Bureau . . . £to 
establish] interconnections and transmission 
£for power] services. [[These services] will 
achieve benefits for the people of the Colorado 
River Basin . . . and the entire Nation indirectly. 

In view of this history and these facts, we 
respectfully request that funds be appropriated 
to construct portions of the Colorado River stor
age project transmission system contained in the 
Bureau's . . . budget for fiscal year 1964. 

29. U.S., Congress, House, Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, Hearing's, Public Works Ap
propriations 1965, 88th Cong., 2d Sess., 1964, p. 105. 
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This testimony is typical of local support for Bureau acti

vities that provide benefits to Arizona. 

The Bureau as Technical Spokesman for Arizona. The 

Bureau is generally the technical spokesman for Arizona in 

matters which come before the Congress. The following col

loquy between Morris Langley, the Chief of the Division of 

Irrigation and Land Use of the Bureau, and Congressman John 

30 Rhodes (Republican, Arizona) illustrates this: 

Congressman Rhodes; With respect to the Colorado 
River front work and levee system . . . you have 
estimated $5,146,000 for this next fiscal year, an 
increase of $282,000 over last year. Would you 
discuss this item for us, please? 

Mr. Langley: There are a number of items. The 
Cibola division work is in full swing now. 

Congressman Rhodes: Is there any money in this 
budget to drill further wells in the Yuma Valley 
area for the purpose of controlling the level of 
groundwater? 

Mr. Langley: That is in the Colorado River front work 
and levee system . . . and a contract has just been 
let for six of those wells to relieve the immediate 
drainage situation. 

Congressman Rhodes: Do you have any problems with 
the quality of the water which you pump out from 
the Yuma Valley Division? 

Mr. Langley: The water that will be pumped by these 
six wells will continue to flow south to the Boundary 
Pumping Plant and the group of water users in Mexico 
who have been using this water never have objected to 
the quality of water at the Boundary Pumping Plant. 

30. U.S., Congress, House, Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, Hearings. Public Works Ap
propriations , 1967, 89th Cong., 2d Sess., 1966, pp. 353-
355. 
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Congressman Rhodes; It is my understanding that the 
water you pump out of Yuma Valley is of quite high 
quality for groundwater. Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. Langley; About 1,500 to 1,600 parts per million. 
Being used exclusively on cotton it is completely 
acceptable water. 

Bureau Presenting Case for State Interest. The Bu

reau not only presents the technical aspects of water pro

grams that are under consideration for Arizona but also 

acts as a spokesman for state interests. The following ex

change between Congressman Jamie L. Whitten (Democrat, 

Mississippi) and Floyd Dominy, former Commissioner of Recla-

31 mation is a typical illustration: 

Congressman Whitten: $500,000 is budgeted for re
habilitation and betterment of the Salt River Project 
in Arizona with a completion cost of about $11 million, 
under the third phase of the program. Please outline 
the need for this request. 

Mr. Dominy: This is another of our very old projects 
that is performing a great economic job for the Nation. 
The type of rehabilitation and betterment work being 
done here is to conserve water through lining of 
ditches, placing some of the laterals underground, 
and taking every practical step to keep water from 
seeping away and being wasted. The district is do
ing an excellent job of this. It is all reimbursable 
money, and I think it is a highly defensible program. 

The appropriation subsystem is an example of how 

Congress has institutionalized a regular, continuous proce

dure for maintaining oversight over water resource develop

ment by federal agencies. It also offers a microcosm of the 

31. U.S., Congress, House, Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, Hearinq-s, Public Works Ap
propriations, 1970, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., 1969, p. 79. 
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policy system in Arizona in terms of showing who is in

volved, how they are involved, and why. 

t 

Subsystem I': Torpid State Action 

If one were describing an intergovernmental water 

policy system in another state, he would possibly have to 

deal with a state subsystem (or subsystems) as an intricate 

and viable element in the policy system. All the reclama

tion states have the potential for at least two subsystems — 

a state legislative subsystem and a state administrative 

subsystem. Action at the state level in Arizona is torpid, 

never having matured, although it has the potential to play 

an active role. But, other states, California is an excel

lent example, have taken advantage of opportunities to ex

ercise control over their own water development. 

There are several factors, previously stated explic

itly or at least alluded to, that stymie the development of 

state subsystems in Arizona. As discussed in Chapter 2, 

one is the nature of the physical and legal problems con

fronted by the state. As shown in Chapter 3, another is 

the evolution of governmental responses to water problems 

in Arizona. As indicated in the present chapter, the state 

is organizationally unable to respond technically or polit

ically. This has occurred not only because a mutually sup

portive federal-local power base has developed, but also 

because state administrative agencies, constituted to deal 
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with state water resources, organizationally mirror the 

federal-local power base. As a result, the state agencies 

responsible for exercising authority over water resource 

development actually perpetuate and reflect the system which 

exists. 

Nonetheless, the skeletal framework exists for both 

•state legislative and state administrative activities. At 

least four recent events strongly suggest that the state 

will begin to play a more equitable role in water resource 

planning. First, the Arizona Legislature placed a lieu tax 

on water districts. Second, with Congressional authoriza

tion of the Central Arizona Project the state has been com

pelled to take an active role in drawing up water contracts 

for distribution of water' from the Project. Third, the 

state has hired a professional water engineer to take charge 

of the Interstate Stream Commission. Fourth, the Legisla

ture in 1970 is in the process of considering proposals for 

consolidating the state water agencies. 

Summary 

The intergovernmental water policy system found in 

Arizona is highly developed. Intergovernmental relation

ships in this system have been stabilized over the years by 

(1) legal prescription, (2) administrative and Congressional 

procedures, and (3) the value objectives of public water 
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policies, changes in these relationships are difficult to 

induce, and must evolve slowly. 

As mentioned above, Arizona has begun to take some 

action to "beef up" state water administration and become a 

more viable policy participant. However, these activities 

are not likely to change the essential nature of the inter

governmental policy system. A more likely occurrence is 

that the state will be consumed as part of the system, and 

will thus be able to exercise more influence over state wa

ter planning and be able to buffer federal bureaucratic 

dominance in water planning. It may be expected, however, 

that a highly developed system such as exists in Arizona, 

changes will occur in degrees only. One of the essential 

reasons appears to be that the actors of the system perceive 

and judge that the system should function as it does. For 

this reason the question must be raised: How do public of

ficials involved in the system perceive and judge it? Do 

they see it remaining intact, or changing? Do they think 

it is functioning as it should? Are they satisfied with the 

way it functions? These are some of the questions to which 

we now turn in Chapter 5 for answers. 



CHAPTER 5 

IMAGES OF THE SYSTEM 

Members of a policy system usually have an idea as 

to how they and others ought to behave in given types of 

situations. Each member of a policy system has images of 

his own role, the role of his organization, the role of oth

ers and their organizations in relation to the overall oper

ation and effectiveness of thp system. Images refer to the 

cognitive (perceptional) and evaluative (attitudinal) ori

entations of the policy participants."'" A policy system in 

the final analysis is no more or no less than the sum total 

of knowledge (whether right or wrong) and judgments held by 

2 its members. The images participants have of the system 

contribute to its survival and stability. They give an in

dication of how successfully demands are being satisfied, 

on the one hand, and how they should be satisfied, on the 

other hand. In both cases, policy participants must 

1. For a discussion of the image concept and its 
application see: Richard F. Fenno, Jr., The Power of the 
Purse: Appropriations Politics and Congress (Boston: 
Little,. Brown, 1966), pp. 29-38. 

2. See: Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba, The 
Civic Culture (Boston: Little, Brown, 1965), p. 14. 
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satisfy or give the semblance of satisfying expectations to 

insure the maintenance of the system. 

In the case of Arizona's intergovernmental water 

policy system, the perceptions and attitudes of the policy

makers have been scrutinized through interviews. Interviews 

were held with public officials at both the state and fed

eral levels. At the state level, those interviewed were 

members of the Arizona Legislature and elected and appointed 

state administrators. At the federal level, four different 

groups of policy-makers were interviewed. These included: 

(1) members of the Arizona Congressional delegation arid 

their staffs; (2) staff members of the pertinent Congressio-

3 nal committees; (3) political executives; and, (4) career 

executives.^ 

State Legislators 

Images of Their Role 

Members of the Arizona Legislature were asked in 

interviews (1) to give their perceptions of the state's role 

in more efficient water resource development and management 

3. Marver H. Bernstein, The Job of the Federal 
Executive (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institute, 
1958), p. 10, defines a political executive as "any appoin
tee, outside of the civil service who has policy-making 
duties." ' 

4. Ibid., p. 38. Bernstein defines a career 
executive as a "person serving under a civil service ap
pointment and having a high responsibility for the conduct 
of a government program." 
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and (2) to evaluate the Legislature's, function in realizing 

more efficient utilization of the state's water resources. 

Two conclusions emerged. First, almost half of the members, 

49 percent, agreed that the state must revamp internally 

through either reorganization of state water agencies, 46 

percent, or revisions of the Ground Water Code, three per

cent. Second, by comparison, only 37 percent of the Legis

lators interviewed judged that it was the Legislature's 

function to make internal changes through reorganization 

(18 percent), statutory changes (16 percent), or revisions 

in the Ground Water Code (three percent). 

The significant fact about these data is that 46 

percent of the members interviewed were knowledgeable that 

reorganization was the key to more efficient handling of 

water resources by the state, but only 18 percent held the 

opinion that the Legislature should reorganize state admin-

istration. It appears that, although Legislators have a 

relatively high degree of accurate knowledge about what 

needs to be done to make the state a more viable participant 

in water policy-making, their affective orientations about 

what they can do breaks down. 

The strongest indication of why this is the case 

appears to be found in the Legislators' perceptions of local 

control of the Legislature in water matters. In response 

to the question, "What group would you say is the most ef

fective in making its case before the Legislature on issues 
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of water development and management?" Thirty-one percent 

specifically mentioned the Salt River Project, the largest 

water users' association in the state. An additional 26 

percent mentioned agricultural interests (farmers, ranchers, 

cattlemen, etc.), the population that is usually associated 

with water users 1 associations. Based on the historical 

evolution of intergovernmental water policy-making in 

Arizona coupled with strong federal-local policy relation

ships which prevail, the affective demise of Legislators' 

effectiveness appears to be attributable to local control 

of the Legislature in matters of water policy. 

Images of the Federal Government's Role 

Members of the Arizona Legislature were asked in in

terviews (1) to give their general images of the federal 

government's role? (2) to evaluate federal-state relation

ships; (3) to give their images of the activities of federal 

water agencies; and (4) to evaluate the role of Congress 

generally and the Arizona Congressional delegation specif

ically . 

General. A majority of the members of the Legisla

ture interviewed held the opinion that Arizona water prob

lems were outside the state's jurisdiction. Sixty-one 

percent said that water problems in Arizona were either re

gional or national. Only 29 percent said Arizona's water 

problems were state or local. On a party basis, as might 
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be expected, a larger percentage of Democrats (42 percent) 

than Republicans (27 percent) indicated that water problems 

should be responded to by the national government. (See 

Table VIII.) 

TABLE VIII: Legislators' Perceptions of the 
Scope of Arizona's Water Problems 

All 
Level of Legislators Republicans Democrats 
Response (N=76) Total (N=45) (N=31) 

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

Local 4) • 10 
) 29 

State 25) 29 19 

Regional 28) 31 22 
) 61 

National 33) 27 42 

All 10 13 7 

Total 100 • 100 100 

* 
In response to the question, "Do you see water prob

lems in Arizona as local, state, regional, or national?" 

An interesting aspect of the data displayed in 

Table VIII is that Republicans were state and regionally 

oriented, while Democrats were locally and nationally ori

ented. One explanation for this pattern is that in Arizona, 

just as in many reapportioned states, Republicans are from 

suburban and urban areas while Democrats are from small 

towns and rural areas. In Arizona, the rural areas, which 
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are Democratic, have benefited more from the federal-local 

relationships in reclamation. 

A majority of the members also said the federal gov

ernment should finance Arizona's water development* Fifty-

four percent said financing should be entirely by the fed

eral government. Another 21 percent said financing should 

be joint federal-state. Only 13 percent said the state 

should carry the financial burden on its own. Again, as 

might be expected, a larger percentage of Democrats (61 per

cent) than Republicans (49 percent) indicated that the fed

eral government should bear the financial burden. A 

considerably larger percentage of Republicans (18 percent) 

than Democrats (six percent) said the state should finance 

development. (See Table IX.) 

Almost two-thirds (66 percent) of the members inter

viewed perceived federal development through the Central 

Arizona Project to be the most important Arizona water is- . 

sue. (See Table X.) Although the Legislators interviewed 

said the Central Arizona Project was the most important wa

ter issue at present, they did not place a heavy reliance 

on the Project as a future source of water supply. Rather, 

they indicated that other modes of federal development would 

provide a future water supply for Arizona. In response to 

the question, "If getting more water is a problem, how 

should Arizona go about it?" only 30 percent (less than 

half those who mentioned the Central Arizona Project as the 
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TABLE IX: Legislators1 Evaluations of the 
Financing of Water Development in Arizona* 

All Partv 
Legislators Republicans Democrats 

Financed By (N=76) (N=45) (N=31) 

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 

State Government 13 18 6 

Federal Government 54 49 61 

Joint Federal-State 21 20 23 

Bonding 4 4 3 

Private 1 2 — 

Don '.t Know 7 7 7 

Total 100 100 100 

In response to the question, "How do you think 
water resource development in Arizona should be financed?" 

TABLE X: Legislators' Perceptions of the^ 
Most Important Water Issue Pacing Arizona 

Issue 
Responses 
(N=76) 

(Percent) 

CAP 66 

Reorganization 14 

GW Rights 3 

Water Rights, Generally 3 

Domestic Supply 6 

State Development 4 

• Desalinization 1 

Don't Know 3 

Total 100 

•k 
In response to the question, "What is the most im

portant water issue facing Arizona?" 
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most important issue) judged that future development should 

be through the Central Arizona Project. Almost one-third 

of the Legislators interviewed mentioned other programs of 

federal development. 

For a large number of Legislators, the interview 

data indicated that the Central Arizona Project is no longer 

an issue. This is especially true of Legislators from those 

counties (Maricopa, Pinal, and Pima) within the Project's 

boundaries. Table XX shows that slightly over one-third of 

the Legislators interviewed said that they did not foresee 

any new federal programs as being of great aid in solving 

some of Arizona's water problems. Of those who specified 

that they did, only five percent indicated that Congressional 

funding of the Central Arizona Project would be a source of 

future federal development. 

Several comments on the Central Arizona Project are 

appropriate at this point. Although the Central Arizona 

Project has been a central issue in Arizona for a number of 

years, it has been authorized by Congress as a rescue proj

ect, i.e., to supplement existing water usages and to sta

bilize groundwater depletions. For this reason, it is not 

a new source of water, only a means of utilizing existing 

sources already allocated to Arizona from the Colorado 

River. Discerning Legislators, then, would not be expected 

to see this as a federal program creating a new supply of 

water. Second, these same Legislators may think of the 
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TABLE XI: Legislators' Perceptions of New 
Federal Water Programs Assisting Arizona 

Program 

All 
Legislators 
(N=76) 

(Percent) 

CAP 
Counties 
(N=57) 

(Percent) 

Rest of 
State 
(N=19) 

(Percent) 

None 34 36 26 

General 4 2 11 

Desalinization 27 34 11 

Importation 11 11 11 

Desalinization and 
Importation 11 9 16 

Municipal Assistance 1 — 5 

Fund C.A.R. 5 2 10 

Pollution Control 3 4 — 

Don't Know 4 2 10 

Total 100 100 100 

In response to the question, "Do you foresee any 
new federal programs being of great assistance in solving 
some of Arizona's water problems?" 

£ Maricopa, Pinal, and Pima Counties. 

Project not as a source of water at all, but as a delivery 

mechanism which will allow the state to put currently ap

propriated water from the Colorado River to use and to serve 

in the future to bring supplies to the populous areas of 

the state that are developed through desalinization or 
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importation, or both. As one Pima County Legislator re

sponded: 

The Central Arizona Project must be foremost 
in pur thinking. It is critical to have the 
Project built. The only area in the state that, 
presently, can do without it is Phoenix. But, 
in the future, Phoenix stands the most to gain 
from it. The reason is that the Central Arizona 
Project will give us a delivery mechanism through 
which water can be transported to the central 
and south central parts of the state. This will 
be crucial not only for Colorado River water but 
for other sources such as importation as well. 

Finally, it is reasonable to suggest that the Leg

islators interviewed did not mention the Central Arizona 

Project because they felt despondency and inertness as wa

ter policy-makers due to having played a torpid policy role 

for so many years. Neither have Arizona Legislators re

sponded nor have they had to respond to water problems. 

They could simply feel that the Central Arizona Project is 

out of their hands and beyond their capabilities to effect. 

Federal Agencies. Among those Legislators inter

viewed who could identify federal agencies involved in water 

resource development and management in Arizona, a sizable 

number had accurate knowledge about which agency was most 

involved. However, combining the 29 percent who identified 

the Interior Department with the 20 percent who said they 

did not know, 49 percent of the Legislators interviewed ei

ther could not identify a federal operating agency or did 

not know which federal agencies were involved. When asked 

which was the most important federal water agency in Arizona, 
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there were an even larger number of Legislators (55 percent) 

who could not identify an operating agency or did not know 

which agency was most important. An important variable in 

terms of having accurate knowledge about the most important 

federal water agency in Arizona is where the Legislator grew 

up. A significantly larger percentage of those Legislators 

who grew up on a farm accurately said that the Bureau of 

Reclamation was most involved and most important. (See 

Table XII.) This seems to further substantiate the conclu

sion reached earlier that local water users and agricultur

ally oriented Legislators are more aware of the Bureau's 

functions and understand the role the Bureau has played in 

Arizona. 

Evaluation of Federal-State Relationships. The data 

presented above are especially significant in light of the 

fact that the members of the Legislature interviewed were 

overall favorably disposed to the existing pattern of 

federal-state relationships which they judged to affect wa

ter development and management in Arizona. The members un-

reluctantly expressed an opinion about these relationships. 

As Table XIII shows, 80 percent of the members interviewed 

chose to have an opinion on federal-state relationships. 

Of these, a majority (55 percent) had a favorable opinion 

about federal-state relationships. Only 25 percent had an 

unfavorable opinion. 
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TABLE XII: Legislators' Judgment About 
Most Important Federal Water Agency in 

Arizona* 

Most Important 
Federal Agency 

All 
Legislators 
(N=76) 

(Percent) 

Where Grew Up 

City 
(N=27) 

(Per
cent) 

Small 
Town 
(N=25) 

(Per
cent) 

Farm 
(N=24) 

(Per
cent) 

Bureau of 
Reclamation 42 

Interior 
Department 26 

Bureau of Land 
Management 

Federal Power 
Commission 2 

Bureau of Indian 
Affairs — 

Geological Survey 

Forest Service 1 

Corps of Engineers — 

Agriculture Department — 

Don't Know 29 

Total 100 

26 

30 

44 

100 

20 

56 

20 

100 

33 

42 

21 

100 

In response to the question, "Which federal water 
agency is most important to Arizona?" 
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TABLE XIII: Legislators' Evaluations of 
Federal-State Relationships^on 

Water Matters in Arizona 

All 
E v a lu at i on Leg i s 1 at or s 

(N=76) 

(Percent) 

Favorable 55 

Excellent (6) 

Good (32) 

Cooperative (4) 

Adequate (13) 

Unfavorable 25 

Strained (12) 

Poor (6) 

Federally Dominated (7) 

Can't Evaluate 20 • 

Total 100 

* 
In response to the question, "How do you evaluate 

federal-state relationships over Arizona's water matters? 
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Even those Legislators who evaluated federal-state 

relationships unfavorably still said the federal government 

was aware of and sympathic to Arizona's water problems. 

Ninety percent of those Legislators who held unfavorable 

opinions about federal-state relationships said the federal 

government was aware of Arizona's water problems. And# 63 

percent of these same Legislators said the federal govern

ment was sympathic to Arizona's water problems. There was 

only a slight difference between unfavorable and favorable 

evaluation. 

Interestingly, in response to the question, "Does 

the federal government make demands upon the state in return 

for its interest?" both groups of Legislators — those who 

evaluated federal-state relationships favorably and unfavor

ably — held the same opinion. Thirty-two percent in each 

group said that the federal government did make demands. 

The general conclusion that can be drawn from these data is 

that the Legislators based their opinion on inadequate in

formation without really understanding the situation. 

Congress. Legislators interviewed generally had an 

unfavorable attitude about the role of Congress in assisting 

Arizona's water development. Their opinions centered mostly 

around the fact that Arizona could not compete with other 

states in Congress because its House delegation was too 

small. Twenty-nine percent said that Arizona simply does 

not have the Congressional votes to affect Congressional 
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action- Another 16 percent said that Congress is not con

cerned with Arizona. And, nine percent said that Congress 

has been inactive on the Central Arizona Project? therefore, 

it was doing a bad job. (See Table XIV.) 

TABLE XIV: Legislators' Evaluations of 
Congressional Activities* 

All 
Evaluation Legislators 

(N=76) 

(Percent) 

Unfavorable 

Not Enough Votes 

Not Concerned 

Inactive on C.A.P. 

54 

(29) 

(16) 

(9) 

Neutral 

Should Fund C.A.P. 

10 

(10) 

Favorable 

Do a Good Job 

20 

(20) 

V Can't Evaluate 

Total 

16 

100 

• 

In response to the question, "How do you evaluate 
Congressional activity as it relates to Arizona's water 
problems?"' 
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Concrressional Delegation. By comparison, the Leg

islators judged favorably the Arizona Congressional delega

tion. They said that the delegation had an important role 

to play and had done a good job. Almost three-fourths of 

the Legislators interviewed (72 percent) said that the dele

gation had an important role to play in the funding of the 

Central Arizona Project. Only four percent said that the 

delegation was doing a poor or inadequate job. (See Table 

XV.) 

State Administrators 

Images of State's Role 

Based on interviews with Arizona administrators in

volved in water resource planning and administration, sev

eral patterns of attitudes about the state1s role were 

discernible. They can be-summarized in the following con

clusions. 

First, many of the state administrators interviewed 

unequivocally cited that fragmentation of state administra

tion hindered Arizona's effectiveness both in internal wa

ter development and management and in its relationships with 

the federal government. 

Second, although the administrators noted that a 

consolidation of state water agencies was needed, they ex

pressed little hope of the state obtaining effective organi

zational arrangements to deal with its water resources. 



TABLE XV: Legislators' Evaluations of the 
Role of Arizona Congressional Delegation* 
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Evaluation 
All 

Legislators 

(Percent) 

Must Play a Role on: 

Funding C.A.P. 

Representing State's 
Interests in Congress 

Coordinating Interstate 
Water Issues 

Educating Nation to 
Arizona Water Needs 

72 

7 

5 

4 

No Role to Play: 

"Not Worth a Damn" 

Too Small 

3 

1 

Don1t Know 

Total 

8 

100 

In response to the question, "What do you see as 
the role of Arizona's Congressional delegation on this 
matter of water resources?" 

Many expressed general frustration at their own inadequacy 

to take advantage of situations to direct state water plan

ning. One staff member of the Arizona Interstate Stream 

Commission explained that this was due both to lack of tech

nical staff and the expertise of the staff, and this has 
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created some difficulties in state water planning and ad

ministration . 

- Our main problem is that we're understaffed. 
This has led to several problems for the state. 
First, we have not been able to reap federal 
benefits. For example, Title III funds of the 
1965 Water Resources Act provides grants to the 
states to gear up their administrative machinery. 
Arizona was the last to take advantage of this. 
While there are various reasons why the state 
did not take advantage, one of the most impor
tant is simply not knowing that these funds ex
isted. Second, due to the lack of a trained 
technical staff, the state lacks the expertise 
to ask questions that need to be asked. Third, 
we can neither respond to inquiries by Legisla
tors -- there have been many — nor propose ac
tion for them to take. 

Third, it appears that administrators view their 

role not in terms of what they can do to plan and administer 

water resources internally, but rather in terms of how can 

they obtain federal assistance. As one state official put 

it: 

State administrators have the impression 
that the state fares well both in Congress and 
with the federal executives. Therefore, they 
feel that they can go to the federal agencies 
and get more for the state than if the state 
attempted to plan its own course. What re
sults is that they go to the federal agencies, 
especially the Bureau of Reclamation but the 
others as well, without a coordinated effort. 
Over the years, this has become the standard 
way of conducting water planning in Arizona. 
The results have been detrimental to overall 
state water planning, but advantageous to the 
water agencies, the Bureau of Reclamation, and 
the vested interests in Arizona. 
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Images of Federal Agencies 

It appears that one of the essential reasons that 

administrators look to the federal agencies instead of look

ing to internal modes of development is in the attitude that 

the federal government through the Bureau of Reclamation 

owes Arizona a Central Arizona Project ditch. The adminis

trators expressed the same attitude that the Legislators 

did: water development depends not so much on water being 

delivered through the Central Arizona Project, but having 

the delivery mechanism so that the state will have a way to 

bring water to the central valley in the future. 

Without exception, the state administrators inter

viewed said that the Bureau of Reclamation was the most im

portant and influential federal water agency in Arizona. 

There were a range of opinions about the nature of Bureau 
i 

influence, but practically no disagreement on the point that 

the Bureau was the most important. An Arizona Power Author

ity official explicitly asserted that there was no other 

federal agency in competition with the Bureau in Arizona. 

He indicated several reasons for this situation. 

Farther East the Soil Conservation Service 
is in competition with the Bureau on irrigation 
work, because the projects are smaller. Here £in 
Arizona] the projects are too large for the Soil 
and Conservation Service to handle. This takes 
them out of competition. 

On the Corps of Engineers, he indicated that it has designs 

on channelization and flood control plans in the state. 
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However, in the past the Corps has not attempted to estab

lish extensive plans in Arizona. One of the reasons 

. . .  i s  t h a t  m u c h  o f  t h e  w o r k  t h a t  t h e  C o r p s  
could have done has already been completed. That 
is, in terms of flood control, channelization, 
and conservation. In my opinion, the Corps just 
hasn't seen it in their interest to get involved 
and has been perfectly willing to let the Bureau 
do as it pleased. 

There were a range of opinions about how much in

fluence and the type of influence the Bureau exerts in 

Arizona. A staff member of the Arizona Interstate Stream 

Commission conclusively stated: "In the absence of strong 

and effective state coordination, the Bureau of Reclamation 

has dominated {^Arizona1 s^ water management program." in a 

different vein a Land Department official noted that the 

Bureau is both guided by its own studies independent of the 

state and will not cooperate or coordinate with the state 

agencies. 

There is no coordination of water data be
tween the Bureau and state agencies. On the one 
hand, the Bureau goes its own way regardless of 
the state1s opinions or the state's studies. On 
the other hand, the Bureau has consolidated a 
great deal of information but will not share it 
with us. This has resulted in no coordination, 
not only between the Bureau and the state but 
also between the Bureau and other federal 
agencies. For example, a great deal of the 
data-gathering work accomplished by the [U.S.] 
Geological Survey is duplicated in many in
stances by the Bureau. And, for that matter, 
the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau also 
duplicate data-gathering. Each federal agency, 
then, is prone to act independently of the 
other, just as though they were complete 
strangers. 



205 

Two important generalizations should be indicated 

at this point. First, as will be shown below, the Bureau 

of Reclamation officials do not perceive a state administra

tion subsystem (nor, for that matter, a state legislative 

subsystem) as being either capable or concerned about inter

governmental water policy-making. Bureau officials ex

pressed little confidence in the state's ability to make a 

contribution to water planning and administration or the 

state's willingness and concern about getting involved and 

making a contribution. 

Second, federal domination seems to have evolved 

out of internal state politics. It has grown locally and 

has not been imposed from the federal bureaucratic level. 

At least three reasons for this generalization were sug

gested by the interviews with state administrators in their 

discussion of the importance and influence of the federal 

bureaucracy. The administrators interviewed generally in

dicated that local fragmentation has led to the Arizona 

Legislature being locally dominated by water interests 

(local water users). Consequently, the Legislature has 

been uninterested and uninformed as a whole on water issues. 

It was the administrators' opinion that over the years the 

Legislature has remained fragmented and locally dominated 

on water policy because of public apathy and unawareness. 

Therefore, their logic runs, the Legislature has not created 

any viable state water administration because the stakes 
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that would be encountered in changes are too high. In ef

fect, a circularly, self-perpetuating process has evolved 

within which the Bureau of Reclamation has conveniently (and 

with good intentions) moved into. Naturally, the Bureau has 

been willing to adapt to and perpetuate this situation. It 

has been and is to their advantage to do so. 

Images of the Role of the Congressional 
Delegation 

Interviews with state administrators suggested that 

since the administrators are involved in a policy-making 

system which inundates them and in which they are not equal 

partners, they have come to rely quite extensively on the 

Arizona Congressional delegation both for cues and to buffer 

federal agencies when the need arises. Administrators in

dicated that they received cues from the Congressional dele

gation with regard to what position to take on water legis

lation. Although they indicated a high degree of confidence 

in the delegation's ability, there was also frustration 

expressed in their ability to influence the delegation and 

to express their position to the delegation, especially in 

regard to the Central Arizona Project. 

Congressional Delegation 

Images of Their Role 

Since almost all water development in Arizona has 

involved federal planning, construction, and initial 
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financing# the Congressional delegation has necessarily 

emerged as a key group of policy-makers. As indicated 

above, both Arizona Legislators and administrators expressed 

a considerable degree of confidence in the delegation's 
* 

ability to play a role in intergovernmental water policy

making for the state. 

In evaluating their own roles, the Congressional 

delegation expressed mixed opinions not about the importance 

of their role, but about their power to make decisions inde

pendent of state influences. In other words, the delegation 

was agreed that their role was a key one; however, there 

were disagreements as to their influence over state interests 

and political institutions, and their ability to make policy 

decisions independent of the state. 

An extreme was expressed by one Arizona House mem

ber. He was emphatic about the delegation's policy position: 

There is no question about it. On water 
issues, the tough, gut questions are asked and 
answered by us [[the Congressional delegation]. 
We are the main spokesmen for the state of 
Arizona, and we make the decisions on water 
issues. We lead the way and almost everyone in 
the state has accepted our word and deferred to 
our decisions. 

He continued by explaining what occurs when someone at the 

state level does not adhere to decisions made by the Con

gressional delegation: 

The State Legislature and the Governor look 
to the Congressional delegation for guidance and 
for the formation of water policy. This is also 
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true of the Interstate Stream Commission and 
the Arizona Power Authority. They all look to 
the Congressional delegation. This is the rea
son that they have to back down when things 
start going in another direction, or when they 
want things to go in another direction. For 
example, the Arizona Power Authority backed 
down on the dams in the CAP struggle. They 
came up with an alternative plan to the one 
that the delegation had decided upon, but the 
delegation held them down and they deferred. 

On the other extreme was this frank expression by 

another Arizona House member: 

We in the Congressional delegation would 
like to think that we're the key element in 
water policy-making for Arizona, but the fact 
is we're really dominated by local water users' 
organizations and individuals. The local users 
have dominated our actions and decisions. Our 
political livelihood depends on their support. 
When we intercede on water issues, we do so on 
behalf of the local water users. The Salt 
River Project is first among equals, but I am 
including all of them — the Yuma and Tucson 
people and the many individuals and groups 
throughout the state as well as the Salt River 
people. 

The middle position was expressed by an Arizona 

Senator as follows: 

A cooperative relationship exists in Arizona 
on settling water issues. We {[the Congressional 
delegationJ work closely with all concerned par
ties. These include the Governor, the State 
Agencies, the Legislature, and local [[users' as
sociations] , as well as private entities. No 
one attempts to dictate or dominate or demand of 
the others. We mutually work out the state1s 
problems. 

This Senator even indicated a negative attitude about the 

efficacy of the Arizona House members, and stressed that 

all interested state entities should work for the 
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minimization of internal conflict and the maximum achieve

ment of presenting a united front on water issues. 

We must cooperate among ourselves and be 
united on water issues, because of our situation. 
Look at our position in the [[U.S.] House [[of Rep
resentatives] , for example. Our House members are 
ineffective. The State is simply too small. It 
doesn't have the votes in the House to compete 
with California. We have offset much of this in 
the Senate, and could have had the CAP authorized 
years ago in the Senate but California had too 
much power in the House. 

The Congressional delegation, in sum, gave no indi

cation that theirs was an unimportant role. By and large, 

they held that they were a key group of spokesmen for the 

state in issues, of water policy. However, their self-

evaluations of how independent they were of state influences 

were mixed. 

Images of State's Role 

The reason the members of the Congressional delega

tion evaluated differently their ability to make decisions 

independent of state influence and/or consultation with af

fected individuals and groups appears to be found in their 

perceptions and attitudes about the role being played by the 

state, on the one hand, and by local entities, on the other 

hand. Though members of the delegation expressed the opin

ion that they are key spokesmen and advocates for the state 

on water matters (as opposed to holding the attitude that 

they should be statesmen and represent regional or national 

viewpoints), the question is whether members of the delegation 
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expressed any perceptions or attitudes about their indepen

dence of state influence, and why they expressed the opin

ions that they did. In other words, we want to find out 

not only what images the members of the delegation have of 

the state but also how these images affect their role as 

water policy-makers for the state. 

Generally, the members of the delegation viewed the 

state as being organized poorly for water resource adminis

tration and as being ineffective legislatively to enact 

needed water legislation. One member of the delegation, 

who wields considerable influence in the House, described 

the state's administrative arrangement in vivid and criti

cal terms. 

The state of Arizona has set the most mis
erable . . . example of any state in Western wa
ter administration. Ten thousand acres of land 
are out of production because of poor conserva
tion practices and poor state administration of 
water resources, Arizona has refused to have a 
Ground Water Code that means anything. It has 
refused to have a central water agency. The 
State Land Commissioner being the State Water 
Commissioner, and the way it is devised, is a 
weird arrangement. In essence, all one can say 
is that Arizona has an asinine setup as far as 
state government is concerned, and especially as 
far as water resource development and management 
is concerned. 

Members of the delegation also implied that the State Leg

islature could be an effective organization to shore up 

state administration, but was unable to do so because of po

litical reasons. One member, expressing understanding of 
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why the Legislature was ineffective, evaluated the Legisla

ture's role this way: 

I understand the position of the Legislature 
and appreciate the problems it faces given the po
litical situation on water problems as they exist 
in the state. 

The reason the Legislature is ineffective is 
because the local users dominate water politics 
totally; this means they dominate the Legislature. 
So, for the single significant force in state water 
legislation and decision look to the SRVWUA. The 
SRVWUA is first among equals. It establishes the 
pattern the Legislature will take. When the Legis
lature is in line with SRVWUA policies, everything 
goes along smoothly. But, when there is conflict 
with SRP policies, 'watch-out..' the SRP gets in
volved and gets what they want. They are first 
among equals, and are able to organize an assault 
on the Legislature by the local users to keep its 
hands off and maintain the status quo. 

He continued by explaining how this dominance of the Legis

lature has affected the administration of water resources 

at the state level in Arizona. 

Dominance of water politics by local water 
users — with the Salt River people leading the 
way — has worked out badly for the state. This 
has created fragmentation of water authority in 
the state and fragmentation of water administra
tion in the state. 

In the state's early history the local users 
necessarily had to go to the federal government. 
But, over the years they learned to apply federal 
programs, and properly so, to their own end. This 
has resulted in the local users building Arizona, 
and they have become a 'motherhood' thing in the 
minds of the people. Perhaps they have some right 
to feel proud of their accomplishment, but^not at 
the expense of the well-being of the state. The 
fact that they are still held to be next to God, 
Country, and Motherhood is hurting the state now. 
This was all right 15 or 20 years ago. But we're 
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going to "have to take them off their pedestal 
unless we want to continue to lose ground. 
Politically, however, I'm not sure that it 
can be done. 

Members of the delegation were also conscious of 

the state's organization in comparison to other states, 

particularly California. The view was expressed that Arizona 

could be more effective if it emulated California. 

Compared to California, Arizona has a ter
rible administrative arrangement. Think of what 
we could do if we had the same setup as Califor
nia. We could establish better conservation 
practices; we could control irresponsible ground 
water depletion; and, we could distribute our sur
face water more equitably. But, we're a long way 
behind California. As 'Wes' steiner commented to 
me when he came from [[the] California {[water De-
partment] to take over as Arizona's Water Engineer: 
'I visualized that going to Arizona would be like 
stepping down from a Cadillac to a Ford. Hell! 
When I got here it was like going to a Model-T.' 

The members of the Congressional delegation expressed 

three separate reasons for the state's unavailing position 

in water policy-making. One reason cited was the nature of 

water problems which faced Arizona. 

The state is bound to a second-rate role for 
various reasons, but the most obvious is the be
havior of water itself. Water cuts across state 
boundaries. Therefore, it is a federal problem 
which must be handled outside the state. 

This same reason was echoed by another member. 

The water problems that Arizona has faced 
and faces today are solvable only by federal ac
tion. It is a matter of economics. The state 
doesn't have the economical wherewithal to meet 
these problems. 
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Another reason given for the state's ineffective

ness was a weak state governmental arrangement. 

The reason I think Arizona hasn't contributed 
at the state level to the formation of water policy 
is because of a weak state government. Arizona has 
a weak state governmental organization. The Gover
nor has no power and is bound to a weak role. Or
ganizations concerned with water resources are not 
properly established or staffed. The Interstate 
Stream Commission, for example, was never designed 
to get the people of the state together, which is a 
job that must be done before anything else can be 
accomplished. 'Wes' Steiner is great for the state, 
but I'm not sure how much he will be able to do. 
He'll still be faced with the same problems that 
have hounded the state all these years. 

A third reason, as indicated above, is that the 

state has been dominated by local users which has contributed 

to state administrative fragmentation and state legislative 

ineffectiveness. 

Images of the Federal Executive 

The delegation, with one exception, unequivocally 

asserted that the Bureau of Reclamation has been Arizona's 

water agency planning and implementing water policies for 

the state. Three reasons were cited. First, as one Arizona 

House member reasoned, the Bureau has dominated Arizona wa

ter development and management because the Salt River Project 

has dominated the state. He said the Bureau and the Salt 
t 

River Project mutually support one another's position, and 

since the Salt River Project gives direction to the Legis

lature (along with other local water users' associations) 

in water matters, it is able to keep the Bureau in a dominant 
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position which is to its advantage to do so. This same no

tion was generally confirmed by another member of the dele

gation. It was his argument that the Secretary of the 

Interior has the authority to control the Colorado River 

and, subsequently, to make water allocations in the state 

of Arizona. This has become an internal reason for federal 

bureaucratic control. 

Many people in the state like this arrange
ment — i.e., the Secretary of the Interior having 
control of the Colorado River through the Bureau 
of Reclamation. This has let the state off the 
hook politically. 'Blame the guy 2500 miles away,' 
they reason, 'don't blame me, I didn't have any
thing to do with it.' Furthermore, how can you 
get the different areas of the state together — 
Tucson, Phoenix, and Yuma. Doing the way the state 
has done it — through the Bureau of Reclamation •— 
is a convenient answer to the problem and at the 
same time not getting involved and axed politically. 

Second, the delegation indicated that the Bureau of 

Reclamation had to assume .the role of directing and managing 

Arizona's water development because of the weakness of the 

state's government organization. As one member of the del

egation explicitly put it: 

It is tenable to say that the Bureau of Rec
lamation has filled a vacuum in Arizona as the 
state's water agency. The reason, I think, can 
be attributed to the weakness of the state gov
ernment — the weakness of state administration 
and organization that deals with water resources. 
Arizona has never had a strong department of nat
ural resources or anything to resemble one. 

A third reason cited for the Bureau playing the role 

of the state's water agency was the nature of the problem. 

"The big water problems in Arizona," one delegate said, "had 
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to be solved by federal action. The state simply didn't 

have the economic wherewithall to meet the problems." 

Another member of Arizona's Congressional delegation said: 

"The state is bound to a second-rate role in water policy

making. Water physically cuts across state boundaries. 

Problems concerning its use and distribution must be handled 

outside of the state. It is a federal problem." 

Two additional conclusions were discernible from 

interviews with the Arizona Congressional delegation. First, 

the delegation expressed the opinion that much of the state's 

water policy has been directed to achieving Bureau of Recla

mation support for Arizona. In light of this conclusion it 

should again be emphasized that almost all the evidence 

available in interviews points to the fact that the Bureau 

of Reclamation enjoys the position it does in Arizona be

cause politically influentials in Arizona want the Bureau 

to be dominant. The Bureau, of course, does not try to dis

courage this support. It is a political animal and advances 

its own interests by advancing the interest of the state. 

A second conclusion indicated by the interview data 

was that the Arizona Congressional delegation perceived the 

state's recent efforts to gear up administratively with the 

hiring of a professional water engineer to direct the Inter

state Stream Commission would draw it toward greater parity 

with the Bureau. It was their opinion that this would not 
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occur because the Bureau's power and influence is faltering 

but rather because it has achieved its long-range goal of 

Congressional authorization of the Central Arizona Project. 

As a result of the authorization of the Project, the state 

has had to settle water contracts for Colorado River water 

which will be delieved through the Project. The state was 

informed by the Secretary of the Interior that they had to 

make these contracts or the Interior Department through 

the Bureau of Reclamation would make them for the state. 

Federal Executives 

Images of the Role of the Bureau of Reclamation 

Federal executives interviewed who are involved in 

and knowledgeable about water /resource development and man

agement in Arizona explained that water policy for the state 

is formulated and implemented in a federal-local arrangement 

with the state little involved. The principal federal agency 

in this arrangement is the Bureau of Reclamation. A high 

ranking political executive in the Interior Department 

vividly depicted Bureau dominance in this way: 

With regard to water policies for Arizona, 
they are made by the Bureau of Reclamation. The 
two most important individuals as far as Arizona 
is concerned are Morris Lanley and Dan McCarthy. 
(Top career executives in the Bureau.) They'll 
deny it, and so will I. But, rest assured, it's 
a fact. 

As this relationship has evolved, it was their opinion that 

the Bureau has come to regard Arizona as "its imperial domain. 
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The federal executives interviewed just as strongly in

dicated that the policy relationships between the Bureau 

and local entities in Arizona was not much different from 

other Colorado River Basin states. That is, in the other 

Basin states, with the exception of California, the Bureau 

plays much the same type of role and local entities go to 

the Bureau with their demands and to solve their needs. 

However, in Arizona the relationship is more pronounced 

because of the severity of Arizona's problems. As one 

political executive in the Interior Department said: 

In my opinion, the Bureau's position in 
Arizona is not much different in states like 
New Mexico and Utah. But the relationship is 
more crucial for Arizona, and more appealing 
for the Bureau. Arizona's physical water pro
blems are different —r they're more severe. In 
addition, Arizona's legal problems are more in
tense. She has California on the West and 
Mexico to the South. 

The 'opinions of the federal executives confirmed the 

Arizona's Congressional delegation observation that the 

Bureau has dominated water policy-making in Arizona. 

The federal executives interviewed also explained 

Bureau dominance in the same terms as the Arizona Congres

sional delegation. It was their opinion that historically 

as the federal government responded to local needs and 

demands the state has moved into an unequal position. Con

sequently, today, a federal-local pattern of policy relation

ships is held intact by a coalition of local interests. What 
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perpetuates this relationship, the same executives argue, 

is the nature of Arizona's water problems and the political 

weaknesses of Arizona's Legislative and Executive Branches 

to effectuate changes in the state1s water administration 

or policies. Water interests, in their opinion, may fully 

realize that state water resources could be better managed 

through an effective state water organization but are un

willing to bring about any changes in the existing structure 

for fear of the unknown consequences of such action. 

Arizona's position in the federal arena would be 

enhanced if it had its own spokesman rather than relying 

upon the Bureau of Reclamation officials to present its 

case at the federal level. As an Interior Department polit

ical executive warned: 

Arizona should realize that the Bureau of Re
clamation is in a different position representing 
the state than if the state represented itself. I'm 
referring especially to policy planning in Washing
ton and to some extent in the Regional Office. The 
Bureau of Reclamation serves seventeen Western states. 
While the Bureau has a constituency in Arizona, it 
also has constituents in the other states. The Bureau 
must be aware of the public interest not only as it 
relates to Arizona, but as it relates to its entire 
area of responsibility. While the Bureau is pre
senting Arizona's case, it must consider its overall, 
program. A state agency for Arizona could focus 
specifically on the state and make a stronger case 
not for the agency's interest as the Bureau does but 
for.the state's interest. 

Images of State's Role 

Four general conclusions about the state's role 

in water development were discernible from interviews with 
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federal executives. First, the federal executives said that 

local interests control water policy in Arizona. Local con

trol, they contended, has resulted in state administration 

fragmentation, no coordinated statewide water plan, and 

federal bureaucratic dominance of state water development 

and management. Overall, this is now working out badly for 

the state, but will be difficult to change because the local 

interests are bent on maintaining the existing arrangement 

and do not want any changes in the policy system. The frag

mentation among local interests was depicted by one federal 

career executive as follows: 

My experience in Arizona has shown me that com
plete distrust among the local intersts exists. I'm 
referring mainly to the irrigation districts. Each 
wants its own way and is leery of the other, even to 
the point of mutually sitting down and discussing 
their problems. The state is that diversified. The 
reason, I think, can be attributed to the fact that 
the local interests are afraid that it might change 
something. This is something they can't live with, 
even if there is a possibility that it will improve 
the state's water picture and in the process their 
own lot. 

Second, it was the general opinion of the federal 

executives interviewed that since the state had no water 

plan it had "let the Bureau of Reclamation do its thinking 

for them." This point is perfectly illustrated in the 

following quote given in an interview by a career executive 

in the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Hell, testifying before Congress on the Central 
Arizona Project, the Arizona people would ask me 
what the state's position was on a certain topic. 



220 

I would make it up. was the state water 
engineer at that time, I knew him and knew that 
his views generally coincided with mine, so I more 
or less told the state people his views. 

Third, it was the opinion of the federal executives 

that in the course of being dominated by local interests, 

state water policy that reflected on intergovernmental 

development and management by and large supported the 

Bureau of Reclamation's policy. Prom evidence discussed 

previously, this appears to be the case. For example, in 

1945 after the Bureau informed the state that it must pass 

groundwater regulations before the Bureau could support the 

Central Arizona Project, the Legislature immediately took 

action after having delayed action on the question for 12 

to 15 years. Another example is during the early 1960's 

when the Legislature appropriated money to the Bureau to 

conduct reappraisal studies for the Central Arizona Project. 

F' .ally, the federal executives held low opinions 

about the state's ability to develop'and manage its own 

water resources and the state's willingness to do the job 

itself. One career executive in the Bureau of Reclamation 

put it this way: 

The state is organized in such a way that it 
cannot do the job. It is a commission form of 
administration with no knowledge or real concern 
about doing the job. Most of the water interests 
in the state like this arrangement. Until the 
state hired Wes Steiner, the Interstate Stream 
Commission was a lousy bunch. They didn't direct 
anything. They went completely independent of 
other state offices and the Governor. There is 
still very little coordination between the 
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Governor, the Interstate Stream Commission, and the 
Land Department for example. They all go their own 
merry way. As a result the state is ill equiped to 
deal with the problems of water resources. 

Another career executive in the Bureau described the role of 

the Legislature in the following terms: 

The Legislators are like a bunch of chickens 
with their heads cut off when it comes to water 
problems. They don't know if they are coming or 
going, as a result they don't do anything but 
eventually fall over and play dead on every issue 
that comes before them. 

Furthermore, it was their contention that the water interests 

in the state managed to keep the system at the state level 

inactive. This is the way they wanted it, was their con

tention. 

Conclusion 

State and federal policy-makers were interviewed to 

assess their perceptions and attitudes about intergovern

mental policy relationships in the state of Arizona. From 

the interviews, there was a general uniformity of responses 

that (1) a federal-local system directed water policies in 

Arizona; (2) the Bureau of Reclamation was the most in

volved and influential federal water agency concerned with 

water matters in the state; (3) the Bureau has played the 

role of the state's water agency; (4) the state has been 

unable or unwilling to participate actively in water policy

making; and, (5) almost without exception state public 

officials were politically subsummed in the existing federal-

local arrangements and supported them. 



222 

The perceptions and opinions of the policy partici

pants, and their interrelationships are vividly illustrated 

in Arizona's efforts to obtain Congressional authorization 

of the Central Arizona Project. An examination of this 

struggle is essential to an understanding of intergovern

mental policy-making in Arizona. 



CHAPTER 6 

THE CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT 

On September 30, 1968# President Johnson signed into 

law the Colorado River Basin Bill. The core feature of the 

bill was a provision to authorize construction of a series 

of aqueducts from the main stream of the Colorado River to 

central Arizona. The Central Arizona Project was finally 

authorized after almost a generation of struggle for Con

gressional approval. Amidst much fanfare and excitement, 

Arizonans hailed this as the greatest day in the history of 

the state. 

The Central Arizona Project was initially recommended 

to Congress in 1948. The framework and principal objectives 

of the original report remained essentially unchanged in the 

authorized Project. However, details of the Project plan 

were changed to reflect legal decisions, additional studies 

and, particularly, political compromises that were made 

through the years. 

For nearly three decades, Arizonans waited for au

thorization of facilities to divert Colorado River water to 
i  

central Arizona. Politicians struggled for years to obtain 

Congressional authorization of the Central Arizona Project. 

223 



224 

Federal bureaucrats involved in planning, and eventually 

constructing and operating the Project centered their per

sonal futures as well as their agency's survival around this 

issue. Over these years, the Project's promoters achieved 

unity among Arizonans by convincing an overwhelming majority 

that the social and economic well-being of the state was 

tied to obtaining a fair share of the Colorado River. The 

intensity of the issue and the outward manifestation of unity 

made the Central Arizona Project, in the words of one Arizona 

Congressman "a holy issue," so much so that no one dared to 

question its practical aspects or suggest any plausible al

ternatives . 

Prom the outset, the Central Arizona Project was 

discussed on an intergovernmental basis. Any serious dis

cussion by one state of withdrawing a sizable allotment from 

the water-short Colorado River had inevitably to involve 

other states and eventually the federal government. Indeed, 

Arizona's attempt to rely upon the Colorado River as a 

source of her water supply cast her efforts into an inter

governmental context making it a problem of federalism. 

Early Developments 

The possibility of diverting Colorado River water 

to the central valley of Arizona was first suggested in 

1940. Following severe water shortages and power failures 

in that year, the Bureau of Reclamation initiated a survey 
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about the practicality of bringing Colorado River water from 

Parker Dam to a point just west of Phoenix."1" The Bureau 

saw this as a rescue project to help the farmers in central 

Arizona. When 1941 turned out to be a wet year# the 

studies were abandoned. 

The next year droughts resumed. Central valley 

farmers again made demands that Colorado River water be used 

to help them. The Arizona Legislature responded by an ap

propriation of $200,000 to be used by the Bureau of Reclama

tion to conduct a reconnaissance study of the feasibility of 

2 bringing Colorado River water into central Arizona. 

Ratification of the Colorado River Compact 

Until Arizona ratified the Colorado River Compact, 

no contracts could be negotiated with the Secretary of the 

Interior for Colorado River water. This issue had to be re

solved before any serious discussion of a Central Arizona 

Project could be undertaken. All attempts to ratify the 

Compact had been stymied by politically powerful individuals 

and groups in the state. For twenty years they had argued 

that Arizona had valid claims on Colorado River water, and 

these were not subject to federal laws or compacts. 

1. Dean Mann, The Politics of Water in Arizona 
{Tucson: The University of Arizona Press, 1963), p. 87. 

2. Ibid. 
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In 1943, Governor Sidney Osborn urged the Legislature 

to ratify the Compact so the state could contract for its 

share of the Colorado River. The Legislature refused to 

take action. The following year withered crops and dry lips 

compelled water interests to set aside their embedded oppo

sition to the Colorado River Compact. The Legislature rati

fied the Compact, and immediately negotiated contracts with 

the Interior Department for the state's share of the River. 

Initial Investigations 

The Bureau of Reclamation studies were completed in 

1945. Although the Central Arizona Project was found to be 

economically feasible and sound from an engineering stand

point, the Bureau was reluctant to sponsor the project until 

the state took action to control depletion of its ground 

water supply. The Bureau .urged the state to take legisla

tive action to regulate unnecessary overdrafts on ground

water reserves. The Legislature was left with no choice but 

4 to enact a Ground Water Code which it did in 1945. The 

Bureau then took up the banner for the Central Arizona Proj

ect and has carried it to this day. 

During initial investigations the Arizona Land Com

missioner, who is also the Water Commissioner, served as the 

3. Ibid., p. 88. 

4. Arizona Session Laws, 1945, 1st Special Session, 
Chapter 12. 
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major liason between the state and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

As the issue developed, and after the Bureau found the Proj

ect feasible, the Legislature formed a separate agency, the 

Arizona Interstate Stream Commission, to give its undivided 

attention to obtaining the state's "lifeline" to the River. 

In typical fashion the Interstate Stream Commission 

was created not to serve as an invigorating water agency to 

develop a state water plan, but as a focal point for indi

viduals and groups most concerned with obtaining Colorado 

5 River water into the central valley. In other words, the 

Interstate Stream Commission was established to maintain the 

political balance-of-power on water issues which prevailed 

in the state at that time. It was controlled and responsive 

to local water users, and it is fair to say that it has been 

committed to maintaining the existing system and supporting 

effort by the Bureau of Reclamation to obtain the Project 

for Arizona. 

Initial Legislation 

After the Bureau submitted its finding of feasibil

ity, the Interior Department recommended and endorsed a bill 

to Congress to authorize the Central Arizona Project in 1948. 

As introduced by Arizona Senator Ernest McFarland, the orig

inal bill called for a separate project. Colorado River wa

ter was to be diverted through a series of aqueducts with a 

5. Mann, ojs. cit., p. 128. 
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hydroelectric dam to be built at Bridge Canyon to pay part 

of the construction cost and provide power for pumping. 

Bills to authorize the Central Arizona Project as an indi

vidual state project passed the Senate in both 1950 and 1951 

only to be held up by the House Interior and Insular Affairs 

Committee. This Committee could not reconcile competing 

contentions from Arizona and California about how Lower Ba

sin allotments should be distributed. When this impasse 

provided to be insurmountable, the Committee declared, pos

itively, that until Arizona and California reached a settle

ment on division of the Lower Basin allotments either by mu

tual agreement or court litigation, it would hear no further 

discussion of the issue. 

The Trial Years 

The action taken by the House Interior and Insular 

Affairs Committee determined Arizona's action for the next 

decade. Arizonans had little hope of negotiating a settle

ment with California over entitlement to Colorado River wa

ter. When Arizonans were certain that California was 

withdrawing water from the Colorado River in excess of her 

4.4 maf per year entitlement under the provisions of the 

Lower Basin divisions encompassed in the Boulder Canyon 

Project Act and under her self-imposed limitations in the 

California Limitations Act, a suit was initiated in the 

United States Supreme Court. The major purpose of the suit 
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was to limit California's use of Colorado River water to 

4.4 maf per year. 

The trial did not begin until June 14, 1956. Dur

ing the interim feelings were running high among concerned 

and affected individuals and groups in Arizona. Many were 

pessimistic about the chances of a federally constructed 

project ever materializing. Yet others contended that the 

state had no alternative but to seek a favorable Court de

cision and then seek federal construction of a Central 

Arizona Project. 

As apprehension continued to grow, fragmentation 

developed among state policy-makers over what course the 

state should pursue. As the agency responsible for litiga

ting the state's case before the Court, the Interstate Stream 

Commission adamantly advocated seeking a solution through the 

Court. The Arizona Power Authority, on the other hand, was 

seriously suggesting that the state forget a federal proj

ect and build its own project. 

Although the Legislature continued to finance the 

Interstate Stream Commission to litigate the Court case, 

uneasiness continued to grow among the members of the Legis

lature as well as among other influentials in water matters 

that affected the state. The Arizona Power Authority advo

cated that the state "go-it-alone." This proposal began to 

receive serious consideration. 
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Legislation was introduced as early as 1952 which 
C 

laid the groundwork for a state project. Although the 

1952 bill was defeated, similar bills were introduced, and 

7 defeated, a.n each session of the Legislature until 1959. 

The plan encompassed in these bills was to create a State 

Water Authority which would be responsible for financing a 

•state project through the issuance of bonds. As outlined 

in these proposals, the key to the state project was the 

construction of hydroelectric dams at Glen Canyon and Bridge 

Canyon. These dams were to be Arizona's "cash registers." 

The proponent of the state project argued that these dams 

would allow the state to finance its own water project 

through the sale of electric power. 

The earlier proposals for a state project lacked 

support among the water interests in the state. Subsequent

ly, until 1956, the Legislature defeated all legislation 

which would allow the state to pursue a project independently 

of the federal government. As considerable time elapsed in 

6. H.B. 131, 1st Regular Session, 20th Arizona 
Legislature would have created an Arizona Emergence Commis
sion to finance and construct works to divert Colorado River 
water into Central Arizona. The bill called for an appro
priation of $2,500,000. 

7. Some examples of these proposals are: (1) H.B. 
21, 1st Regular Session, 21st Arizona Legislature? (2) H.B. 
214 and S.B. 90, 2nd Regular Session, 21st Arizona Legisla
ture; (3) H.B. 150, H.B. 168, and S.B. 195, 2nd Regular 
Session, 22nd Arizona Legislature; (4) H.B. 54, 2nd Regular 
Session, 23rd Arizona Legislature; and, (5) H.B. 92, 1st 
Regular Session, 24th Arizona Legislature. 
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the Court case without apparent results, state policy

makers grew increasingly impatient. In 1956 the Legislature 

enacted a bill instructing the Arizona Power Authority to 

undertake all necessary measures to bring about the con

struction of hydroelectric dams at Bridge Canyon and other 

suitable sites as well as the construction of facilities 
g 

for diversion and storage of Colorado River water. 

The Arizona Power Authority thus became the princi

pal state agency working for and advocating a state project. 

Shortly after the Legislature gave it authority, the Power 

Authority's staff started investigating and formulating 

plans for development of the Colorado River. In 1957, in 

need of more expertise and information, the Power Authority 

employed a private firm, the Harza Engineering Company, to 

make more extensive investigations of potential hydroelec-
g 

trie dams between the Glen Canyon site and Lake Mead. 

As the Court case lingered on, advocates of a state 

project continued to gain more and more support for their 

position. They faced a major obstacle, however, in obtain

ing a license from the Federal Power Commission to undertake 

construction of hydroelectric projects. The Arizona Power 

Authority was reluctant to approach the Federal Power 

8. Arizona Session Law, 1956, Chapter 150. 

9. Harza Engineering Company, Colorado River De
velopment Within the State of Arizona: Colorado River Proj
ects, Preliminary Planning Report (Chicago, 1958). 
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Commission until there was sufficient information and anal

ysis of a plan of construction. After obtaining the Harza 

Company's report in December, 1958, the Power Authority was 

certain that it was prepared to submit an application to 

the Federal Power Commission for licenses to construct dams 

at Bridge and Marble Canyons. 

In July, 1958, the Arizona Power Authority applied 

for licenses."*"® Conservationists immediately criticized 

this application. The conservationists contended that the 

dams would destroy the Grand Canyon National Park. To 

eliminate controversy, the Power Authority quickly amended 

its application to change the height of Bridge Canyon dam 

11 so that no infringement would be made on the Park itself. 

Post-Trial Events 

The trial ended August 28, 1958. During its latter 

stages, Arizona's position appeared to be gaining favor with 

Judge Simon Rifkind, the Court appointed Special Master. 

Then, on May 5, 1959, when Judge Rifkind's Draft Report on 

Arizona v. California agreed essentially with the conten

tions made by Arizona, there was renewed optimism in the 

10. Arizona Power Authority, Colorado River Proj
ect: Bridcre Canyon Development, Marble Canyon Development. 
Application for License before the Federal Power Commission. 
Phoenix, Arizona, July, 1958. 

11. Arizona Power Authority, Colorado River Proj
ect. Amendment to Application for License Project 2248. 
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state that congressional authorization of a federally fi

nanced and constructed Central Arizona Project could be ob

tained. ̂  

Support for a state project dwindled gradually af

ter 1958. As one state public official, partial to a state 

project, put it: "After Judge Rifkind's Report, the 'water 

boys' were again back in complete control of the situation." 

His reference was to the Salt River Project, the Central 

Arizona Project Association, and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

As a spokesman for this trio, the Central Arizona Project 

Association called for a complete re-examination of the 

Project. In March, 1961, the Legislature provided $100,000 

to be used by the Bureau of Reclamation to reappraise the 

Central Arizona Project plan in light of the Special Mas

ter's Draft Report and changed conditions in the state's 

economy and population since the first report by the Bureau 

in 1947. At the same time, the Central Arizona Project As

sociation and influentials in the Legislature attempted to 

persuade the Power Authority not to continue its efforts for 

13 a license to construct a dam at Bridge Canyon. 

The "water boys" were indeed back in the driver's 

seat. They were then in an ideal position to quell all 

12. Simon H. Rifkind, Special Master for the Su
preme Court of the United States, Draft Report, State of 
Arizona v. State of California, et al, October Term, 1959 
(May 5, 1960). 

13. Mann, 0£. cit., p. 141. 
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talk of a state sponsored project. This was a position that 

had begun to diminish for them in the latter days of the 

trial. 

This is not to say that the Salt River Project, the 

Central Arizona Project Association, and the Bureau did not 

make every effort to play down sentiment for a "go-it-alone" 

project during the trial. For example, Bureau officials, 

although they had to formally appear as a neutral witness 

before Judge Rifkind, gave testimony favorable to Arizona. 

This included testimony on the crucial question of water 

availability. Neither did the Bureau officials nor those 

from the Salt River Project and the Central Arizona Project 

Association allow interest to lag on the Central Arizona 

Project. While Arizona v. California was being heard by 

Special Master Rifkind, these groups coordinated their ef

forts so that each would benefit mutually from a federal 

project. A state administrator explained how they worked 

together during the trial. His extended remarks show the 

activities of officials from the Bureau, the Salt River 

Project, and the Central Arizona Project Association and 

their relationships. 

During Arizona v. California, the Bureau wanted 
to speak out in favor of the Central Arizona Proj
ect-, but couldn't. What came as a result was the 
Central Arizona Project Association acting as the 
"stud duck" for the Bureau and the Salt River Proj
ect. Here's how it occurred. The Bureau is like 
any other bureaucracy: it's always interested in 
increasing the scope of its activities. The 
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Central Arizona Project was just what the doctor 
ordered: a huge, long-term project. The Salt 
River Project entered the picture because it is 
the Bureau's "nephew." The attitude which exists 
among Bureau and Salt River Project people is that 
"we built this state" — which is partially cor
rect. So, what it boils down to is that what's 
good for the Bureau is good for the Salt River 
Project. And, by the same token, what's good for 
the Salt River Project is good for the Bureau. 
So, the Bureau and the Salt River Project were 
calling the shots, with the Central Arizona Proj
ect Association acting as their public agent. 
Furthermore, to show just how much they were 
calling the ball game, they gave the Arizona 
Interstate Stream Commission all its directions. 
In effect, the Arizona Interstate Stream Commis
sion was their spokesman before the Court, just 
as the Central Arizona Project Association was 
their spokesman before the public. 

After 1960, the Power Authority's argument that a 

federal project would never materialize no longer held the 

same emotive impact. The major reason was cost. A state 

financed project simply was more expensive than a federal 

one. There was no doubt among officials of the Power Au

thority that they had the capability to build a Central 

Arizona Project? that is, if they had a dam at Bridge Canyon. 

They were convinced that the state could make a profitable 

business from power sales, which in the long run could pro

duce state revenue not only for water development but also 

for other state functions. They also knew that a state 

project would cost more than a federal project.. This led 

some Power Authority officials to give first priority to a 

federal project. As one of these officials explained: 
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After all, we're cut of the same cloth as those 
in the Stream Commission, the Salt River Project, 
the Central Arizona Project Association, and even 
the Bureau of Reclamation. I was with the Bureau 
for a number of years myself, and I certainly know 
the advantages of federal terms both for the state 
and for individuals, especially the agricultural 
interests. 

Indeed, federal terms would be more favorable to all 

affected individuals and groups. There are at least three 

reasons. First, construction by the federal government is 

interest free. If the state floated bonds, it would have to 

pay a standard interest rate. Second, the federal govern

ment is a benevolent landlord. Once Congress sets limits on 

repayment of reclamation projects, this is what will be re

paid. Finally, when the beneficiaries are unable to pay, 

the federal government does not repossess or foreclose. 

Rather, in almost all cases, the beneficiaries can go to 

Congress and ask for writeoffs, which they usually get. 

Although the Special Master's Draft Report dimin

ished considerably proposals for a state project, the Power 

Authority officials did not relinquish in their determina

tion to obtain a license to construct a dam on the Colorado 

River. Encouraged by a favorable recommendation from the 

Federal Power Commission's trial examiner for a license to 

construct a dam at Marble Canyon, members of the Power Au

thority who favored a state project continued to advocate 

this as an alternative to federal construction. They did 

not seriously pursue this course until water interests in 
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the Los Angeles metropolitan area made an application to the 

Federal Power Commission for a license to build at a site on 

14 the Colorado River. In light of this development, the 

Arizona Power Authority gained new support. Interest in 

their position was renewed. 

A new controversy appeared to be growing between 

Arizona and California on the matter of dam sites. Sensing 

that this could be detrimental to Congressional authoriza

tion of a Central Arizona Project, Arizona Senator Carl 

Hayden introduced a resolution to Congress to restrict the 

Federal Power Commission from taking any further action on 

the Colorado River Dam sites until the Congress instructed 

15 otherwise. The resolution passed, and Arizona lost the 

principal element of a state project, "the cash register." 

After this no serious consideration could be given to a 

state sponsored Central Arizona Project. 

With a longstanding interest in the Marble and 

Bridge Canyon dam sites, the Bureau of Reclamation was then 

able to make them an unobscured part of their future plans 

for developing the Basin. The Bureau had naturally been 

uneasy about the Arizona Power Authority's activities in 

seeking a license from the Federal Power Commission. Bu

reau officials could not take overt action in opposition to 

14. Ibid., p. 112. 

15. U.S., Congressional Record, 88th Cong., 1st 
Sess., 1963, CIX, Part 1, 870. 
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the Arizona Power Authority for fear of creating hostility 

toward themselves in Arizona. However, the Bureau did not 

ignore planning for the development of these sites. The 

Marble and Bridge Canyon dam sites had been key features of 

the Bureau's 1947 Central Arizona Project report. They were 

retained and upgraded in the 1962 reappraisal. In fact, 

with its $100,000 Central Arizona Project appropriation in 

1961, the Arizona Legislature had enabled the Bureau to keep 

abreast of planning the development of a dam at Bridge Can

yon. The Chief Engineer of the Bureau used $70,000 of this 

appropriation to investigate the Bridge Canyon dam site. 

The remaining $30,000 was split between the Region 3 and 

Phoenix Offices to deal with other aspects of the reap

praisal . 

Renewed Efforts for Congressional 
Authoriz ation 

The Bureau of Reclamation Appraisal Report, Central 

Arizona Project released in January, 1962 marked the begin

ning of planning for renewed efforts to obtain Congressional 

17 authorization of a Central Arizona Project. Although the 

initiation of the funds by the Arizona Legislature for this 

reappraisal study was politically motivated, the report 

16. Interview with federal career executive in the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

17. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Appraisal Report, Central Arizona Project, 
Region 3, Boulder City, Nevada, January, 1962. 
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itself was essentially technical in nature. It revised the 

original Central Arizona Project study of 1947 to reflect 

changed economic and population conditions in Arizona. 

The foundation of a political strategy began to take 

shape a short while after the Appraisal Report was released. 

Those who favored a Central Arizona Project realized for the 

state to be successful in obtaining federal sponsorship a 

regional approach would have to be adopted. The politics 

of a federally financed and constructed Project dictated 

that everyone directly or indirectly affected had to be in

cluded and feel that they had gained something in the pro

cess . 

The hydrologic and legal facts of the water situa-
< 

tion in the Colorado River Basin flew in the face of this 

reasoning. But, as is often the case, political circum

stances overturn what appears to be the practical realities 

of rational planning. Politically, someone could be left 

with less water, as long as it did not appear that this was 

the case. In other words, the physical distribution of a 

limited supply of water could diminish someone's currently 

used source, or utilize a source already appropriated, so 

long as it afforded some material or symbolic gain in the 

long run. In essence, a political plan had to be devised 

to balance contending positions and maintain stability in 

the distribution of Colorado River water among the Basin 

states. The political problems not only received more 
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attention than the technical problems but also proved to be 

far more complex and difficult to resolve. The Pacific 

Southwest Water Plan (PSWWP) was the initial formulation of 

a regional package designed to deal with the political re

alities of the situation. 

Pacific Southwest Water Plan (PSWWP) 

Political executives and technical planners in the 

Interior Department were attempting to conceptualize a plan 

of action on the Central Arizona Project when a letter from 

Congressman Aspinall to Secretary of the Interior Stuart 

Udall gave impetus to positive action. Aspinall reminded 

Secretary Udall that future development of Lower Colorado 

River water resources must be related to an effective, com

prehensive, and coordinated plan. The problem facing the 

advocates of a Central Arizona Project was thus brought into 

sharp focus. As a first step in a regional plan, Aspinall 

requested that the Interior Department furnish his commit

tee ". . . at an early date a statement of the extent of 

. . . present studies £ in the Interior Department J and an 

outline . . . [[of]] the Southwest's water and power 

needs . . . . "18 

The first PSWWP was hastily formulated by the Denver, 

Boulder City, and Phoenix Offices of the Bureau of 

18. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Pacific Southwest Water Plan (Washington, D.C., 
January, 1964), p. 3. (Hereafter cited as PSWWP.) 
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Reclamation. The Phoenix Development Office outlined the 

Plan. It was essentially their course of action. The 

Boulder and Denver Offices acted as a sounding board and 

offered suggestions. 

In drawing up the PSWWP, Bureau officials in Phoenix 

consulted with representatives of the Arizona interstate 

Stream Commission, the Central Arizona Project Association, 

19 and the Salt River Project. Aware of Aspinall's request 

for an effective, comprehensive, and coordinated plan "at 

an early date," the Bureau came up with a "grab bag" pro-

20 posal. It was a plan which included projects previously 
•j 

tabled for one reason or another. In a search for water to 

fill a Central Arizona Project ditch, the Bureau even pro

posed a desalting plant on the Gulf of California. This 

was completely out of character for the Bureau. One high 

ranking policy-maker in the Interior Department commented: 

"The Bureau was desperate to put£ the desalting 
plan [] in their proposal. The Bureau's entire 
structure is built around the construction of dams. 
At any other time for someone to suggest that the 
Bureau consider something like desalinazation would 
be like putting a rapist as a night watchman in an 
all girls' school." 

19. Interview with federal career executive in 
.the Bureau of Reclamation. 

20. Interview with federal political executive 
in the Interior Department. 
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In Arizona v. California, the Supreme Court reached 

21 a decision favorable to Arizona's position on June 3, 1963. 

Two months later, the Bureau submitted its regional plan for 

future water development in the Pacific Southwest to Secre

tary Udall. Secretary Udall, aware that a regional plan 

would have to be just that, submitted the Bureau's proposals 

to all affected states and federal agencies involved in wa

ter planning in the Southwest. He also instructed the Bu

reau to come up with a revised report in light of the review 

22 by states and agencies involved. 

Intense negotiation took place among affected groups 

over the last several months of 1963. During this time, the 

Bureau became the "arm twister" and the "moderator" as the 

case dictated. The Bureau was able to do this, first, be

cause all the states saw in this plan an opportunity to be 

included in the final package and, second, because the Bu

reau held the "ace of spades." If it did not find the plan 

that came out of these negotiations suitable, then it could 

prove that it was not feasible. 

The revised PSWWP was approved by Secretary Udall 

January 22, 1964. In the opinion of a staff member of the 

Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, ". . .£ the 

PSWWP 3 represented the closest approach to consensus ever 

21. U.S. Supreme Court, Arizona v. California, 
et al, 373 U.S.,546. 

22. PSWWP, pp. 30-40. 
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achieved in a proposal for development of the [[Colorado]] 

River." The major features of the plan were designed to 

provide enough water for the future needs of the Basin. 

One of its most attractive features (especially to the Lower 

Basin states) was a provision to create a Pacific Southwest 

Development Fund. The Development Fund would be established 

from surplus revenues from power sales at the proposed 

Hualapai (formerly Bridge Canyon) and Marble Canyon Dams. 

Surplus revenues from power sales at Hoover, Parker# and 

Davis Dams were also to be used in the Development Fund. 

The monies of the Fund would be spent, in part, to guaran

tee an annual available water supply of 7.5 maf for con

sumptive use in Arizona, California, and Nevada. The Fund 

would allow this water to be provided at a cost to users no 

greater than if the water were from the natural streamflow 

of the River. Other monies in the Fund would go to assist 

23 m the financing of the Central Arizona Project. 

To provide for the water guarantee to the Lower 

Basin, the PSWWP contained a method for making up future 

estimated deficiencies. The Bureau projected that by the 

year 2030 the Upper Basin states would be using their ap

propriated share of the Colorado River. This would leave 

only 5.6 maf for annual consumptive use in Arizona, Calif

ornia, and Nevada. In other words, the amount of water for 

23. Ibid. 
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consumptive use in the three Lower Basin states at or below 

Hoover Dam would be 1.9 maf short of the 7.5 maf currently 

allotted. Water salvage and related programs such as 

phreatophyte eradication and groundwater recovery were to 

make up 0.7 maf. The remaining deficiency of 1.2 maf was 

to be imported from outside the Basin. The Pacific South

west Water Plan also proposed future study be given to de-

salinazation as a possible means of augmenting the Colorado 

24 River. This was not suggested as a serious alternative, 

but nevertheless represented somewhat of a technological in

novation for the Bureau to even mention it as a potential 

alternative. 

Lower Colorado River Basin Project (LCRBP) 

The key elements of the PSWWP were included in the 

25 
LCRBP Bill introduced in the Eighty-ninth Congress. The 

political strategy of the PSWWP was also adopted. It was a 

regional package which had something for everyone. The two 

dams were retained. The Development Fund was a central fea

ture. And, of course, the core of the Bill was the Central 

Arizona Project. 
1 1  "  *  i  

24. Ibid. 

25. U.S., Congress, House, Subcommittee on Irriga
tion and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insu
lar Affairs, Hearings, Lower Colorado River Basin Project, 
89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, pp. 1-20. 
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Two important modifications of the FSWWP even ex

tended the consensus strategy. There was a provision in 

the LCRBP Bill which guaranteed California 4.4 maf annually, 

even in time of shortage. Second, provisions of the LCRBP 

expanded the importation recommendations of the PSWWP. The 

Secretary of the Interior was given explicit instructions 

to study both diversions from Northern California (as in

cluded in the PSWWP) and to investigate a variety of possi

ble sources of water importation to augment the waters of 

26 
the Colorado River. The most likely new source was the 

Columbia River in the Pacific Northwest. Both revisions 

represented political maneuvers to make the plan more at

tractive and solidify favorably support among the Basin 

states. 

Indeed, the two changes did accomplish their purpose. 

Californians were particularly pleased with the 4.4 maf 

guarantee. The more comprehensive importation proposal dis

pelled some of the fears held by representatives of Upper 

Basin interests. They were afraid that without a sufficient 

augmentation program the Upper Basin would not have an ade

quate supply of Colorado River water to meet its economic 

and population growth. 

• The LCRBP Bill included two other concessions to the 

Upper Basin in addition to the augmentation program. First, 

in the past the Bureau of Reclamation had drawn down Lake 

26. Ibid. 



246 

Powell behind Glen Canyon Dam to fill demands for water and 

power at Hoover Dam. This had resulted in power losses in 

the Upper Basin. In the LCRBP Bill, Upper Basin representa

tives saw an opportunity to settle this sore point with the 

Bureau of Reclamation. Led by Congressman Wayne Aspinall 

(Democrat, Colorado), the Upper Basin representatives ob

tained a provision in the Bill to establish a set of crite

ria for operating dams and to be reimbursed for past power 

27 losses. Second, as a safe-guard to protect their enti

tlements to Colorado River water, the Upper Basin represen

tatives succeeded in having five projects, previously found 

unfeasible, included in the LCRBP Bill. Construction of 

these projects was to proceed simultaneously with the Cen

tral Arizona Project, and had to begin operation at the 

28 same time as the Project. 

Although these revisions in the PSWWP resulted in 

greater unity in the Pacific Southwest, the importation 

proposal had spillover affects which expanded the scope of 

the controversy more than offsetting its positive aspects. 

Particularly illustrative of the affect of the new importa

tion proposal are the remarks of Congressman Compton X. 

29 White (Democrat, Idaho) to Arizona Governor Sam Goddard. 

27. 

28.  

29. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 

Ibid., pp. 273-275. 
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[[Governor Goddarcf], I think £yovfj hit upon the 
actual condition that we have here. The Colorado 
River does not have sufficient water to supply all 
the needs that it is being subjected to or is anti
cipated to be subjected to in the future. 

As I . . . listened to the . . . testimony yes
terday, the phrase "unholy alliance" came to my 
mind and the glue that sticks this alliance to
gether is the importation of water from the Pacific 
Northwest. 

We have minimized all through these hearings 
the importation of water. 

It seems to me we are talking mainly about the 
transfer of water from the Pacific Northwest and I 
think again this is the glue that is sticking 
California together with Arizona and the glue that 
is sticking the upper basin together with the 
lower basin. 

We have in the state of Idaho almost as many 
people as ... in the state of Arizona. We have 
an expanding economy. We have lands that are ripe 
to be reclaimed. We have hundreds of thousands of 
acres that are arable. We have areas where they 
can produce 700 bags of potatoes to the acre, if 
they can just put the water on the land. ... I 
think . . . the same amount of scrutiny should be 
given to the Columbia River and to the drainages 
and to the economy of the state of Idaho, Washington, 
and Montana as has been given to the states of 
Arizona, California, New Mexico, Colorado, Nevada, 
and the other states of both the upper and lower 
basins. 

The Congress had to work out a political compromise and re

solve the controversies which centered around developing new 

uses of an already water-short River. 

Water Availability — the Central Issue. The cen

tral issue in Congressional considerations of the Central 

Arizona Project revolved around the question: is there 

enough water in the Colorado River to meet all demands? 
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Edward C. Johnson, former governor and United States sena

tor from the state of Colorado, concisely outlined the is

sue in his testimony before the House Interior and Insular 

30 Affairs Committee in 1965. He said: 

You can't build billion-dollar projects on hopes, 
political pressures, and weather forecasts. The most 
elaborate reclamation project on earth without water 
would be a hideous monstrosity and a cruel hoax for 
its trusting supporters. If this . . . committee is 
to do something constructive with this terrific 
problem assigned to £ it] for solution, then it must 
begin with an available water supply. This huge 
project [the LCRBP^ will not produce in itself one 
drop of water. Until the water factor is solved, 
nothing is solved; and the project remains com
pletely unfeasible. First things must come first! 

The Colorado River Compact had allotted 7.5 maf an

nually both to the Upper and Lower Basins. The Mexico 

Treaty was sending 1.5 maf per year to Mexico. And, evapo

rative losses were estimated at 1.0 maf per year. Thus, to 

provide for all Basin uses already appropriated, as well as 

meet the Mexican Treaty obligation and evaporative losses, 

the Colorado River would have to pro^ce close to 18 maf of 

water per year. 

7.5 maf for the Upper Basin 
7.5 maf for the Lower Basin 
1.5 maf for the Mexican Treaty 
1•0 maf for evaporation 
17.5 maf for total consumption 

All concerned parties agreed that, based on all 

available data since 1934, a period of 36 years, the average 

30. Ibid., pp. 555-556. 
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streamflow of the River has averaged between 13 to 15 maf 

per year. For many years no one was seriously disturbed 

about this trend because the water already allocated was 

not being fully utilized. However, by 1965, especially in 

light of the prospect of Arizona using more of her allot

ment, the question of water availability in the Colorado 

River became more than merely an academic question- In this 
i 

year, uses by the Colorado River Basin states along with 

evaporative losses and allocations to Mexico were fast ap

proaching maximization of the River's waters based on cur-

31 rent trends of the streamflows of the River. This 

included: 

6.5 maf being used in the Lower Basin 
3.0 maf being used in the Upper Basin 
1.5 maf being sent to Mexico 
1.0 maf for evaporation 
12.0 maf of total consumption 

Thus, the states were fast approaching maximum use of 

available waters. 

Before Congressional consideration of the LCRBP 

Bill, Congressman Wayne Aspinall, chairman of the House In

terior and Insular Affairs Committee, requested from each 

of the seven governors of the Colorado River Basin states a 

statement of their state's position on the availability of 

water for use by Arizona for its Central Arizona Project. 

He asked that the governors' statements include an 

31. Congressional Quarterly Almanac (Washington, 
D.C., 1965) XXI, 632. 
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assessment of water availability by consideration of the 

(1) present uncommitted uses in the Upper Basin, (2) filling 

of Upper Basin reservoirs, and (3) ultimate use by the Upper 

Basin of its share of Colorado River water under the provi-

32 sions of the Colorado River Compact. 

The governors of the Upper Basin states retained, 

through Upper Colorado River Commission, the firm of Tipton 

and Kalmbach, Inc. to conduct a study of the water avail-

33 ability for the Upper Basin states. The governors of the 

Lower Basin states submitted a joint memorandum to the Com-

34 mittee on the water supplies of the Colorado River. 

These two analyses coupled with the Bureau of Reclamation's 

estimations provided Congressman Aspinall's committee and 

the Congress with three sets of information on this vital 

question.35 

Among the three groups there was general agreement 

that it was impossible to know the ultimate source of water 

supply in the Colorado and that importation of water from 

outside the region would be necessary at some future time. 

There was disagreement, however, over how long current 

32. Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
op. cit., pp. 449-461. 

33. Ibid., pp. 467-499. 

34. Ibid., pp. 531-535. 

35. Ibid., pp. 105-156. 
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supplies would meet demands, how rapidly the Upper Basin 

would develop, and when importation would be necessary. 

As a result of these disagreements, the question 

that the Congress ultimately dealt with was not is there 

sufficient water in the River to meet demands — everyone 

knew that there was not — but how much water is probably 

available to meet current uses along with new uses encom

passed in the LCRBP Bill until imports of supplemental wa

ter into the River is available from other regions? Tipton 

and Kalmbach, speaking for the Upper Basin states, answered, 

"not enough!" They concluded in their report that 

. . . a firm water supply is not available in the 
Colorado River to satisfy a basic beneficial con-
sumptive-use requirement of 7.5 maf from the main 
stream by Arizona, California, and Nevada, plus 
delivery of 1.5 maf of water to Mexico.36 

The report submitted by the representatives of Arizona, 

California, and Nevada said that there is a 50-50 chance 

that water will be available to meet demands without impor

tation until the year 2000. Their joint study indicated 

. . . there is a 50-50 chance that the supply in 
the main stream will equal or exceed the amount 
needed to provide: (1) 4.4 maf a year for California; 
(2) water for decreed rights and existing main
stream projects in Arizona and Nevada and the 
southern Nevada water supply project; (3) water 
for increasing demands of the upper basin; and 
(4) a full supply of 1.2 maf per annum for the 
proposed C.A.P. until about the turn of the 
century, gradually reducing thereafter. ^ 

36. Ibid., p. 498. 

37. Ibid., p. 532. 
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Floyd Dominy, then Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclama

tion, told the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 

of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs that 

Bureau studies showed that inevitably importation would be 

necessary, but the River would maintain demands made upon 

it until about 1990. 

Bureau of Reclamation studies project that the 
natural flows of the Colorado River will not be 
sufficient to meet water demands in about 1990, 
25 years from now. If we take into account full 
instead of partial relief of the critical over
draft of ground water in the central Arizona area, 
that date will occur earlier. Whether the date 
occurs in 1985, 1990, 1995 or the year 2000 is, 
to me, irrelevant compared with the fact that it 
will inevitably occur. 

The hydrologic engineers thus left the Congress with varied 

conclusions about when the River could no longer sustain 

demands placed upon it and would have to be supplemented by 

outside water sources. Two interrelated variables affected 

the outcome of the three studies. First was the selected 

period used to measure the flows of the River and project 

future supplies. Although each group used the same data, 

different methods of analyzing that data led them to differ

ent conclusions. Second was the problem of projecting the 

rate of growth of the Upper Basin and how quickly they 

would use their allotted share of the River. This was of 

utmost importance, for all the studies disclosed that with

out exception any new increases in water use among Lower 

38. Ibid., p. 110. 
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Basin states would have to be made from water appropriated 

to the Upper Basin, but not currently being used. In 1964, 

for example, the water supply necessary to meet Lower Basin 

39 requirements annually was 8.25 maf. As Upper Basin devel

opment occurred this amount would eventually have to be re

duced to 7.5 maf per year in accordance with the Colorado 

River Compact. 

Using streamflow data for the period 1921 through 

1964, Tipton and Kalmbach showed that presently (1965) the 

Lower Basin was operating at a deficiency of 1.195 maf per 

year (over appropriated amounts for consumptive uses) which 

would increase to 1.945 maf per year when Upper Basin de

livery at Lee Ferry was eventually curtailed from 8.25 maf 

to 7.50 maf per year when the Upper Basin drew its full al-

40 lottment from the Colorado River Compact. (See Table XVI.) 

Their study pointed out that since records on measured flows 

at Lee Ferry had been kept only from 1921 that this is the 

41 only period that could accurately be measured. The cru

cial factor concerning Upper Basin representatives was when 

there would no longer be ample water to satisfy their de

mands. The Tipton and Kalmbach study projected a more rapid 

39. Ibid., p. 477. 

40. Ibid. 

41. Ibid., p. 475. 
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TABLE XVI: Lower Colorado River Requirements 
and Supply 

Lower River Requirements: 

1. Beneficial consumptive use by 
Arizona, California and Nevada 7.500 maf 

2. Mexican Treaty Deliveries 1.500 

3. Reservoir Evaporation 0.730 

4. Losses below Hoover Dam 0.810 

Total Requirements 10.540 maf 

Water Supply for the Lower River: 

1. Delivery at Lee Ferry 8.250 maf 

2. Net Inflow Lee Perry to 
Lake Mead 0.675 

3. Net Inflow from Bill 
Williams River 0.055 

4. Release from Lake Mead 
(drawdown to rated power head) 0.365 

Total Water Supply 9.345 

Deficiency 1.195 maf 

Source: Tipton and Kalmbach, Inc., Water Supplies of 
the Colorado River, A Report to the Upper 
Colorado River Commission, Denver, Colorado, 
July, 1965. 

development of Upper Basin sources than the studies con

ducted by Lower Basin states or the Bureau of Reclamation. 

(See Figure 7.) This led Tipton and Kalmbach to a negative 

conclusion about the advisability of further development of 

the River in the Lower Basin without simultaneously proceed

ing on plans to import water from other Basins. 



•Stotes of the Upper 
Colorado Division 

——^-Apportioned by the 
Colorcdo Riven Compact 

i I | 
•California River Bocrd —j 

•U.S. Interior Department 

-{[Estimates as of 

July 1963] 

CC 
G3 

1*00 

Figure 7. Estimates of Upper Basin Depletions 

ro 
in 
ui 

/ 



256 

It would be fair to conclude that the autho
rization of projects in the Lower Colorado P.iver 

' Basin which would utilize substantial additional 
quantities of water would be unwise at this time 
unless at the same time a project, or projects, 
for the importation of substantial amounts of 
water from sources of surplus are authorized. 2 

Another interpretation of the water supply data al

lowed the representatives of the three Lower Basin states 

to contradict the conclusions reached by Tipton and Kalmbach 

and show that regardless of which projection periods were 

used (1906-1964, 1921-1964, or 1930-1964) a water supply 

would be available until the turn of the century or until 

such time that importation of outside water could be at

tained. The hydrologists who drew up this study had to 

make two important assumptions in order to arrive at their 
I 

findings. They had to first assume that California's main 

stream uses would be limited to 4.4 maf per year. (Although 

in 1965 California was using approximately 5.1 maf, the 

Supreme Court had,limited their use to 4.4 maf.) The second 

assumption that had to be made was that Upper Basin uses 

would not surpass 4.7 maf per year until sometime after 1985. 

Given these assumptions, the hydrologists could conclude 

that Basin requirements were 12.7 maf per year and would re

main at that level until Upper Basin depletions exceeded 4.7 

43 maf per year. Further, by reliance on 700-years of tree 

42. Ibid., p. 494. 

43. Ibid., p. 534. 
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ring data, they argued that it was plausible to suggest that 

wide variations may be expected in the future runoff of the 

Colorado River, and that the low safe-yield experienced be

tween 1930 through 1964 was an historical cycle and not in-

44 dicative of the total flow characteristics of the River. 

As used and analyzed by the Bureau of Reclamation, 

the data on water availability yielded yet a third set of 

findings on the water supply for future use in the Colorado 

River Basin, the rate of Upper Basin depletions, and the 

advisability of further development through the provisions 

of the LCRBP bill. The Bureau used streamflow records for 

1906 through 1964. The rationale of using the extended 

period, as former Commissioner of Reclamation Floyd Dominy 

explained, was "... the best man can do is to take the 

measurements for as long a period as he has available to 

45 him, and assume that they will repeat themselves." Using 

the longer term streamflow data (1906-1964) allowed the Bu

reau to be less concerned with Upper Basin development in 

that the longer historic cycle would show a greater average 

virgin flow. The Bureau's study showed an average of 15.063 

46 maf per year through the year 2030. The Bureau could con

clude from these data that both Lower and Upper Basin 

44. Ibid., p. 544. 

45. Ibid., p. 142. 

46. Ibid., p. 190. 



258 

development could proceed simultaneously without apprehen

sion of water shortage. But, even with this optimistic ap

praisal, the Bureau's estimation of Upper Basin depletions 

for 1985 were 1.0 maf less than those suggested by Tipton 

47 and Kalmbach. 

Although the three reports were designed to promote 

the self-interests of those who drew them up, there was an 

element of credence in each one. It was possible that the 

Colorado River Basin was going through an historic drought 

cycle and since 1930 it was in a low period. It was just 

as possible that it was not. It was possible that given the 

average flow of the River in relation to Upper Basin devel

opments enough water would be available until importation 

was a reality. It was just as possible that a shortage 

would occur. It was possible that an importation program 

could be implemented before the River ran dry. But, it was 

just as possible that it could not. 

In the midst of so much uncertainty, one thing was 

certain: Congressmen who listened to the testimony on the 

water availability of the Colorado River obviously could not 

reach an independent judgment on the feasibility of the 

LCRBP bill with assurance that they would be making the 

right decision. That is, the presentation of the water sup

ply data by the three groups did not shrink the controversy 

47. Ibid., p. 499. 
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nor did it provide the basis for a rational decision. In 

the final analysis, it only strengthened previous biases or 

necessitated that those without prior commitment to a point-

of-view make a "seat-of-the-pants" judgment based on their 

political assessment of the situation. 

There was also the issue of importation which fur

ther complicated the political situation. Congressmen from 

the Pacific Northwest were adamantly opposed to feasibility 

48 grade studies of transbasin transfers of water. Although 

the Columbia River was never mentioned explicitly as the 

source of import water to the Colorado, Northwesterners 

were certain that this was the area the Bureau of Reclama-

49 tion had in mind. 

The Bureau being the agency responsible for conduct

ing importation studies aroused particularly intense feel

ings among Northwesterners. They were aware that the 

Bureau's organization was geared to carrying out a program 

of importation, but was not structured to investigate other 

means of augmentation such as desalinization. Given this 

situation, they were certain that the Bureau was already 

committed to importation and would not seriously consider 

other alternatives. Further, the Bureau had not enjoyed 

48. Interview with Congressional Committee Staff 
member. 

49. Interview with Congressional Committee Staff 
member. 

50. Helen M. Ingram, Patterns of Rolitics in Water 
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the autonomy over water development in some of the Northwest 

states as it had in Arizona. Idaho, for example, had never 

been led by the Bureau. Instead, she had closely observed 

Bureau activities and would not allow the Bureau to have a 

/— * 51 free-rein. 

Although the future prospect of outside water flow

ing into the Colorado River helped to create unity among 

the Colorado River Basin states, it created an entirely new 

array of intergovernmental problems. In the Congressional 

context, Congressmen from the Pacific Northwest were thrust 

into the center of the controversy. For example, Senator 

Henry Jackson (Democrat, Washington) was more than willing 

to remain aloof of Colorado River Basin problems and let 

these states settle their•own affairs, so long as it did not 

affect his area. When the issue of studying means of import-
t 

ing water to the Colorado River became a vital part of the 

LCRBP, Senator Jackson was forced to balance pressures from 

constituency and regional interests with institutional pres-
i 

sures from his Senate colleagues. He was placed in a dilem

ma. On the one hand, he had to be concerned with the 

possible adverse affects that the LCRBP Bill could have by 

Resource Development: A Case Study of New Mexico's Role in 
the Colorado River Basin Bill (Albuquerque: The University 
of New Mexico Press, 1969), p. 32. 

51. This point was indicated in several interviews 
with federal executives and Congressional Staff members. 



261 

containing as a central element the theme of importation. 

On the other hand, Senator Jackson had to consider Senator 

Carl Hayden (Democrat, Arizona). Senator Hayden not only 

occupied the positions of chairman of the Senate Appropria

tions Committee and President Pro Tem of the Senate, but 

also the Senate regarded the Central Arizona Project as a 

final tribute to a man who had served in Congress for half-

a-century. The institutional norms of the Senate strongly 

pressured Senator Jackson to allow Senator Hayden his final 

moment of glory. In a more practical vein, Senator Jackson 

knew that other issues that he favored would require the 

52 good graces of Senator Hayden and his supporters. 

An unanticipated issue also arose, adding fuel to 

the smoldering controversy over importation studies. It 

gave rise to opposition to the Marble and Bridge Canyon Dam 

proposals. Conservationists contended that these dams 

would destroy one of the natural wonders of the world—the 

Grand Canyon. Led by the Sierra Club, a California based 

organization, the conservationists mobilized a nationwide 

campaign against dams being built in or near the Grand 

Canyon. Advertisements condemning the dam proposals of the 

LCRBP were placed in leading newspapers and journals. A 

, 52. Interview with Congressional Committee Staff 
member. 
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letter writing campaign was organized which inundated the 

53 Congress with a deluge of mail opposing these dams. 

In their efforts to dissuade the Congress from tak

ing action on the LCRBP Bill, the conservationists aimed 

some of their most ardent criticism at the Bureau of Recla-

54 mation. They claimed that the Bureau biased its recom

mendations to keep the agency in business and to appease its 

special interests who were totally unconcerned with the en

vironment if it meant turning a profit. 

The conservationists' opposition gained a receptive 

ear both from some members of Congress and from some polit-

5 5 ical executives, especially those in the Budget Bureau. 

The issue was thus multiplied at least two-fold over what 

it had originally been. At the outset, it was a regional 

problem, and policy-makers had attempted to find a solution 

suitable to regional interests. By seeking to solve the 

Basin's water supply problem by outerbasin transfers, the 

problem was expanded to the entire West. The conservation

ists then made it a national issue by opposing the dams. 

The logistics of bringing all these divergent interests to

gether in the Eighty-ninth Congress became impossible. The 

LCRBP was defeated. 

53. Ingram, oj3. cit., p. 30. 

54. Ibid. 

55. Ibid. 
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The Colorado River Basin Project 

Arizonans who had lived through 20 years of anxious 

anticipation of a Central Arizona Project were subjected to 

still another setback. Perhaps in disgust or simply in des

peration, they abandoned their original strategy. Instead 

of placing the Central Arizona Project in a regional con

text, they decided to seek Congressional authorization of 

the Project by itself.' In January, 1967 Arizona's House 

meiribers introduced a Central Arizona Project Bill which 

called for only one dam in the Grand Canyon and a reconnais

sance, rather than a feasibility, grade study of importa-

tion. Conspicuously missing were a 4.4 maf guarantee to 

California and upper basin projects. 

If the fibers of Basin unity were frayed in the lat

ter stages of Congressional consideration of the LCRBP, with 

the introduction of the Arizona bill, they had completely 

disintegrated. Fearful of being left out, at the start of 

the Ninetieth Congress, Congressmen from other Colorado 

River Basin states as well as from outside the Basin satu

rated the Congress with numerous bills relating to water 

57 development in the Basin. Almost 30 bills were introduced 

56. Ibid. 

57. U.S., Congress, Senate, Subcommittee on Water 
and Power Resources of the Committee on Interior and Insu
lar Affairs, Hearings, Central Arizona Project, 90th Cong., 
1st Sess., 1967, pp. 1-97. 
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in the House alone. What had been so diligently avoided in 

1963 — localities in bitter competition with one another 

over an inadequate water supply — was full blown in 1967. 

The struggle for Congressional authorization of a Central 

Arizona Project had come full circle. 

During the interim between the Eighty-ninth and 

Ninetieth Congresses, Secretary Udall attempted to salvage 

some of the consensus that had been established at the out

set of Congressional consideration of the LCRBP. He called 

upon his top advisers, officials of the Bureau of Reclama

tion, and policy executives in the Budget Bureau to examine 

58 all alternatives to plans previously proposed. Secretary 

Udall's Task Force came up with a new package aimed at over

coming the two major obstacles that had arisen in the Eighty-

ninth Congress: opposition to the dams and opposition to 

importation studies. To avoid a renewal of the Conserva

tionists' objections, the Administration proposed that the 

Colorado River dams be eliminated. Instead, they suggested 

that electricity to pump Colorado River water through the 

aqueduct into central Arizona be provided by a steam plant. 

This plant would be coal-fired and built by a cooperative 

enterprise consisting of both privately and publicly owned 

t 

58. Daniel A. Dreyfus, "The Colorado River Basin 
Project: Evolution of a Project Plan," an unpublished 
statement presented before the Seminar on Water Sciences 
and Management, The Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, 
Maryland, February 5, 1969. 
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utilities. To finance construction of the plant, the fed

eral government would prepay power costs by advancing funds 

59 for construction as they were needed. 

Although the concept of a public-private utility 

enterprise was not new, both the prepayment procedure and 

this type of venture in reclamation represented major changes 

60 
in reclamation policy. Nevertheless, this provision put 

many of the pieces back in place. The conservationists had 

achieved their objective by keeping the dams out of the 

Grand Canyon. The Salt River Project, as one of the parti

cipants in the steam plant enterprise, was provided with 

what would undoubtedly be a profitable venture in the future. 

And, the Bureau would be the federal government's represen

tative as well as be provided with the opportunity to con

struct the Central Arizona Project. 

Secretary Udall's Task Force avoided the importation 

controversy simply by removing it from the Central Arizona 

Project aspects of the bill. They recommended that no 

studies of augmentation be made in conjunction with the con

struction of the Central Arizona Project. Rather, they pro

posed that Congress authorize the creation of a National' 

61 Water Commission. It was anticipated that the Commission 

59. Subcommittee on Water and Power, 0£. cit. 

60. Dreyfus, OJD. cit. 

61. Subcommittee on Water and Power, OJD. cit. 
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would initially direct its attention to the Colorado River 

Basin's water supply problems and their potential solutions, 
1 go 

which obviously had to include some means of augmentation. 

When Congress reconvened for the first session of 

the Ninetieth Congress in January, 1967, they had, along 

with the Administration's proposals, the rash of bills that 

had been precipitated by Arizona's Central Arizona Project 

bill. Senator Jackson's Interior and Insular Affairs Com

mittee acted first on these various proposals. Over the 

strong objections of Senator Kuchel (Republican, California) 

and Senator Allott. (Republican, Colorado), the Senate passed 

a Central Arizona Project bill. The Bill: (1) authorized 

the Central Arizona Project; (2) adopted the Administra

tion's steam plant concept; (3) provided California with a 

4.4 maf guarantee; and, (4) provided for a development fund 

to be funded from surplus revenues from power sales at Hoover 

Dam, Parker-Davis Dam, and the Pacific Northwest-Southwest 

Power Intertie.^^ 

The House Committee did not take action on the Senate 

bill in the first session of the Ninetieth Congress. The 

pervasive issue of water availability still loomed large'. 

Representatives from California and the Upper Basin states 

were certain that the feasibility of the Central Arizona 

62. Dreyfus, op. cit. 

63. Ibid. 
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Project would depend on the Colorado River ultimately being 

augmented through importation. If this did not occur, they 

were just as certain that the Central Arizona Project would 

have to use Upper Basin water or run dry. 

The House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee re

ported a bill in the second session of the Ninetieth Con

gress. Just as the Senate bill represented the division of 

power in that body, the House bill reflected the composition 

of that chamber. The steam plant concept was accepted. How

ever, the House Committee, over the futile objections of re

presentatives from the Northwest, included a provision to 

study all means of importation. Also, the Committee in

cluded the five Upper Basin projects previously included in 

64 
the LCRPB Bill. The House passed the bill in May, 1968. 

After House action, the issue was reduced to one 

essential dimension:^ How can an agreement on importation 

be resolved? Actually, it was: How can Senator Jackson and 

Congressman Aspinall agree? They were on opposite sides of 

the importation issue. As Committee Chairmen, their control 

over the Conference Committee approached the absolute. 

64. U.S., Congress, House, Colorado River Basin 
Project, 90th Cong., 2d Sess., 1968, Rept. 1312, pp. 1-18. 

65. There were, of course, other important differ
ences. For example, there was disagreement on the size of 
the aqueduct. A large size aqueduct would allow a greater 
capacity of water to be pumped. There was disagreement 
about the exact terms of the 4.4 maf guarantee to Calif
ornia. But, these were minor in comparison to the question 
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After intense negotiations, a bargain was achieved. For 

Aspinall and those who adamantly insisted that importation 

studies be an integral element of the Colorado River Basin 

Project, the Conference Committee bill directed the Secre

tary of the Interior to conduct investigations of the long-

range water requirements of the Pacific Southwest and, in 

conjunction, study all means of augmenting the Colorado 

River water supply. For Senator Jackson and other North-

westerners, the bill provided a stipulation that importation 

studies from river basins outside the Colorado Basin were 

not to begin until 1978, thus placing a ten-year moratorium 

on importation studies. 

Another provision of the bill relating to the ques

tion of water availability was the Mexican Treaty obligation. 

That is: whose responsibility was it? The Conference Com

mittee made the importation compromise more palatable to the 

Colorado River Basin states by declaring that the Mexican 

Treaty was a national obligation. And when the River was 

provided with supplemental water, the cost of delivering the 

67 
water to Mexico would be non-reimbursable. 

The Conference Committee report quickly received' 

House and Senate approval and was cleared for the President's 

of importation, and were quickly settled after the importa
tion question was settled. 

66. Interview with Congressional Committee Staff 
member. 

67. House Rept. 1312, p. 5. 



269 

signature. After 20 years of waiting, Arizonans finally 

had Congressional authorization of their Central Arizona 

Project. At this point it mattered little that many of the 

same kinds of battles would have to be fought in the appro

priation process and that it would be years before a drop 

of water would flow into central Arizona from the Colorado 

River. Nor were Arizonans much concerned that the Colorado 

River Basin Project would immediately generate an array of 
\ 

new problems for the state such as the distribution of the 

water once the Project was completed.. They had Congressio

nal approval of the Central Arizona Project and that seemed 

to be the important thing. The state1s attitude as ex

pressed by the Legislature appeared to indicate that the 

Central Arizona Project was a battle that had been fought 

and won. As indicated in Chapter 5, for a sizable number 

of the legislators, the Central Arizona Project simply was 

no longer a state water issue. 

Conclusion 

From the outset the Central Arizona Project was an 

intergovernmental problem which necessitated that a solution 

be found in a federal context. Legal restraints prohibited 

Arizona from using Colorado River water without prior deter

mination of water rights. Arizona's internal political 

structure committed the state to a federally constructed 
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and financed Project. The other Basin states, anticipating 

that they would be adversely affected by development in 

Arizona, made counter-demands on Colorado River water. 

California insisted on guarantees to insure its water users 

a future supply from the Colorado River. The Upper Basin 

states certain that the Central Arizona Project would over

develop the Lower River demanded that projects in their area 

proceed simultaneously with the Central Arizona Project. 

Thus, circumstances surrounding development of the Colorado 

River dictated an intergovernmental response. 

In Arizona, although for a period of time serious 

efforts were made by the Arizona Power Authority and its 

supporters to "go-it-alone," state interests as well as 

federal interests offset consideration of alternatives to a 

federal project. In addition, the politics of water in 

Arizona quelled any discussion of developing Arizona's al

lotment of the Colorado River in a geographical area be

sides in the Central Valley, e.g., along the western 

boundaries of the state. 

By being committed to a federal project, Arizona had 

to place its water development priorities, first, into a 

regional context and, then, into a national context. A 

regional strategy had to be adapted to obtain Congressional 

authorization. By the same token, a regional solution to 

the immediate problem was devised. That is, the competing 
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interests had to be brought together in a loosely knit co

alition to satisfy immediate perception of their goals. 

In essence, by being placed in an intergovernmental 

context, the nature of water development in Arizona was in

fluenced and shaped in a different form than if the problem 

had been settled internally by the state government. This 

is not to indicate that state development would have been 

more desirable. It is only to point out that the conse

quences of an intergovernmental response and solution to 

the Central Arizona Project changed the scope and conse

quences of the response. For example, the inclusion of five 

Upper Basin projects to proceed simultaneously with the 

Central Arizona Project came as a result of intergovernmen

tal bargaining. At least one place where Arizona will feel 

the consequences of this bargain is in the appropriation 
i 

process. As a staff member of the House Appropriations 

Committee explained: 

There is no question about it, the inclusion 
of the five Upper Basin projects will slow down 
appropriations for the Central Arizona Project. 
The Central Arizona Project and the five Upper 
Basin projects are items that are lumped together 
in the appropriation process. They will be considered 
as such. If the Central Arizona Project were a 
separate item, it would be funded much quicker. By 
being with the other projects it will take some 
years longer to be funded because each will re
ceive smaller increments. 

The Upper Basin projects are only one example of 

the consequences for Arizona. Another is the 4.4 maf an

nual guarantee to California. Of course, the future affects 
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of this compromise on Arizona's water supply cannot be pro

jected at this time. However,• with a considerable degree 

of certainty, one can say that the 4.4 maf guarantee to 

California encompassed in the Colorado River Basin Project 

Act will affect Arizona's water supply in the future, espe

cially if supplemental water is not brought into the Colorado 

River Basin before demands exceed the limits of the River's 

supply. 

In addition to indicating some of the affects on 

Arizona of intergovernmental problem-solving/ this case 

study also suggests some conclusions about policy-making in 

the American federal system. First, as indicated above, po

litical decisions rather than technical choices or optimal 

planning determined the action taken on the Central Arizona 

Project and the Colorado River Basin Project Act. The 

Central Arizona Project was encompassed in a political pack

age which overlooked some of the technical realities of the 

situation and set aside others for later consideration. 

The technicians who testified before the Congress on the wa

ter availability of the Colorado River were all agreed that 

at some future date the river would have to be supplemented 

by an outside source. The Colorado River Basin Project Act 

did not deal with this question directly. In effect, it 

ignored the central question by deferring it to be resolved 

at a later and, unquestionably in terms of the seriousness 

of the problem, more crucial time. 
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A second interrelated conclusion that this case 

study suggests about policy-making in the American federal 

system is that throughout consideration of the Central 

Arizona Project and related water development in the 

Colorado River Basin, the emphasis was not on adequate wa

ter development at all. Rather# the policy-makers empha

sized finding a combination of proposals which would obtain 

a political consensus, with the sole purpose of maintaining 

political stability in the American federal system. From 

the initial Pacific Southwest Water Plan drawn up by the 

Bureau of Reclamation to the final piece of legislation the 

concern was with how to appease the contending interests so 

that a consensus could be obtained that everyone interested 

and affected could live with until the next crisis was 

faced. As is often the case in policy-making in the American 

federal system, intergovernmental policy-making on the 

Central Arizona Project and related water development in 

the Pacific Southwest never faced up to the central issue, 

but postponed it until a later date. The price of obtain

ing a political consensus in 1968 on the Colorado River 

Basin Project Act will unquestionably mean that a more 

costly and crucial consensus will have to be obtained at 

some future time. 



CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

In the introductory chapter, three research 

tasks were set forth for this study — to describe 

intergovernmental water policy-making relationships 

in the state of Arizona; to examine the physical, 

historical, political, and attitudinal factors that 

explain these relationships? and, to assess the con

sequences of intergovernmental policy relationships, 

substantively, for Arizona and, theoretically, for 

the study of American federalism. Throughout the 

work, primary emphasis has been placed upon the 

first two tasks. However• lest the author be accus

ed of neglecting the third task, it should be empha

sized that the overbalance was necessary to establish 

the context for an examination of the consequences of 

intergovernmental policy-making. In addition, through

out the analysis the consequences of intergovernmental 

policy-making have been examined or alluded to. 

Two propositions were interwoven throughout the 

preceding analysis and undergird the research. The 

first stated that intergovernmental water problems 

in Arizona are responded to by a federal*-local policy 
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system. In this system, water policy is formulated and 

implemented virtually without state elected and appointed 

officials taking an active part. This statement should 

not be misconstrued to mean that state officials do abso

lutely nothing. They are involved and importantly so, but 

not in a policy-making role. That is, state officials are 

not intricately involved in setting objectives of water 

development and management, or formulating a statewide 

water plan for future development. Rather, they are in

volved in a supportive role of the federal-local system, and 

are really a part of the system because officials at the 

state level generally accept and wish to maintain the system. 

It is their opinion that the system has worked to the ad

vantage of the state. 

The Bureau of Reclamation is the principal federal 

actor in the system. Local water users1 associations are 

the principal actors at the local level. These two groups 

of policy participants work closely together. 

A mutually supportive relationship has developed 

between the Bureau and local water users1 associations. 

Early in the state's history, the Bureau of Reclamation 

responded to local needs and demands. It adapted itself 

to the political climate which prevailed, first, at the 

local level and, later, at the state level. In this con

tention one must realize that the reference to the Bureau 
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is' not to the organization, but to the individuals and groups 

of individuals within it who have policy responsibilities in 

developing and managing water resources in Arizona. This is 

not to indicate that overall the Bureau itself does not have 

distinctive characteristics. It does. However, Bureau per

sonnel involved with and responsible for Arizona water re

sources work closely with local communities. As a career 

executive in the Washington Office of the Bureau of Re

clamation related: 

I spent 16 years working with' the Bureau's 
Yuma Project in Arizona. I know that area and 
really consider it my home. I know the people 
and I know their feelings about the other areas 
of the state when it comes to the use of the 
Colorado River. You must understand that the 
Bureau is a diversified organization. For many 
reasons, it must be that way. Mainly because 
it is, we get to know the people we serve. 

Bureau officials become part of the community and accept 

community objectives and values, especially insofar as 

water development objectives are concerned. This is not 

compromising their loyalty to the agency, for local ob

jectives most likely coincide with those of the Bureau. 

Moreover, the local objectives were probably defined by 

Bureau personnel in the first place. 

The mutually supportive relationship between the 

Bureau and local water users' associations is different, 

on the one hand, from what Philip Selznick found to exist 
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between the Tennessee Valley Authority and local com

munities;"'" and, on the other hand, what Herbert Kaufman 

found to be the case between the Forest Service and local 

2 interests. Selznick explained the TVA's local relation

ships in terms of the concept of cooptation. He said that 

what occurs when a agency is involved with a local com

munity is that, to avert threats to its stability or 

existence, the agency absorbs new elements which it must 

deal with into its organizational structure by cooptation. 

The agency, in other words, adapts to its environment by 

adjusting its organization, leadership, structure, or 

policy depending on what the needs may be. It coopts 

local entities by mobilizing their support for the agency's 

goals. This is a reciprocal relationship because the agency 

adapts itself to local demands in order to mobilize support 

for its activities. But, it is the agency that coopts not 

the locality. 

Kaufman explains cooptation in reverse. He found 

that the forest ranger, by being closely aligned with local 

interests and individuals, becomes socialized by the local 

1. Philip Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots; A 
Study in the Sociology of Formal Organization (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1966), pp. 13-16, 124-129, and 259-262. 

2. Herbert Kaufman, The Forest Rancrer: A Study in 
Administrative Behavior (Baltimore, Maryland: The John 
Hopkins Press, 1960), pp. 75-78. 
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community in which he serves. Consequently, he becomes their 

advocate and is able to be pressured by them. Kaufman notes 

that the forest ranger's socialization occurs in this way: 

...so much emphasis is placed on the local roots 
that Rangers are encouraged to take as active a 
part as they can in community service, social, and 
fraternal organizations. Slowly, they absorb the 
point of view of their friends and neighbors. 

Kaufman found from this situation: 

...many local interests are in positions to bring 
considerable pressure to bear on the field man. 
Sometimes it is exerted on him directly — to 
convince him of the wisdom and justice of the 
local demand, whatever his convictions, if nec
essary. They can visit him repeatly in his 
office and home, argue with him at meetings of 
civic and fraternal associations, talk with him 
at gatherings of church groups. News reports 
and editorials in the local press and on the 
air ventilate local grievances and aspirations. 
Even the most devoted forest officer might under
standably yield to these constraints now and 
then? on a large scale, the results could gravely 
undermine the unity of agency policy. 

In Arizona, Bureau officials are socialized by 

the local communities, but they also coopt local people 

to support their organization's goals. Bureau field 

workers may indeed accept local values, and have local 

pressure exerted upon them, but they also gain local 

support by directing and managing their water resources. 

As indicated previously, in the establishment of local 

water users' associations, Bureau personnel are instru

mental in shaping these organizations from their initial 

charters to their operating staffs. 
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The essential difference between Forest Rangers 

and Bureau personnel is that the Bureau's water projects 

are fundamental to a local community's economy. The 

Forest Service may indeed be an important element in some 

communities, but overall it is not associated with the 

localities as is the Bureau. In this respect, the Bureau 

more closely jresembles the TVA. However, in terms of 

local water users' associations taking control of water 
i 

projects after or during repayments, they have more of an 

impact on Bureau field workers who assist in operating and 

managing the facilities. 

The second proposition stated that contemporary 

notions about the American federal system are empirically 

insufficient, without revision, to analyze public policy

making in a federal context. A central idea in this regard 

is that a policy approach directs our attention to the 

essential elements of intergovernmental policy-making re

lationships. The policy approach requires a focus on a 

specific problem area or policy issue. The student of 

policy who studies intergovernmental relationships must 

emphasize those relationships which evolve around a sub

stantive issue of public policy. 

In effect, the policy approach brings us out of 

the institutional confines of analyzing units of govern

ment and trying to determine if they are equal partners in 
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the federal system, if they cooperate, or if one dominates 

over the others. It makes us concentrate attention on in

formal as well as formal relationships as they vary accord

ing to the circumstances of the issue. Obviously, the con

clusions of this study apply to only one policy area in one 

state. However, the implications for comparing other issues 
i 

of public policy are just as obvious. 

There is an essential need for more in depth analysis 

of other settings of intergovernmental policy-making on the 

issue of water resources and on other policy issues. Other 

substantive issues of public policy will unquestionably 

reveal different types of intergovernmental relationships, 

policies, and consequences. For example, the role of the 

federal government, the states, and the localities would 

no doubt be different in the areas of civil rights, educa

tion, and welfare from what they are in the area of natural 

resources. But, what are the differences? Why? What are 

the results of policy that evolves from different policy 

systems? Studies need to examine and compare other policy 

areas before solid generalizations can be made about Amer

ican federalism. 

Scant attention has been given to this type of 

research. There appears to be at least two reasons. First, 

the literature that is generally accepted as descriptive 

of the American federal system has a normative bias. It 
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concentrates on justifying or condemning the system which 

exists# rather than examining how and why it exists in the 

way that it does — an essential first step before pre

scriptions can be offered. Second, focusing on inter

governmental policy relationships and substantive issues 

of public policy is indeed a difficult task. One is con

fronted with dealing simultaneously with numerous variables 

which he could otherwise ignore in a study of only one unit 

of government. 

The present study is exploratory. Xt has theoret

ically focused on observable aspects of policy-making in 

the American federal system and has suggested some variables 

which describe and explain policy-making on a particular 

substantive issue. The theoretical foundation has not led 

to a series of interrelated and testable propositions. 

Rather, it has been used to outline the need to study public 

policy-making in a federal context, to set forth an approach 

to the study of federalism and, hopefully, to stimulate 

further investigations in this area. If it has accomplished 

these objectives, it has been successful. 

Setting of the Policy System 

A policy approach requires the student to focus on 

a problem area or an issue area. It assumes that policy 
i 

relationships develop around or adapt to the circumstances 

of the problem and demands to solve the problem. It also ' 

utilizes a systems model. 
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One of the essential problems of all social systems 

is adaption to its environment. The system's framework 

facilitates a more meaningful analysis of the affects of 

the environment on intergovernmental policy-making. As 

shown in Arizona, policy-makers are not faced with a single 

problem. Rather a cluster of interlocked problems com

plicate their job and make it extremely complex. 

In its simplest form, the water resource problem 

facing Arizona is a shortage of supply relative to demand. 

All would agree that the solution is more water. This is 

where the complexity of the issue commences. The circum

stances of an inadequate supply requires rules and regu

lations to govern the use and distribution of the available 

water, organizations to administer the standards prescribed, 

agreements and understandings among the administering units 

and among the affected parties, revisions when they are not 

suitable, and so on and on. As these ancillary tasks are 

met, the initial issue is temporarily set aside again and 

again, until it is lost in the maze of other issues. Then, 

new issues and demands develop. As the population grows, 

the water supply dwindles. Policy-makers simply are inun

dated in a situation where they cannot keep ultimate ob

jectives in mind. A goal of water development becomes many 

diversified aspects on a problem agenda which is also 

cluttered with other issues that require attention. The 
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core issue remains while policy-makers chisel away at 

these peripheral issues. Thus, on water resource issues 

in Arizona, as demonstrated by the case of the Central 

Arizona Project, policy-makers do not solve problems, they 

defer them. This is not an unusual situation on other 

issues of public policy. 

Evolution of Policies and Processes 

Policy-makers are constantly faced with a continuing 

complex problem. Their actions in most cases contribute to 

the complexity. Much of their policy becomes policy about 

how to make and implement policy. Gradually, policies and 

processes develop which are directed not only to the sub

stantive problem but also.to procedures of how the problem 

should be handled. Processes and policy relationships are 

stabilized and routinized. 

The evolution of the relationship between'the Bureau 

of Reclamation and local water users' associations is an 

excellent illustration of the birth, growth, and routin-

ization of policy processes and relationships. The re

lationship between the Bureau and local water users1 as

sociations initially developed from individual farmers being 

unable to cope with environmental water problems. These 

farmers made demands for assistance on the only place that 

they could — the federal government. From a simple 
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"need-response" relationships "between farmers and the 

federal government, new relationships evolved as new needs 

and demands occurred. The need for coordination of water 

development and management brought demands for administrative 

controls and coordination. The need for equitable dis

tribution of scarce water resources brought demands for 

legal controls of the use of the water. Through the years, 

the Bureau of Reclamation and local water users' associations 

defined their responsibilities, obligations, and authorities. 

By the same token, policy processes were established Within 

government both in the legislative and administrative 

branches and between them. Thus, although physical water 

needs contributed to much of governmental creation, process 

and procedural needs contributed to much of governmental 

diversification and differentiation. 

As this growth of federal-local relationships in 

Western reclamation states became stabilized and routinized, 

the federal government's role was defined as was the role 

of local entities and the states. It became a proper role 

of the federal government to assist financially and tech

nically in water resource development and management, but 

to leave ultimate control of actual works to local users 

and jurisdiction to the states. 

However, in Arizona as in some of the other 

Western reclamation states, prescriptions of formal 
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responsibilities gave way to informal relationships and 

political pressures. Moreover, the laws themselves en

couraged a federal-local partnership. What developed in 

Arizona was a cooperative relationship between the federal 

government, i.e., the Bureau of Reclamation and local users. 

The state was willing to support this relationship and not 

become a policy participant. 

The Bureau of Reclamation became Arizona's water 

agent. It answered local needs and demands. It advised 

local users on internal operation of their projects. The 

Bureau literally filled an administrative vacuum left by 

the state. Through the years the Bureau's role has become 

routinized, accepted and defended. The Bureau has not, 

in Selznick's term, cooped the localities. The Bureau has 

neither been socialized by the localities, as Kaufman found 

was the .case with the Forest Service. In fact, both co-

optation and socialization have occurred. 

The Policy System 

Policies and processes which have evolved form a 

pattern of action which can be observed in an intergovern

mental water policy system that takes action on water re

source problems in Arizona. Intergovernmental responses 

to water problems' are established in this policy system. 

A continuous policy process exists within which the mode 
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of action has been settled upon. That is, areas of re

sponsibilities have been finalized and definitions of 

authority have been made'. The participants understand 

and expect to work within this arrangement. State offi

cials, for example, know who they must approach. They also 

know their limitations within the system. 

The system's operation has been affected by per

sonalities and personality changes. An excellent example 

is former Democratic Senator from Arizona, C?.rl Hayden. 

For many years, he had control over the important Appro

priations Committee of the united States Senate. In this 

position, he had not only Arizona's interests at hand, but 

also those of the Interior Department and the Bureau of 

Reclamation. Senator Hayden certainly has an influence on 

the system, and with his retirement it will undoubtedly 

effectuate some changes. There are other examples of per

sonality effects on the operation of the system. The style 

of Congressman Wayne Aspinall (Democrat, Colorado), as 

Chairman of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee 

has an impact on the operation of the system. A Congress

ional staff member depicted Aspinall's style as a teacher. 

He said of Aspinalli 

Aspinall thinks of himself as a teacher. He 
enjoys getting witnesses before his committee and 
embarrassing them when they show that they cannot 
answer his question. This is especially true of 
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Interior Department witnesses. After he rakes 
them over the coals, he then dismisses them, tells 
them to go do their homework, then corae back when 
they are prepared. It is all part of the teaching 
process for him. He thinks of himself as a teacher. 

Floyd Dominy, former Commissioner of Reclamation, 

also affected the policy system with his philosophy of how 

the Bureau of Reclamation should handle water resource 

problems. He was committed to reclamation through irri

gation. The new Commissioner, Ellis L. Armstrong, has a 

different concept of the role of the Bureau. This will 

affect the Bureau's role and the system as well. 

The system has also been affected by structural 

changes, both within the administration and Congressional 

processes. When the House Appropriations Committee estab

lished the Public Works Subcommittee in 1956 for the first 

time there was a point in Congress where federal water 

agencies were coordinated. In a fragmented Congressional 

structure, this was a significant change. Changes through 

the years in the repayment procedures and in the authori

zation procedures in the federal executives have also 

affected changes in the system. 

Both cooperation and conflict as well as the po

tential for cooperation and conflict exist within the policy 

system. Each policy subsystem, although contributing to an 

overall pattern of system action, has its own internal 
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characteristics insofar as Arizona water development and 

management is concerned. The nature of policy relationships 

within the subsystems and between them have important con

sequences for Arizona. Several examples will illustrate. 

First, a cooperative relationship between the Bureau and 

local water users' associations is apparent in subsystem I. 

State activities in this subsystem are supportive of the 

relationship between the Bureau and local users. However, 

the potential for conflict exists and could have an impact 

on policy relationships. Since 1968, after the passage of 

the Central Arizona Project, the state has had a full-time 

professional water engineer, Mr. Wesley Steiner, directing 

the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission. Mr. Steiner has 

questioned the Bureau of Reclamation at several points and 

has demanded a greater and more equal voice for the state in 

regard to Bureau activities in the state. The hiring of 

Steiner will not change the nature of the system or the 

nature of subsystem I. However, there is no question the 

state will become a more viable policy participant and be 

able to work more closely with the Bureau rather than be 

in a secondary role not knowing how to respond to problems 

or at what points to challenge the Bureau. For the purposes 

of this study, the important point to be emphasized is that 

the state, because of the cooperative relationship between 
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the Bureau and local users has not been a viable partner 

in the past and this has affected its role both in the 

past and at present. 

Secondly, Arizona has been affected in the adminis

trative process by having a federal agency as its spokesman. 

At several points in the administrative cycle, formal and 

informal channels are open to the states to give them an 

opportunity to participate in policy-making. The Flood 

Control Act of 1944, for example, directed the Secretary 

of the interior to inform the states and acquire their 

views before submitting federal water projects to Congress 

for authorization. In the budgetary process there is an 

informal rule that all state views will be heard. In the 

first case, Arizona's views are almost always derived from 

the Bureau's views. In the latter case, the state has only 

once taken advantage of the procedure to try and affect the 

position of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Images 

A policy system is synthesized in the images held 

by its individual members about how it should function and 

why it should function the way it does. The knowledge and 

judgments of the members about the internal operations of 

the system are of paramount importance in understanding the 

maintenance of the system and why it persists. The system 

is reinforced by the members' attitudes and perceptions about 
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its activities. What seems to be particularly worth 

emphasizing is that the nature of the members' images 

helps explain how and why the system functions as it does. 

Arizona Legislators and administrators accentuate 

not only the federal government's responsibility in water 

development and management in the state but also its obli

gation. Public, state officials in Arizona feel that water 

problems in the state are national; that they should be 

financed by the federal government; and that new federal 

programs, not state programs, should provide for future 

water development. Most importantly, Arizona Legislators 

and administrators perceive a federal-local policy system 

and believe that they should work within this arrangement. 

Although they may recognize the need for a more viable 

state position, they feel incapable or are unwilling to 

quickly and dramatically change their existing policy role. 

The Arizona Congressional delegation recognizes 

that the state's role is ineffective. Therefore, they see 

it as their role to plan, in conjunction with localities 

and federal agencies, water resource development and manage 

ment. The Congressional delegation recognizes that the 

state can benefit by taking a more active policy role; how 

ever, perhaps because they are wrapped up in working within 

existing arrangements, they continue the system by their 

attitudes and opinions about it just as state public offi

cials do. 
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Federal executives have a low opinion about the 

effectiveness of state public officials' willingness or 

ability (1) to play a policy role or (2) to challenge their 

decisions (this is especially true of Bureau of Reclamation 

officials). In the first instance, federal bureaucrats per

ceive an obligation to direct Arizona's water development. 

In the second case, they see the state as their domain. As 

almost anyone would, the federal bureaucrats want to per

petuate this situation. It is to their advantage to con

tinue the system intact. 

When we understand how and why the images of the 

members are mutually linked, then we can more clearly 

understand the nature of the system. These images, it 

must be remembered, have been galvanized over many years. 

They evolved gradually. Unquestionably, in the minds of 

the policy participants they will have to change gradually. 

The Central Arizona Project 

Each variable examined in this study to describe 

and explain intergovernmental policy-making and relation

ships in Arizona is characterized in the Central Arizona 

Project. The Central Arizona Project illustrates the 

affects of the setting on the need for an intergovernmental 

policy response to Arizona's water problems. It shows the 

accumulation of policies and processes that must be consi

dered. It demonstrates the operations of the policy system. 
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And, it reflects the various members1 attitudes and opin

ions. 

Policy-Making in the American Federal System 

The notion that all federal relationships and func

tions are shared is tautological. It is also misleading to 

say that a shared relationship or function is cooperative. 

It may be cooperative, or it may be conflictual. The lit

erature on American federalism that emphasizes the sharing 

nature of the American federal system has a normative bias. 

It attempts to justify and to depict the states as viable 

and equal partners. Unquestionably, on some policy issues 

and perhaps on most they certainly are. However, the shar

ing thesis is misleading in at least two ways. First, the 

states are not equal partners on all policy issues. As 

shown on the issue of water resources in Arizona, the state 

was an unequal policy participant. On other issues of 

public policy it is plausible to suggest that the states 

may even dominate the policy process. This should be deter

mined by future research. Second, the literature on Ameri

can federalism misleads us into believing that sharing means 

cooperation at all levels of government. But, what actually 

occurs is that cooperation may characterize certain aspects 

of policy-making on a particular issue while conflict or 
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the potential for conflict may characterize other policy-

aspects of the system. 

Paradoxically, in Arizona a cooperative relation

ship between the Bureau of Reclamation and local water users' 

associations has contributed to the state being an unequal 

partner in policy-making on water resource development and 

management. A strong cooperative relationship between the 

Bureau and local users, in fact, has led to state adminis

trative fragmentation and state acquiescence in terms of 

taking a policy role in formulating and implementing pro

grams of water development and management. 

State Legislators and administrators in Arizona 

have no uniform perception of water problems. Water prob

lems are localized. Each Legislator tends to personalize 

his concern with an action on water resource issues. Legis

lative action becomes diversified varying from issue to 

issue. The bills which are introduced are seldom state

wide. They usually deal with a Legislators' district or 

county. 

Legislative fragmentation is reflected in adminis

trative fragmentation. There is no state water agency which 

formulates a coherent statewide water plan. As indicated, 

most state officials — Legislators and administrators alike-

agreed that reorganization was needed, but recognized that 
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politically it could not be accomplished. There is no 

question that a central state water agency would enable 

the state to be a more viable participant in water develop

ment and management and contribute to more efficient hand

ling of its water resources. 

State legislative and administrative arrangements 

mirror local political diversification. The principal 

attribute of water in Arizona as a political issue is its 

local base. Benefits from water projects are perceived 

in local terms and, in fact, have been local. The economy 

of most areas in the state are tied to water development 

projects. One need only mention the Salt River Project and 

the Yuma Project to illustrate the point. 

As a result of their localization, water resource 

issues are highly personalized. Self-interest and self-

protection are the prevailing attitudes about the uses of 

water. With the Central Arizona Project as the significant' 

exception, there have been no statewide objectives of water 

resource development and management over the years. The 

Central Arizona Project has been a state issue; however, the 

struggle for Congressional authorization of the Project has 

reflected the general characteristics of the intergovern

mental policy system which exists in Arizona. The physical, 

legal, and political characteristics of Colorado River 
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development have drawn out the Central Arizona Project 

issue for nearly three decades. During this time the state 

centered its entire future around obtaining the Project. 

Stagnation was the result. 
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