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PREFACE
Concern for the quality of the environment has
become a paramount issue in American society since World
War II.

Accordingly, historians' interest in this topic

has produced an increasing number of scholarly works.
The first investigative studies of consequence commenced
as a result of the New Deal policies, and scrutinized
irrigation, reclamation, forestry, flood control, and the
economic aspects of conservation.

The 1950^ witnessed the

rise to prominence of the preservationists who focused
their attention on the "aesthetic-spiritual" features of
conservation.

Since the 196Os academicians and laymen

have been analyzing a wide variety of topics relating to
the environment such as wildlife, water problems, the
wilderness, and most recently, ecology.

Interest in

this broad field has continued unabated because man faces
the perpetual dilemma of attempting to maintain a harmonicus relationship between himself and his environment.

^

"Gcrdon B, Dodds (ed.), "Conservation & Reclamation
in the Trans-Mississippi West: A Critical Bibliography,"
Arizona and the West, X II (Summer, 1971), 143-171. This
excellent article reviews the major published works on
conservation in the West.
11

As the thrust of the conservation-preservation
movement has shifted with new crises and expanded environmental concerns, so have historical interpretations of
the movement.

Historians have had to view the monumental

efforts to conserve natural resources in light of everchanging social, cultural, and political patterns, environmental changes, demographic variations, and advances in
science and technology.

Consequently, these factors have

created the continual need to reexamine and reevaluate the
use of natural resources.

Thus, historical works have

proliferated, providing critical inquiry into the varying
philosophies and policies of America regarding the exploitation of the environment and the potential impact
of conservation, or lack of it, on future generations of
Americans.
The historiography of the conservation movement
has been amply documented in a number of historicai and
2
conservation journals.
The following is a brief summary
2
See ibid.; J. Leonard Bates, "Fulfilling American
Democracy; The Conserva-cion Movement, 190 7 to 19 21," Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XLVI (June 1957), 29-57;
Gordon B. Dodds, "The Historiography of American Conservation: Past and Prospects," Pacific Northwest Quarterly,
LVI (April 1965), 75-81; Thomas LeDuc, "The Historiographv
of Conservation," Forest History, IX (October 1965), 23-28;
Lav/rence Rakestraw, "Conservation Historiography: An
Assessment," Pacific Historical Review, XLI (August 1972),
271-283.
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which explores the variety of approaches found in the
field, the distinctive trends evident over the years, and
the salient characteristics of the written works pertaining to conservation history.

Thereafter, an outline of

the goals and objectives of this study dealing with conservation in Texas will be presented and placed in its
proper historical framework.
The quality of written treatises on conservation
since the turn jof the century has been inconsistent.

This

is explained in part by Lawrence Rakestraw, one of America's
foremost conservation historians, who distinguishes between
two types of conservation writers, the non-academic and the
3
academic.
The former have been mostly career workers in
a particular field, usually forestry, who have written from
experience and professional background.

Their work, accord-

ing to Rakestraw, usually reflects the bias of individuals
who attempt to justify either their personal actions or
those of their agency.

But, despite such pitfalls, these

individuals have possessed a keen understanding of the
technical problems associated with conservation.

Unlike

the academicians, non-academic writers have grasped more
clearly the intricacies of particular sets of circumstances
accompanying the movement to conserve natural resources.
3
Rakestraw, "Conservation Historiography,'' 271-278
IV

On the other hand, Rakestraw believes academicians generally have been unbiased, but they often have failed to get
at the roots of the conservation movement because of their
lack of familiarity with complex issues.

They have placed

their subject in a broader context, however, giving it more
historical meaning.
Rakestraw divides conservation history into a number of categories:

firstly, the overwhelming majority of

studies has concentrated on federal conservation activities
while virtually ignoring state accomplishments.

Secondly,

many historians have taken the "devil theory" approach in
their studies; that is, they have emphasized conflict and
turmoil between various individuals and groups connected
with natural resources.

For example, Rakestraw notes that

in writings before 1960 the words "origins," "beginnings,"
and "history" most frequently appeared as titles of articles and books.

Since 1960 "controversy," "conflict,"

"struggle," and "battleground," have been commonplace.

He

also observes that in the early 1970s the word "rape" has
been employed to describe man's relationship with his
environment.
Rakestraw writes that the v^rdict is still out on
the role of frontiersmen in conservation.

One school of

thought holds that the early pioneers of the West opposed

Eastern conservation theorists who sought orderly development
V

and management of resources.

Other historians point to

Western leadership and support for certain aspects of
conservation.

There is also a continuing debate regarding

the negative or positive role of Indians in conservation
history.
Thomas LeDuc, another noted chronicler of conserva4
tion history,- concurs with most of Rakestraw's opinions.
LeDuc also contends that American historians have failed
to place their accounts into a framework sufficiently
large to make them altogether meaningful.

Part of this

shortcoming, as Rakestraw notes, lies in the fact that
historians lack the technical background to integrate fully
their work with other disciplines,

LeDuc asserts that,

with few exceptions, conservation writers have dwelt on
moral issues, or have superficially delved into political
or economic issues, rather than investigating the crux of
the conservation problem—the allocation of natural re5
sources.
LeDuc's provocative essay concludes with an
4
LeDuc, "Historiography of Conservation," 23-28.
c

LeDuc lists the following authors and works as
exceptions: Samuel Hays, Conservation and the Gospel of
Efficiency: The Progressive Gonservation Movement, 18901920 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press,
1959); James C. Malin, The Grassland of North America:
Prolegomena to Its History with Addenda (Gloucester, Massachusetts: Peter Smith, 1967); and Walter Prescott Webb,
The Great Plains (Boston: Ginn and Company, 19 31).
VI

indictment against conservation historians who have researched specific areas of conservation without considering other related factors, thus writing in a virtual
vacuum.
Gordon B. Dodds, in perhaps the most useful survey
of literature on conservation history, adds another dimension to the field by stating that scholarly efforts thus
far have failed "to examine the attitude of aesthetic man
toward nature in comparison with and contrast to that of
g
political and economic man."
Dodds suggests that conservation history be divided into four categories, namely
economic, aesthetic, scientific, and political, in order
to grasp its significance.

He further delineates these

areas along governmental and private lines.

Dodds, too,

basically agrees with the comments of Rakestraw and LeDuc
regarding the failures and shortcomings of conservation
historians and their works.
Opinions abound concerning the origins, significance, and implications of conservation.

A major group of

historians interprets conservation in relation to American
development as a nation in the broad sense.

Leonard Bates,

for example, refers to the conservation movement as the

^Dodds, "Historiography of American Conservation,"
79.
Vll

fulfillment of the inexorable march of American democracy,

7

Bates contends that the leaders of the conservation movement sought to achieve economic justice and democratic
handling of natural resources, and strengthened the American fabric in their endeavors.

Thomas LeDuc speculates

that the conservation movement more accurately reflects
the national experience^—a land of plenty characterized
by wanton waste of available natural resources before the
increase in population and the closing of the frontier
g
forced the American public to reexamine its policies.
Roy Robbins' version of conservation efforts pits the
democratic East against monopolistic Western concerns.

9

Encompassing all of these views is Roderick Nash, who sees
the conservation movement as inextricably involved with
the national identity.

Nash suggests that conservation

history is actually a study of the basic issues in American
life such as aesthetic and spiritual development, patriotism, prosperity, national strength, ethical convictions.

Bates, "Fulfilling American Democracy."
g

LeDuc, "Historiography of Conservation," 23.
^Roy Robbins, Our Landed Heritage, The Public
Domain, 1776-1970 (2nd ed. , Revised; Lincoln and London:
University of Nebraska Press, 1976 [1942]).
"^^Roderick Nash, The American Environment: Readings in the History of Conservation (Reading, Massachusetts
Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 196 8), ix-xiv.
viii

and even religion.
Another school of historians has attempted to trace
the origins of the conservation movement to intellectual
and political developments of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries.

Donald Worster, seeking the intellec-

tual connotations of the conservation movem.ent, sees it as
a "prominent plank in the program of reform Darwinism,
which predicted as the next state of evolution man's collective, ethical mastery over the forces of nature.""^
Others have argued that conservation developed as part and
parcel of the Progressive movement, with Theodore Roosevelt
at the helm and his successors attempting to follow in his
12
prodigious shadow.
In still another version, John Reiger
traces the beginnings of conservation to _tu.rn of the century sportsmen who, he believes led the way in wildlife
and timber protection and the preservation of scenic areas.1"^
Three unique historical approaches to the relationship between man and his environment are found in the works
of Walter Prescott Webb, James Malin, and Samuel Hays.

Donald Worster (ed.), American Snvironmentalism
The Formative Period, 1860-1915 (New York: John Wiley &
Sons, Inc., 1973) , 6.
12
George E. Mowry, Theodore Roosevelt and the Progressive Movement (New York: Hill and Wang, 1946), 74-75
13
John F. Reiger, American Sportsmen and the Origins of Conservation (New York: Winchester Press, 1975).
ix

Webb's classic work details the impact of the Great Plains
on American settlers and describes frontier adaptations to
14
the environment.
A stimulating study of man's relationship with his habitat is found in the work of James Malin.
Malin interprets history by viewing the environment as a
complex interrelationship between man and all organisms in
nature, plant and animal.

His insights and painstaking

research offer a wealth of material for the determined
reader of his self-edited works.

Finally, Samuel Hays

argues that the conservation impulse derived from the
16
broader Progressive movement.
He sees the movement as
strongly supported by business interests attempting to
introduce into American society scientific and efficient
methods of utilizing natural resources.
This sam.pling by no means covers the range of perceptions dealing with the conservation movement, but rather
is intended to illustrate the diverse and complex opinions
regarding federal conservation activities.

But, as noted

previously, historians have ignored or slighted conservation efforts on the state level.

This fact is even m.ore

14
See Webb, The Great Plains.
15
See Malin, Grasslands of North America.
^
See Hays, Conservation and the Gospel of
Efficiency.

thought-provoking when one considers that the states
initiated conservation in the areas of irrigation and
reclamation, and simultaneously with the federal govern17
ment, took an interest in the fish culture,
Thus far,
only a handful of works has attempted to describe state
conservation programs, with no comprehensive published
synthesis of efforts by a state west of the Mississippi.

18

Furthermore, existing studies are hampered by their lack
of depth, their narrow focus, and their lack of a broad
historical setting.

Similarly, other studies of state

conservation activities are either limited in scope or
outdated.

17
Dodds (ed.), "Conservation and Reclamation," 146.
18
Ibid.; See Dennis East, II, "Water Power and
Forestry in Wisconsin: Issues of Conservation, 1890-1915"
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Wisconsin,
1971); Marvin W. Kranz, "Pioneering in Conservation: A
History of the Conservation Movement in New York State,
1865-1903" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Syracuse University, 1961); George M. McCarthy, "Colorado Confronts
the Conservation Impulse, 1891-1907" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Denver, 1969); Eugene J.
O'Neill, "Parks and Forest Conservation in New York, 18 501920" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Columbia University,
1963) ; Eugene T. Petersen, "The History of Wildlife Conservation in Michigan, 1859-1921" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1953); John Henry Reeves, Jr.,
"The History and Development of Wildlife Conservation in
Virginia: A Critical Review" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Virginia Polytechnic Institute, 1960).
19
See Clifford J. Hynning, State Conservation ot
Resources (Washington, D.C.: National Resources Committee,
United States Government Printing Office, 1939); Hynning's
xi

The purpose of this study on the Texas conservation
movement is to help fill the void left by previous writers.
This work will concentrate on four major components of the
conservation-preservation movement in the state: wildlife,
forestry, water, and parks.

These topics will be covered

in roughly the order in which concern for the resource began.

Primary emphasis will be placed on the following

critical points of inquiry:

when and why did each movement

originate; what individuals, groups, or regions initiated,
and which opposed, the movement; what were the changing
attitudes towards natural resources; how did urbanization,
population growth, and changing land-use patterns influence
the movement; and how did the advent of leisure and recreational activities affect the movement?

Com.parisons, con-

trasts, and unifying threads among the four movements also
will be examined.
Texas conservation efforts will be compared with

brief study is the best survey of state conservation prior
to 1940. H. H. Michaud, "A Brief History of the Conservation of Natural Resources in Indiana," Indiana Academy of
Science, Proceedings, LVIII (1948), 257-262; C. R. Pettis',
"Conservation in New York State," New York State Historical
Association Journal, III (1922), 77-82; Roland R. Reene,
"State Conservation and Development of Natural Resources,"
State Government, XXI I (June, 1950), 134-137, 143; Ralph
Van Brocklin, "The Movement for the Conservation of
Natural Resources in the United States before 1901"
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan,
1953) .
XI1

similar activities on the national level and with other
states in the Deep South and Southwest.

Thus a determina-

tion may be made as to what influences affected Texas, and
where Texas has stood historically in reference to the mainstream of conservation trends.
Wildlife, forestry, and water will be treated at
length in two chapters each in consideration of their importance.

The 1920s were chosen as a cut-off point for

the first two chapters on wildlife and forestry because
the decade represents a watershed for both movements.

The

state agency responsible for the regulation of wildlife
acquired additional powers and took new direction in the
Twenties.

In addition, by 19 30, changes brought by the

Depression and new uses for second-growth timber altered
forestry conservation thought and practices.

World War II

presents a turning point in water conservation because of
the acute problems brought on by the growth of agriculture
and the petro-chemical and other industries, and by the
tremendous spurts in population.

Attempts to preserve his-

toric and scenic lands will receive less attention because
the state has not been as concerned with the development
of a state parks system until relatively recently.
The conservation of soil, grasslands, and minerals
is not within the scope of this work.

Soil conservation

generally was not practiced in Texas until the Great
xiii

Depression and then only at the insistence and with encouragement of the federal government.

The State of Texas did

establish a soil conservation agency but it traditionally
has relied heavily on the federal government for advice
and aid.

Likewise, grasslands conservation has not been

a major concern of the state except in times of drought.
Since Texas upon entering the Union kept its public domain,
which it sold by the early twentieth century, most grassland conservation has been a private affair.

Mineral con-

servation, especially petroleum, has been dealt with in a
number of scholarly works and, because of its dominating
impact on Texas, deserves to be treated separately.
This study terminates in the mid-196 0s when most
of the conservation laws were in effect and concern shifted
to the quality of work undertaken.

The public and state

politicians by this time were imbued with the idea that
conservation had become an absolute necessity, although
arguments would continue as to the definition of conservation.

Also, in 196 3 the wildlife agency and parks board

merged to form the Parks and Wildlife Department which has
since then concentrated on law enforcement and scientific
game control.
I am deeply indebted to Professor Alwyn Barr for
his direction of this dissertation and to Professor Dan L.
Flores for his observations and suggestions.
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In addition,

Professors Leslie C. Drew, Lawrence L. Graves, Otto M.
Nelson, and John R. Wunder offered helpful criticism.
The staff of the Southwest Collection at Texas Tech University, especially Mike Hooks, answered many questions
and provided much information.

Joan Weldon aided this

project considerably with her typing and as an information
source.

Finally, a special acknowledgment goes to my wife,

Mary, and my children, Rochelle and Stevie, for their
patience and understanding during this past year.
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INTRODUCTION
Attempting to interpret the term conservation
leads one to consider any number of definitions.

The

meaning of the word without question has changed substantially since the late nineteenth century, moving from a
preservationist oriented connotation to the broad allencompassing term that it signifies today.

Conservation

as applied to natural resources in America is of relatively
recent origin and can be traced to United States Geological
Survey reports concerning water management in the late
1880s.

During the era of Theodore Roosevelt the generally

accepted definition became "the use of natural resources
for the greatest good of the greatest number for the
2
longest time."
But then and now, this definition probably
poses more questions than it answers.

For example, what

is natural resource, v/hat constitutes the greatest good.

Hays, Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency,
5.
2
See Gifford Pinchot, Breaking New Ground (New York
Karcourt, Brace and Company, 1947), 322-326. Pinchot,
Roosevelt's right hand man in the conservation movement,
claimed that the word in its modern sense originated in a
series of conversations between himself and Overton Price,
a close associate. This claim is not widely accepted
today.

and most importantly, who makes the decisions regarding
conservation, the public or private interests?

Pinchot

wrote in 1947 that "it would be hard to find an intelligent
man in the United States who hasn't at least some conception of what conservation means."

The same holds true for

the 19 80s given the emphasis on balancing the needs of
society with protection for the environment.

But the ques-

tion for the historian attempting to analyze a conservation
movement is one of determining a definition.

Conservation

for the purposes of this study, encompasses a range of
activities including planning, preservation, and use of
resources; in this case wildlife, forestry, water, and
p_a£k areas.

This definition is representative of his-

torians' approaches to conservation and one generally
5
accepted during the time frame of this study.
Conservation did not become an issue in American
society until the 1870s.

Few individuals prior to that

date recognized the relationship between man and his environment, and those who did attempt to stir the American
3
Barrow Lyons, Tomorrow's Birthright: A Political
and Economic nterpretation of Our Natural Resources (New
York: Funk & Wagnalls Company, 1955), 13-14.
4
Pinchot, Breaking New Ground, 326.
5
Hynning, State Conservation, vii; Henry Clepper
(ed.), Origins of American Conservation (New York: The
Ronald Press Company, 1960), 5.
Robbins, Our Landed Keritage, 301-303.

consciousness stood naked in an intellectual wilderness.
Thomas Jefferson, William Bartram, John J. Audubon, Ralph
Waldo Emerson, Henry David Thoreau, Edmund Ruffin, Eugene
Hilgard, George Perkins Marsh, and Carl Schurz are only a
few of the men who marched in virtual solitude during the
pre-Civil War years.

These individuals decried the de-

struction of God's gifts to mankind and challenged the
myth of inexhaustible resources, or as Stewart Udall has
7
phrased it, the "myth of superabundance."
George Perkins Marsh perhaps more than the others
could see the wisdom of managing and conserving natural
resources.

His magnum opus, Man and Nature, published in

1864, offered the first comprehensive and analytical ecog
logical study of the American environment.

Marsh's keen-

ness of intellect enabled him to perceive, years before
most others, that human beings posed a serious threat to
nature's delicate balance and the tenuous interrelationship
7
See Stewart L. Udall, The Quiet Crisis (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1963), 39-53 and 70-71; for a
more general discussion of these individuals see Arthur A.
Ekirch, Jr., Man and Nature in America (New York and London
Columbia University Press, 1963); Hans Kuth, Nature and
the American: Three Centuries of Changing Attitudes
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press,
19 57); Roderick Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind
(Revised ed.; New Haven and London: Yale University Press,
1973 [1967]),
George Perkins Marsh, Man and Nature; or, Physical
Geography as Modified by Human Action, ed. David Lowenthal
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Belknap Press, Harvard
University Press, 1965 [1864]).

between the plant and animal community.

9

The failure of the early conservationists to awaken
Americans to their surroundings can in part be placed on
the shoulders of the conservationists themselves.

They

found themselves arrayed against rapacious lumber, agricultural, and other economic interests who were better organized, maintained more effective lobbies on the state and
national levels, and spent huge sums of money in behalf of
their cause,

The shortcomings of conservationists became

markedly evident in the latter decades of the nineteenth
century, an era referred to by Vernon L. Parrington as the
great "barbecue" or by Udall as the "Big_Raid" on natural
resources.

Economic interests wantonly and callously

squandered this country's resources in an unprecedented
drive for material wealth and domination over the public
interest. 12 Conservationists, in the meantime, had little
impact on an apathetic public which countenanced this

^See Udall, The Quiet Crisis, 71-82, for a concise
presentation of Marsh's views.
Arthur Newton Pack, Forestry: An Economic Challenge (New York: The Macmillan Company, 19 33), 13.
Vl Vernon L. Parrington, Main Currents in American
Thought: An Interpretation of American Literature from
the Beginnings to 19 20, III (New York: Harcourt, Brace
and Company, 1927), 4; and Udall, The Quiet Crisis, 54,
84-88.
"'•^See Lyons, Birthright, 9-10; Richard M. Highsmith,
Jr,, J, Granville Jensen, and Robert D, Rudd, Conservation
in the United States (Chicago: Rand McNally & Company,
1962), 25.

action.

One writer has attempted to explain the situation

by observing that the exploiters looked "with wonder and
a kind of contemptuous pity on those 'sentimentalists' who
talked in such abstract terms as 'duty to the next generation' and 'protecting' our forest heritage inviolate." 13
Furthermore, the conservation movement lacked direction
and long remained on the emotional level until its adherents started offering facts to detail accurately the
14
destruction of American natural wealth.
The inevitable passing of the public lands and the
closing of the frontier led the national and state governments to inventory their resources and, at the insistence
of few small groups of crusading, public-spirited citizens,
move to protect their remaining assets.

State legislative

action initially began in the 1860s with efforts to control
river pollution and to restock fish, followed by the establishment of game agencies in the 18 70s, and finally, the
15
advent of forestry conservation in the 1880s.
The federal government belatedly awoke to its
responsibilities in the late nineteenth century.

A mile-

stone in federal conservation occurred with the Federal

Pack, Forestry, 12.
Ibid., 18.
Hynning, State Conservation, 1, 3; Van Brocklin,
"Movement for the Conservation of Natural Resources," in
passim; Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 4-5, 10-11.

Reserve Act of 1891 which authorized the president the
power to reserve public timber lands to protect the watersheds of the West.

This bill became the cornerstone of

the national forest system and brought the national gov16
ernment into conservation.
The condition of natural
resources improved rapidly under the auspices of the
federal government, especially after the accession of
Theodore Roosevelt as president.

A program of inventories,

scientific management and research, and educational activities helped convince much of the American public that
conservation was necessary for future survival, and that
it was not some frivolous undertaking with limited
benefits.
The ideas and attitudes that characterized national
thought regarding conservation also prevailed in Texas.
The first Anglo settlers who arrived in Texas in 1820 found
what they believed to be an inexhaustible supply of resources in wildlife, timber, and water.
18
they disrupted the balance of nature.

Eut, in reality,
The earliest

pioneers found it inconceivable that preserving or conserving resources was necessary or ever would be, Moreover,

16
Robbins, Our Landed Keritage, 304-307.
17
Highsmith et al,, Conservation, 17,
\
^ 18 Everett T, Dawson, A Brief History of Wildlife
Conservation in Texas (Austin, Texas: Texas Game, Fish
and Oyster Commission, 1949), 2.

7
these attitudes continued to persist as the frontier inexorably moved westward.

By the 1880s industries dotted

most of the eastern portions of the state; between 1880
and 1890 farmers moved into the central and western portions of the state; and from 1890 to 1900 the remaining
areas of West Texas were settled.

19

Pressures on resources

intensified as the population mushroomed from an estimated
20,000 in 1820, to approximately 600,000 by 1860, and to
over 1,500,000 in 1880.^°
The conservation impulse in Texas, as on the
national level, did not perceptibly gain momentum until
after the turn of the century.

The primary reason for

this retarded development rests in the heavy dependence
qf Texas society and economy on the continued aggressive
development of the land and its resources,

21

From a

political standpoint, attitudes toward conservation differed little from those toward any other social service,
Thus, in a state notorious for its lack of social services,

19
For a more complete discussion see John S. Spratt,
The Road to Spindletop: Sconomic Changes in Texas, 18751901 (Austin and London: University of Texas Press, 1955);
Texas Lamanac, 19 25, p. 96.
20
Figures from Texas Almanac, 188 2, p. 126; Also
see William W. Lang, A Paper on the Resources and Capabilities of Texas (a paper read before the Farmer's Club of the
American Institute, Cooper Union, New York, March 8, 1881),
5.
21
For a general discussion of agriculture and land
use see Highsmith et al., Conservation, 63-64.

8
conservation suffered along with other programs.

22

The

fact that the federal government maintained no property
within the state also hampered conservation activities
because national assistance provided guidance and financial support in states with large federal holdings.

The

Texas brand of extreme individualism, typical of frontier
23
areas, created another problem for conservationists.
Finally, debt restrictions placed on state and local government entities by the Texas Constitution of 18 76 tremen24
dously limited public funding of conservation projects.
With such attitudes in Texas, the management of
natural resources in the late nineteenth century and into
the early twentieth rested entirely on the police power
of the state.

Certainly this created a less than ideal

situation for conserving resources and one which led to
25
a general disregard for the law until the 19 20s.
Thus, as Texas moved into the conservation era
one could not be very optimistic in a state dominated by

22
Ibid., 3.
23
See Udall, The Quiet Crisis, 67, for a discussion of the impact of these attitudes nationally.
24
Jared E. Kazelton, The Impact of the Texas
Constitution on Natural Resources (Kouston: Institute
fcr Urban Studies, 1973).
25
Kynning, State Conservation, 1.

proponents of the myth of inexhaustible resources, an
agricultural mentality favoring unrestricted use of the
land and political parties that, instead of calling for
greater state control of resources, preached governmental
retrenchment in the funding of new agencies.

Only

reluctantly, and with several false starts, did Texas
inch its way into the mainstream of conservation activity
in the late 1870s.

26
See Alwyn
Politics, 1876-1906
Texas Press, 1971);
1906-1944 (Lubbock,

Barr, Reconstruction to Reform: Texas
(Austin and London: University of
and Seth Shepard McKay, Texas Politics,
Texas: Texas Tech Press, 1952).

CHAPTER I
TKE GREAT AWAKENING:

EARLY STIRRINGS FOR

WILDLIFE PROTECTION, 1860-19 23
Wildlife has played an enormously important role
in Texas history and culture from the earliest time to
the present.

Native Indians depended on wildlife as an

economic foundation and, like subsequent settlers, viewed
wild game and fish as a source of food, clothing, livelihood, aesthetic beauty, and recreation.

Descriptions pro-

vided by Indians, early explorers and travelers as well as
later settlers recount the almost unimaginable varieties
and quantities of wild animals and fishes.

On the other

hand their vivid accounts also relate the tragic, gradual
disappearance of many species, and the retreat of countless
others in the face of the relentless press of settlement on
the Texas frontier.

Consequently, the permanent damage

inflicted on the wild game and fish population by the end
of the nineteenth century moved Texans to try to protect
and save the remaining species.
It has been suggested that anyone attempting to
appraise the past wildlife situation must necessarily be
cautious in light of the inherent tendencies of explorers
10

11
and travelers to exaggerate.

But, in reviewing eighteenth

and nineteenth century descriptions of wild game in Texas,
one is struck by the many accounts that invariably refer
to bountiful supplies of wildlife.

Spanish journals are

replete with tales of innumerable herds of buffalo (Bison
americanus), deer (Odocoileus virginianus), and antelope
(Antilocapra americana), and tell of flocks of turkeys
(Meleagris gallopara silvestris and Meleagris galloparo
merriami), ducks, and other game birds, and cf wolves
(Canis lupus and Canis rufus), coyotes (Canis latrans),
and cats (Felis concolor and Felis onca) of all species,
all of which flourished within the present-day state
2
boundaries.
Glowing reports exist of an abundance of
^Joseph T. Shoman, "Wildlife," in America's Natural
Resources, ed. Charles K. Callison (New York: The Ronald
Press Company, 1967 [1957]), 113.
2
For accounts of wildlife in Texas see Juan N.
Almonte (Translated by C. E, Castaneda), "Statistical
Report on Texas," Southwestern Kistorical Quarterly, XXVIII
(January 1925), 177-221; Nettie Lee Benson, "Bishop Marin
de Porras and Texas," Southwestern Historical Quarterly, LI
(July 1947), 16-40; Marilyn McAdams Sibley, Travelers in
Texas, 1761-1860 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1967),
57; Fray Gaspar Jose de Solis (Translated by Margaret K.
Kress), "Diary of a Visit of Inspection of the Texas Missions Made by Fray Gaspar Jose de Solis, in the Year 176 7176 8," Southweste rn Historical Ouarterly, XXXV (July-April
1931-1932), 28-76. Though contemporary accounts often incorrectly identified wildlife, an attempt has been made to
identify game and fish by genus and species, Sources used
include the following: Roger Tory Peterson, A Field Guide
to the Birds of Texas and Adjacent States (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1960); Paul A. Johnsgard, North American
Game Birds of Upland and Shoreline (Lincoln: University of
Nebraska Press, 1975); J. G. Burr, Brief Studies of Texas
Bird Life, Bulletin No. 10 (Austin: Texas Game, Fish and

12
fishes in rivers and creeks, and shrimp and oysters
3
(Crassostrea virginica) in the bays.
But as early as 1835
one astute observer of the land noted that the valuable fur
bearing animals would be exterminated if measures were not
taken to regulate the killing of the much sought-after
beaver (Castor canadensis) and otter (Lutra canadensis) in
4
East Texas.
The rapid influx of Anglo settlers pushed the total
population of Texas in 18 36 to approximately 50,00 0.
Though pressure on wildlife intensified, Texas offered
special attractions to avid sportsmen and hunters through
the Civil War period.

Contemporary accounts reveal a

Oyster Commission, 1935); Frank T. Knapp, Fishes Found in
the Fresh Waters of Texas (Brunswick, Georgia: Ragland
Studio and Litho Printing Company, 19 53); J. G. Burr,
Fishes of Texas, Bulletin No. 5 (Austin: Texas Game, Fish
and Oyster Commission, 19 32) ; Nick Fotheringham and Susan
Lee Brunenmeister, Common Marine Invertebrates ûf the
Northwestern Gulf Coast (Kouston: Gulf Coast Publishing
Company, 1975); David Baxter, Ted L. Clark, John Jefferson,
and James G. Teer, Texas Wildlife (College Station: Texas
A&M University Press, 1978); Henry S. Pratt, A Manual of
Land and Fresh Water Vertebrate Animals of the United
States (Exclusive of Birds) (Philadelphia: P. Blakiston's
Son Sc Company, 1923); William B. Davis, Mammals of Texas,
Bulletin No. 41 (Austin: Texas Game and Fish Commission,
1960) .
3
Almonte, "Statistical Report," 190-191.
^lbid., 214-215.
5
Daniel Lay, "Brief Chronology of Wildlife in
Texas," Texas Game and Fish, III (March 19 45), 9, 13.
Sibley, Travelers in Texas, 57.

13
passing awareness that certain species no longer inhabited
the land in plentiful numbers, but the tremendous amount
of wild game remaining distorted the true picture for
Texans.
The typical early attitude toward wild game is
exemplified by William Kennedy, an Englishman who published his observations of the country in 1841 in a book
entitled Texas. Kennedy referred to the immense flocks of
wild geese, brant (Branta bernicla), snipe (Capella gallinago), teal and other varieties of ducks as "an easy and
o

inexhaustible prey to the sportsman."

Kennedy wrote that

in some parts of Texas a settler could calculate killing a
7
See A. L. Bradford and T, N. Campbell, "Journal
of Linceum's Travels in Texas, 1835," Southwestern Historical Quarterly, LIII (October 1949), 180-201; C. C. Cox,
"Reminiscences of C. C. Cox," Texas Historical Association
Quarterly, VI (January 1903), 208; William Kennedy, Texas:
The Rise, Progress, and Prospects of the Republic of Texas,
Two Volumes in One (Clifton, New Jersey: Augustus M,
Kelley, PUblishers, 1971 [1841]), 123-127; J. H, Kuykendall,
"Reminiscences of Early Texans," Texas Kistorical Association Quarterly, VII (July 1903), 29-64; Andrew F, 24uir
(ed.), Texas in 1837 (Austin: University of Texas Press,
1958), 75":
g
Kennedy, Texas, 126. The most prevalent species
of geese frequenting Texas are the Canada (Branta canadensis), snow (Chen hyperborea), and blue (chen caerulescens).
Three major species of teal migrate to and through Texas
including Blue-winged (Anas discors), Green-winged (Anas
carolinensis), and Cinnamon (Anas cyanoptera). Peterson,
A Field Guide to the Birds of Texas, gives more definitive
information on this subject. Also see J. G. Burr, "Conservation of Texas Wildlife," Texas Game and Fish, VII
(September 1949), 24-25.

14
deer with as much certainty as an English farmer could
Q

upon taking a sheep with his flock.

Similarly, John R.

Bartlett, United States Boundary Commissioner, inscribed
in his journal during the early 18 50s that in some parts
of Texas, killing a deer ceases to be a sport and "neither
skill nor ingenuity is required."
The completion of the first railroad in Texas
during the 1850s only exacerbated the situation for wildlife by facilitating the shipment of valuable skins and
pelts to northern cities.

A trading post near Waco pur-

portedly shipped 75,000 deer hides to New York between
1844 and 1853, as well as a large quantity of buffalo and
other animal skins.
Yet descriptions in the 1850s by Bartlett and
Captain R. B. Marcy attest to the plethora of animal and
12
wildlife resources in Texas at that date.
Marcy, sent
9

Kennedy, Texas, 123.

J. L. Baughman, "Texas Natural Kistory One
Hundred Years Ago," Texas Game and Fish, IX (October 19 51),
\ 6-9. For additional information on this expedition see
^John Russell Bartlett, Personal Narrative of Exploration
and Incidents in Texas, New Mexico, California, Sonora,
and Chihuahua connected with the United States and Mexican Boundary Commission During the Years 1850, '51, '52,
and '53. Vol. I-II (Chicago: The Rio Grande Press, I n c ,
1965 [1854]), especially 236, 520-526.
Lay, "Chronology of Wildlife," 9.
12
Senate Executive Document No, 60, 34th Cong.,
Ist sess., 1856, Report of an Expedition to the Sources
of the Brazos and the Big Witchita Rivers, During the

15
by Secretary of War Jefferson Davis to explore the.upper
Red River, noted a scarcity of antelope around the presentday Wichita Falls area, but his expedition did not find
it necessary to butcher any of the cattle it had brought
13
along for a meat supply.
Marcy had enough foresight
concerning the wildlife predicament so that during negotiations with a group of Comanches which the federal
government desired to resettle, he persuaded them to move
by arguing that buffalo, deer, and other game animals
would soon disappear, and that in a few years they and
their children would have to resort to another means of
,. .
14
livmg.
Marcy's prophecy came true for the majestic buffalo
which at one time roamed Texas and the Western Plains in
numbers estimated between 60,000,000 and 75,000,000.

The

French adventurer LaSalle and other explorers and travelers
documented huge herds along the coast near Matagorda Bay as
16
early as the 16 80s.
Though the great herds had been

\j Summer of 185 4, by Captain R. B. Marcy, 5th Infantry; J. G.
Burr, "Texas Teemed with All Kinds of Wildlife a Century
Ago," Texas Game and Fish, VII (October 1949), 11, 29-30.
^ Marcy, Report, 5; Burr, "Texas Teemed," 11, 29.
14
Marcy, Report, 21.
Dawson, Kistory of Wildlife Conservation, 3;
"The Buffalo, Monarch of the Plains," Texas Game and Fish,
I (July 1943), 4, 16.
16
0. W. Williams, "Route of Cabeza de Vaca in

16
unmercifully decimated by the 1840s and 1850s, large numbers of the beasts still roamed the prairie west of Denton
17
and near Temple.
The organized slaughter of the remaining herds in
Texas began during the mid-1870s.

After killing a stag-

gering total of animals in Kansas and Nebraska, buffalo
hunters migrated into the Texas Panhandle and north central
portions of the state in search of skins, tongues, and meat
Though these hardy men killed a tremendous number of buffalo, other factors contributed to the reduction of the
beasts.

The expansion of the railroad brought civiliza-

tion ever westward and created demands for the buffalo
habitat.

The lust for rich agricultural and pasture land

for the burgeoning cattle kingdom further reduced the
18
buffalo's value.
Concerned citizens forced several territorial and
state legislatures to pass measures protecting the animal

Texas," Texas Kistorical Association Quarterly, III (July
1899), 54-64.
17
For a brief history of the demise of the buffalo
see William C. Holden, Alkali Trails: or Social and Economic Movements of the Texas Frontier, 1846-1900 (Dallas:
The Southwest Press, 1930), 5-19; also see Wayne Gard,
The Great Buffalo Hunt (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1959),
especially 132-153 for emphasis on Texas.
18
Gard, Great Buffalo Kunt, 132-153; Holden,
Alkali Trails, 18; Ernest Wallace and E. Adamsson Hoebel,
The Comanches: Lords of the Plains (Norman: University
of Oklahoma Press, 1952), 65.

17
in the 1860s and 1870s.

Enforcement of such laws, how-

ever, proved nearly impossible on the prairie.

19

On the

national level, opposition from high officials in the
Grant administration forestalled attempts to protect the
buffalo on federal property.

Secretary of the Interior

Columbus Delano especially resisted any protective measures
on the grounds that the killings removed a source of food
20
and livelihood for marauding Indians.
Similar sentiments
in Texas caused the Texas legislature to ignore pleas for
21
saving the unfortunate creatures.
Thus the carnage continued to such an extent that selling buffalo bones became
22
a booming business in the late 1870s.
Few of the animals remained in Texas or the nation
by the early 1880s.

Several territorial governments be-

latedly enacted protective measures but an animal that had
once roamed the North American continent by the millions

19
These states include Idaho, 1864; Wyoming, 1871;
Montana and Colorado, 18 72 (see Gard, Great Buffalo Hunt,
206) .
^°Ibid., 207-212; Holden, Alkali Trails, 18-19;
Udall, The Quiet Crisis, 65.
^•'•Gard, Great Buffalo Hunt, 216. The fear of
Indians and the desire for rich agricultural lands were
the primary motivations in Texas for the removal of the
buffalo in Texas. Charles Bowden, Killing of the Hidden
Waters (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1977), 109110; "Monarch of the Plains," 16.
^^Gard, Great Buffalo Kunt, 300-304.

18
virtually had been exterminated. 23
The indiscriminate killing of wild game caused
little concern among Texans throughout most of the nineteenth century.

Pamphleteers, appealing to immigrants,

enthusiastically described the abundance of fish and fowl
24
in the state.
One zealous writer boldly declared that
"nowhere else on the American continent can the eager
sportsman spend his winter more pleasantly," and callously
emphasized that "myriads of ducks, geese, swan, plover,
snipe, and curlew assemble here every winter, and the
25
sportsman can satiate himself with slaughter."
Attitudes towards wildlife changed only after it
became obvious to even the most uncaring of men that all
26
types of wild game were disappearing.
The only law in
the state prior to the Civil War protecting wildlife was
a local statute passed in 1860 prohibiting the killing of

23
These territories include New Mexico, 1880 and
the Dakota Territory, 1883 (Gard, Great Buffalo Hunt, 216);
Holden, Alkali Trails, 17-18; Dawson, History of Wildlife
Conservation, 3; "Monarch of the Plains," 16.
24
0. M. Roberts, A Description of Texas—Its
Advantages & Resources (St. Louis: Gilbert Book Company,
1881), 90.
\ 25
•^' Lang, A Paper on the Resources and Capabilities
of Texas, 4 2-43. Genus and species include swan (Olor
columbianus) ; plover (Charadrius semipalmatus) , {C_.
melodus), and C. Wilsonia); curlew (Numenius americanus).
See the San Antonio Express, July 23, 1881 for
observations regarding wildlife in Texas from the years
1848 to 1831.

19
quail (Colinus virginianus) on Galveston Island for a
27
period of two years.
Additional regulations in 18 74
placed restrictions on coastal seining and netting.

28

Public opinion favoring wildlife protection began to
develop as more species of animals faced threats from
the steady westward progression of settlement, expanding
of agriculture, the extension of the railroad, and improvements in firearms.

Furthermore, the major cities grew from

75 to 100 per cent in the 1870s because of enhanced indus29
try, commerce, and transportation.
More citizens had
money and leisure time, for which hunting and fishing
became the popular outlet.

Kunters and fishermen found

it expedient to support wildlife conservation to ensure
supplies for the future.
The state of Texas failed to provide much

27
V. W. Lehman, Increase Quail by Improving Their
Habitat (Austin: Texas Game, Fish and Oyster Comjnission,
1937), 8; Review of Texas Wildlife and Conservation:
Protective Efforts from 1379 to the Present Time, and
Operations of the Fiscal Year Snding August 31, 19 29
(Austin: Texas Game, Fish and Oyster Commission, r9"29) ,
49; Palmer, Biological Survey, 61.
~^H. P. N. Gammel, The Laws of Texas, 1822-1897,
Vol. VIII, 16th Legislature, Regular Session, Chapter XCI,
1879, p, 100.
29
For information on the population growth see
Barr, Reconstruction to Reform, 14.
Reiger, American Sportsmen, further develops
this theme on a broader basis.

20
leadership in conservation at a time when the federal
government and other states moved forward in this area.
The creation of fish and wildlife agencies had been a
relatively recent trend, with the first fish commission
established in Massachusetts in 1865, and most other
31
states following shortly thereafter.
Though the Atlantic
seaboard states and New England had shown concern for wildlife since the colonial era, prior to 1850, very little
game legislation had been passed in the United States and
none west of the Mississippi River, except in the Indian
lands controlled by the federal government.

32

Even the

few limited laws that managed to work their way out of
unsympathetic, rurally-dominated state legislatures were
either emasculated to the point of being ineffective or
ignored by rural folk who "considered game lav/s an infringe33
ment of personal liberty."
This attitude prevailed in
Texas and hampered game protection well into the twentieth

\? 31
James B. Trefethen, "Wildlife Regulation and
Restoration," Qrigins of American Conservation, ed. Henry
Clepper (New York: The Ronald Press Company, 1966), 60-62;
also consult table on page 49 of this chapter.
32
Trefethen, "Wildlife Regulation and Restoration,"
in Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 21-22; Hynning, State
Conservation, 23-24; Donald C. Swain, Federal Conservation
Policy, 1921-1933 (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University
of California Press, 1963), 30.
33
James B. Trefethen, An American Crusade for
Wildlife (New York: Winchester Press, 1975), 106.

21
century.

Also, before the 1850s anyone espousing the

cause of conservation defined in the broadest sense was
34
generally treated as a nuisance.
Thus, the worst aspects
of hunting during breeding and nesting seasons continued
for the commercial market.
Recognition that previous indifference and apathy
toward wildlife had produced near disaster in many regions
of the country stirred state legislatures to embark on a
period of lawmaking which began in the early 1850s and
35
lasted until the mid-1880s.
These statutes regulated
bag limits, outlawed certain types of traps, and estab36
lished rules for hunting.

The first statute in the

state of Texas, passed in 1860 on Galveston Island, roughly
corresponded chronologically with similar legislation in
states and territories from the midwest and Mississippi
37
Valley to the Plains and Rocky Mountains.
Meanwhile, by
1870 ten states, all along the Atlantic seaboard except

34
Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 13; Trefethen,
"Wildlife Regulation and Restoration," in Clepper, Origins
of Conservation, 21-22,
35
Kynning, State Conservation, 23-24; Trefethen,
"Wildlife Regulation and Restoration," in Clepper, Origins
of Conservation, 23.
•^^Trefethen, Crusade for Wildlife, 109-113.
37
See Palmer, Biological Survey, 52-53; States
and territories with dates are Indiana, lowa, Louisiana,
and Ohio-1857; Minnesota-1858; Michigan-1859; Nebraska
and Texas-186 0; and Kansas, Kentucky, and Nevata-1861.

22
California, had established some sort of fish regulatory
agency.

38
While undoubtedly lagging behind most of the

country in terms of wildlife protection, Texas had laws
on the books before all of her neighboring states and
39
territories except Louisiana.
But state officials
left the task of enforcing the generally unpopular game
laws in Texas to local peace officers.

These officers

depended on support from the populace for their terms in
office and therefore only reluctantly prosecuted lawbreakers.
Federal activities up to 1900 closely paralleled
developments on the state level.

The lack of public sup-

port for wildlife conservation on the national scale manifested itself in the absence of federal statutes.

The

only federal law of significance until the 1870s banned
the killing of game in the Indian territory, except by

38
See map and dates on pp. 49-51 of this chapter
39
Palmer, Biological Survey, 52-53; Dawson, History of Wildlife Conservation, 4; Burr, "Game Abundant,"
26; Van Brocklin, "Conservation of Natural Resources"'
and for more complete information see Review of Texas
Wildlife and Conservation, 49.
Robert H. Connery, Governmental Problems in
Wildlife Conservation (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1935), 178.

23
the Indians.

Even this act contained no provisions for
41
enforcement.
Effective federal action came on the heels
of the creation of the American Fisheries Society in 1870,
one of the first scientific organizations in America. 42
At this society's insistence, Congress established the
United States Fish Commission, which in 190 3 became the
43
Bureau of Fisheries.
This commission launched an extensive propagation and transplanting program that will be
discussed later in this chapter.

Similarly, in 1833, the

American Ornithology Union organized for the purpose of
advancing ornithological science.

Its intense lobbying

effort led Congress to appropriate funds for a Division of
Economic Ornithology and Mamjnology within the Department
of Agriculture, which later became the Bureau of Biological
Survey, and eventually evolved into the Fish and Wildlife
44
Service under the Department of Interior.
Federal activity prior to 19 00 primarily focused
on fish and birds.

The marine fisheries were the first

natural resources to be exploited, and fisheries became

41
For a brief review of early federal activity
see Van Brocklin, "Conservation of Natural Resources,"
108-109.
42
Ibid.; Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 11; and
Highsmith et al., Conservation, 170.
43
Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 12; Highsmith
et al., Conservation, 170.
44
Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 12; Highsmith
et al., Conservation, 170.

the first mdustry of any consequence m

24
the New World. 45

Early on it became evident that heavy fishing pressure
posed a serious threat to marine resources.

In response

Massachusetts Bay Colony passed regulatory laws in 165 2.46
The high number of grist mills and dammed waterways interferring with the natural waterways of the anadromous fish
further added to the fish conservation problem. 47 As the
interior population of the country grew, increased pressure
on non-coastal fishing waters spurred sportsmen's organin ror
4.48
zations to call
action.

The initial move of the Texas government in conservation came in response to a program that the federal
government had encouraged among the states.

Congress

authorized the creation of the United States Fish Commission in 1871 and assigned to it the task of investigating
the causes for the depletion of the marine fisheries, especially along the Atlantic seaboard, and otherwise aiding
the fisheries.

Although given basically a research project,

the commission engaged in vigorous efforts to propagate

45
Clarence P. Idyll, "Coastal and Marine Waters,"
in Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 74-75.
See Richard K. Stroud, "Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources," in Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 59,
Ibid.
48
Phillip 0. Foss, Conservation in the United
States: Recreation (New York: Chelsea Kouse Publishers,
1971), 92.

25
species of fish, to import new varieties, and to transport
native fishes to alternative sites around the country.
Despite its good intentions, the commission committed a
blunder of immense proportions by introducing the German
carp (Cyprinus carpio).

49

The carp craze which swept the country in the
seventies and eighties is a fascinating chapter in the
history of conservation.

An alarming shortage of fish in

most of the older states, combined with the hardiness and
popularity of the carp in Europe, prompted the move among
federal and state officials to propagate the fish in
America.

Texas joined this misguided venture in April,

1879, when it created the office of Fish Commissioner, and
charged it with the duties of preserving fish and building
51
fish ladders.
Joe N. Dinkins, a prominent Democrat, a
former survey engineer, and a member of a Travis County

49
See Richard K. Stroud, "Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources," in Clepper, Origins of American Conservation,
60-62; Clarence P. Idyll, "Coastal and Marine Waters," in
Clepper, Origins of American Conservation, 75-76.
50
Review of Texas Wildlife and Conservation, 10-12
51
First Report of Texas Fish Commissioner (Austin,
1880), 3; Gammel, Laws of Texas, Vol, VIII, 16th Legislature, Regular Session, Chapter XCI, 1879, 100; for a brief
study of the carp in Texas see Robin W, Doughty, "V7ildlife Conservation in Late Nineteenth Century Texas: The
Carp Experiment," Southwester'n Kistorical Quarterly,
LXXXIV (October 1980), 169-196,

26
society to protect game and fish, became the new commis52
sioner.
A total of thirty-three states had similar
53
positions by 1880.
Dinkins and his two successors, R. R. Robertson
and John B. Lubbock, a former businessman, concentrated
on carp production from 1879 to 1885, but also successfully
advocated a partial closed season on prairie chickens, deer,
54
and turkey.
The fascination with carp largely stemmed
from previous failures to transplant shad (Dorosoma
cepedianum-gizzard) and (D. petenensis-threadfin) , herring
(Alosa chrysochloris), trout (Salmo gairdneri), and California salmon to Texas waters.

55

Experts asserted that

the carp would thrive in the warm Texas waters but erred
in assuming that Texans would find the poor tasting, bony

52 .
First Report of Fish Commissioner, 3; Doughty,
"The Carp Experiment," 177; also consult "Biographical
File," Barker Texas History Center, University of Texas
at Austin for a profile on Dinkins.
53 .
First Report of Fish Commissioner, 3-4.
54
Gammel, Laws of Texas, Vol. IX, 17th Legislature,
Regular Session, Chapter XXXVIII, 1881, pp. 29-30; 18th
Legislature, Regular Session, Chapter LXXXCIII, 1883, p. 79.
Information on Lubbock is located in E. K, Lougherty,
Personnel of the Texas State Government for 1385 (Austin:
L, E, Daniell, 1335), 72,
55
Review of Texas Wildlife and Conservation, 10-11;
Report of Fish Commissioner for 1882, pp, 1-6, The sources
referring to California salmon do not mention the species
or genus, It probably was either (Oncorhynchus tshawytschaChinook), (0, kisutch-silver), or (0, keta-chum).

27
scavenger fish delectable as had Europeans,
Like a meteor streaking across the sky, the popularity of the carp plummeted as rapidly as it had risen,
leaving in its aftermath for the unfortunate Commissioner
Lubbock the unenviable task of explaining the failure of
the project to hostile taxpayers.

57

In a state recovering

from severe economic conditions after the depression of
the 1870s, and one in which an agrarian-dominated legislature favored tax relief, Texans looked askance on what
appeared to be a foolhardy scheme involving thousands of
tax dollars.
Despite attempts by Lubbock to defend the carp
debacle, public discontent led to a Kouse investigation
in April, 1883, on the propriety of continuing his posi59
tion.
The inquirers blamed Lubbock for the shortcomings
of the Office over the last few years and called for a

Review of Texas Wildlife and Conservation, 16.
J. G. Burr, "Fish Pioneering in Texas," Texas
Game and Fish, III (February 1945), 4-5, 9, 16; Doughty,
"Wildlife Conservation," 191.
58
For background on political events of the era
see Barr, Reconstruction to Reform, 24 4; Fort Worth Daily
Democrat and Advance, January 11, 1882 contains insights
into public reaction to the carp episode.
59
Report of Fish Commissioner for 1883-1884, pp.
8-9; see Journal of the Texas Legislature, House of Representatives of the State of Texas, 18th Legislature,
Regular Session, 1883, pp. 413, 422, and pp. 447-448.

28
change in personnel.

60

Part of this dispute no doubt

stemmed from the removal of Lubbock's predecessor, R. R,
Robertson, by Governor John Ireland,

Ireland became the

focal point for vitriolic criticism from the state press,
which lambasted his actions as politically-motivated and
not especially conducive to the far-fetched goal of making
fish another major food source.

Robertson's popularity can

be attested to by the fact that sixty-seven members of the
legislature petitioned in vain for his retention. 61
The controversy over the carp episode and the subsequent increase in political interference with the commissioner's position did little to convince Texans that conservation was beneficial or even necessary,

The legislature

lined up on the other side of the fence in 1881 by allowing
130 counties to exempt themselves from game laws designed
to close the season for five months on prairie chickens,
ducks, and does, and for three and one-half months on
62
turkeys.
This bit of political maneuvering in effect

Texas House Journal, 18th Legislature, Regular
1383, pp. 447-448.
^-^Texas Shiftings, March 31, 1883, p. 2.
See J, G. Burr, Kow Texas Wildlife is Protected,
Bulletin No. 3 (Austin: Texas Game, Fish and Oyster Commission, 1929) for more information on prairie chickens
(Tympanuchus Americanus americanus)—West Texas and
Panhandle and (T. A. attateri)—southeast Texas.

29
nullified the statutes.°

With this type of prevailing

attitude in connection with general public apathy and a
worsening economic situation highlighted by falling farm
prices, it is little wonder that in March, 1885, the
legislature abolished the position of Fish Commissioner. ^"^
The legislature did little in the way of conservation for the next ten years except to pass several laws
regulating maritime fisheries by restricting fishing in
65
the bay areas.
These laws proved insufficient in the
face of mounting pressure on fishing areas.

The population

of Texas nearly doubled from 1880 to 1900, and the number
of hunters, and presumably fisherm.en, increased proportionally from an estimated 25,00 0 to 50,000.

Moreover,

around 3,000,000 Texans lived in rural areas, an important
statistic given this group's proclivity for ignoring fish
A

-.

67

and game laws.
Texans from a range of quarters called for wildlife

53
Gammel, Laws of Texas, Vol. IX, 18th Legislature,
Regular Session, Chapter XCIII, 1883, pp. 115-116; also
consult Review of Texas Wildlife and Conservation, 36-87.
64
1385 Texas General Laws, 19th Legislature,
Regular Session, Chapter XXXVI, p. 34.
Gammel, Laws of Texas, Vol. IX, 20th Legislature,
Regular Session, Chapter CXI, 1887, pp. 10 3-104; Theory
of Closed Waters, 1-2.
Report of Game, Fish and Qyster Commission for
1931-1932, p. 5.
67
Dawson, Kistory of Wildlife Conservation, 13-14.

30
protection toward the end of the century.

One contemporary

noted that Texas could shortly expect an influx of hunters
from the older states that had seen their wildlife supplies
depleted, and advised the protection of Texas resources.

68

Farmers who had suffered uncounted losses in the fields
to insects and rodents because of the indiscriminate
destruction of insectivorous birds posted their land to
69
protect the feathered animals.
Others, concerned over
the economic losses associated with wild game harvesting,
urged that the state take action to protect game and fish.
The ever-increasing pressure on wildlife prompted warnings
by newspapers of excessive hunting and of the need for
state intervention.

71

The citizens of Frio County went so

far as to petition the legislature requesting that their

68
Roberts, Description of Texas, 88.
69
From an article in Galveston Daily News, June
25, 1878, and quoted in the McKinney Inquirer, n.d.; A, S.
Jackson, "When Game Was Plentiful," Texas Game and Fish,
VIII (May 1950), 6-7; Austin Tribune, September 28, 1902;
Texas Almanac, 1904, pp. 196-197.
See the San Antonio Express, September 22, 1895.
The people discussed in this article feared that a new
state law forbidding the shipment of almost any kind of
game from one county to another would result in the decimation of game in Bexar County by hunters who previously
had crossed county lines for their prey.
71
San Antonio Express, January 3, 189 5 and September 22, 189 7; also see quote from New Braunfels Kerald
and Austin Tribune in San Antonio Express, October 10,
1902,
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region be placed under the protection of state game laws.'^''
The grass roots support for conservation in Texas
prior to 1900 differed from that of other states.

Texas

became conspicuous in that it lacked any semblance of an
organized conservation movement while sportsmen and conservationists groups in other parts of the country laboriously pressured federal and state officials.

One could

deduce fromi contemporary records that sports-minded individuals advocated stronger game laws, but there is no
evidence to suggest that any local or state organization
of consequence actively lobbied for protection of game or
fish.

This probably stemm.ed from the rural and agrarian

nature of the state.

Most citizens in these areas paid

little attention to attempts to regulate hunting or fishing
Also, the fiscal restraint practiced by the state government made it difficult to embark on a serious conservation
program.
It is difficult to explain definitively why Texans
did not support conservation activities when citizens of
other states with similar situations did,

The kaleido-

scopic nature of Texas physiography no doubt hindered the
growth of statewide organizations such as those characteristically found along the Atlantic and Pacific seaboards.

72
Texasp,
House
Session, 1889,
445 Journal, 21st Legislature, Regular
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Indian threats, lust by agricultural interests for the
rich plains, and frontier individualism meshed to muffle
the voices of the few who expressed concern,

Another

important restraint on cooperative action, and maybe the
most plausible hindrance to conservation, was the fact
that wild game, despite marked declines, could still be
found in substantial quantities throughout most of the
state,
The relative calm in Texas conservation ended in
the 1890s when scattered voices representing the fish and
oyster industries expressed concern over the scarcity of
marine life,

The Texas legislature reacted to this pres-

sure in 1395 by establishing the Office of Fish and Oyster
Commission.

Isaac P. Kibbe, a former Democratic political

figure in Victoria who had moved to Goliad and entered the
lumber business, largely devoted his time to improving the
condition of the maritime fisheries.

Kibbe found it

virtually impossibie to enforce the existing laws upon
taking office because of widespread opposition to the
statutes and a lack of funds to carry out law enforcement.
Instead, he opted to strengthen the maritime fisheries,
73
especially the economically important oyster industry.

73
Review of Texas Wildlife and Conservation, 17;
see the Report of the Fish and Oyster Commission for 1904,
pp. 33-34, for a history of the oyster industry prior to
1904. A brief sketch if Kibbe is found in Neil J. McArthur
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Kibbe embarked on a program which found the commissioner traveling among the oyster men teaching them new
methods of raising oysters artificially and providing them
with practical and scientific information.

The state

initiated a program whereby it leased coastal bottomland
to oyster "farmers" who paid $40 to $60 for stocking the
location and in return received state protection.

Kibbe

and his successor R. H. Wood, a prominent stockman and
former Democratic state legislator from Rockport, argued
that natural reefs had reached the limit of their production and that cultivation of private beds offered the only
76
hope for the future.
Their predictions of depletion
proved warranted as oyster production dropped after 190 7,
although it made periodic comebacks due to increased
consumer demand stemming from clean food acts and more

and K. G. Wickes, The Twenty-seventh Legislature and State
Administration of Texas (Austin, 1901), 32-34.
74
Review of Texas Wildlife and Conservation, 17;
J. G. Burr, "Oysters Drew State Attention in 1395," Texas
Game and Fish, VIII (February 1950), 7. 23-24.
75
Fish and Oyster Laws of the State of Texas, 1905,
p. 1; for more on oysters in Texas see J. G. Burr, Studies
in Oyster Culture, Bulletin No. 6 (Austin: Texas Game,
Fish and Oyster Commission, 19 33).
76
Review of Texas Wildlife and Conservation, 20-21;
for brief biographical profiles of Wood see Loughery,
Personnel of the Texas State Government for 1885, pp. 5758, and The Standard Blue Book of Texas, 1914-1915 (Dallas:
A. J. Peeler & Company, 1914), 57.
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stringent health laws.

77

Erratic climatic conditions,

silt pollution caused by intensive irrigation, and waste
pollutants prevented the oyster industry from ever reaching more than local

significance.

78

C o n s t a n t efforts to d i s s o l v e h i s p o s i t i o n and to
reassign h i s duties to v a r i o u s justices of the p e a c e
marked Kibbe's tumultuous term in o f f i c e .

A chronic

shortage of p e r s o n n e l , u n c o o p e r a t i v e local o f f i c i a l s , and
attempts to reduce the a p p r o p r i a t i o n s of h i s agency
plagued the c o m m i s s i o n e r .

79

also

A report issued by a state

investigative c o m m d t t e e in 1902 criticized the a p p a r e n t
laxity of Kibbe's operations and noted that coastal residents had resisted state fish laws w i t h considerable s u c cess.

Kibbe d i s a g r e e d w i t h the unwarranted attacks o n his

77
See R e p o r t of Fish and Oyster C o m m i s s i o n e r for
1907-1908, p p . 9-12 and R e p o r t of Fish and Oyster C o m m i s sioner for 1 9 1 0 , p . 6; Texas A l m a n a c , 190 4, p p . 19 7-201;
Texas A l m a n a c , 1 9 1 0 , p p . 6, 2 1 9 ; Texas A l m a n a c , 1912, p , 2 1 9 ;
Gordon G u n t e r , "A Plan to Rehabilitate Texas Oyster R e e f s , "
Texas Game and F i s h , III (January 19 4 5 ) , 1 5 - 1 7 ; and R. P.
Kofstetter, Trends in P o p u l a t i o n Levels of the Am.erican
Oyster on Public Reefs in G a l v e s t o n B a y , T e x a s , Technical
Series N o . 24 (Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife D e p a r t ment, 1 9 7 7 ) , 1.
78
See R e p o r t of G a m e , Fish and Oyster C o m m i s s i o n
for 1 9 1 2 , p p . 6-9; a joint State Kouse and Senate Committee
Report issued in 1913 (Texas Kouse J o u r n a l , 33rd L e g i s l a ture, Regular S e s s i o n , 1 9 1 3 , p p . 6 5 7 - 6 6 1 ) , blamed oyster
and fish depleted o n n a t u r a l e n e m i e s , lack of fresh w a t e r
caused by i r r i g a t i o n , and o n "foreigners" (probably M e x i c a n
nationals) w h o lacked a n understanding of the laws.
79
Texas House J o u r n a l , 26th L e g i s l a t u r e , Regular
Session, 1 8 9 9 , p . 4 9 5 .
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agency and presented conclusive evidence that most of the
cases brought to court had been dismissed by sympathetic
ÆÆ- • T
80
area officials.

Nonetheless, the years corresponding with Kibbe's
term in office (1895-1904) are milestones in Texas conservation history in that the public began manifesting a
sincere concern for fish and game resources.

For example,

the Texas Kouse established a Game and Fisheries Committee
in 1905 with jurisdiction over all matters relating to the
preservation and propagation of game within the state, and
with power to regulate the fish and oyster industries on
81
the coast and on inland waters.
Also, in 189 7, only
seventy-seven counties claimed exemption from state game
laws, compared with 130 fourteen years earlier.

32

Subse-

quently, in 19K) 3 the legislature passed laws placing a five
year closed season on antelope, mountain sheep (Ovis
canadensis) and deer, and setting bag limits on turkey.
quail (Lophortyx gambeli and Colinus virginianus), and
doves (Zenaida macroura and Z. asiatica).

83

80
Annual Report of Fish and Oyster Commissioner
for 1902, pp. 3-4.
31
Texas Kouse Journal, 29th Legislature, Regular
Session, 1905, p. 17.
82
Information taken from untitled, unpublished
pamphlet made available by Parks and Wildlife Department,
Austin, Texas.
33
Gammel, Laws of Texas, Vol. XII, 28th Legislature,

36
The state government responded to the overdue need
for effective game protection by adding a Game Department
to the Office of Fish and Game Commission in 190 7.

Gover-

nor Thomas M. Campbell reluctantly agreed not to veto the
bill authorizing the new department only after receiving
assurances that the new Game, Fish and Oyster Commission
(GFOC) could sell enough licences to pay its own way.^^
The GFOC faced an uphill battle in its attempts
to win full public support and legislative cooperation.
Commissioners R. K. Wood (1907-1910) and William G. Sterett
(1910-1914), the latter a former Dallas newspaperman and
active Democrat, had to cope with obstinate justices of
the peace, who, if they imposed fines for violations of
fish and game laws, steadfastly refused to hand over the
money to the state, and instead allocated it to their road
and bridge fund or to the general revenue fund of their
85
district.
Wood's annual report of 1910 vividly

Chapter CXXXVII, 1903, pp. 222-226; Dawson, Kistory of
Wildlife Conservation, 5.
34
Report of Game Fish and Oyster Commission for
1931-1932, p. 22; Dawson, History of Wildlife Conservation,

57~
85
Game Wardens 190 8, pp. 10-11; Sterett bought the
Dallas Evening News in 1830. Fle joined the staff of the
Dallas Morning News in 1885 and served as a correspondent
in Washington for a number of years. After an unsuccessful
attempt to win a public office, Governor Oscar B. Colquitt
appointed him as commissioner in 1910 (Webb (ed.), Handbook
ofTexas, II, 668).

37
illustrates his despair over the niggardly

appropriation

of $3,000 b y t h e T e x a s l e g i s l a t u r e t o t h e G F O C w h i l e
Pennsylvania game officials had recently asked for $225,000
from t h e s t a t e l e g i s l a t u r e .

36

Wood's defeatist

attitude

toward s e e k i n g a d d i t i o n a l l e g a l s t a t u t e s to m e e t the m o u n t ing p o l l u t i o n p r o b l e m w h i c h t h r e a t e n e d fish a n d g a m e i n
many r e g i o n s o f T e x a s b a s i c a l l y r e f l e c t e d t h a t of h i s b o s s ,
Governor C a m p b e l l , w h o had left no illusions about where
he stood in r e g a r d t o p r o g r a m s t h a t c o s t m o n e y .

87

Sterett's report in 1912 provides useful insights
into legislative attitudes on natural resources.

Sterett

wrote that the majority of the legislators who enacted
fish and game laws "had never given the slightest thought
to the matter in which they v/ere called to deal" and instead had relied on information given to them from coastal
<^

commercial interests.

In addition, he continued, the

legislature had castrated the laws by declining to furnish
any means for their enforcement.

Local officials had com-

pounded the problem by taking the position that the creation of the GFOC had relieved them of any responsibility
in enforcing game laws.

Moreover, Sterett complained,

"there is no moral turpitude attached to the violation of

86
Report of Game, Fish and Oyster Commissioner
for 1910, p. 7.
87
Ibid., 14-15.

38
game, fish and oyster laws," and public opinion had heretofore not disapproved of the slaughter of wildlife.

On

the other hand, Sterett noted that public interest in
preserving fish and game had distinctly improved in recent
years primarily because of demands from farmers to protect
insect-eatingbirds, and as a result of complaints from
unspecified groups along the coast who had become upset
with c o m m e r c i a l i n t e r e s t s for c a u s i n g fish s h o r t a g e s .

88

T h e m a r i n e f i s h e r i e s s u f f e r e d a s e r i o u s s e t b a c k in
early 1918 w h e n an a g r e e m e n t r e a c h e d b e t w e e n t h e f e d e r a l
g o v e r n m e n t a n d the s o u t h e r n c o a s t a l s t a t e s , i n c l u d i n g T e x a s ,
temporarily s u s p e n d e d g a m e , fish a n d o y s t e r laws as a w a r time m e a s u r e .

T h e a g r e e m e n t w a s i n t e n d e d to c o n s e r v e the

supply of r e d m e a t b y s u b s t i t u t i n g m a r i n e p r o d u c t s in its
stead.

The United States Food Administration

actually

suspended s t a t e c o n s e r v a t i o n laws i n T e x a s w h e n the l e g i s lature r e f u s e d to r a t i f y the a g r e e m e n t .

Federal

officials

originally c l a i m e d t h a t u n r e s t r i c t e d h a r v e s t i n g of s e a f o o d
would lower i t s p r i c e a n d m a k e i t m o r e r e a d i l y

available.

By 1 9 1 9 , h o w e v e r , a s h o r t a g e h a d d e v e l o p e d b e c a u s e of o v e r fishing, a n d fish m e a t b e c a m e a l u x u r y .

Federal

control

ended in 1919 a f t e r S e n a t o r C h a r l e s A . C u l b e r s o n a n d o t h e r

33
R e p o r t of G a m e , F i s h and O y s t e r Comjnission for
1912, pp. 3-14.

39
Texas officials protested to the government.

89

As the second decade of the twentieth century
closed, W. G. Sterett returned at the helm of the GFOC.
Sterett's annual report in 1919 again reveals his insight
and acumen in a straightforward account of the affairs and
attitudes within the GFOC, and the public reaction.

He

asserted that previous conservation laws had been more in
the nature of moral, rather than statutory, codes, with
no real power assigned to enforce the laws.

The Game

Department by state law had been permitted to employ only
two deputies and could appoint as many wardens as it saw
fit, provided they served without pay.

These individuals

were supposed to patrol and administer an area of 26 2,000
square miles.

Moreover, state game laws previously had

been copied from the laws of other states, or had been
furnished by individual members of the state legislature
who represented their districts' particular views.

Sterett

stressed that the Game Department had been prevented from
fully carrying out its duties because funds collected from
fines and licenses had been diverted to local and state
accounts.

He argued that the GFOC should be concerned more

with propagation of game and fish, instead of purely

89
See Report of Game, Fish and Oyster Commission
for 1919, 3-5; J. G. Burr, "Coastal Fisheries," Texas Game
and Fish, VIII (April, 1950), 16-17; Texas House Journal,
34th Legislature, 4th Called Session, 1918, pp, 120-121,
351, 605.
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protective work, and that the agricultural areas located
on penitentiary lands would be ideal for game experiments.
Finally, Sterett called for a reorganization of the GFOC
with longer administrative appointments.

He put his

finger squarely on many of the previous problems of the
GFOC by noting that the commission was too politicalized,
creating a situation in which top administrative offices
changed hands with virtually every election, thereby
preventmg much continuity or long-range planning. 9 0 One
of Sterett's successors, William J. Tucker, latar aptly
described the commission as "a broken reed which indeed
swayed gracefully in every wind of political patronage." 91
Though slowly gaining acceptance as a viable agency
for the protection and conservation of wild game and marine
fisheries, the GFOC still lacked the political or legal
clout it needed to perform its purpose.

But fish and wild-

life agencies in other states also faced similar obstacles
in their search for respectability,

Wildlife agencies had

gained popularity after the turn of the century, particularly following a national governor's conference on conservation called by Theodore Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot
from whence came pledges of more federal and state

90
Report of Game, Fish and Oyster Commission for
1919, pp, 6-20,
91
^William T, Tucker, "The Sphinx of the Coast,"
Bunker's Monthly (January 1923), 32-93,

41
9 '^
cooperation in conservation matters, ^ Nearly every state
had some type of administrative office responsible for
93
wildlife by 1910.
As in Texas, a variety of hindrances
plagued these agencies including rapid turnover in personnel, excessive use of the spoils system, a lack of adequate
funding, and a dependence on local officials to enforce the
94
law and to collect fines.
Most states placed heavy emphasis on law enforcement, but because of low salaries, often
attracted less than desirable types as wardens.

95

Virtually

no state wildlife protection agencies maintained scientific
research programs, which only added to public suspicions
that most state conservation agencies passed unreasonable
laws based on few facts.

96

Further similarities among Texas and other states
included domination of state legislatures by rural con-

stituencies that passed laws favorable to themselves.

97

92
See Newton C. Blanchard et al., (eds.), Proceedings of a Conference of Governors in the White House,
Washington, D.C., May 13-15, 1908 (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1908).
93
See table on p. 49 of text. Trefethen,
Crusade for Wildlife, 157.
^"^Trefethen, Crusade for V7ildlife, 113-114, 157-159.
^^lbid., 159-160.
^^lbid., 160.
97
Connery, Governmental Problems in Wildlife
Conservation, 177.
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The fact that most state agencies had a single executive
officer appointed by the governor, a practice that early
conservationists singled out as a target for elimination,
98
further weakened the agencies.
Other states also faced
the issue of a separate fund to be used strictly for conserving wildlife, a controversy that became a constant
source of contention in Texas.

Sportsmen adamantly main-

tained that they alone should benefit from monies collected
from licenses and fines.

Their opponents replied that

state expenditures should be allocated on the basis of need,
regardless of the origin of the available funds.

99

The underlying cause for the lack of success of
conservation before the 19 20s in Texas and

elsewhere

stemmed from the lack of public understanding of the purpose and goals of conservation, and consequently a lack of
public support.

Many A m e r i c a n s , especially T e x a n s , r e -

garded game laws as "unjust interference with their natural
rights."

In addition, states alienated many people by

pushing ahead of public opinion in areas of bag

limits

and restricted seasons w i t h o u t adequately explaining
reasons for these decisions.

Public attitudes can best

be described by an observer w h o noted that violating

^^lbid., 181.
^^lbid., 187-189.
•^^^lbid., 203-206.

the

game

43
laws could be compared to getting drunk in public:

every-

body frowns on it, but nobody takes it seriously.
Throughout the nation, state officials recognized
by the 19 20s that their agencies could not save wildlife
by themselves, and that an organized program of educating
102
the public might turn the tide.
Thus state agencies,
conservation organizations, magazines, and newspapers
around the country adopted new tactics and began a massive
propaganda campaign.

The Texas GFOC utilized moving pic-

tures of native wildlife in 19 24 to catch the public's
eye.

Commissioner Turner Hubby wrote in his annual

report in 1925 that "a general wave of conservation seems
to be sweeping over the state."

Hubby went on to list game

protective leagues and clubs, conservation societies such
as the Izaak Walton League, and even the Boy Scouts as
104
active participants in this new wave of support.
The
GFOC initiated a program of sending public speakers to
schools and civic organizations, and distributing

"^^•^lbid., 204-205.
Ibid., 205; Stuart McGregor, "A Texas Awakening,"
Texas Game and Fish, XVIII (May, 1959), 3.
Information obtained from a newspaper clipping,
no source, sated 1924 in "Texas Wildlife Scrapbook,"
Barker Texas History Center, University of Texas at
Austin, Box 3L433.
Report of Gamte, Fish and Oyster Commission for
1925, p. 6.
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literature statewide in the mid-Twenties.

105

Public support for game laws increased dramatically
because of this campaign.

The application of scientific

research in determining breeding seasons, resulting in
more reasonable laws, especially along the coast also won
converts among the citizens of the state.

Indeed so

much progress had been made in such a relatively short
time that the Director of the Division of Law Enforcement
within the GFOC wrote in 19 26 that anti-conservation sentiment "is isolated to very few communities" thanks to the
educational work done.
This sudden reversal of public attitude was rooted
in factors other than the extensive educational program
undertaken in the 19 20s,

Theodore Roosevelt's concern for

conservation in general stimulated considerable interest
throughout the state,

His 19 0 8 governors' conference

brought to light problems previously not known to the
public, and broadened state and federal activity and cooperation in water, wildlife, and forestry,

10 8

The election

105
Report of Game, Fish and Oyster Comjuission for
1926, pp, 29-32,
Ibid,, 6-9,
1 n7
Ibid,, 52-55; Also see Texas Almanac, 19 25,
pp, 155-157, for changes in public opinion.
"^ Blanchard
Governors.

(ed.), Proceedings of Conference of

in 1920 of a quasi conservation-oriented governor, Pat
Neff, also contributed to the conservationist mood in
Texas.

Neff played a minor role in swaying public opinion

and concentrated more on the acquisition of a parks system
while virtually ignoring other aspects of conservation.

109

Nevertheless, his efforts probably awakened a few people
because other contemporary politicians did not bother with
the problem of the environment except to pay it lip.
110
service.
It is difficult to ascertain the overall influence
of sportsmen's or conservation groups in Texas since neither
had a central organization or a m^outhpiece that would enable
their respective views to be examined,

Likewise, no one

particular region of Texas can be pinpointed as supporting
conservation laws any more than other sections, although
many hunters and fishermen paid little heed to state
statutes and, as discussed earlier, West Texans circumvented laws through state exemption.
All of these factors coalesced to aid in the shift
of attitudes, but the great awakening most appropriately
can be tied to a legislative decision in the summer of

109
Neff's contributions to the establishment of
the Texas parks system will be the focus of a later chapter in this work.
See Chapter II, footnote 143, for examples of
governors interested in conservation.
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1923 that had far-reaching implications for wild game and
fish protection, and for conservation in general throughout the state of Texas.

This legislative action allowedl^í

the GFOC full use of the monies it collected from licenses
and fees and ended the practice of allocating most of the
money collected to the general fund.

This decision

allowed the placing of fifty game wardens in the field
immediately, with another fifty added by 19 25, many appearing in counties where game wardens had never dared set
112
foot.
Total disbursements rose from approximately
$90,000 in 1923 to nearly $204,000 in 1924."^•^"^
Thus 19 2 3 marked the end of an era when violators
of the game laws could operate with virtual impunity.
Of course, it would take time for local court officials to
acknowledge the new situation.

But the augmented revenue

meant more protection for wildlife, better adherence to
the laws, and expanded scientific research, all of which
resulted in more credible laws that aided both wildlife
and enabled hunters and fishermen to take a maximum

19 23 Texas Laws, 38th Legislature, 3rd Special
Session, Chapter XXVIII, 269.
112
See Report of Game, Fish and Oyster Commission
for 1924, pp. 4-5; Dawson, Kistory of Wildlife Conservation, 5.
113
Report of Game, Fish and Qyster Commission for
1925, p. 27.
114
Report of Game, Fish and Ovster Commission for
1924, p, 5,
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number of their prey,
The 1920s were critical in Texas wildlife conservation because of the changes introduced during the decade.
Economic, social, and political variations played a determining role in many of these changes and will be discussed
in some detail later in this work.

The previous fifty

years, however, had witnessed the evolution of an ineffectual, disrespected, and nearly powerless program into one
commanding the respect of politicians and outdoorsmen.

The

individuals leading the conservation impulse had surmounted
almost overwhelming opposition stemming from the diversity
of interests across the state, its agrarian nature, the
financial conservation of its elected representatives, and
the many pockets of power controlled by self-seeking local
officials.
The most significant problems of the several wildlife agencies responsible for fish and game had been
political interference at the executive level and financial
indifference in the legislative branch.

This in part had

been encouraged by the nature of the positions within wildlife agencies and their supposed functions, and in part by
the shortcomings of the early administrative officials who
controlled them,

Regardless of how efficaciously the Fish

Commissioner worked in its behalf, the public was not impressed by money wasted on carp propagation,
The decision to allow the GFOC full use of its

48
income and the educational campaign served two purposes,
First, it awakened the citizens of Texas through the media
and GFOC speakers to the view that conservation actually
meant wise use of natural resources, in this case fish and
game, and did not necessarily have to mean total protection,

Secondly, Texans were awakened, often rudely, to

the fact that if they violated the law they would have to
suffer the consequences,
The establishment of a state agency in Texas to
protect game and fish compares favorably with other states
in terms of contemporary developments.

The table and map

on pages 49 and 51 illustrate that Texas generally kept
pace with other states, except those in the New England
areas.

Several southern states did not create any type

of agency for fish and game until after the turn of the
century.

So, in spite of the turmoil that accompanied

the evolution of Texas wildlife conservation, the state
operated basically in the mainstream of conservation
thought.
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TABLE 1

ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE AGENCIES CONCERNED WITH
NATURAL RESOURCES*

State

Fish Agency

Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky ,
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina . . . . . .
South Dakota

18 70
1881
1875
1370
1377
1867
1881
1876
1879
1381
1374
1877
1878
1874
1365
1873
18 74
1877
1879
1877
1864
1870
1363
1915
1373 , ,
1874
1373
1370
1378

Joint Fish and
Game Agency
19 0 7
1887F
1915
1909
1891F
1895
1879G
1913
1911
1899
1899G
1899
1897
1905
1912
1908
1830F
1896
1386F
1887
18 8 7G
1932
1895
1895
1901
19 21
1878F
1894F
19 0 3
1833
1925
189 3
1886
1899
1893
1395G
1899G
1907G
1909
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TABLE 1—Continued

State

Fish Agency

Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

1879
1867
1375
1839
1876
1879

Joint Fish and
Game Agency
190 3G
1907F
1390
1392
1916
1390G
1897
1887G
1895F

*Taken from Kynning, State Conservation, 105.
G—signifies that a gamÆ agency was first established independently of the joint fish and game agency.
F—signifies that the duties of the fish commission
were extended to game progection.
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CHAPTER II
THE IMPULSE GROWS STRONGER:

EFFORTS TO SAVE

EAST TEXAS FORESTS BEFORE 19 30
The picturesque beauty and inspiring solitude of
the massive pines of East Texas offer a spectacle unsurpassed in nature.

As the first natural resource to be

developed in Texas, the pine forests have been one of the
most valuable utilized by Texans in terms of economic,
aesthetic, and social value.

Though the main thrust of

early conservation efforts focused on concern for wildlife,
by the 189Os a forest movement had blossomed that soon
overshadowed the wildlife cause.
Texas forests originally formed part of a magnificent run of unbroken woodlands winding from Virginia to
roughly the Trinity River in East Texas.

Indians and

early pioneers found wood a necessity in nearly all aspects
2
of everyday living.
Indians used small amounts of timber

William Bray, Forest Resources in Texas, Bulletin
No. 47 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Forestry, United
States Department of Agriculture, 1904), 15; see page 107
of this chapter.
2
Arthur B. Meyer, "Forests and Forestry," in
Clepper (ed.), Origins of Conservation, 39-40.
52
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for such items as bows, arrows, canoes, spears, huts,
traps, and firewood.

Pioneer families found that forests

yielded lye and turpentine, provided shelter, and served
as home to many kinds of wildlife offering food and
clothing.
The virgin-timbered areas of Texas remained virtually undisturbed through most of the Spanish and Mexican
periods, although the Mexican government attempted to
utilize timber resources by offering bonuses to settlers
4
who established sawmills.
A mill existed as early as
1816 but East Texas residents nonetheless complained of
a chronic shortage of mills and the prohibitive cost of
lumber.

The cost of cutting and shipping remained ex-

travagant until the 1840s and retarded development of
forested areas because of the difficulties in transporting
g
lumber to the mills chiefly by ox-wagon and water.
The
3
Elva A. Cox, "Lumbering in Nacogdoches County"
(unpublished paper, Stephen F. Austin University Library,
Special Collections, 1947), 2-3; Richard Phelan, Texas
Wild: The Land, Plants and Animals of the Lone Star State
(New York: E. P. Dutton & Company, INc., 1976), 153-154;
W. W. Newcomb, Jr., The Indians of Texas from Prehistoric
to Modern Times (Austin: University of Texas, 1961), 29329T:
4
Gerald Lloyd Colliôr, "The Evolving East Texas
Woodland" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Nebraska, 1964), 110-111.
^lbid., 102-105.
^lbid.
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acute shortages prompted the government of the Texas
republic to allow for the duty free importation of lumber."^
Although pressure on Texas forests remained negligible through the mid-nineteenth century, protective
statutes concerning timber can be traced to the Spanish
Cortes and the Mexican Congress.

Early sanctions placed

common and royal timber lands under the protection of the
king to be used for marine and naval construction, and
later measures conferred the power to regulate timber
p

cutting with towns and ayuntamientos.

The more important

Anglo laws did not appear until the 1840s and made it a
crime to "willfully and knowingly cut down, carry way,
destroy any tree or timber," upon another's land without
the consent of the owner.

This statute stemmed from the

numerous thefts of valuable timber which increased in
9
relation to the rise in population.
An unsympathetic

"^lbid., 111-112.
p

Laws and Decrees of the State of Coahuila and
Texas, 1839, Decree No. 36, p. 92; Joseph M. White, A New
Collection of Laws, Charters, and Local Ordinances of the
Governments of Great Britain, France, and Spain relating
to the Concessions of Land in their Respective Colonies
together with the Laws of Mexico and Texas on the Same
Subject to which is Prefixed Jude Johnson's Translations
of Azo & Manuel's Institutes of the Civil Law of Spain
(Philadelphia: T. and J. W. Johnson, 1893), 163-164, 163.
9
Oliver C. Hartley, A Digest of the Laws of Texas
(Philadelphia: Thomas Cowperthwait & Company, 1850), 203;
Reuben McKitrick, The Public Land System of Texas, 18231910, Bulletin No. 905 (Madison: University of Wisconsin,
1918), 105.
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Texas Supreme Court quashed a subsequent regulatory measure
to control the cutting of timber on public lands.

This

unfortunate decision left public lands unprotected and
delayed effective regulation of state timber lands until
1879."
The actual exploitation of forests and a race to
control timber acreage in East Texas ominously commenced
in the 1850s when the rapid influx of settlers made the
processing of timber a highly profitable venture.

Newly

arrived inhabitants of the region quickly adopted an attitude toward trees similar to what most other Americans had
taken in regard to Indians; that is, trees (and Indians)
hinder settlement, retard agriculture, are an impediment
12
to progress and, therefore, should be removed.
In contrast, Americans on the prairies a decade later desperately
urged the cultivation of trees for use in dwellings, farm
buildings, and fences and because they held the common

McKitrick, Public Lands, 10 5; Thomas Lloyd Miller,
The Public Lands of Texas, 1519-19 70 (Norman: University
of Oklahoma Press, 1972), 145-146.
Ruth A. Allen, East Texas Lumber Workers: An
Economic and Social Picture, 1870-1950 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1961), 16.
Robert S. Maxwell and James W. Martin, A Short
History of Forest Conservation in Texas, 1880-1940,
Bulletin No. 20 (Nacogdoches: School of Forestry,
Stephen F. Austin University, January, 1970), 16; Udall,
The Quiet Crisis, 55-65.
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belief that trees induced rainfall.

13

Several factors propelled the lumbering industry
into the dominant manufacturing concern in the state.

The

ease and cheapness of logging and a climate conducive to
virtual year around logging enticed many operators to the
14
forests of East Texas.
Technological improvements, such
as steam powered sawmills and circular saws, refined the
entire process and consequently boosted wood production.

15

The outbreak of the Civil War temporarily interrupted the
lumber business, but returning veterans in search of scarce
job opportunities flocked to the mills and helped revitalize the industry.

The booming population and urbanization

of the 1870s created a heavy demand for timber and solidified the lumberman's dominant position in Texas economic
life.

See Webb,
Knolle, "Kistory of
Forest Resources in
versity of Texas at

The Great Plains, 379-380; Katherine
the Movem.ent for the Conservation of
Texas (unpublished M.A. thesis, UniAustin, 1934), 53.

14
Bray, Forest Resources, 23.
15
W. Goodrich Jones, address to McLennan County
Historical Association, 1928, Jones Papers, Box 11, V,
Special Collections, Stephen F. Austin University Library,
Nacogdoches, Texas; James William Martin, "History of
Forest Conservation in Texas, 19 00 to 19 35" (unpublished
M.A. thesis, Stephen F. Austin University, 1966), 5-6;
Maxwell and Martin, History of Forest Conservation, 7.
16
Collier, "Evolving East Texas Woodlands," 114115; Barr, Reconstruction to Reform, 14.
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The post-war economic opportunities in the South
also attracted entrepreneurs from Pennsylvania and the
Great Lakes states.

Compelled by potential financial

gains and a vast expanse of virgin forests, these crafty
businessmen brought a much needed infusion of capital
southward after nearly depleting the once bountiful forests
in their home states.

The expansion of the railroads

after the panic of 1873 aided their success in Texas
through the introduction of trunk lines in East Texas
which facilitated the removal and shipment of large quantities of timber from public lands previously bought at
astonishingly low prices.
The land policy of Texas prior to 1879 contributed
significantly to the madness which characterized the lumber
business in the nineteenth century,

The state pursued, or

allowed, an extremely loose policy, if it can be referred
19
to as such, in regard to disposal of its land.
Public
lands sold for much less than their true value as a result

17
Collier, "Evolving East Texas Woodlands," 115116; Martin and Maxwell, History of Forest Conservation,
7-8.
"^^Collier, "Evolving East Texas Woodlands/' 115116; Ralph R. Widner (ed.), Forests and Forestry in the
American States (Washington, D.C.: National Association
of State Foresters, 1967), 434; Martin, "Forest Conservation," 31-34; Maxwell and Martin, History of Forest
Conservation, 7-8.
•'•^Allen, East Texas Timber, 19-20; Martin, "Forest
Conservation," 80.
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of fraudulent classification or carelessness, and virtual
wholesale theft of timber lands went unchecked. 20 Laws
passed in 1879, 1883, 1887, and 1889 came after the fact
21
and accomplished little.
County officials, in whose
hands rested the authority to value lands, persisted in
undermining these protective measures by undervaluing and
selling the lands for reasons of friendship, ignorance,
22
indifference, or to boost county revenue.

Only 31,9 78

acres of timber on public land out of an original 300,000
remained in state possession when competitive bidding
23
became law in 1905.
The great race for timber lands during the seventies, eighties, and nineties manifested itself in the
trebling of lumber production between 1870 and 1880, and
24
its doubling again by 1890.
The obsession with cutting

Ibid.
21
See the following statutes in Gammel, Laws of
Texas, Vol. IX, 16th Legislature, Special Session, Chapter
LII, 1879, pp. 48-49; 18th Legislature, Regular Session,
Chapter III, 1883, p. 2; 18th Legislature, Regular Session,
Chapter VII, 1883, p. 4; 20th Legislature, Regular Session,
Chapter XCVIII, 1887, pp. 83-91; 21st Legislature, Regular
Session, Chapter LVI, 1889, pp. 50-53.
^^llen, East Texas Lumber, 20; Miller, Public
Lands, 146.
^•^Allen, East Texas Lumber, 20; for additional
information see Meyer, "Forests and Forestry," in Clepper,
Qrigins of Conservation, 23, 40-42; and Miller, Public
Lands, 156-157.
^^Collier, "Evolving East Texas Woodlands," 163-165;
for the exact figures consult Texas Almanac, 19 26, p. 18 2
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timber hindered forestry conservation advances and caused
the state to lag considerably behind other states in a
25
chronological sense.
One historian has offered three
cogent reasons for this delay in protecting Texas forests;
first, exploitation of Texas forests commenced at a later
date than in most states; second, as in the case of wildlife conservation, the immense area of Texas and the
geographic diversity made it difficult to formulate an
effective, unified forestry program; and third, and probably the most important factor, the length of time for
reforestation, thirty to fifty years, discouraged efforts
by even the most conscientious commercial and private
^26
mterests.
In spite of the hurdles hindering the enactment
of protective statutes, the state developed a forestry
program during a relatively short period, at least in
comparison with many of the older states.

Forestry pro-

tection in America originated in the colonial era with the
vigorous advocacy of the preservation and provident use
of forest resources, with a special emphasis on protection
27
from theft, fire, and waste.
After the American

25
See table on page 105 of this chapter.
2fi

Knolle, "Conservation of Forest Resources," 50.
^ Joseph S. Illick, "State Forestry," in Fifty
Years of Forestry in the U.S.A., ed. Robert K. Winters
(Washington, D.C.: Society of American Foresters, 1950),
222; Kinney, Forest Law, 1-19 passim.
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Revolution, forestry conservation, a term at that time
synonymous with tree planting, focused on New York and
28
New England.

Progress lagged until the 1860s and 1870s

when a number of Midwestern states, affected by a scarcity
of timber for fuel, fences, and building materials, enacted
29
statutes encouragmg the planting of forest trees.
By
the late 1870s the economic and social consequences of
forest exploitation and fires led states in the northeast
to investigate methods to protect their invaluable
30
resources.
An examination of the leading lumber producing
states before the Civil War reveals the preeminence of
Maine, New York, and Pennsylvania.

Heavy timber exploita-

tion shifted westward after the war to the Great Lakes
31
area, the Rockies, and the Pacific Coast.
Lumber operators of this era basically followed the tracks of the
32
railroads into virgin territory.
Cheap land, cheap timber, extensive borrowing, under capitalization, and greedy

28
Kynning, State Conservation, 28.
29
Ibid.; Illich, "State Forestry," in Winters,
Fifty Years of Forestry, 224-225.
Kynning, State Conservation, 27; Illich, "State
Forestry," in Winters, Fifty Years of Forestry, 224-225.
31
William B. Greeley, Forest Policy (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, I n c , 1953), 146-147; Robbins,
Our Landed Heritage, 302-303.
32
Robbins, Our Landed Heritage, 302-303.
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timber barons meshed to create a policy of indiscriminate
cutting in the country, while production reigned as god
33
for the lumbermen.
Politicians remained understandably reluctant to
establish the machinery for regulating the use of forests
in an age when big business often dominated state government.

California led the way when the legislature created
34
an agency to handle forest matters in 1885.
Other states
attempted to emulate California but found political and
financial problems, often one and the same, insurmount35
able.
Only twelve states prior to 1900 had agencies
responsible for forestry conservation, and only in nine
36
did the agency actually function.
Louisiana became the
first southern state to establish an agency in 1913, and
37
Texas followed suit in 1915.

33
Greeley, Forest Policy, 146-147.
^"^lllich, "State Forestry," in Winters, Fifty
Years of Forestry, 225; Meyer, "Forests and Forestry,"
in Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 44.
^^lllich, "State Forestry," in Winters, Fifty
Years of Forestry, 225; Hynning, State Conservation, 29
^^lllich, "State Forestry," in Winters, Fifty
Years of Forestry, 226-227.
37
For developments in other states see Texas
Forest News, October 1925 and March 1926; also refer
to table on page 105 of this chapter.
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Since forest conservation on a broad scale has been
historically characterized by federal leadership, an overview of federal activities is essential to understanding
state endeavors around the turn of the century.

Resistance

to the myth of the "endless forests" or, to borrow Udall's
phrase, "superabundance," crystallized at the national
38
level in the 1870s.
The two primary organizations leading the fight were the Association for the Advancement of
39
Science and the American Forestry Association.
Congress
responded to pressure from pro-forestry groups in 1876 by
authorizing the Department of Agriculture to employ an
advisor in forestry policy, and expanded that act in 1881
by establishing the Division of Forestry within the
40
Department of Agriculture.
Bitter disputes over the protection of forest areas
situated on federally-owned lands marred the early years of

38
Swain, Federal Conservation Policy, 9.
39
Ibid.; Hynning, State Conservation, 29; Meyer,
"Forests and Forestry," in Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 42-46; Udall, The Quiet Crisis, 99-100; Kays in
Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency notes that
"common concern for future timber supplies on federal
land" led to a rapprochement of conservationists and
lumbermen under the auspices of the American Forestry
Association (30-31). Similarly, the Texas Forestry Association formed from the union of conservationists and
lumber interests although the latter exerted the greatest
influence over policy.
40
Swain, Federal Conservation Policy, 9; Highsmith
et al., Conservation, 17.
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forestry on the national level.

Secretary of the Interior

Carl Schurz and Chief Forester Bernard Fernow led the
fight for the protection and expansion of federally protected lands.

These men of German descent had intimate

knowledge of successful scientific forestry programs
emphasizing biology and engineering which had been prac41
ticed for centuries in Europe.
Their unceasing efforts
led to Congressional authorization in 1891 for the President to set aside forest reserves from the public domain.
By 1897 Presidents Harrison and Cleveland had set aside
42
over thirty million acres.
These preserves remained
shielded from exploitation until Fernow's successor,
Gifford Pinchot, drastically altered previous conservationist thinking by successfully arguing for a conservation plan involving the systematic management and utilization of America's forests based on the mutual consideration

41
William A. Duerr et al., Forest Resource Management: Decision-Making Principles and Cases (Philadelphia:
W. B. Saunders Company, 1979), 11-12; Highsmith et al.,
Conservation, 17; Udall, The Quiet Crisis, 100-101; Swain,
Federal Conservation Poiicy, 9.
For a more complete discussion on this topic
refer to Highsmith et al., Conservation, 17; Meyer,
"Forests and Forestry," in Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 43; Robbins, Our Landed Heritage, 30 3-324; Swain,
Federal Conservation Policy, 9-10; Udall, The Quiet Crisis,
100-101; Kays, Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency,
36. For a brief review of the history of national forests
and a look at modern day developments consult Michael
Frome, Whose Woods These Are: The Story of the National
Forests" (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, I n c ,
1962) .
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of aesthetic, social, and economic factors.

Pinchot's

controversial proposals polarized those favoring resource
development and their concerned opponents who demanded
preservation of wilderness areas from commercial use.
"Each group," writes Samuel Hays, "claimed the banner of
true conservation and accused the other of being false
44
standard bearer of the gospel."
This emotion-laden
struggle typified debates in Texas and across the nation.
While forestry advocates on the national level
stumbled for direction, resistance from frugal politicians
adamantly opposed to the funding of additional bureaucratic
agencies hampered activity on the state level in Texas and
45
elsewhere.
Moreover, narrow-minded officials balked at
the idea of granting tax breaks for reforested areas, thus
encouraging landowners to use their land for activities
more financially rewarding than reforestation. 46 At all
levels of government, the dearth of scientific knowledge
and data, indifference, and neglect hindered the introduction of sound forestry programs. 47
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"^^Udall, The Quiet Crisis, 100-101.
44
Kays, Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency,
45
Kynning, State Conservation, 28.
^^lbid.
Ibid.
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The phenomenal growth of the timber industry in
Texas continued unabated throughout the nineteenth century.
The drive for handsome profits caused lumbermen to introduce terribly destructive methods of logging.

Proponents

of forest conservation shuddered at the seemingly callous
attitudes of the powerful timber barons who ignored cries
against the wholesale destruction of the pines.

The self-

proclaimed guardians of the forests found the use of
devices known as skidders in the late 1890s particularly
disturbing.

These gargantuan steel machines, stationed on

railroad cars and usually equipped with four grappling
arms reaching like a giant octopus a thousand feet into
the forest, pulled down mammoth trees to the rail line.
The procedure mutilated seedlings and young trees in the
path of the huge logs, leaving an area described by one
48
observer as resemblmg a war zone.
The widescale and unnecessary devastation struck
deeply at the social conscience of W. Goodrich Jones,
whose unflagging effort in behalf of forestry ultimately
earned him the title of "the father of forestry in Texas."
Though born in New York in 1860, Jones spent his childhood
in Galveston.

After the Civil War his family moved to

48
Jones, address to McLennan County Historical
Association; Jones, address to Rotary Club (Waco, Texas),
June 2, 19 24, Jones Papers, Box II, V; Maxwell and Martin,
History of Forest Conservation, 10-11.
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Europe where his father attempted to interest Europeans
in immigrating to America.

Jones briefly attended school

in Germany and was profoundly impressed with advances he
witnessed in forestry.

Jones returned to the United

States with his family and graduated from Princeton in
1883.

He entered the banking business in Galveston and

San Marcos before settling in Temple in 1888.

Jones imme-

diately became active in civic affairs, especially tree
planting campaigns.

As his concern shifted to East Texas,

however, he was appalled at the lumbermen's operations.
This uncommon individual became so disturbed by what he
witnessed that he immediately began drawing attention to
the destruction through articles submitted to area newspapers. 49 Jones' generated such publicity that conscientious officials in the Department of Agriculture took
notice of the situation.

In 1899, Dr. Bernard F. Fernow

visited Jones in Temple and persuaded him to make the first
extensive exploration of the state's timberland.

Fernow

later recommended that the state of Texas create a depart50
ment of forestry based on that report.

Texas Forestry Association, "Highlights in Texas
Forestry History from 1819," Texas Forests and Texans (MayJune, 1964), 1-2; Maxwell and Martin, Kistory of Forest
Conservation, 20-22.
^^lbid.; Martin, "Forest Conservation," 42-44;
Maxwell and Martin, Kistory of Forest Conservation, 22-23.
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Jones asserted his leadership of the forestry
movement by agitating for the establishment of an Arbor
Day in Texas similar to that already existing in several
states.

The idea caught the fancy of a nuraber of civic

leaders and politicians around the state, among them
Governor Sul Ross.

Recognizing a safe political issue,

Ross threw his support behind the Arbor Day proposal and,
for good measure, suggested the formation of a forestry
51
association.
Associations formed in Abilene and Temple,
and Ross signed a bill declaring Arbor Day in February,
52
1889.^
A larger, state organization known as the Texas
Arbor Day and Forestry Association met in February, 1890,
and prudently selected Ross as president and Jones as
secretary.

This short-lived association had as its goals

renewal of forests and diffusion of knowledge concerning
woodlands.

This first statewide conservation organization

in reality represented a loose alliance of a few civicminded upper middle class individuals residing in the
cities of Austin, Temple, and Abilene,

The nebulous nature

of the association is painfully evident in its resolutions
which

ranged from calling on the railroads to plant trees

Forestry in Texas: First Proceedings of the
Texas Arbor Day and Forestry Association of Temple, Texas,
1890 (copy in Jones Papers, Box II).
^^lbid.; Martin, "Forest Conservation," 44-50.
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and shrubbery on their right-of-way, to a declaration that
the town cow was a nuisance.

These types of resolutions

did not arouse a great deal of public reaction, but the
organization probably did help remind a few of the socially
inclined Texans of the need for concern over the forests
of the state.
As the twentieth century dawned, Jones' Herculean
efforts slowly showed signs of fruition.

Others began

publicly acknowledging that Texas lumber entrepreneurs
were rushing headlong toward disaster unless drastic and
immediate changes occurred.

Even lumber magnate John H.

Kirby cautioned that within twenty-five years the timber
of East Texas would disappear because annual growth had
failed to keep pace with the steadily increasing annual
54
cut.
But the pro-conservation groups still lacked the
popular following necessary to force politicians to enact

53
Forestry in Texas: First Proceedings.
54
Martin, "Forest Conservation," 34; John K. Kirby
felt that the state was pursuing a policy of madness in
its timber policy but believed that only through government interference and leadership could the problem be
solved (see Kirby to Jones, November 30, 1914, Jones Papers,
Box I); For more on Kirby's position see Marilyn S. Rhinehart, "History of the Forestry Movement in Texas, 19001950" (unpublished M.A. thesis, University of Houston,
1972), 30-31 and 40-45; for a brief biography of Kirby and
his method of operation see Robert S. Maxwell, "The Pines
of Texas: A Study in Lumbering and Public Policy, 18801930," East Texas Historical Journal, II (October 1964),
77-86. This article also discusses the company town in
East Texas which flourished in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth century.
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meaningful legislation.

Not surprisingly, proposals to

fund a state agency to study forest problems died in their
infancy because of legislative indifference. 55
Public interest in conservation of all varieties,
especially forestry, dramatically intensified as a result
of Theodore Roosevelt's governors' conference held in
56
1908, which Jones attended.
Overnight it became fashionable for "civil-minded" lumbermen, who heretofore had
acted in a high-handed disregard for the future of timber,
57
to declare themselves for conservation.
The shift of
attitudes for most Americans can be attributed primarily
to the magnetic personality of Roosevelt, who awakened
their senses; but the lumbermen's reversal stemmed frcm
other factors.

By 19 0 8 the economic foundation of the

lumber industry, which had rested precariously on the
availability of virgin forests and public demands for its
products, faced threats from overexpansion, lower prices,
and depressed markets.5 8 Viewed in this light it is understandable that lumbermen readily listened to talk of

John A. Kaislet, "Texans Evolve a State Forestry
Agency," Texas Forests and Texans (May-June 1964), 6-8;
Rhinehart, "Forestry Movement," 26.
^^Maxwell and Martin, Kistory of Forest Conservation, 24-25.
^"^"Southwest Mill Men on Reforestation, " Southern
Industrial and Lumber Review, July 20, 1908, pp. 44-45.
^^Martin, "Forest Conservation," 24-25.
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limited conservation if it meant that a competitive
balance could be restored to the lumber business without
seriously impairing their ability to harvest trees freely
and make money.
The lumber barons argued that unjust taxation laws
had encouraged the climate for extensive, reckless harvesting that had led to a lack of concern for conservation, 59
Moreover, they noted, local governmental entities repeatedly
had increased the tax burden on lumber companies in response
to the demands of a growing population and the need for
6Q

schools, roads, and other social services.

But a recent

study asserts that l\imbermen continued the unbridled harvesting because "capital costs and the lack of return on
investment prevented reforestation," not because of the tax
policies of counties and towns.

Alsp, harvesting did not

accelerate because of rising taxes and lumbermen had not
practiced reforestation when taxes were low.

County offi-

cials had no choice but to raise taxes when rapid logging
threatened to leave their county with worthless cutover
lands.^-^

"Southwest Mill Men on Reforestation"; Knolle,
"Conservation of Forest Resources," 51.
^^Texas Planning Board, A Review of Texas Forestry
and Its Industries (Austin, 1937), 24-26.
^•'"Richard White, Land Use, Environment, and Social
Change: The Shaping of Island County, Washington (Seattle:
University of Washington Press, 1980), 94-112, gives a
cogent explanation of the tax problem which was nationwide.
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Several factors had coalesced by the first decade
of the twentieth century to cause the development of more
progressive attitudes toward forest conservation.

Most

importantly, the formerly intractable businessmen now
acknowledged that their future in timber rested in the
orderly cutting and vigorous restoration of forests.

Thus,

as Hays pointed out in his study, business groups did in
fact support conservation once they realized it could be
used for their benefit.^^
The conservation movement on the federal level
acted as a catalyst and paved the way for forestry advancements in Texas.

Gifford Pinchot, who became Chief Forester

in 189 3 and served as one of Roosevelt's closest advisors
on conservation matters, kindled public interest in conservation in Texas with his visit to the state in 1909.
As a result of his tour the Yellow Pine Manufacturers Association pledged to practice sound forestry techniques and
promised to lobby for federal and state fire protection. ^"^
The direct and indirect impact of Pinchot in state
forestry programs cannot be overestimated.

Pinchot and

his cohorts influenced Roosevelt to the point that the
whole nation moved in a new direction in conservation.

62
Kays, Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency.
63
Southern Industrial and Lumber Review, AprilMay, 1909, p. 16; Rhinehart, "Forestry Movement," 27-28.
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especially forest management.

64

The Pinchot crowd, in

contrast to their predecessors who believed themselves
to be merely the managers of America's natural resources,
challenged previous thought by advocating long-range
planning in the field of forestry, characterized by close
association of the federal government and educational
institutions.

They believed in the deliberate interchange

of research and administrative personnel among federal and
state agencies.

Most significantly, they deliberately

attempted to remain aloof from political conflicts to
minimize interference in their tasks.
Pinchot preached that conservation meant the wise
utilization of natural resources, not just their protection, a position that separated him from the "pure environmentalists" who favored preserving natural resources
untouched for perpetuity.^^

While Pinchot's strong per-

sonality and perseverance shaped the destiny of forestry
throughout the United States, apprehension over the
possible depletion of forest reserves eventually forced

^"^Hays, Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency,
29; Kighsmith et al., Conservation, 18; Meyer, "Forests and
Forestry," in Clepper, Oriqins of Conservation, 44-45;
Swain, Federal Conservation Policy, 10.
^^Kynning, State Conservation, 31; Hays, Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency, 36,
^^Swain, Federal Conservation Policy, 11; Udall,
The Quiet Crisis, 108,
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most of the diverse groups connected in some manner with
forestry to support federal conservation policies in the
areas of management and proper utilization of timberlands,
This occurred mainly because the federal government alone
had the will, and the capacity, to spend relatively huge
sums of money in the states to carry out forest programs,
Moreover, federal management was perceived as being more
democratic than laissez-faire in comparison to state
^. .^.
67
activities.
The passage of federal legislation also spurred
forest conservation to greater heights.

The Weeks Act of

1911 authorized the acquisition of lands on watersheds and
navigable streams for the purpose of conserving their
navigability and enabled the United States Department of
Agriculture to cooperate with states in the protection of
forests from fire.

In addition, the statute required each

state to implement a working system of fire protection to
receive the maximum benefit of $10,000.

Finally, the act

enabled the federal government to establish national forests
in the A p p a l a c h i a n M o u n t a i n s to p r o t e c t w a t e r s h e d s .
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The W e e k s A c t h a d a p r o f o u n d i m p a c t on T e x a s and
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Robbins, Our Landed Heritage, 341,
^^lbid,, 369-370; First Report of Texas State
Forester, 5; for a more complete discussion of the impact
of the Weeks Act see Meyer, "Forests and Forestry," in
Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 46,
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other forested states.

Prior to the act, twenty-five

states had some type of functioning forestry agency, seventeen of which had been created between the years 19 00 and
1910, primarily charged with the principal function of
collecting and disseminating information.6 9 Funds made
available under provisions of the Weeks Act made possible
the creation of new agencies in twelve states, Texas among
them, and encouraged the expansion of activities in other
states.

Forty-two states had some kind of forestry

agency by 1937, most of which depended heavily on federal
aid to supplement their state allocation. 71
The years 19 00-1910 formed a watershed for
forestry conservation in the country as a whole.

Not only

did Roosevelt accept the charge of custodian of America's
natural resources while a number of states recognized the
need for forestry conservation, but in these critical years
the theoretical teachings of the classroom were wedded to
practical application in the field as university personnel
became actively involved with conservation.

The gains made

through research at state institutions would become critical

^^lllich, "State Forestry," in Winters, Fifty Years
of Forestry, 227-228.
Hynning, State Conservation, 29-31; Texas entered
into a formal agreement with the federal government in 1916
(First Report of State Forester, 6).
Hynning, State Conservation, 29-31.
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a decade later in solving the timber shortage.

The federal

government supplemented its own efforts and those of the
states by inaugurating a broad conservation campaign—
undertaken with the blessings of Roosevelt—which "aroused
the public to the possibility of timber exhaustion and the
enormous annual loss caused by forest fire." 72
Texans' participation in what had rapidly unfolded
as a crusade of sorts first took shape as the Texas Conservation Association, created in 1908.

Two hundred con-

cerned delegates, including state officials, lumbermen,
and conservationists, met at Fort Worth two years later
in conjunction with the Texas Irrigation Congress, and
adopted proposals deploring the waste of all natural resources, particularly forests, and recommending the creation of a forestry department.

The organization failed to

gain public support which resulted in an early death.

But

it did serve to keep the issue of conservation alive and
m the public eye.73 Shortly after the demise of the
association, an important event in forestry history
occurred when the Texas House of Representatives in 1911
established a standing committee designed to investigate

Kinney, Forest Law, 47.
'^•^Dallas Morning News, April 3, 1910, April 7,
1910; Collier, "Evolving East Texas Woodlands," 178-188;
Rhinehart, "Forestry Movement," 28-29; Martin, "Forest
Conservation," 50-56; Maxwell and Martin, History of
Forest Conservation, 24.

76
forestry legislation.
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Although the committee accomplished

little if anything, the die had been cast, though gingerly,
and forestry had gained a tentative toehold in the stolid
75
political machinery of Texas.
Events transpired swiftly after a bill failed in the
state legislature in 1913 proposing to take advantage of
matching funds available under the Weeks Act.

The ubiqui-

tous Jones, upset over the defeat, felt that a united front
could ensure the passage of similar legislation in the next
session.

He believed that this could best be accomplished

by obtaining grassroots support, and arranged a meeting of
persons interested in forestry to be held in November,
1914, in Temple.

The newly formed Texas Forestry Associa-

tion elected Jones president and charged him with authority
to prepare a bill calling for the creation of a state forestry agency. 76 , Jones augmented support for the nascent
organization by contacting the more influential newspapers
in Dallas, Houston, and San Antonio to express his concern
over the shrinking forested areas of Texas and to elicit

74
Texas Kouse Journal, 32nd Legislature, Regular
Session, 1911, p. 108; Martin, "Forest Conservation," 107.
Martin, "Forest Conservation," 107.
"^^The original purpose of the TFA was the preservation of timber and conservation of natural resources in
the state including soil, minerals, birds, fish and wildlife (Jones to P. S. Ridsdale, November 6, 1914, Jones
Papers, Box I); Ridsdale held a ranking position with the
American Forestry Association; Maxwell and Martin, Kistory
ofForest Conservation, 25.
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their help.

Jones, who by this time had gained consider-

able political acumen, also contacted United States Senator
Morris Shepard, who in turn induced the United States
Department of Forestry to send J. Girvin Peters to investigate the condition of East Texas forests so that an unbiased
study might be presented to the Texas legislature. 77
Peters issued his findings in December, 1914,
noting that state support was requisite to combat forest
fires, to educate the public in forestry matters, to control unrestricted grazing in forested areas, to provide
forest management and to formulate an equitable taxation
78
policy.
On the basis of this investigation Jones, with
the help of Peters, Texas A&M president William B. Bizzell,
and several interested lumbermen, drew up a bill calling
79
for the creation of an independent state agency.
Richard

77
Jones to Ridsdale, November 6, 1914; Ridsdale to
Jones, December 18, 1914, Jones Papers, Box I. For Jones'
recollections of these events see Jones, Address to the
Current Events Club, April 22, 19 24, Jones Papers, Box II;
also consult Martin, "Forestry Conservation," 107.
78
J. G. Peters, A Forestry Policy for Texas,
December, 1914 (copy in Jones Papers, Box I).
See "For Texas Forestry Law," Gulf Coast Lumberman, Novmeber 1, 1914, p. 9; "The Forestry Law Needs Help,"
Gulf Coast Lumberman, April 1, 1915, p. 7. The Gulf Coast
Lumberman was the official organ of the Texas Forestry
Association. Refer to Martin, "Forestry Conservation,"
81-94; Looking Backwards, December 22, 1945 (newsletter
for the City of Temple, Texas and Bell County, Texas
Forestry Files, Lufkin, Texas).
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Burges of El Paso, a strong proponent of conservation,
introduced the measure in the House of Representatives
and spearheaded its passage.

Burges had dreams of bring-

ing great areas in the western part of the state under
reforestation to create an area much like central and
80
western Kansas.
Opposition to the establishment of new
bureaucratic bodies, led by Governor Oscar B. Colquitt
and other legislators, caused the bill to be redrawn so
that the agency would become part of the A&M College
81
system.
After some initial misgivings over the $10,000
appropriation, newly elected Governor James Ferguson gave
82
his blessing to the proposal in early 1915.
80
Richard F. Burges to Governor James E. Ferguson,
March 24, 1915, Richard F. Burges Papers, Box 2B83, Barker
Texas History Center, University of Texas at Austin.
Burges' role is discussed in David Chapman, "An Administrative Kistory of the Texas Forest Service, 1915-19 75
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Texas A&M University,
1981). Burges became involved in forest, water, and parks
conservation but never assumed leadership of a statewide
movem.ent. Kis correspondence indicates an interest in a
wide range of subjects but probably his thriving law practice in El Paso prevented him from seeking an expanded role
in state conservation. Kis career will be discussed more
fully in a subsequent chapter on water conservation. The
Forestry Act of 1915, commonly attributed to Jones, also
was referred to as the Burges Forestry Act.
^"^Kenry Dethloff, A Centennial History of Texas
A&M University, 1376-1976 (College Station: Texas A&M
University Press, 19 75), 365-366.
^^For additional information on the discussions
over the creation of the Department of Forest see H. T.
Warner to Jones, December 4, 1914, Jones Papers, Box I;
J. Lewis Thompson to Jones, November 6, 1916 (letter
press), James E. Ferguson Papers, Box 2-11/432, p. 679,

79
The seed had been planted in 1915, but the next few
years disheartened more than one waiting from the sprout.
The department, led by J. H. Foster, a young Yale forestry
graduate originally from Vermont, spent its initial years
attempting to overcome public apathy and ingrained political indifference to fire destruction and timber exploita83
tion and waste.
Efforts to meet this challenge included
the publication and distribution of informational tracts to
schools, libraries, civic organizations, newspapers, and
farm journals around the state.

The Department of Forestry

also mounted an extensive speaking and letter writing campaign and presented a series of exhibits to make the public
aware of the purpose and function of the department. 84

Texas State Archives, Austin, Texas; Texas House Journal,
34th Legislature, Regular Session, 1915, p, 134; Session
Laws of Texas, 1915, Chapter 141, p. 220; Kinney, Forest
Law, 97; Knolle, "Conservation of Forest Resources," 58;
Rhinehart, "Forest Movement," 34; Maxwell and Martin,
History of Forest Conservation, 26-27. Ferguson opposed
any appropriations for state agencies, not just for
forestry (Burges to Goodrich Jones, March 25, 1915, Burges
Papers, Box 2B8 3).
83

If

J. H. Foster and F. H. Miller, Forest Fire Prevention, Department of Forestry Bulletin No. 6 (College
Station: Agricultural and Mechanical College of Texas,
July 1, 1917); Dethloff, Kistory of Texas A&M, 333, 36636 7. Foster graduated from Yale with a Master of Forestry
degree and had several years experience before accepting
the job (Martin and Maxwell, History of Forest Conservation,
26-27.
84
For example see First Report of State Forester,
19; J. H. Foster, Grassland and Woodland Fires in Texas,
Bulletin of the Agricultural and Mechanical College of
Texas, No. 1 (Department of Forestry, May, 1916); Dethloff,
History of Texas A&M, 366-370.
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Fortunately for the long term effectiveness of the
agency, renamed the Texas Forest Service in 19 26, its low
profile activities enabled it to steer clear of obstreperous, meddling politicians and to maintain a spearate
identity from Texas A&M College, which treated it as a
stepchild.

This unusual situation proved detrimental from

the standpoint of receiving state monies, but it did allow
the department to operate for the most part free from
restrictions, and gave it a large degree of stability
uncharacteristic of state conservation agencies.

Further-

more, though for the most part indifferent, the A&M Board
of Directors occasionally acted as a shield to deflect
85
criticism directed toward the department.
Two years after its creation the Department of
Forestry came under serious attack from conservative Panhandle residents and penurious legislators who contended
that $10,000 seemed to be an extravagant amount of money
to spend protecting trees.

The Senate Finance Committee

even went so far as to eliminate the Forestry Department
86
altogether in its proposed budget in 1915.

Jones again

fought off the attempt to weaken the agency by garnering
the support of the major newspapers in the state and
^^Dethloff, History of Texas A&M, 370-371; Widner,
Forests, 425.
p /-

Texas Forestry Association Newsletter, December
If 1917; Also consult unauthored, untitled ten page history
of forestry in files of TFA, Lufkin, Texas.

31
organizations representing cattlemen, lumbermen, teachers,
farmers, and the railroads.^^
Expenditures on forestry conservation in Texas before 1920 paled in comparison to states of similar areas,^^
The Texas Department of Forestry, however, faced the same
basic problems as other states.

Most state agencies, which

remained grossly understaffed, woefully short of funds, and
lacking in trained personnel, spent the majority of their
funds and time on fire control.^^

The overall effectiveness

of the Texas agency increased appreciably after 1916 when
the state became eligible for matching federal funds available under the Weeks Act.^°

Still, only six patrolmen

watched over 9,000,0 00 acres of Texas in 1917, an indication
of the nearly impossible task faced by the Department of

87
TFA Newsletter, February 19, 1917; George B.
Terrell, to R. A. Gilliam, December 31, 1918, Jones Papers,
Scrapbook, Bundle I; Jones, address to Fourth Annual Convention of Texas Forestry Association, Dallas, 1918, Jones
Papers, Box I; Maxwell and Martin, History of Forest
Conservation. 28-30.
88
TFA Newsletter, February 19, December 1, 1917.
89
W. B. Greeley, "Forest Resources and Opportunities in Georgia and Other Southern States," Proceedings
of the Third Southern Forestry Congress, Atlanta, Georgia,
July 20-22, 1921, pp. 59-69; I. T, Quinn, "Alabama's Forestry Problems," Proceedings of the Fifth Southern
Forestry Congress, Montgomery Alabama, 19 23, pp. 152-15 7;
Illich, "State Forestry," in Winters, Fifty Years of

Forestry. 224-225.
90 .
N m t h Annual R e p o r t of S t a t e F o r e s t e r ,
P. 37.

19 26,

82
Forestry.91
The real question of timber exhaustion went unresolved while supporters of forest conservation fought for
the survival of the Department of Forestry on the floor of
the legislature.

No consensus existed on this matter.

Lumber production in Texas before 1910 exceeded the demand
within the state and forced mill owners to seek markets
elsewhere.

They found eager consumers in the Midwest (tak-

ing up the slack left by the decline of the Great Lakes
forested areas), South America, Mexico, the West Indies,
92
and Cuba.
Some timbermen could therefore in clear conscience speak of the need to export more lumber while
assiduously leveling precious forest areas,

On the other

end of the spectrum, conservation oriented timber owners
echoed the familiar theme that had become a national concern as early as the 1860s and 1870s, and finally had
reached Texas near the turn of the century, namely, that
a timber famine was imminent unless drastic conservation
93
steps were taken immediately.

91
Second Annual Report of State Forester, 1917,
p. 37,
^^Texas Almanac, 1904, pp, 143-146,
^"^Sherry K, Olson, The Depletion Myth: A Kistory
of Railroad Use of Timber (Cambridge: Harvard University),
1-2; McKitrick, Public Lands, 10 8; "Lumber Conditions
Generally," Southern Industrial and Lumber Review, December
20, 1916, p, 13; This journal noted the decline in supplies
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Lumbermen viewed the warnings of the conservationists with considerable skepticism and accused them of
being uninformed,

Lumber companies embarked on a "Buy

Now" campaign after World War I instead of reassessing
forest conditions in light of the unusual timber demands
necessitated by World War I.

Lumber company advertisers

encouraged Americans to buy timber before the demands from
94
war torn Europe prompted scarcities.
The post-war years
witnessed an increased use of lumber to such an extent that
by the mid-19 20s virtually every facet of society depended
on the resource.

The housing, oil, and paper industries,

agricultural and manufacturing concerns, the railroads,
and the expanding telephone system found timber to be an
mtegral part of their everyday business affairs.95 Thus
by the mid-Twenties, despite calls for forestry conservation, Americans found themselves more dependent on timber
products than ever before.
Little doubt existed in the minds of knowledgeable
Texans that the supply of virgin timber faced certain

but did not call for conservation. In 1908, however, it
urged the use of substitutes for wood such as cotton
stalks, rice, straw, and hemp (see "A Substitute for Wood
Pulp," Southern Industrial and Lumber Review, August 20,
1908, p. 16) ,
94
See Southern Industrial and Lumber Review, May
31, 1919, pp, 15-19.
95
Texas Forest News, April, 19 20.
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exhaustion in the near future, posing a potentially devastating economic disaster for a wide area of East Texas.
But the controversy over how to deal with the problem
paralyzed any efforts to confront the issue.9 6 A few
Texas Forestry Association officials recognized that the
southern states of Mississippi and Alabama considered
second growth timber stands as at least a partial answer
to the timber shortage, but these same officials seemed
oblivious to the possibilities of a second growth in
97
Texas.

Likewise, lumbermen made only slight efforts to

cultivate a second growth of timber primarily because of
the availability of virgin timber and the prohibitive
98
taxation laws in Texas.
So, while neither conservationists nor lumbermen acted on this critical issue, concern
built that Texans would soon be paying extravagant prices
for lumber imported through the Panama Canal from the
99
Pacific Northwest.
^^Jones to J. F. Keith (copy), November 27, 1920,
Jones Papers, Box 1; Texas Forest News, March, 19 24.
97
For reference to the question of second growth
see Texas Forest News, May, 19 20; F. H. Miller to Jones,
March 5, 1918, Jones Papers, Box I; Texas Forest News,
January, 19 23 acknowledged the critical forest situation
had resulted not from excessive use of timber but rather
from the failure of new forest growth. It pointed out
the lack of state action on this matter.
98
Texas Forest News, April, 1921.
99
Texas Forest News, December, 19 22.
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W. Goodrich Jones endeavored to grapple with the
future of timber resources when in late 19 20 he persuaded
Governor William P. Kobby to appoint a committee of fifty
prominent citizens interested in forestry conservation to
investigate the problems associated with woodlands and to
propose remedies.

The key figures on the committee were

familiar faces including Jones, W. B. Bizzell, President of
Texas A&M, Mrs. Ben Boydstun of Greenville, a leader of
the Texas Federation of Women's Clubs, and Senator Leonard
Tillotson of Sealy, a promoter of the Burges Forestry Act
of 1915.

After a brief inquiry, the committee, which

included no lumbermen, proposed a severance or production
tax to be used for forest conservation.

This suggestion

touched off a battle royal between conservationists and
10 2
lumbermen.
The proposal received favorable reports
from committees in the Texas

ouse and Senate despite

bitter opposition from timber interests, but died on the
floor of the legislature without a vote when the powerful
timber lobby mustered its forces more effectively.

Jones to J. F. Keith, November 27, 19 20, Jones
Papers, Box I.
° Dallas Morning News, December 18, 19 20.
10 2
Jones to Max Bentley, March 6, 19 21, Jones
Papers, Box II (Bentley served as Managing Editor of the
Houston Chronicle).
"^^^See House Bill No. 231, Texas House Journal,
37th Legislature, Regular Session, 19 21, p, 219.
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Beleaguered lumbermen angrily blamed Jones for
placing them in an awkward and embarrassing position.

They

felt that Jones had wrongly pictured them as opposing conservation by not supporting the severance tax when, in
reality, the opposite was true.

Lumbermen justly argued

that the burden of financing a conservation program should
not fall solely on their shoulders.

104

Other lumbermen

believed that the severance tax would be a prelude to future
government efforts to control their industry.

in 5

Jones' rather clumsy handling of this sensitive
issue created such animosity between conservationists and
lumbermen that for nearly two years it threatened the
tenuous alliance which had been operating since the birth
of the Department of Forestry in 1916.

Using pro-

conservationist newspapers and civic groups, Jones painted
the lumbermen as pirates seeking to rob nature of her most
precious belongings.

106

The determined leader of forest

conservation even went so far as to accuse the lumber

104
Jones to Pat Neff (copy), February 2, 1921,
Jones Papers, Box I.
105
Bentley to Jones, March 2, 19 21, Jones Papers,
Box I; R. w. Weir, "The Lumberman's View of Forestry,"
Proceedings of the Seventh Annual Meeting of Texas Forestry Association, 1922, pp. 16-18; Max Bentley, "Harmony,"
Proceedings of the Seventh Annual Meeting of the Texas
Forestry Association, 19 22; "A Opinion on the Severance
Tax," Gulf Coast Lumberman, April 1, 1921, pp. 17-18.
106
See Texas Forest News, September, 19 20.

87
interests of working in concert with the oil interests
to "choke all new tax legislation."
Why did Jones move in this manner?

Apparently

Jones had become frustrated with the lumbermen's refusal
to accept a relatively mild severance tax which he had
endorsed and had reached the conclusion that the intransigent lumbermen would have to be forced into conservation.
His actions accomplished little in the positive sense,
however, and caused lumbermen to become more defensive
of their practices.
There is no question that many Texans concurred
with Jones' portrayal of lumbermen as pirates.

Lumbermen,

however, proffered a logical defense for their actions.
They strongly argued that entering in the lumber business
required staggering sums of capital, most often secured
through a bond issue.

To attract buyers for bonds, lumber-

men offered higher than average interest rates that could
only be paid off if timber was harvested and sold as
quickly as possible.

Lumbermen also angrily pointed to

the taxation policies of East Texas governments as the
real culprit in preventing reforestation.

Taxation on an

ad valorem basis, that is, as the tree matured, taxes increased, discouraged reforestation or farm management for

•^^'^Jones to Bentley (copy) , February 20, 1921,
Jones Papers, Box l;'Bentley to Jones, March 16, 1921,
Jones Papers, Box I.

both large and small operations.

88
Neither could afford to

pay taxes for thirty to fifty years, the normal maturation
10 8
period.
But at the root of the problem lay the dearth
of scientific knowledge and experience relative to tree
growmg. 109
The proposal for a severance tax was only one of
several suggested as an answer to forest conservation and
timber exhaustion.

The Committee of Fifty also recommended

that the state purchase cutover lands in East Texas for
demonstration and reforestation purposes,

Although

this proposition received less discussion at the time, the
legislature adopted it in 1924.

Two years later the state

made the first of four special purchases of previously
10 8
Ninth Annual Report of State Forester, 19 24, pp.
21-22; Collier, "Evolving East Texas Woodlands," 166-167,
170-188, 317-320; Lutcher and Moore, lumbermen from Orange,
Texas, unsuccessfully attempted to practice forest management but they owned their land, a rarity among lumbermen.
(See "Southwest Mill Men on Reforestation," Southern Industrial and Lumber Review, July 20, 1908, pp. 44-45; By
1924 only Louisiana and Alabama had special legislation
designed to encourage reforestation. Louisiana law allowed
for timber owners to contract with the state for a period
of fifteen to forty years to grow timber on land assessed
at less than $10 an acre. Alabama landowners could register timber growing land with the state as auxiliary state
forests if they agreed to abide by state regulations, No
taxes were levied during maturation but a privilege tax
was imposed at harvest (Texas Forest News, July, 1924);
also, Georgia passed legislation relative to taxation of
lands in 1924 "^[Texas Forest News, October, 1925) .
^^See Second Annual Report of State Forester.
The committee met in Dallas on December 17,
1920; See Jones, "President's Address."
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harvested areas had designated it as a state forest.
Lumbermen unsuccessfully proposed that the federal government issue bonds to finance the purchase of cutover lands,
then sell the stumpage to private industry after the crop
had matured, thereby saving lumbermen from excessive
112
taxes.
Another plan to establish state nurseries,
adopted in 1926, met vehement opposition from concerned
nurserymen who unnecessarily feared that they would be
forced out of business.113 Perhaps the most original idea
regarding forest conservation emerged from the Singletax

Maxwell and Martin, History of Forest Conservation, 33-35. The first state forest was purchased in
August, 19 24, on cutover land in Newton County near Kirbyville. It was later named E. 0. Siecke State Forest in
honor of the long-time head of the Texas Forest Service.
In 1925 a second forest was obtained in Montgomery County
near Conroe. This 1,6 33 acre site was named the W. Goodrich Jones State Forest. Also in 19 25 the state acquired
1,5 30 acres from the State Prison Board and named the area
in honor of I. D. Fairchild, a life-time supporter of forestry. John H. Kirby later gave a 600 acre tract in Tyler
County which state officials designated as a state forest
(Annual Report, 1926, p. 50; Dethloff, History of Texas
A&M, 373.
11-?

"^Collier, "Evolving East Texas Woodlands," 324;
The fallacy of this argument was that the federal government could not have possibly afforded the cost of purchasing cutover land in all of the states (see Ninth Annual
Report of State Forester, 20-21). For the view of the
lumbermen favoring government see Jack Dionne, "Another
Angle Concerning Timber Cutting—The Crop Matures and Must
Be Harvested," Gulf Coast Lumberman, May 1, 19 26, p. 12.
Texas Forest News, April, 1921; State Forester
J. H. Foster advocated the establishment of nurseries as a
stimulus to tree planting in the Panhandle where it was
difficult to obtain tree stock, First Report of State
Forester, 9 and 14); Martin, "Forest Conservation," 104-106
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League of Texas.

The Singletaxers argued that timber

should become public property and cut at a controlled rate
to avoid exploitation.

They also reminded a phlegmatic

public that a single tax on timber land would halt speculation in land and would lead to its proper utilization.
Governor Pat Neff, who succeeded Hobby in early
19 21, defused the whole issue of a severance tax when he
quietly advised Jones that as governor he needed to move
on to more pressing issues and would submit a new forestry
bill at a later date.

Neff's cautious move had one

positive side effect in that it allowed for a cooling-off
period for the antagonists in the dispute which led to a
116
reconciliation of sorts in early 19 22.
Throughout the swirling controversy which accompanied the financing of a forestry programt, the Department
of Forestry quietly went about the important business of
fire control and prevention.

The department's diligent

efforts for the most part consisted of informational and
educational activities.

Furthermore, it managed several

demonstration plots designed to present tangible evidence

"^•^^William A. Black to Jones, November 11, 1919,
Jones Papers, Box I.
^ P a t Neff to Jones, May 4, 19 21, Jones Papers,
Box I.
•^•^^For evidence of this see R. W. Weir to Jones,
February 13, 19 22, Jones Papers, Box I.
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of the benefits derived from effective planning to skeptical landowners, particularly farmers, who used more wood
117
than any other group.
But still the department suffered
from inadequate appropriations to do a proper job. Consequently, its scope consisted more of a public relations
campaign than actual field work. 118
The agency significantly expanded the focus of its
operations during the 19 20s under the able guidance of E. 0.
11Q
Siecke, successor to the disillusioned J. H. Foster.
Siecke previously had worked in the United States Forest
Service under Pinchot and had been Deputy State Forester
m Oregon for eight years.120 Siecke constantly warned
of the impending exhaustion of commercial timber tracts
while at the same time calling for immediate reform of the

117
See Ninth Report of State Forester; Texas Forest
News, March, 19 25. The Department of Forestry initiated a
program of farm forestry in the 19 23-19 24 fiscal year but
could not meet the demand for assistance because of a
shortage of personnel.
118
First Report of State Forester, 13; figures include New York, number one with $2,242,588; California,
tenth, $87,614; Texas, eighteenth, $39,600 (consult Texas
Forest News, 1924 for more on this topic).
119
Foster resigned in 1917, disillusioned with the
amount of work and dearth of support. He returned to his
native New England where he served as State Forester of
New Hampshire for more than thirty years. Maxwell and
Martin, Kistory of Forest Conservation, 28-33; Jones and
E. 0. Siecke, March 20, 1941, Texas Forestry Association

files.
120
Maxwell and M a r t i n , History of F o r e s t Conservat i o n , 31.
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taxmg system to alieviate the situation.

121

He continued

Jones' policy and laid the groundwork for the future by
encouraging the participation in conservation of several
civic groups, most notably the women's clubs.

The Texas

Federation of Women's Clubs took its role quite seriously,
though in reality its impact is questionable.

Most of its

efforts concerned tree planting campaigns and local cleanup
122
movements.
Jones played a prominent role in forestry
conservation during these years by securing the support of
the Texas Farm Federation.

He also helped Siecke by en-

couraging the creation of Boys' Reforestation Clubs for
the purpose of educating young men in forestry. 123

121
Ninth Report of State Forester, 21-22, 26-27,
and 48; See Eleventh Report of Texas Forest Service, 19 26
(note name change); E. 0. Siecke and Lenthall Wyman, Forestry Questions and Answers, Bulletin No. 12 (College Station: Office of State Forestry, n.d.), 8.
122
Refer to Mrs. Florence C. Floore to Jones,
November 8, 1919, Jones Papers, Boxl; Mrs. J. L. Young to
Jones, October 19, 1919, Jones Papers, Box I; Florence C.
Floore to the Texas Federation of Women's Clubs (open
letter), January 9, 1921, Jones Papers, Box II, V; Stella
Christian, The History of the Texas Federation of Women's
Clubs (Kouston: Texas Federation of Women's Clubs, 1919).
Texas Forest News, November, 19 20; Texas Forest News, May,
19 26; For activities in other states see Proceedings of
the Third Southern Forestry Congress, 19 21, Atlanta,
Georgia, 205-208; Mrs. J. S. Starke, untitled, Proceedings
of the Fifth Annual Southern Forestry Congress, 1923,
Montgomery, Alabama, 5.
•^ Ninth Report of State Forester, 46; Jones,
President's Address.
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The lack of legislative action concerning conservation would indicate that the issue was not foremost on
the minds of solons during the 19 20s.

The State Democratic

Party platform of 192 2 acknowledged the need for forest
conservation, but except for authorizing the purchase of
124
cutover lands the Democrats did little.
Escalating
lumber prices and persistent talk of an impending timber
famine instigated a resolution in the Texas Senate in 19 25
calling for a study of forestry conditions.125 The report
is worth reviewing because it outlined many of the chronic
problems which had characterized forestry over the past
two and one-half decades and offered a blueprint for the
future.
Surprisingly straightforward for a political document, the report bluntly stated that "Texas had been more
backward in the conservation of its natural resources and
its vast timber wealth in particular than most of the
states possessing a considerable timbered area."

It pre-

dicted exhaustion of timber supplies within ten to twelve
126
years at the current rate of use.
The study larabasted

•^^"^Martin, "Forest Conservation," 73; Knolle, "Conservation of Forest Resources," 60-62.
The report may be found in Texas Kouse Journal,
39th Legislature, Regular Session, 1925, pp. 492-493;
Also consult Knolle, "Conservation of Forest Resources,"
62-64.
"'•^^As early as 1900 officials began to fear an
eventual shortage of timber (see Maxwell and Martin,
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previous state governments for neglecting their duty and
criticized their lack of constructive foresight by allowing commercial interests timber supplies.

The committee

responsible for the report dutifully noted that an absence
of state action in this matter regretfully had contributed
to the encroachment of the federal government in forestry
matters that once had been considered the sole domain of
the state.
The review concluded with the following recommendations:

conservation should remain in state hands; the

state should continue to acquire forest areas; the state
should give tax breaks to individuals reforesting their
lands; a constitutional amendment should be enacted
empowering the legislature to enact laws regulating taxation on lands set aside explicitly for timber growing; the
state should establish a board of forestry; and more work
should be done in forest fire prevention.

True to form,

however, the legislature did little to put any of these
meaningful proposals into effect before 19 30 because of

History of Forest Conservation, 17-18); Texas Forest News,
December, 19 22, predicted exhaustion within twelve years;
Texas Forest News, March, 19 24, ten to twelve years; Texas
Forest News, April, 1926, eight or nine years; Texas
Almanac, 19 26, suggested nine to ten years; The Eleventh
Report of Texas Forest Service, 19 26, warned that in seven
years the supply of commercial timber largely would be
exhausted. There is a noteworthy lack of concern over
depletion of forest reserves by the Gulf Coast Lumberman,
the industry's mouthpiece, during the 19 20s.
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disagreement over financing and the role of the state in
forestry. 127
The work of the Texas Forest Service in the 1920s
closely paralleled that of the United States Forestry
Service with one noticeable exception.

On the national

level, the Forestry Service had become acutely aware of
the interrelationships in nature and actively cooperated
with other government entities, particularly those con128
cerned with wildlife and wilderness activities,
Texas
conservation agencies, most of which were fighting for
their sheer existence, operated independently until after
World War II.

The lack of cohesiveness among conserva-

tionists is attributable to the fact that with the exception of forestry, none had a unified leadership.
State and federal cooperation began on a large
scale in the 19 20s after William B. Greeley assumed control
of the National Forest Service.

Greeley, a former vice-

president of the West Coast Lumbermen's Association,
focused his attention on two projects of interest to both
conservationists and timber growers.

Cooperation with

state agencies for the prevention of devastating forest
fires, which plagued woodlands wherever lumbering operations had left large amounts of slash and residue on the

^

Martin, "Forest Conservation," 108-111.

•'•^^See Swain, Federal Conservation Policy, 28

96
ground,

became his primary goal, a move that contrasted

with Pinchot's tendency to control such matters from the
federal level.

Secondly, Greeley threw his wholehearted

support behind scientific forestry emphasizing planting,
regulated cutting, sustained yield, proper management,
and forest ecology.

His sound production policies, and

his cooperative manner won him converts, and most of the
states emulated his policies, including Texas. 129
The Clarke-McNary Bill of 19 24 provided another
avenue for state-federal cooperation.

This bill superceded

the Weeks Law and made conditions favorable for the private
practice of forestry by distributing seedlings and by providing advice and service to woodland owners.

The bill in

addition made funds available for continuation of educational programs on fires, the number one problem of forest
conservation. 130

129
Ibid., 12-20; Pinchot resigned in 1909 after
several disputes with President William H. Taft over conservation policy. Pinchot organized the National Conservation Association, an educational-conservation association before his resignation and became its leader in 1910.
He served as its president for over a decade before reentering politics in Pennsylvania (Martin Nelson McGeary,
Gifford Pinchot: Forester-Politician (Princeton, New
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1960), 126, 197).
Greeley, Forest Policy, 188-197; Texas Forest
News, November 1923; Ninth Report of State Forester, 38;
Eleventh Report of Texas Forest Service, 19 26, pp. 19-20;
Swain, Federal Conservation Policy, 15-16; Meyer, "Forests
and Forestry," in Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 44;
Martin, "Forest Conservation," 125.
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Greeley's progressive policies and the benefits of
the Clarke-McNary Act stimulated a vigorous period of
state activity.

State agencies sponsored tree planting,

forestry extension projects, and windbreaks, and sought
to educate farmers and owners of small woodlots.131 In
Texas, Siecke continued to press for state appropriations
to allow the TFS to take full advantage of the matching
funds available through the Clarke-McNary Bill. 132 The
TFS made fire prevention its primary concern and approached
the whole question of forestry as one would deal with a
crop, ushering in the tree farm system which placed eco133
nomic considerations over ecological factors.
Despite
these projects and federal aid, in 19 30 less than one-half
134
of the forested area of Texas received protection.
It is curious to note that after approximately
1926, few, if any, comments could be heard predicting the
impending demise of the Texas timber supply, especially
131

Greeley, Forest Policy, 18 8; Swain, Federal
Conservation Policy, 16.
"'•"^^Dethloff, Kistory of Texas A&M, 372-373.
Ibid. Ecological conditions were not an issue
with lumbermen. But, in the last two decades the extension of tree farms over a wide area of East Texas has produced a monoculture with little resemblance to the natural
ecology. This matter will be discussed further in a later
chapter on forestry.
'^'^'^Fifteenth Report of Texas Forest Service, 19 30,
pp. 6-7.
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since the era had arrived in which soothsayers originally
had forecast dire consequences.

It is as if forestry

suddenly had entered into a new era without a transition
period.
The sudden reversal of attitudes will be explained
more fully in a subsequent chapter on forestry.

But, it

should be observed that forestry had moved gradually into
another phase since the early 19 20s.

The broadening demand

and lessening supply of timber products had dictated that
adjustments in timber use be made.

For example, manufac-

turers adopted conservation measures when they experienced
difficulties finding mature logs.

Mill owners quickly

discovered that all trees had coramercial value, selected
timber more carefully, developed systems to better utilize
logs, and made improvements in lessening waste and inefficiency.

Thus, through purely economic forces, lumbermen

initiated conservation practices, though not exactly of
the type envisioned by Jones and his followers.

The

threat of exhaustion still existed and the vast second
growth forested areas awaited proper utilization.

But

temporarily at least, the issue had been defused through
research, technological advances, and market dictated

135
E. F. Allison, "Forestry and the Lumber Industry," Proceedings of the Eighth Southern Forestry Congress,
1926, ^7-22:
^
^
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changes.

136
The railroads provide a microcosmic picture of

what occurred in the 19 20s.

They historically had been

among the largest users of timber and had a direct interest
in reforestation because they also transported enormous
quantities of lumber.

Furthermore, the prosperity and

livelihood of many communities served by the railroads
137
depended on timber.
The shortages and high cost of
timber caused executives in the industry to reevaluate
their thinking and to experiment with timber substitutes.
The use of chemicals and preservatives such as creosote
on crossties and bridges, and the expanded use of stone
and concrete are typical of the gradual transition that
occurred quietly in many industries, thus reducing the
138
tremendous pressure for timber products.
The most significant shift in the patters of timber
utilization and the introduction of what could be construed
as true conservation measures did not occur until the Great

136
Duerr et al., Forest Resources, 13.
137
Information on the railroads' use of forests
and adaptations to the timber shortage see N. M. Rice,
"The Railroad Man's Interest in Forest Conservation," an
address before the joint meeting of the American Forestry
Association and the Connecticut Forestry Association of
New Haven, January 28, 1927 (copy in Jones Papers, Box II).
•^^^See Olson, Depletion Myth; W. B. Scott to Jones,
December 3, 19 20, Jones Papers, Box I; Texas Forest News,
May, 1926.
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Depression.

This economic calamity presaged a new era

that compelled the restructuring of lifestyles and economic priorities, and forced the adoption of new conservation techniques.
Henry Dethloff, chronicler of the Texas A&M system,
contends that the Texas forestry movement developed out of
139
concerns of the Progressive movement.
Ostensibly one
would have to concur with this thesis although other considerations enter into the picture.

For example, W. Good-

rich Jones without a do\ibt became the driving force behind
the forestry movement well into the 19 20s.

He appears to

have been motivated by deeply felt personal convictions
stemming from experiences as a young man in Europe, and
not especially by any philosophical beliefs of the nature
embraced by many Progressives.

The Texas Forestry Associa-

tion had as its goal the preservation and conservation of
all natural resources, and Jones did express an interest
in facets other than timbér.

He did not, however, actively

seek to lead a broader conservation movement encompassing
water or wildlife, casting doubt on his "Progressive
spirit" in a wider sense.140 Dethloff's observations more

•^^^Dethloff, Kistory of Texas A&M, 362.
^Robert S. Maxwell, "One Man's Legacy: W. Goodrich Jones and Texas Conservation," Southwestern Historical
Quarterly, LXXVII (January, 1974), 355-380, discusses
Jones' concern for all aspects of conservation. Still,
Jones never embarked on a statewide campaign. Also, a
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accurately apply to the sundry groups that joined with
Jones:

women's clubs, Arbor Day societies, and civic

organizations.

In the final analysis, business progres-

sivism of the 19 20s which preached orderly business
practices, played a determining role in the adoption of
more efficient conservation methods for harvesting
^'
u
141
timber.

The Texas forestry movement progressed through
several distinct stages and offers comparisons and contrasts with the more erratic wildlife conservation cause.
Forest conservation began in earnest at least a full decade
after that of wildlife, but made rapid strides under the
guidance of Jones and Siecke that enabled it to show concrete gains by the late Twenties.

One of Jones' most

notable achievements lay in the cooperation he fashioned
between conservation and commercial interests united by
the Texas Forest Service and the Texas Forestry Association.

Except for the disagreement over the severance tax

in 19 21-19 22, these disparate groups worked harmoniously

federal official requested Jones' assistance in state
legislation regarding fishing seasons, but no record
exists of his acknowledgment (E. Lester Jones to Jones,
April 3, 1915, Jones Papers, Box I).
"^"^"^Consult J. G. Peters, "Initial Steps in State
Forestry Legislation," Proceedings of the Seventy Forestry
Congress, 23-30; For a better understanding of the implications of "business progressivism" see George B. Tindall,
The Emergence of the New South, 1913-1915 (Baton Rouge and
Austin: Louisiana State University Press, 1967).
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toward the same goal, though often using widely contrasting
means.

Supporters of wildlife conservation, in contrast,

remained diverse and splintered until the 19 50s when a
statewide organization evolved.
Advocates of forest conservation considerably
strengthened their movement in Texas and other states by
ardently seeking and accepting federal assistance, and as
a rule, following federal progress in the field.142 This
attitude reflected the role of the more pragmatic businessmen whose actions were frequently dictated by economic
143
considerations.
Politically, forestry generally remained insulated from unnecessary interference by remaining
in the protective cocoon of the A&M system.

It did not

suffer the uncertainties of the wildlife agencies or shift
144
directions with each election.
Most governors paid
lip-service to forest conservation, but generally forestry
could be considered a safe political issue.

It remained

relatively easy to voice approval for it and then sit back
and do nothing.145 Since forestry was a regional question.

See Ninth Report of State Forester, 38; The
state of Texas and the federal government have enjoyed an
unusually trouble-free relationship over forestry matters.
Widner (ed.), Forests, 431,
"'•'^^Dethloff, History of Texas A&M, 361-362; Siecke,
for example, served from 1918 to 1942,
^^^See Texas Forest News, January, 19 23, For example, Pat Neff stressed the importance of renewing lumber
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an astute politician could rest assured that more than one
Texan would oppose spending money in selected counties of
East Texas,
Curiously, none of the various agencies which
handled conservation affairs in Texas before 19 30 attempted
146
to act in concert with others,
This occurred in an era
when other states were combining their conservation agencies in the name of efficiency and econoray,147 The 19 20
amendment to the state constitution, entitled "Conservation
of Natural Resources," did not in the least advance

forests and encouraged tree planting (Texas Forest News,
January, 1923), Neff, however, accomplished few concrete
gains in forestry. Moreover, at the Third Southern Forestry Congress held at Atlanta, Georgia in 19 21, Neff wrote
congress officials that he wouid not be able to attend but
had appointed fifteen delegates to attend. None of these
individuals listed is on the attendance roles as in attendance (Proceedings of the Third Southern Forestry Congress,
Atlanta, Georgia, 1921, pp. 202-208); Also inal927 speech
before the East Texas Chamber of Comraerce Governor Dan
Moody expressed an interest in and concern for reforestation, Ke stated that he could not offer a program but
hoped area people would work it out (Texas Forest News,
May, 1927) .
146
The Act of 190 7 providing for a game and fish
commissioner required the commissioner to act as a fire
commissioner and to prevent and extinguish forest, marsh,
and prairie fires, and to report fires beyond their control, Generally, however, cooperation between wildlife,
forestry, and water agencies was minim.al, See Session
Laws of Texas, 190 7, Section 12, p, 257; Kinney, Forest
Law, 163-164,

Peters, "Initial Steps in State Forestry
Legislation," 23-30,
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forestry conservation.

This attitude can best be

explained by the vastness of Texas which entailed variances in geography, climate, demographic characteristics,
and, of course, different wants and needs not especially
conducive to cooperation.

148
See Geroge Braden et al., The Constitution of
the State of Texas: An Annotated and Comparative Analysis,
Vol. II (Austin: Texas Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1977), 759-761; also consult Texas
Constitution, Article XVI S 59.
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TABLE 2

ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE AGENCIES CONCERNED
WITH FORESTRY*
State
Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . . .
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New H a m p s h i r e
New J e r s e y
New Mexico
New York
North C a r o l i n a
North D a k o t a
Ohio.
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode I s l a n d
South C a r o l i n a
South D a k o t a

Year Established
19 0 7
19 31
1885
1885
1901
1909
19 27
1921
1905
1917
1901
1906
1887
1906
1904
1891
1906
1904
1899
1895
1926
19 25
1909
1917
189 3
• 190 5
•
^^^^
^^05
^^^^
1885
^^25
^^^^
1895
1^°^
^^^7
•^^•^•^
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TABLE 2 — C o n t i n u e d
State

Year

Established

Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West V i r g i n i a
Wisconsin
Wyoming
*Taken frora Hynning, State Conservation, 105.

1905
1915
19 04
1914
19 0 3
1909
1895
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CHAPTER III
THE SEARCH FOR AN EQUITABLE WATER POLICY:
1800-1945
Texas has been blessed with an abundance of natural
resources.

Of all these vast resources water is the most

valuable, the most needed, and in terms of conservation,
has presented the most coraplex probleras.

Water conserva-

tion in this study, for the purposes of clarity, will be
defined as the "orderly developraent and provident use of
water, based on the knowledge and economic conditions of
the times," and "is a progressive economic proposition
which changes from time to time as economic conditions
2
change."
More so than wildlife, forestry, or parks, this
aspect of conservation has been tied intimately to economic
considerations which invariably have led to sharp debates
over the proper course of action to be pursued in solving

F. B. Plummer, "Water Resources," in Lorena
Drummond (ed.), Texas Books Ahead: The Resources of Texas,
I (Austin: University Publications, 1944), 235.
2
Quote taken from W. L. Broadhurst, "Conservation
Measures by Texas Ground Water Users," Proceedings of the
Fourth Annual Conference on Water for Texas (Water Research
and Information Center, Texas A&M College System, September
16-17, 1958), 95.
108
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problems.
The complex nature of water conservation in Texas
has been shaped by the state's vast size, its kaleidoscopic
environment, its diverse geologic formations, and its
widely varying climatic features, especially in terms of
rainfall amounts.

Rainfall is uneven across Texas and

varies from less than fifteen inches in the El Paso area
to more than fifty inches in the eastern portions of the
state.

In addition, it is not necessarily uniform and it

is not uncommon in central and west Texas for most of the
annual rainfall to occur within a two month period, preceded by drought and succeeded by floods.

Complicating

this situation is the fact that the main Texas rivers flow
frora arid to humid portions of the state, giving the southeastern and south central areas considerable more water
and its inhabitants less concern over water supplies, than
Texans in the southwestern and north central portions of
the state. 4
Clouding the whole issue of water resource

Plumraer, "Water Resources," in Drumraond, Texas
LooksAhead, 237-240.
4
Ibid.; John T. Thorapson, Public Administration of
Water Resources in Texas (Austin: Institute of Public
Affairs, University of Texas, 19 60), 2. Thompson's work
is probably the best review of state activities in the
field of water. Also, consult Texas Board of Water Engineers, A Plan for Meeting the 19 80 Water Requireraents of
?exas (Austin: May 1961), 8 (hereafter referred to as
1980 Water Plan.
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management has been the tangled web of laws governing
ownership and usage of water.

Texas water laws reflect

the heritage of five sovereigns:

Spain, Mexico, the

Republic of Texas, the state of Texas and the United
States.

These factors have combined to create a multi-

plicity of interests across the state which has sharpened
differences of opinion and obscured the real problems of
conservation, equitable water distribution, and usage.
Texas water conservation history has involved both
surface and underground supplies.

Surface water in this

study is defined as the "natural flow and underflow, as
well as the flood flow" of a body of water; groundwater
refers to "all bodies of water from a subsurface source
g
exclusive of river channel underflow."

Surface water

management originated in the late nineteenth century and
has continued to be a controversial issue to date.

Inter-

est in groundwater is a relatively recent concern stemming
from the rapid expansion of agriculture across the state,
especially on the High Plains, and the influx of heavy
industry along the Gulf Coast in the twentieth century.
See Walter P. Webb, More Water for Texas: The
Problems and the Plan (Austin: University of Texas Press,
1954), 5; Morgan H. Rice, "Southwestern Water Resources—
Their Conservation and Utilization," The Texas Journal of
Science, I (March 1949), 17-20.
Definition used by Texas Board of Water Engineers
in 1980 Water Plan, 8.
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Texas has been endowed with three extensive underground water reservoirs encompassing a wide area of the
state.

First, there is the Edwards limestone, comprising

the Balcones Fault and the Edwards plateau region of Southwest Texas which lies under the San Antonio and New Braunfels area.

The Tertiary of Pleistocene sands and sandstones

of the Gulf Coastal Plains, which stretches from the Rio
Grande to Louisiana, and which services the Winter Garden
area of south central Texas, LaSalle and Frio counties, and
the Houston-Galveston-Beaumont industrial complex forms a
second reservoir.

Finally, there is the Great Plains Water

Belt, more coramonly known as the Ogallala acquifer in Texas,
which provides water supplies for Lubbock and Amarillo and
7
most of the agricultural areas of the Panhandle.
The availability of water, or lack of it, especially
surface water, has been a determining factor in the settlement of the arid and semi-arid regions of Texas and the
Southwestern United States.

The Indians, Spanish colonists,

and later Anglo pioneers shaped their communities around
precious water sources.
The Indians first recognized the importance of
land and water resource planning by locating their camps
and villages near lakes and rivers, utilizing moving

"^Description taken from Texas Almanac, 1945-1946,
p. 165.
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streams for navigation, and practicing primitive natural
Q

irrigation.

The Spanish likewise settled along water

sources, and undertook extensive irrigation projects
beginning in the 1680s near El Paso.

The range of their

activities is evidenced by the ruins of canals and ditches
built under the direction of Jesuit priests and found to9
day in the San Antonio and Menard areas.
In the mid-1700s
Spanish population concentrated around flowing water, such
as the Rio Grande, and near irrigated areas.
The Spanish brought a concept of water usage to
the Western Hemisphere known as appropriation.

This doc-

trine, based on their laws, usages, and customs related to
the use of flowing water developed from centuries of utilization in Spain and northern Africa, granted the person who
first took water from a stream the right to continued and
perpetual use as long as the appropriator put the water to
beneficial use.

Prior to the arrival of the Anglos, the

Plumraer, "Water Resources," in Druramond, Texas
Looks Ahead, 2 35; Charles D. Curran and Forney W. Fleming,
"Land and Water Resource Planning in Texas," April 12,
1961, paper delivered at Spring Convention of the American
Society of Civil Engineers, Phoenix, Arizona, held April
10-15, 1961.
^lbid.; Plummer, "Water Resources," in Drummond,
Texas Looks Ahead, 235; Also consult 1980 Water Plan.
•^^1980 Water Plan, 10.
•^•^Betty Eakle Dobkins, The Spanish Element in Texas
Water Law (iVustin: University of Texas Press, 1959), 4-8.
This book is considered the premier study of the historical

113
Mexican government handled the land and water situation
by setting buyer fees based on the classification of the
land—irrigable, tillable, or pasture, and granted fran12
chises for artesian wells.
The scarcity of population
ensured, however, that water allocation would not be a
problem.

Laws regarding property rights of inhabitants

did not siibstantially or immediately change when Texas
became independent, and Spanish and Mexican civil statutes
served as the basis of water use for a number of years. 13
In 1840 the Republic of Texas altered previously
practiced water principles by adopting the common law of
England, or the riparian doctrine.14 This theory held
that whoever owned riparian land, or land adjacent to the
stream, or upon which the stream flowed, had co-equal rights
with other riparian owners to make reasonable use of the
15
water for any purpose for which the land was adapted.

development of Texas water law. Also consult Herbert
Davenport, "Development of Texas Laws of Waters," in
Revised Civil Statutes of the State of Texas, Vol. XXI,
1953, pp. xiii-xiv.
12
Curran and Forney, "Land and Water," 4-6.
"'•^Dobkins, Water Law, 27-29.
Richard L. Dewsnup, Dallin W. Jenson, and Robert
Swenson, A Summary-Digest of State Water Laws (Washington,
D.C.: National Water Commission, 1972), 700-701.
•^^See William F. Hughes, "Proposed Groundwater Conservation Measures in Texas," The Texas Journal of Science,
I (June 1949), 35-43. Hughes (p. 36) summarized the doctrine as follows: "That the person who owns the surface
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Later court decisions ruled that prior Spanish and Mexican
grants carried with them riparian rights.

Riparian

title was applied to all lands sold or granted by the
state from 1840 to 1889, at which time the Texas legislature asserted state ownership of all public waters."^"^
Thus, by the mid-nineteenth century two diverse
doctrines of water had been adopted based on the heritage
and modification of three societies, creating a complex,
tangled legal web.

Proponents of each concept argued

vigorously for their position.

Prior appropriation advo-

cates contended that their doctrine had little or no relationship

to ownership of land, benefiting the majority of

may dig therein, and apply all that is there found to his
own purpose at his free will and pleasure and that if, in
the exercises of such right, he intercepts or drains off
the water collected from the underground springs in his
neighbor's well, this inconvenience to his neighbor falls
within the description of damnura absque injuria, which
cannot becorae the ground of an action. (Quote taken from
the English case of Action v. Blundell (12 M. & W. 324,
354), a decision rendered in 1843). The Texas Supreme
Court upheld this decision in 1904. Consult Texas Planning
Board, The Need for Administrative Control of Ground Water
in Texas (Austi"nl The Texas Planning Board, June, 1953), 5
16
Corwin Johnson, "Explanation of Laws and Rights,"
Proceedings of the Second Annual Conference on Water for
Texas (Water Research and Information Center. Texas A&M,
College Station, September 17-19, 1956), 41.
17
Texas Research League, Water Rights and Water
Resources Adrainistration in Texas (Austin: Texas Research
League, 1965) , T^ 2Ô~. This study was part of a series
prepared for the Texas Water Commission and the Texas Water
Development Board. Also see Dewsnup et al., Summary-Digest
of Water Laws, 700-701.

Texans.
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Riparians claimed water to be a natural resource

and subject to their unqualified use.

Appropriative forces

also noted the riparian system confined the use of stream
water to land contiguous to the stream and allowed water
not used to flow to the sea.

Furthermore, riparians could

not enlarge the extent of their land by purchasing nonriparian land adjoining their riparian survey.

Also, an

owner who previously had not exercised his right to use
water could at any tirae do so.

This of course created un-

certainty and doubt for other water users and tended to
undermine long-range planning contingent on a steady water
source.

The riparian doctrine failed to provide a secure

water supply necessary to justify extended industrial investment which depended on water and land developraent.
Ultimately, the shortcomings of the riparian doctrine
created social and economic probleras that acted as one
catalyst in forcing the state to adopt a more equitable
doctrine of water use and conservation.
18
Texas Research League, Water Rights and Water
Resources Adrainistration in Texas, 13, 20; ibid., The
structure and Authority for State Leadership of Water
Development in Texas (Austin: Texas Research League, 1965),
9; Dewsnup et al., Sumraary-Digest of Water Laws, 700-701;
Highsmith et al., Conservation, 218; Johnson, "Laws and
Rights," 41; Dobkins, Water Law, 23 (for an excellent summary of riparian versus appropriative doctrine consult
pp. 13-25; Thompson, Water Administration, 110-111; Victor
W. Bouldin, "Social and Legal Problems in Water Resources
Planning," Proceedings of the Eighth Annual Conference on
Water for Texas (Water Research and Information Center,
September, 1962), 18-21.
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Coraplications arose in the development of sound
water laws in Texas and in parts of the west because of
the adherence to both appropriation and riparian practices.
The need for administrative control of water resources became evident as population and economic growth placed heavy
strains on streams.

Additional problems stemmed from ex-

panded irrigation operations and enlarged water usage by
appropriators.

Moreover, states required no records defin-

ing the amount or extent of use, compounding the efforts to
manage water supplies.

These factors caused extensive

litigation and hastened the implementation of state administrative control.

Most western states dealt with the

problera by discarding the riparian system altogether in
favor of prior appropriation which granted water rights
through procedural steps.

Texas continued to operate

under both systems, however, resulting in considerable
19
difficulty and confusion regarding water usage.
Though most western states confronted the water
problem after the Civil War, the issue carae before the
Texas legislature at an early date in state history.

The

Irrigation Act of 185 2 partially addressed the sensitive
issue of irrigation rights by granting counties the authority, formerly held by the ayuntamiento, to regulate and
control dams, ditches, roads and bridges belonging to any

19Dewsnup et al., Summary-Digest of Water Laws, 12.
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irrigated farms owned jointly by two or more persons.
Courts received the authority to order meetings of joint
owners to elect comraissioners and other officers.

The act

actually contained provisions from ancient Spanish laws
reworded to reflect contemporary developments and to regularize

customs and practices from Spanish water laws.

The legislature established a precedent by delegating
decision making on water issues to smaller governmental
units with this statute.

Subsequent similar legislative

20
actions markedly hindered comprehensive water development.
Additional special acts over the next four decades
by the state legislature sought to encourage irrigation
through grants of land to individuals and corporations constructing irrigation canals.21 These authorizations remained the basis for water use until 1889 when the Texas
Supreme Court declared that the legislature should have
granted only the right to apply for the privilege of using
• ,_ 22
water, and had no power to confer the right.
Gamrael, Laws of Texas, Vol. IV, 4th Legislature,
Regular Session, Chapter LXXXIV, 1852, pp. 80-82; Dobkins,
Water Law, 13, 28-29, 137.
^•^Gammel, Laws of Texas, Vol. VII, 12th Legislature,
2nd Session, Chapter LXXX, 1871, p. 67. See years 18711873 in this volume for numerous examples of incorporation
of canal companies under state statute.
^^Horace E, J. Melton, "A History of Texas' Water
Problems" (Unpublished M.A. thesis, University of Texas at
Arlington, 1973), 19; Wells A. Hutchins, The Texas Law of
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Significant state action in water development came
as a result of a severe drought in the 1880s that threatened agricultural expansion in western Texas.23 Governor
Sul Ross initiated the action in January, 1889, by calling
for clarification of laws concerning the appropriation,
regulation, and distribution of water in his biennial message to the legislature.

Ross noted that the passage of

sound water laws would encourage investors to build canals
and establish irrigation districts by assuring them a fair
24
return on their investments.
Heretofore, men of money
had been reluctant to risk capital when uncertainties
existed over water supplies and ownership. 25 Ross's prompting resulted in the Irrigation Act of 1889, which declared
the unappropriated water of the arid regions of the state,
an area consisting primarily of state owned lands, the
property of the public and provided for its appropriation
for beneficial use.

The law also gave counties broad

authority in water development and legally established the
doctrine of prior appropriation, while recognizing the

Water Rights (Austin: The Texas Legislature and the Texas
Board of Water Engineers in Cooperation with the United
States Department of Agriculture, 1961), 108-110.
23Twenty-first Report of BWE, 1952-1954, p. 80.
24Texas House Journal, 21st Legislature, Regular
Session, 1889, p. 24.
^^Davenport, "Development of the Texas Laws of
Waters," xxv.
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riparian principle where it existed.

This far-reaching

statute made irrigation on a wide-scale legally possible
and provided for record keeping of water use by requiring
users to file an affidavit and map illustrating the diversion of water and a description of the proposed use with
26
the county clerk.
The legislature overwhelmingly amended
the law in 189 3 and again in 1895 to extend the provisions
to all sections of Texas where insufficient and irregular
rainfall made irrigation necessary. 27
Legislation passed in the late nineteenth century
in theory represented considerable advance in use, distribution, and conservation of water in Texas.
however, proved unworkable,

These statutes,

According to the provisions of

26
Twenty-first Report of BWE, 1952-1954,. pp. 80-81;
Hazelton, The Irapact of the Texas Constitution on Natural
Resources, 13; Dobkins, Water Law, 28-29; Curran and Forney,
"Land and Water," 6; Dewsnup et al., Suraraary-Digest of
Water Laws, 700-701; Gammel, Laws of Texas, Vol. IX, 21st
Legislature, Regular Session, Chapter LXXXVIII, 1889, p.
100; R. M. Dixon, "Water for Texas," Water for Texas, I
(1955), 15-22.
27
The 189 3 measure passed the House by a margin of
86-2 (Texas House Journal, 23rd Legislature, Regular Session, 1893, p. 679); Similarly, the 1895 bill, proposed by
W. W. Turney frora El Paso, overwhelraingly won approval in
the House by a vote of 92-19. Governor Charles A. Culberson noted the importance of irrigation to the state, especially in the western portions, in his message to the
legislature in early 1895. Culberson made no recommendations, however, regarding this subject and the 189 5 statute
became law without his signature (Texas House Journal, 24th
Legislature, Regular Sesison, 1895, pp. 320-321); Gammel,
Laws of Texas, Vol. X, 24th Legislature, Chapter XXI, 1895,
pp. 21-26.

120
the 1889 law, county clerks recorded appropriation claims.
But since no agency existed to approve or reject requests
for water, many contradictory incorrect, and cross-claims
28
occurred.
Moreover, appropriators in one county usually
had no knowledge of claims filed in another.

The Brazos

River, as an illustration, flowed through fifty-nine counties, creating overwhelming adrainistrative problems.

The

developraent of large, high efficiency pumps near the turn
of the century for irrigation of sugar cane, rice,. and
other crops along the Rio Grande, and Colorado and Brazos
Rivers, exacerbated the situation and accentuated the
29
failings of the system.
Another devastating drought in 1901-1902 and continuing conflicts over administration of appropriations on
larger streams focused attention even more on the need for
a unified, comprehensive water plan.30 ^^
The ever-mcreasmg
divergence of opinions and conflicts looming on the horizon

^^Twenty-first Report of BWE, 1952-1956, pp. 80-81;
Joe D. Carter, "Statutory Developments in Texas Water Law,"
mimeographed letter from Joe D. Carter to Texas Water Resources Committee, October 28, 1955, Price Daniel Papers,
Box 170A, Sam Houston Library and Research Center, Liberty,
Texas. Carter served as an aide to Governor Daniel.
^^Dixon, "More Water," 18.
^^Nineteenth Report of BWE, 19 46-19 48, p. 68.
Severe droughts a-fected the state in 1909-1912, 19161918, with lesser ones in 1925, 1933, and 1939.
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further indicated the seriousness of the problem.^"^

The

legislature moved to ameliorate the potentially divisive
situation with a constitutional amendraent in 19 0 4 permitting
the creation of special districts to regulate water use.
This shrewd political maneuvering acknowledged local peculiarities and laid the groundwork for control of flooding,
drainage, navigation, irrigation, domestic and commercial
water use, sewage disposal, and ground water. 32 But mo.st
significantly, this act reflected the impotence of the
legislature and resistance at the

local level to devise

a broad water plan.
Even though decisive action lay in the future, the
momentum for a statewide agency continued to build and
resulted in the creation of the State Levee and Drainage
Board in 19 09 headed by Arthur A. Stiles.

This ineffectual

entity was comprised of high-ranking state officials and a

Hughes, "Groundwater Conservation," 36.
32
Consult Thompson, Water Administration, 15-19;
Curran and Forney, "Land and Water," 7. This amendment
also had the support of farm groups because it allowed
for the construction and operation of roads (Dallas Morning
News, November 8, 1904). Opposition to its passage centered around the middle Colorado River area from interests
opposed to additional taxes (See San Antonio Express,
November 20, 1924, for a breaddown of the vote); also consult Stuart A. MacCorkle and Dick Smith, Texas Government,
6th ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1968), 400401; Seth Shepard McKay, Seven Decades of the Texas Constitution of 1876 (Lubbock: Texas Technological College Press,
1942), 216.
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commissioner who served as technical assistant and advisor.
During its brief existence it made surveys and maps and
gathered data for flood control and drainage in cooperation with the United States Geological Survey (USGS).
Though assigned an important task, the board did little
to mitigate the severity of the problem. 33
It became obvious that while compilation of data
constituted an integral facet of water resource manageraent,
the state needed an effective adrainistrative agency to
34
monitor and regulate water development.
Thus, in 1913
the legislature replaced the Levee and Drainage Board with
the Board of Water Engineers (BWE), a three man organization chosen from three politically-drawn regions of the
state.

The responsibilities of the board included biennial

reports to the governor, collecting data, and offering
proposals for new legislation.

The board also received

the right to require submission ôf annual reports showing
quantity of water use with penalties for non-compliance.
The board's initial efforts focused on securing records
of appropriations of water made before July, 1913.

In

The Texas Almanac, 1926, p. 193, has a brief
history and description of the functions of the Levee and
Drainage Board; also see Dallas Morning News, June 6,
1913.
•^"^The serious flooding in central Texas in 1913
probably helped prod the legislature into action. For a
report of the devastation see Dallas Morning News, July
4, 1913.
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July, 1914, it becarae unlawful to take water frora a public
35
stream without first obtaining a permit from the BWE.
The background of the sponsors of the General
Irrigation Act of 1913, or the Burges-Glasscock Act, named
for Richard F. Burges of El Paso and D. W. Glasscock from
McAllen, reveals the forces supporting water developraent
and their reasons for doing so.

Burges was one of the

true conservationists and progressives in Texas throughout
his political career.

He began his career in El Paso by

helping end corruption in the city in 1904.

Three years

later he wrote the charter for the establishraent of a commission form of government.

After his election to the

Texas legislature in 1912, he was instrumental in passing
the Texas Irrigation Code, a forestry act, a married
woman's property act, a corapulsory education act, and the
creation of the College of Mines and Metallurgy in El Paso.
Burges remained active for many years in various conservation and civic interests and served as president of the
International Irrigation Congress and the Texas Forestry
Association.

He also helped promote the development of

Carlsbad Caverns, New Mexico as a national park.

Finally,

"" For a brief early history of the BWE see the
First Report of the BWE, 1913-1914; also see Carter,
"Statutory Developments"; Thompson, Water Administration,
115; Donald E. Green, Land of the Underground Rain: Irrigation on the Texas High"Plains, 1910-1970 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1973), 171; Dewsnup et al.,
Summary-Digest of Water Laws, 701.
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Burges maintained an extensive library and was generally
regarded as an authority on Texas history. 3fi
The co-sponsor of the important 1913 statute,
D. W. Glasscock, represented another faction of supporters
in water affairs.
in East Texas.

Glasscock began his career as a lawyer

After moving to McAllen in 1911 he became

interested in irrigation law and drainage litigation and
gained recognition throughout the state for his expertise.
He later served as vice-president and general counsel for
the American Rio Grande Land & Irrigation Company, a large
37
concern in the Rio Grande Valley of South Texas.
Glasscock publicly presented his reasons for supporting House Bill No. 37 creating the Board of Water
Engineers in an address to the House during the debates
over the issue.

Glasscock noted that the bill represented

a part of the Democratic platform which called for irrigation and drainage and conservation of natural resources.
He especially emphasized the problems of agriculture in
coping with two systems of water use and cyclical droughts
and floods.

In addition, he noted that unclear water laws

3fi

Walter P. Webb (ed.), The Handbook of Texas, I
(Austin: Texas State Historical Association, 1925), 264;
Rex W. Strickland,
, Southwestern Historical
Quarterly, XLVIII (April, 1945), 558-560.
37
Ellias A. Davis and Edwin H. Grobe (eds.), The
New Encyclopedia of Texas, II (Dallas: Texas Development
Bureau, n.d.), 1470.
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had hindered the raising of capital necessary for the
development of agriculture and other businesses dependent
on steady water supplies.
So, while Burges seemed to approach the issue both
as a concerned conservationist and a representative of
western irrigation interests, Glasscock's position reflected agricultural and coramercial interests in the Rio
Grande Valley.

This alliance of conservationists and

business interests eventually precipitated state efforts
to devise a comprehensive water plan.
The creation of the Board of Water Engineers established a solid foundation for the adrainistrative machinery
to manage water resources.

But again the legislature

failed to make the strong commitraent that would have given
the board effective control of water resource manageraent.
Though the legislature fixed penalties for non-corapliance
with the BWE's directives, the agency lacked the authority
to assess the fines; instead the power rested in the
courts.

This enabled recalcitrant water users to circum-

vent state statutes and weakened the effectiveness of
the BWE.
While the passage of the 1913 statute addressed
one facet of water conservation, econoraic problems at the

^^Texas House Journal, 33rd Legislature, Regular
Session, 1913, pp. 949-955.
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local level presented formidable obstacles to water
projects.

Debt limitations imposed by the 1904 constitu-

tional amendment handicapped efforts to make improvements
39
along rivers, creeks, and streams.
The prohibition
against the issuance of bonds for more than 25 percent of
the assessed value of any district particularly hindered
irrigation works along the Pecos River and the Rio Grande.'*^
This situation created a fierce competition for available
water sources which often led to disputes between water
41
users.
These developments led to a movement in 1916 to
strengthen the borrowing and taxing power of conservation
districts.

A measure calling for a constitutional amend-

ment allowing for local authority moved through the legislature with virtually no opposition.

The amendment sanc-

tioned the creation of river authorities to erabrace areas
covered by rivers such as the Brazos which flowed through
numerous counties.

The amendment also empowered the legis-

lature to divide the state into any number of water districts deemed essential, such as additional river districts,
valley improveraents, or water conservation districts.

Sup-

porters of the measure argued that augmented local power to

39
Braden et al., Texas Constitution, II, 800.
"^^Second Report of BWE, 1914-1916, pp. 63-64.
^"''lbid., 54-56, 75-76.
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develop water would aid irrigation and control losses from
raging floods and devastating droughts.

The drought of

1916-1917 helped mitigate any opposition and the voters
approved the plan in August, 1917.
The Thirty-first legislature also adopted a new
Texas Water Code in 1917 patterned after statutes in Wyoming
and Nebraska.

The code granted the BWE authority to adju-

dicate water rights and to appoint water masters in classes
of disagreements.

In addition, it provided for the termi-

nation of water rights for riparian users in cases where
an individual had not appropriated water and put it to
beneficial use for a period of three years.

The major

irrigators had been satisfied with the act of 1913 and
did not push for passage of the measure.

Other irrigators,

however, who sought to destroy riparian privileges, supported the measure.

This act created such controversy

42
Constitution of State of Texas, Article XVI
S 59. The raeasure proposing the araendmient sailed through
the house with four opposition votes with none in the
senate. San Antonio Express, August 21, 1917; Dallas
Morninq News, August 21, 22, 25, 1917; McKay, Seven
Decades of Texas Constitution, 230. Districts which have
since been created include water control and improvement,
fresh-water supply, municipal supply, conservation and
reclamation, underground water conservation, flood control,
recreation, drainage, water supply, levee, navigation,
river authorities, watershed, iraprovement, and water-power
control (MacCorkle and Smith, Texas Government, 283-284).
Dobkins, Water Law, 29; Carter, "Statutory
Development"; MeltorT^ "History of Water Problems," 22.
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between appropriators and riparian users that in the words
of one legal authority, "it postponed development of statewide water laws for at least forty years." 44
The fact that Texas relied on water laws from
Wyoming and Nebraska, two states with obviously different
circumstances from Texas, indicated the ad hoc manner in
which the Texas legislature approached the water question.
In fairness to the Texas officials, it should be noted
that many other states had taken unconventional routes in
their search for an equitable water policy.
State intervention in the field of water manageraent
had originated during the canal era, but lasted only a
brief period as the advent of faster, more economical modes
of transportation caused a decline in the importance of
inland navigation. 45 Simultaneously, expanded federal
responsibilities in the field caused the states to divert
their attention to other pressing water problems such as
conservation and development, flood control and prevention,
46
stream pollution, drainage, and imgation.
The adraission to statehood of the western states

44
Davenport, "Development of the Texas Lwas of
Water," xxxii. Davenport believes that many subsequent
water problems could have been avoided if the 1913 law
(Burges-Glasscock) had been allowed to stand,
Renne, "State Conservation and Developraent."
Ibid.
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after the Civil War introduced a new genre of water problems.

The dependence of these states on irrigation for

controlled population growth and long-terra economic stability forced them to confront the water question head-on.
California led the way with the establishment of the
Office of State Engineer in 1878, followed by several
other states in the 1880s and 1890s.

Most of these fledg-

ling administrative agencies, as in Texas, supervised
irrigation activities and hydrolic and geologic surveys,
but lacked sufficient authority or political clout to make
major water management decisions.
The question of water ownership remained controversial in several western states before World War II.

Six

states had constitutional provisions by the mid-19 30s asserting the doctrine of public ownership of water—Arizona,
California, Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, and North Dakota.
Others, including Texas, continued to operate under the
48
riparian or appropriative doctrines.
Comprehensive planning for use of water resources originated in New Jersey
in 1882.

Kansas became the first western state to implement such a plan. 49 California, the leader in many aspects

Hynning, State Conservation, 60-61; Van Brocklin,
"Movement for the Conservation of Natural Resources," 200201.
48
Hynning, State Conservation, 7.
49
^lbid., 61-63.
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of conservation, undertook the most comprehensive, coordinated plan for the conservation and utilization of water
resources in 19 29.

Texas did not move in this direction

until forced to in 19 35 by the exigencies of the depression
and at the urging of the federal government. 51
Federal policies had little impact on water resource
development in Texas before the depression.

While other

western states benefited frora federal measures designed to
aid reclamation, irrigation, and cultivation of land, these
programs did not benefit Texas since the state retained its
52
public lands when adraitted to the Union.
Because of this
situation and the reluctance of the state legislature to
appropriate funds, water development on the state level
remained basically static until the 19 30s when the federal
53
government became actively involved in water affairs.

Ibid.
51
Comprehensive planning became a reality in Texas
with the creation of the Texas Planning Board in 19 35.
^^Hynning, State Conservation, 60; Van Brocklin,
"Movement for the Conservation of Natural Resources," 204206.
^"^On the basis of the same area as Texas, California spent $340,000 for stream measurement during 1923;
Arizona, $65,000; Idaho, $187,000; Oregon, $66,000; Utah,
$41,000; Washington, $110,000. Texas spent $20,400 in
state and federal funds from September to August, 1923
and $80,000 during a similar period in 1923 to 1924.
Texas spent proportionally less on water development
than any other wester state (Sixth Report of BWE, 19 221924, pp. 12, 16).
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Though Texas lagged behind its neighbors in managing
its water resources, through the Board of Water Engineers
it performed an important task in arbitrating disputes and
monitoring water supplies.

A review of the BWE report for

1916-1918 reveals the types and extent of activity undertaken by the agency.

A drought in these years intensified

competition for water supplies and brought numerraous requests from various groups for the BWE to intervene in
water disputes.

For exam.ple, the towns of Paint Rock,

Menard, Comfort, Llano, and Spring Creek petitioned the
board to stop upstream diversion of water supplies.
McCulloch County livestock interests asked the BWE to order
the cessation of diversion activities along the San Saba
River.

The Water Engineers also mediated disputes between

irrigation corapanies and individuals.

These types of

complaints and disagreeraents reveal the issues and illus54
trate the problems of not having a state water plan.
Activity during the 19 20s mainly focused around
increased topographic surveys and stream measurements,
the lack of which had hindered conservation and reclamation projects.

The United States Geological Survey had

carried the burden in this area previously but by the
early Twenties had covered only one-fourth of the land

^'^lbid., 45-48.
^^Texas Almanac, 1928, p. 92.
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area in t h e s t a t e .

56

Subsequently, frugal

legislators

slashed a p p r o p r i a t i o n s b y t e n - f o l d in the late T w e n t i e s ,
causing T e x a s to f a l l b e h i n d o t h e r s t a t e s in topographic
and h y d r o g r a p h i c s u r v e y s so e s s e n t i a l for e f f e c t i v e w a t e r
management.
The S i x t h R e p o r t o f the B W E e x p l i c i t l y o u t l i n e d
the s i t u a t i o n r e g a r d i n g w a t e r s u p p l i e s in the state during
the early T w e n t i e s .

T h e r e p o r t n o t e d that "on every im-

portant s t r e a m i n T e x a s the o r d i n a r y flow h a s p r a c t i c a l l y
been a p p r o p r i a t e d a n d o n s e v e r a l it h a s b e e n o v e r a p p r o priated."

A s a r e s u l t e f f o r t s to d i v e r t any m e a s u r a b l e

quantity of w a t e r m e t w i t h v i g o r o u s o p p o s i t i o n frora parties
already h o l d i n g w a t e r p r i v i l e g e s .

These developments meant

that future i n d u s t r i a l e x p a n s i o n o r p o p u l a t i o n g r o w t h of
the cities h i n g e d o n the s t a t e o r local a u t h o r i t i e s impounding the flood flow in o r d e r to m a x i m i z e the w a t e r
flow.

U n t i l the m i d - 1 9 2 0 s , h o w e v e r , w a t e r rights h o l d e r s ,

with the h e l p of the c o u r t s , s u c c e s s f u i l y argued that
flood w a t e r s b e l o n g e d to them.

58

A m a j o r v i c t o r y for the state in the struggle over
water rights r e s u l t e d from a 19 26 Texas Supreme C o u r t
ruling.

Legislative victories by appropriation

^^lbid.

^ ^ N i n t h R e p o r t o f BWE, 1928-19 3 0 , p .

7.

^ ^ S i x t h R e p o r t o f BWE, 1 9 2 2 - 1 9 2 4 , p .

11

forces
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in 1889, 1895, 1913, and 1917 had been offset by the
reluctance of the courts to enforce the statutes.

Another

problera had been the uncertainty of state authority to
impound flood water.

The 1926 decision, Boyd versus Motyl

Heirs, strengthened the conservation impetus by asserting
that the state had control over storm and flood waters and
that the BWE had the authority to control appropriations
for water projects.

The decision, in effect, sanctioned

state water development projects.
Though the ruling granted the state additional
powers, the trend toward assigning authority to sraaller
governmental bodies continued.

In 19 29 the legislature

authorized the creation of the Brazos River Conservation
and Reclamation District.

This event marked the dawning

of a new era in water management that has become the
cornerstone of Texas water developraent.

Encorapassing sixty

counties and 45,000 square miles, the district became the
largest in the United States organized for water development purposes.

The long-term plan called for construction

of dams and reservoirs along the waterway to control the
vicious cycle of floods and droughts and for conservation

59
Seventh Report of BWE, 19 28-19 30, p. 7;
Dobkins, Water Law, 140; Texas Society of Professional
Engineers, Waterí A Plain Statement of Some of the Problems Involved in the Development of Texas Water Resources
with some Recoraraendations for Their Solution (Austin:
Texas Society of Professional Engineers, 1954), 52.
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purposes.

F o u r t e e n similar d i s t r i c t s existed by 1959,

most of w h i c h resulted from New D e a l p r o g r a m s , coveri ng
all of the m a j o r rivers in the s t a t e . ^
Some e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t s o p p o s e d the dams as the
wrong approach to flood c o n t r o l in the 1 9 5 0 s .

They argued

that erosion b r o u g h t o n by bad farming and ranching practices allowed for e x c e s s i v e runoff and f l o o d s .

This

minority argued that p l e n t i f u l vegetation once managed to
control flooding m o r e effectively than d a m s .

To illustrate

the destructiveness of farm p r a c t i c e s they pointed to the
centuries old p e c a n trees that lined the Llano River until
a flood in 19 35 carried them a w a y , a calamity only possible
after man had abused the land.

62

The formation of the river authorities marked a
pattern of shifting r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s for w a t e r resource
control from counties to single purpose d i s t r i c t s , and

60
Ninth R e p o r t of B W E , 19 28-19 3 0 , p . 7; See Kenneth
E. Hendrickson, J r . , The Waters of the B r a z o s : A History
of the Brazos R i v e r A u t h o r i t y , 19 29-19 79 (Waco, T e x a s :
Texian P r e s s , 1 9 8 1 ) .
^ M e l t o n , "History of Water P r o b l e m s , " 4 9 - 5 1 ; River
authorities and d a t e s created include B r a z o s , 19 39; Lower
Neches, 193 3; G u a d a l u p e - B l a n c o , 1 9 3 3 ; Lower C o l o r a d o , 19 35;
Upper C o l o r a d o , 1 9 3 5 ; N u e c e s , 19 35; San A n t o n i o , 19 3 7 ;
San J a c i n t o , 1 9 3 7 ; U p p e r G u a d a l u p e , 1 9 3 9 , Lavaca-Navidad,
1947; S a b i n e , 1 9 4 9 ; T r i n i t y , 1955; and Red R i v e r , 1959.
Intra-state river b a s i n s cover sixty-two p e r c e n t of the
state (Texas W a t e r Comraission, Texas Water Planning;
A
State R e s p o n s i b i l i t y , A u s t i n , 1 9 6 4 , 1 ) .

^"Phelan, TexasWild, 80-81.
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then to large raulti-purpose river authorities. 63

A

coordinated statewide water policy appeared to be the next
logical step, but local, county, and regional opposition,
as well as widespread indifference in the years when
natural disasters did not strike delayed moves in this
direction.

Nonetheless, the momentura had swung in favor

of a broader program and needed only a catalyst to prompt
state action.
The irapact of the depression brought to light
several critical shortcoraings and shook the nation and the
state out of their lethargy in water matters.

The drastic

reductions of appropriations affected virtually all state
services including water resource management.64 At the
same time, by the early Thirties it had become apparent
to the more knowledgeable observers that industrial and
agricultural prosperity in the state and population growth
depended on the progress of storm and flood water control
and storage. fi 5 A 19 38 report to Governor James Allred noted
that uncertainty as to water supplies threatened the longterm stability of industry, irrigation, and public water
supplies.

The lack of direction had deterred investors

^•^Melton, "History of Water Problems," 49-50.
^^Eleventh Report of BWE, 1932-1934, p. 8.
^^J. E. Sturrock, "Water Resources, Domestic and
Industrial," Texas Municipalities, XXXVIII (January, 1951),
24-27.
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from Texas enterprises and had caused the federal governgg
ment to balk at underwriting the costs of water projects.
These concerns stimulated an uncommon interest in
water resource control by Texas politicians in the face of
economic hardships.

The Democratic platform of 19 31 called

for conservation of all natural resources, a message echoed
67
by Governor Ross Sterling.
The overdue need for consolidation of resource agencies received recognition in 193 3
when the Texas Joint Legislative Committee on Organization
and Economy recomraended a unified departraent of water
cq

supply and reclamation.

Comprehensive water planning

became a reality in 19 35 with the creation of the Texas
Planning Board.

During its four year existence, the board,

in cooperation with state, federal, and community governments atterapted to prepare the first master plan for water
developraent.

The paucity of information regarding water

supplies hindered the board's effectiveness, resulting in
a report which presented an overview of the deficiencies
in water development rather than a blueprint of the future.
The significance of the board rests in the fact that it
^^Texas Planning Board, Need for Administrative
Control, 3-4.
^^Texas House Journal, 42nd Legislature, Regular
Session, 1931, p. 88.
^^Thompson, Water Administration, 77.

137
did lay the groundwork for future studies and proposals.^^
The depression also marked a serious state concern
over the future of underground water resources and irrigation.

Underground water had been an important factor in

Texas since the 1880s and 1890s when the first domestic
wells tapped water-bearing sands.

Irrigation from ground

water began at Plainview in 1911; by 1914, 140 wells
existed and by 1949, over ten thousand wells were operating,
mainly on the High Plains.
Nineteenth century pioneers on the Texas High
Plains believed that their groundwater came frora an "inex71
haustible" source.
They accepted the popular notion
that water came from an underground river which originated
in the northwest and flowed under the High Plains before
72
finding its way to the Gulf of Mexico.
This theory of
an inexhaustible source of water from the distant mountains
continued to be prevalent in the Texas High Plains into

69
See Texas Planning Board, Need for Administrative
Control; Curran and Forney, "Land and Water," 6; Thompson,
Water Administration, 78.
Texas Board of Water Engineers, Geology and
Ground Water in the Irrigated Region of the Southern High
Plains of Texas, Progress Report No. 7 (Austin: Texas
Board of Water Engineers in cooperation with the United
States Geological Survey, March, 1949), 28.
71
Green, Land of the Underground Rain, 167.
72
The Earth, 1 (April 1904), 3, quoted in Green,
Land of the Underground Rain, 165-166.
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the 1950s.^^
Investigative studies of groundwater resources on
a large scale began only in 19 29 and primarily consisted
74
of geologic and hydrologic studies.
The introduction of
a moderately-priced, high-speed turbine pump operated by
a compact auto engine facilitated the expansion of irrigation wells and led to calls for more indepth studies.

An

additional burden on water supplies resulted frora agricultural innovations and adjustments which made possible an
increase in tillable acreage.75 By World War II, the two
dominant users of underground water were agriculture, in
the High Plains and. in the Winter Garden area of south
76
central Texas, and industry along the Gulf Coast.
The regulation of underground water supplies posed
a serious dilemma for state officials charged with overseeing water supplies.

The vast underground water reservoirs,

especially the Ogallala of the High Plains area, lay under
dozens of semi-arid counties comprising thousands of square

73
Green, Land of the Underground Rain, 16 7.
'^'^Eighteenth Report of BWE, 1944-1946, p. 6.
"^^Charles Bowden, Killing the Hidden Waters
(Austin: University of Texas Press, 1977), 119; Vernon
T. Clover, General Economic Aspects of Utilization of
Underqround Water for Irrigation in the High Plains of
Texas (Lubbock: Department of Econoraics, School of Business Adrainistration, Texas Technological College, 1961),
1-2.
"^^1980 Water Plan, 12-13; Texas Almanac, 19 39,
p. 138
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miles.

Underground sources presented questions to which

no one had answers:
use be controlled?

Who owned the water?

How could its

What role would the state play?

Farmers vehemently and justifiably argued that they could
use the water as they pleased since property rights theoretically extended indefinitely into the earth.

State

officials charged with water planning countered that
unrestricted use would in the long run be detrimental to
all who depended on underground water.
The existing state statutes had little effect on
groundwater supplies since they applied to surface water.
This matter remained unresolved until after World War II
when the tremendous expansion of both agriculture and
industry led to the withdrawal of millions of gallons of
water and forced the state to take measures to regulate
the flow.
On a larger scale, the depression led to a nationwide reevaluation of the use of natural resources, and
caused Americans to take a hard look at the myth of
unlimited resources.77 Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal programs encorapassed a wide range of objectives but no part
was more imaginative and constructive than his conservation

John T. Thompson, "Texas's Water Resources—A
Challenge in Public Policy and Administration, Public
Affairs Comraent (Austin: Institute of Public Affairs,
The University of Texas, May, 1960), 1-5.

efforts.
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F.D.R. exceeded his cousin Theodore in spon-

soring the conservation of natural resources and his efforts
breathed new life into federal water management.

Federal-

state cooperation in Texas before the crash centered on
USGS surveys and joint research, while private and local
entities bore the cost of levees, reservoirs, and other
79
water projects.
Immediately upon taking office, Roosevelt erabarked upon a carapaign to invest in a land-rebuilding
program which would assure that future generations would
80
have access to adequate resources.
Consequently, after
19 33 the federal government largely assumed the burden of
financing water projects in Texas under the auspices of
81
the Public Works Administration.
On the High Plains,
federal support, funneled through the Agricultural Adjustment Act and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, actually fostered a mini-boora, causing an increase in the

82
number of i r r i g a t i o n w e l l s .
78
Robbins, Our Landed Heritage, 427.
79
Tenth Report of BWE, 19 30-19 32, p. 9; Texas
Almanac, 1936, p. 140.
^°See Udall, The Quiet Crisis, 139-146 for a
review of Roosevelt's programs in this area.
Tenth Report of BWE, 1930-1932, p. 9; Texas
Almanac, 1936, p. 140.
^'^Bowden, Killing of Water, 119.
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Federal-state participation in determining a plan
for a comprehensive blueprint also reached new heights.
The National Resources Board assumed the task of coordinating and directing federal efforts in this direction in
83
19 34.

The following year the National Resources Commit-

tee was appointed to act as a fact-finding agency for vital
84
information on natural resources.
The board, operating
through the committee, sought to coordinate with all of
the states a broad program of resource management and public
85
works planning.
The absence of any type of centralized
agency for total planning pushed Texas into action.

Sub-

sequently, the Texas Resources Development Board was established, consisting of representatives from the University
of Texas, Texas A&M, Texas Tech University, the Board of
Water Engineers, the State Parks Board, the Game, Fish and
86
Oyster Comraission, and the State Forester.
The Thirties raarked a period of extraordinary
federal assertion in flood control and associated problems.

83
Highsmith et al., Conservation, 21-22.
^"^lbid., The coramittee appointed a special subcommittee on groundwater in 1935 (see E. W. Bennison, Ground
Water, Its Developraent, Uses and Conservation (St. Paul,
Minnesota: Edward J. Johnson, Inc., 1947), 456).
^^Additional information on the state's participation is found in the W. Lee O'Daniel Papers, Box 4-14/220,
Texas State Archives.
Ibxd.
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Massive projects such as the Tennessee Valley authority,
and the western darasites of Boulder, Coulee, and Bonneville
showed tangible federal determination to assume responsibility which the states and private enterprise had been
reluctant to accept.

In other water areas, federal legis-

lation seeraed to reflect a drive to forge a unified water
plan.

A case in point is the Omnibus Flood Control Act

of 19 36 which created for the first time a nationally
integrated flood control policy.

This act specifically

dealt with investigation of flood problems and watersheds
for the purpose of runoff control and prevention of soil
87
erosion.
The outbreak of World War II proved to be the turning point for Texas water resource management.

The unprec-

edented demand for valuable surface and subsurface water,
and the obvious need to control floods and to provide a
constant, reliable, and steady flow of water, spurred both
the federal and state authorities to renewed efforts to
develop and coordinate an acceptable water policy.

Federal

involvement in Texas water affairs to some, notably electric companies, became anathema, while the cities hardest
hit by recurring floods viewed it as a necessary evil.

38

^"^William E. Sopper, "Water Conservation: Watershed Management," in Clepper, Origins of Conservation,
101-118.
^^Hendrickson, Waters of the Brazos, 29.
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Most Texans probably preferred state control over allocations and planning.

The phenomenal growth of the Texas

economy and its relative impact upon the national economy
in the postwar years demanded that either the state or the
federal government should move to see that water be
utilized to its maximiim potential in the state.
The history of water conservation in Texas before
World War II is basically a series of legislative actions
designed to remedy the problems at hand.

In this sense,

Texas is sirailar to most other western states.

Texas

definitely remained years behind other states in making
crucial decisions regarding its water supplies and in formulating a comprehensive state plan.

While other states

attempted to control their water resources through state
administrative agencies, Texas delegated authority to lower
governmental entities such as water control districts and
river authorities.

Also, many states had partially or

entirely dropped the outdated riparian doctrine by the
turn of the century in favor of the more equitable appropriative principle based on procedural requirements.
The perplexing difficulty in water development lay
in reaching a consensus when the sheer geographic immensity
of the state assured a divergence of opinions regarding
water resources.

The causes of resistance to water devel-

opment in Texas cover a broad spectrum.

Local resistance

to state involvement, state reluctance to accept federal
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assistance, and traditional opposition to granting state
agencies raeaningful authority presented formidable hurdles
to state resource planning.

Apart from these factors,

since many areas in the state relied on groundwater, and
many citizens never felt the devastation of recurring
floods, maintaining sustained interest proved an exceedingly difficult task.

Most Texans probably did not perceive

water resource management to be a priority until a flood or
drought personally affected them.
The basic economic conservatism characteristic of
Texas citizens and solons, and entrenched historic resistance toward the creation of bureaucratic bodies virtually precluded the development of a unified system of water
control.

The Texas legal and social heritage contributed

to these beliefs and attitudes.

In addition, the same

frontier mentality which included unlimited and unrestricted
use of natural resources haunted water conservation efforts.
The fact that Texas had been allowed to maintain
its public lands excluded it frora receiving consideration
for some federal programs before the 19 30s.

This isolation

and the unique nature of water conservation placed Texas
in the position of being two steps removed frora the mainstream of water conservation thought and practice.

Only

when the federal government asserted its authority during
the New Deal did Texans reap the benefits of national
assistance.
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Texans needed a comprehensive policy before World
War II to utilize more effectively the available resources,
but the ad hoc method of addressing water problems had been
sufficient.

Many observers noted that Texas, with its

vast quantities of natural resources, needed to be prepared
for the future.

The wartime demand for all resources and

the expanded authority of the federal government forced
Texans to cease sidestepping the issue and finally led to
affirmative action in water development.

CHAPTER IV
THE WILDLIFE CONSERVATION MOVEMENT MATURES:
1920-1963
Changes in the economic, political, and social
scenes in Texas which originated during the 1920s shaped
the future course of wildlife conservation activities in
the state.

Pollution, the autoraobile, spiraling popula-

tion growth, agricultural practices, sustained interest
in leisure and recreational activities, and technological
innovations which allowed munitions manufacturers to produce hunting guns for under fifty dollars posed a serious
threat to wildlife habitats and brought many species precipitously close to extinction.

Moreover, economy-minded

citizens brought considerable pressure to bear on underfunded agencies to do more for proportionally less money
than was appropriated for wildlife conservation in most
states.
Though proponents of wildlife conservation, aided
by stiffer penalties for violations of game laws, stopped
the wanton slaughter of game by the 19 20s, for the first

•^GFOC Annual Report, 19 27, p. 3.
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time significant threats to fish and game appeared from
other sources.

The extraordinary econoraic boora across the

state in the wake of oil discoveries, combined with rapid
urbanization, the extension of agriculture, and shifting
land use patterns, brought potentially devastating side
effects for wildlife.
A major source of concern for garae officials during
the Twenties, and one which has reraained a top priority,
dealt with wide-scale pollution.

The hardest hit areas,

Galveston Bay and the San Marcos and Trinity rivers, suffered noticeably frora oil burning engine wastes, oil field
brine, untreated sewa.ge, and raeat packers waste.

Consid-

erable daraage had been done to the fish populations of these
bodies of water by the mid-19 20s.

The Office of the Game,

Fish and Oyster Commissioner (GFOC) had no legal authority
to prosecute the numerous violators of pollution statutes
before 1927.

Instead, it generally relied on unpublicized

persuasion and cooperation from offending companies.
Enforcement of the weak anti-pollution laws was further
undermined by recalcitrant civic leaders and sympathetic
law enforcmeent agencies, reluctant to bite the hand that
fed them tax money to operate their cities and towns.

The

long-term effects of pollution on both fish and wildlife

^GFOC Annual Report, 1920, p. 4; 1923, p. 3;
1924, p. 7; and 19 26, p. 46.
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habitats became increasingly evident after World War II,
at which time both legislation and public resolve stiffened
against polluters.
The decline of several species of wildlife and the
threatened extirpation of others caused considerable consternation among Texas garae officials and led to the introduction of new management methods.

The principal strategy

of the agency before the 19 20^ had been the protection of
wildlife through regulatory statutes.
proved ineffective.

This measure alone

Thus, to cope with mounting strains

on wildlife from a variety of sources, the GFOS adopted a
policy of stocking and restocking threatened game in the
1920s and 1930s that has since becorae a pillar for sound
wildlife management in Texas.
tained fish hatcheries

The department had main-

since the late nineteenth century

and had met the need for fish stocks with moderate success.
The first experiment which involved replanting fish
occurred in 19 30 when officials transplanted bass from
Lake Caddo to Lake Dallas.

The success of this program
4
led to similar transplantations across the state.
The agency inaugurated an extensive restocking

program at about the sarae time for quail, prairie chickens.

^GFOC Annual Report, 19 24, p. 7; 1926, pp. 46-48.
L. A. Wilke, Lakes and Streams, Bulletin No, 38
(Austin: Texas Game and Fish Commission, 1959), 19.
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eastern turkeys, pheasant, and deer.

The conversion of

hundreds of thousands of acres to cotton, sorghura, rice,
maize, and other grains, and of other land to pasturage
for livestock prompted what proved to be the beginnings
of an enormously successful project.

For example, approxi-

mately 100,000 white-tailed deer roamed Texas in the 1920s;
now their numbers range over three million.

Similarly,

the eastern turkey, a native of the East Texas forests,
virtually had been exterminated by the 1920s because of
the wholesale destruction of forest land and land clearing,
combined with unregulated killing.

Game officials origi-

nally attempted to transplant Rio Grande turkeys from
southern and western Texas into East Texas.

Game officials

soon discovered that the Rio Grande turkeys could not adapt
to the damp forests and bottom land and for a time abandoned the experiment.

Ultimately wildlife officials

obtained brood stock of eastern turkeys through cooperation
with southeastern states and a successful propagation program began in the 19 70s.

Texas now has forty times more

turkeys than were found in the state four decades earlier
and, in 19 76, the first legal hunt of eastern turkeys in
more than a half-century occurred.

Aside from the game

mentioned, state officials have increased the pronghorn
(Antilocapra americana) numbers dramatically from 2,400
in 1924 to approximately 15,000.

Also, since the first
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pheasants were introduced, the state has attempted to
5
stock several varieties.
The development of the game reserve system in 19 25
assisted in the propagation of endangered species.

Renowned

naturalist Aldo Leopold first espoused the interrelationships of wildlife population dynaraics and habitat in the
1920S and later set forth his ideas in his work Garae Manage"^ent (19 33) , in which he proraulgated his theories and
principles of raanaging game for recreational use.^

The

state legislature approved a game preserve act in 19 25
empowering the GFOC to lease land from private owners to
be held in trust by the state for the purpose of establish7
m g game preserves.
This concept reflected the interesting
but unproven theory that, if certain areas were properly
managed with hunting rights restricted, wildlife would
reproduce naturally in a short period and the excess would
5
Ibid.; David Baxter, Ted L. Clark, John Jefferson,
and James G. Tier, Texas Wildlife (College Station: Texas
A&M University Press, 1979), 14-17. For more on the introduction of pheasants see Joe B. Davidson, "Avian
Imports," Texas Parks and Wildlife, XXVII (January 1962),
26-29; for a brief history of quail transplants see Daniel
W. Lay, Quail Manageraent Handbook for East Texas, (Austin:
Texas Game and Fish Commission, 19 54).
c

Aldo Leopold, Game Manageraent (New York: Scribner's Sons, 1933); Joseph J. Shoman, "Wildlife," Callison
(ed.), America's Natural Resources, 108-131; Trefethen,
"Wildlife Regulation and Restoration," in Clepper, Origins
of Conservation, 23.
GFOC Annual Report, 19 39-1940, p. 23; Texas
Almanac, 1926, p. 185.
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g
replenish the surrounding areas.

Owners readily accepted

the idea because the weakness of the trespass law made the
task of personally protecting their land virtually impossible.

The act also allowed owners to continue with the

normal operations on their land and permitted them to
charge a fee for restricted hunting.^

The plan reached

full swing by 19 33 with 3,200,000 acres of land dedicated
to use for game preserves.

The inability of the state to

dictate land use, however, caused game officials to become
disenchanted with the game preserve idea by World War II. "''^
To reraedy this situation the state becarae active
in wildlife management areas either owned or totally controlled by the state.

The Parks and Wildlife Department

presently operates eleven such preserves scattered around
the state.

Over 200,000 acres are used by state game

biologists and officials as research centers for better
game management.

Each fall a limited number of hunters

is allowed on the management areas for a hunt to prevent
g
GFOC Annual Report, 19 26, pp. 22-25; Texas
Almanac, 19 26, p. 185.

The Governraent of the State of Texas, Report on
the Joint Legislative Committee on Organization and Economy,
Part V, Austin, 19 33, p. 119 (hereafter referred to as The
Government).
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overpopulation and to provide biologists with information
about eating habits, stress on animals, and reproductive
.. ' ^'
11
characteristics.
Although public hunts on state wildlife management
areas are now free, as early as the mid-Twenties state
officials voiced concern over the lack of public hunting
areas for the hunter of average means.

Commissioner

William Boyd wrote in 1924 that the state needed a system
of game sanctuaries surrounded by public hunting ground to
circumvent wealthy sportsmen leasing the best hunting
12
ground.
Since World War II the lack of public land,
coupled with sprawling urbanization and brush clearing
projects, have further diminished wildlife habitat and
increased pressure on game populations.

These developments

have led to a situation where private landowners now charge
exhorbitant fees to hunt on their property,

The rates

demanded by farmers and ranchers, who often consider

Horace Gore, "An Invitation to Hunt," Texas Parks
and Wildlife, XXVI (October 1968), 16-18. Wildlife Management Areas currently owned or leased by the state are Black
Gap in Alpine; Gene Howe, Canadian; Matador, Paducah;
Sierra Diablo, Van Horn; Kerr, Hunt; Engeling, Tennessee
Colony (near Palestine); J. D. Murphree, Port Arthur;
Sheldon, Houston; Las Palomas, Edinburg; Chaparral, Artesia
Wells. This list was provided by Robert West, Director of
Region I, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, San Angelo,
Texas. Phelan, Texas Wild, discussed Black Gap Wildlife
Management Area, 33, Engeling, 183, and Matador, 131.
•^^GFOC Annual Report, 19 24, p. 5.
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wildlife as a cash crop, corabined with intense corapetition
from corporations seeking diversions for business clients,
have deprived ordinary hunters of a place to hunt in many
4r m

13

areas of Texas.
The inauguration of the restocking program and the
development of the game preserve systera coincided with
another aspect of wildlife activity incorporating both
ideas.

In 19 30 iraportation of exotic game frora foreign

lands to private ranches began.

Texas is now unique in

that more exotic game, often referred to as Texotics, has
been released in the state than in any other place in
North America.

A statewide census in 19 66 disclosed

thirteen species of exotics with an estimated population
of 30,000.

These include varieties of deer, antelope,

sheep, and boar imported from India, Pakistan, Africa, and
the Far East.

The vast majority are located in the Hill

Country of the Edwards Plateau, and virtually all are
14
protected on private lands by high deer-proof fences.
Existing state laws do not apply to exotic game
except the prohibition against the taking of certain species outside of their protected habitat and in the case of
the aoudad sheep, which is regulated by state statute.

•^^Dan L. Flores, "War Over Leases," Outdoor Life
(August, 1980), 62-65.
•'•'^Charles Ramsey, "Texotic Lineup," Texas Parks
and Wildlife, XXV (April 1967), 3-7.
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Exotics may be hunted at the discretion of the owner for
a fee and the business of providing hunting has become
big money for several ranches in central Texas. 15
Exotics originally were brought into the state to
satisfy the need for a wider variety of game.

Competition

for food and other living necessities between exotics,
native game, and domestic animals, however, presently is
a major concern for wildlife officials.16
Unfortunately, the positive achievements of the GFOC
in the 19 20s suffered from the fallout caused by the political tribulations of the Miriam Ferguson gubernatorial team.
Her appointment of Turner E. Hubby in 19 25 signaled that
the GFOC had yet to escape the clutches of politicians
willing to use patronage to repay political debts.

Hubby,

a former district sales manager for the Remington Arms
Company, adopted stringent economic measures and opposed
additional funding for the department out of the general
fund, raising inquiries as to his fundamental commitment
17
to conservation.
Hubby alienated commercial fishing

•^^lbid.; Advertisments to hunt exotic game may be
found in any current volume of Texas Parks and Wildlife.
^^lbid.; For a history of the introduction of
exotic animals into North America, see George Laycock,
The Alien AAnimals: The Story of Imported Wildlife (New
York: Ballantine Books, 1966).
"^"^For references to Hubby's position see Miriam A
Ferguson Papers, Box 2-11/468, Texas State Archives; GFOC
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groups along the coast who felt that he was too closely
aligned with sportsmen's groups and would therefore favor
18
additional statutes regulating marine fisheries.
Hubby's
promise after taking office, "to furnish more shooting and
fishing," hardly comforted the more progressive conservationists but probably reflected what most Texans expected
from the chief executive of the agency. 19 Despite Hubby's
position, Texas received unqualified praise from none
other than William T. Hornady, one of the nation's foremost
conservationists, for the Ferguson team's avowed concern
20
for wildlife.
Moreover, at a national conference with
other state commissioners, Hubby and Ferguson received
plaudits for the number of splendid laws passed by the

Annual Report, 1925, p. 3; Hubby seemed to have been caught
in the middle of political squabbles between pro- and antiFerguson factions (see Alex Spence to Dan Moody, January 5,
1927, Moody Papers, Box 18, Texas State Archives).
18
D. R. McMillam to Dan Moody, September 16, 19 26,
Moody Papers, Box 18; Joe A. Martin to Alfred Petsch, April
6, 19 29, Moody Papers, Box 21; for more on the dispute
between comraercial and sport fishermen see GFOC Annual
Report, 1924, p. 5.
"'•^Address of T. E. Hubby, Game, Fish, and Oyster
Commissioner, at raeeting of Austin Chapter of Outdoor
League, May 7, 1926. The Outdoor League was a loosely
organized group of sportsraen with several chapters across
the state. It had only a limited impact on state conservation activities although the League supported a commission of wildlife management adopted by the legislature in
1929 (Charles A. Mangold to Dan Moody, May 26, 19 26, Moody
Papers, Box 18).
^^William T. Hornaday to Miriam A. Ferguson, April
16, 1925, Miriara A. Ferguson Papers, Box 2-11/467.
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legislature such as the creation of game preserves, the
initiation of a vigorous restocking plan, strengthening
the pollution laws, and for their efforts to work with
various civic groups, and their introduction of business
21
methods into the GFOC.
The general growth of interest in wildlife during
the Ferguson era is reflected in the support frora citizens
groups enjoyed by the GFOC during the Twenties.

The most

active organizations included the Texas Division of the
Izaak Walton League, the West Texas Chamber of Commerce,
and the Boy Scouts.

In addition, numerous local sports

and outdoor clubs and game associations around the state
voiced the concerns of sportsmen.

The Izaak Walton League

became the most influential conservation group in Texas
during the 1920s.

The league had chapters across the state

in such places as Brady, Tyler, Mineral Wells, Lubbock, and
Houston.

Its goals included the restoration of the outdoor

heritage and it focused most of its attention on stream
and river pollution.

Four hundred sportsraen and state offi-

cials convened in June, 19 36, at Brady, Texas, for the
second annual convention.

Though the organization claimed

members from across the state, it drew its strength from

^•^T. E. Hubby to Miriam A. Ferguson, June 1, 1925,
Miriam A. Ferguson Papers, Box 2-11/46 8. Hubby resigned
in 1927.
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22
central Texas.
The West Texas Chamber of Commerce, which included
an area from roughly the Panhandle to Abilene and eastward
to Mineral Wells, stressed wildlife propagation and the
expansion of fish hatcheries.

The WTCC operated from the

preraise that game attracted hunters and fishermen to many
Texas comraunities which in turn filled local coffers. 23
The election of Dan Moody as governor (19 27-19 31)
brought the ritual changes in the department.

Turner Hubby

resigned as executive secretary in February, 19 27, after a
number of admirable achievements in wildlife conservation,
despite his background.

Only months before his termination

Hubby proposed that the GFOC be renamed the Conservation
Commission with several divisions to handle various areas
of conservation.

Hubby felt that the establishment of a

five man commission would serve as a means to remove politics from the department.

Hubby's ideas became reality in
24
1929 when the legislature reorganized the agency.
Williara J. Tucker, the editor of the Longview Daily

News and the Kilgore Chronicle, and a meraber of the state
Democratic executive comraittee, assumed Hubby's position.

Texas Game, Fish, and Oyster Commission, Wild
Game Life of Texas (Austin: Texas Game, Fish, and Oyster
Commission, 1926), 37-39.
23
^•^lbid.
^^Dallas Morning News, January 11, 21, 27, 19 27.
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This decision followed a prolonged struggle within the
Moody carap between supporters of Tucker and William Boyd,
a former commissioner.

Tucker's involvement in Deraocratic

politics, not especially his conservation interests, seemed
to be the primary reason for his selection. 25
The GFOC managed to avoid, primarily through indifference, controversial conservation related issues prevalent
at the national level in the 1920s.

This was especially

true in the area of predator control.

Congress began appro-

priating money in 1915 for the destruction of wolves,
coyotes, and other animals believed to be injurious to
grazing and agriculture.

The federal agency responsible

for implementing the program, the Biological Survey, estimated that in the years 1921 to 1924, a staggering total
26
of nearly 400,000 predatory animals perished.
Response
to this policy became so heated that by the mid-Twenties
the Biological Survey found itself caught in a verbal
crossfire unleashed by two powerful pressure groups, in
which predatory animal control played but a small part.
The combatants included on the one side the purists,
aesthetics, sentimentalists, and scientists, led by the
ubiquitous William T. Hornady;

on the opposing side

^^lbid., January 11, 21, 27, 1927; February 26,
1927; T. J. Holbrook to Dan Moody, Noveraber 22, 1927, S. F.
Hunt to Dan Moody, August 18, 19 27, Moody Papers, Box 18.
^^Swain, Federal Conservation Policy, 33, 43-45.
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resolutely stood sports groups and the arms manufacturing
lobby. 27
Meanwhile in Texas, a state dominated by ranching
andjagricultural interests, the GFOC enjoyed the approbation of the citizens for its extensive predator campaign
launched in the early 19 30s.

The targets of these often

indiscriminate programs included wolves, coyotes, jaguars,
mountain lions, foxes, and eagles.28 A predator was
vaguely defined as "any animal that is known to do more
29
harmjbhan good."
This constituted a rather nebulous
range of animals but was nevertheless expressive enough
to marksmen, trappers, and farmers so that by the midThirties jaguars, cougars, and lobo wolves could scarcely
be seen in Texas.

Efforts to control predators shifted

^"^lbid., 31-34, 49.
^^GFOC Annual Report, 1931-1932, pp. 9-10; GFOC
Annual Report, 19 32-33, pp. 10-12; Texas Minutes of Meeting
of Game, Fish, and Oyster Coramiission, Vol. I, April 30,
19 30. These minutes are available only at the Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department Archives and on microfilm at the
Southwest Collection, Texas Tech University; The Government, 119; Monthly Newsletter, Bureau of Biological Survey,
Texas District, United States Department of Agriculture in
cooperation with the Livestock Sanitary Coraraission of Texas
and the Texas Predatory Aniraal Eradication Association,
May 19 30 (found in Archival Material entitled "Historical
Material, 19 30-19 39," Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Archives) .
^^GFOC Annual Report, 1932-33, pp. 10-12.
Ibid.; Monthly Newsletter, Biological Survey,
May, 19 30.
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to ranching land in south Texas and in the Panhandle
'
31
region in the 19 40s and 1950s.

The policy continued

unabated until the late 19 50s when the powerful postwar
conservation alliances launched a vigorous campaign in
opposition to the indiscriminate killing of so-called
injurious animals.

Representatives from the Audubon and

Ornithological societies successfully petitioned state
agencies around the country for scientific studies and
investigations to determine the veracity of purported
damage done by predators to livestock and agriculture. 32
Ironically, the near eradication of natural predators such
as coyotes, fox, bobcats, and mountain lions has caused
sport hunting to assume an integral role in maintaining
game-to-habitat balance.

Predator control continues on a

selective basis^today in Texas, but in recent years a concerted effort has been made to employ this action only as
a last resort.
Any progress the game commissioner made continued
to be tarnished by the political turmoil and personal
vendettas carried on against Commissioners Hubby and Tucker
throughout the Twenties.

The inherent weaknesses of a

system dependent on the political whims and patronage of a

•^•^GFOC Minutes, III, October 21, 1949, p. 927,
January 13, 1950, p. 937; IV, January 12, 1951, p. 1047.
^^lbid., VI, January 18, 1957, p. 1315.
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governor, and cries of inequities in the decision-making
process, precipitated a movement by legislators concerned
with both wildlife and effective government to replace the
commissioner with araulti-raembercomraission, a trend in
33
vogue across the nation.
State legislators, recognizing
the wisdora in spreading the burden of adrainistrative duties
of the agency, and cognizant of the political patronage at
the disposal of the governor and their party (Deraocratic),
voted sixteen to nine in the Senate, and seventy-two to
forty-six in the House to reorganize the agency,

Thus, in

1929 the Office of the Game, Fish and Oyster Commissioner
became the Game, Fish and Oyster Commission with a board
of six persons appointed by the governor with the advice
and consent of the state senate. 34
Over the previous thirty-seven years, twelve different administrators had functioned at the helm of the GFOC
and its predecessors, for an average of three years, resulting in an incongruous organization lacking direction and
leadership. 35 To be sure the organization carried with it

33
Connery/ Governmental Problems in Wildlife, 18 0.
The Government, 115; Laws of Texas, Forty-first
Legislature, Regular Session, Chapter CXVIII, 1929, pp.
265-268. State Senator Gus Russel, Schulenberg, originally
introduced the reorganization measure in the legislature
(S.B. 83, Texas Senate Journal, Forty-first Legislature,
Regular Session, 1929, p. 28).
^^Review of Texas Wildlife and Conservation, 4.
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the obvious political implications because six choice plums
now existed instead of one.

But, at least a broader spec-

trum of ideas and individuals would be available to participate in policy-making, and the pressure of an imraense state
would not be on one individual.
The restructuring of the GFOC signaled the introduction of an era of professionalism in which decisions
would be made by an ever-changing set of coraraissioners,
but would be carried out by a relatively stable organization at lower levels.

Yet, at the very moraent when wild-

life conservation in the state seeraed to be on a firm
foundation, the Great Depression struck with such fury that
state conservation prograras around the country were threatened, endangering the accomplishraents of the past decades.
Though Texas made remarkable strides in game management in the 19 30s, primarily with funds frora federal
sources, wildlife protection as a whole suffered.

The

state released scores of GFOC eraployees as the econoraic
slump worsened and reduced the salaries of the fortunate
36
ones who remained.
The legislature attempted to alleviate the critical shortage of funds with a measure
authorizing the sale of hunting licenses.

Governor

36
For documentation of these events see GFOC Annual
Report, 1932-1933, p. 10; GFOC Minutes, I, January 19, 19 33,
p. 145, May 13, 1933, p. 165; June 21, 1933, March 9, 1934,
p. 265.
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Ferguson vetoed the measure, however, probably to avoid
37
arousing the public.
By June, 19 33, the GFOC had reduced
its personnel to a total of forty to cover the entire
state—indeed a formidable task. 38
Aside from the crippling financial woes affecting
the department, the most pressing issue of the decade
became increasingly severe pollution.

Oil-related indus-

tries ^eld such a critical position in the faltering__Texas
economy that for most of the depression years, and for
years beyond, the theory prevailed that given a choice
between a clean environment and polluting oil fields, the
3<^
former_.,should be sacrificed.

Brine from salt water in-

jected into wells to facilitate the reraoval of oil and
wastes from nearly 50,000 oil wells around the state
polluted water sources, especially in the boora areas of
East Texas. 40
A second major source of pollutants emanated from
industrial wastes.

The financial state of affairs prevented

most municipalities from refurbishing their antiquated
sewage systems.

The bodies of water hardest hit by

-^^GFOC Annual Report, 1932-19 33, p. 10.
GFOC Minutes, I, June 21, 193 3, p. 223
39GFOC Annual Report, 1931-1932, p. 18.
40 Ibid., 20-21.
'^•^lbid., 24; Also see the Legislature Investigative
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pollution included the Trinity River east of Dallas and
Fort Worth, the San Antonio River south of the city, the
Colorado River east of Austin, and water supplies in the
industrial area around Port Arthur."*^
The understaffed and legislatively weak GFOC could
do little about oil and industrial pollution in the 1930s.
Though a GFOC report issued in 19 38 claimed that the
majority of oil operators sympathized with conservation
laws, in fact, oil men and industry owners did not begin
to move on this issue until coraplying with conservation
laws became cheaper than the cost of litigation in the
1960s.^^
The long-term impact of water pollution posed a
potential problem for many vari.eties of game and fish.

The

effects of silt on oyster populations has. led to a decline
in numbers for that species.

Only time will reveal the

effect of pollutants on other types of aquatic life and
wildlife in general.

Though federal and state pollution

standards have been strengthened considerably since the
early 1960s, many sources continue to dilute the quality
of Texas streams.

The increased use of pesticides, the

steady growth of industry, and urban sprawl contribute to

42
GFOC A n n u a l R e p o r t , 19 34-19 3 5 , p p . 5 5 - 5 6 ; GFOC
Minutes, I , September 16, 1935, p . 378.

43
GFOC Annual Report, 19 37-19 38, p. 22; GFOC Annual
Report, 1931-1932, p. 18.
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the polluting of water supplies which threaten both wild44
life and huraan environraents.
Another point of controversy in the troubled
Thirties revolved around the unsettled disputes between
commercial coastal fishing industries and local sportsmen.
The GFOC faced two problems in this respect:

first, local

residents who depended on the sea for a livelihood refused
to cooperate with the GFOC in enforcing the laws; and
second, a lack of funds hindered efforts to patrol ade45
quately the coastal regions.
Sports-minded residents of
several counties claimed that net and seine fishermen had
46
virtually depopulated fishing waters since the 19 20s.
Fishermen responded with the claim that, because of the

44
For more on the causes and impact of water pollution see Alain C. Enthoven and A, Myrick Freeman, III (eds.),
Pollution, Resources, and Environment (New York: W. W.
Norton & Company, I n c , 19 73); Julian McCaull and Janice
Crossland, Water Pollution (New York: Harcourt, Brace,
Jovanovich, Inc., 19 74); Amos Turk, Jonathan Turk, Hanet
Wittes, Ecology, Pollution, Environment (Philadelphia:
W. B. Saunders Company, 19 72). For specific instances of
pollution in Texas consult GFOC Annual Reports from 19 32
to the present. A House comraittee report outlined pollution problems in 1937 (Texas House Journal, 45th Legislature, 2nd called session, 1937, pp. 609-612); also consult
J. G. Burr, "Sick Waters," Texas Game and Fish, VI (August
1948), 15-16,
45GFOC Minutes, I, June 20, 19 34, p. 28 3.
Attachment to letter, T. A. Simmons to William
J. Tucker, February 19, 1931, "Kleberg and Kenedy Counties
Petition File," in Historical Materials, 1930-1939, Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department Archives.
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depression, seasons and enforcement of the laws should be
lax.

They further charged that wealthy sportsmen wished

to "reserve" coastal waters for their private use and had
A

only minimal interest in "conservation."

^

This seemingly

perpetual argument abated somewhat in the late 19 30s when
state officials began relying on scientific data to determine more accurately fair fishing seasons according to
breeding cycles.
Throughout the Thirties the ^FOC continued its extensive educational carapaign initiated in the 19 20s to
maintain public awareness toward g.ame and fish conservation,
School visits, radio broadcasts sponsored by corporations,
and the wide distribution of literature strengthened the
program. 48
Nevertheless, the credibility of the agency and
some of its officials came under fire in 19 31.

At the

January banquet of the GFOC in Austin, jyenison, apparently
taken out of season, was served as the main dish.

Despite

the public outrage no legal action resulted, but the commission looked rather foolish over the incident and lost

C. W. Gibson to Governor Ross Sterling, April
25, 1931, Ross Sterling Papers, Box 2-11/501, Texas State
Archives.
^^GFOC Minutes, I, October 1, 1934, p. 333; GFOC
Annual Report, 1933-1934, pp. 17-19; GFOC Annual Report,
1937-1938, p. 3.
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some of its hard-earned credibility.

49

Only a year ear-

lier, Williara J. Tucker, Executive Secretary of the GFOC,
had received the highest honor of the International Association of Garae, Fish and Conservation Coraraissioners,
which acclairaed him as the wildlife executive "who had
done the most in the past two years to further wildlife
conservation" on the North American continent.

Tucker

came under intense scrutiny from coramission members in
19 37 for not maintaining adequate supervision over expenditures by staff members, but weathered the storm.
Internal squabbling among wildlife supporters also
characterized conservation efforts in the 1930s. Controversy arose when the Texas Wildlife Council (TWC), headed
by Charles A. Wheatley, a large landowner in Blanco County,
and an organization which sought to act as a vehicle to
maintain contact with all sportsmen, landowners, and others
interested in the restoration and conservation of wildlife
resources ih the state, clashed with the Texas Wildlife
Federation (TWF), a group recently organized in response
to the formation of the National Wildlife Federation.

The

San Antonio Express, February 19, 19 31; W. L.
Hightower to Ross S. Sterling, February 20, 1931, Sterling
Papers, Box 2-11/501.
^^Dallas News, September 12, 19 30.
^•^GFOC Minutes, I, January 19, 19 37, p. 427;
February 2, 1937, p. 431.
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TWC believed that politics should be reraoved from conservation and argued to Governor Jaraes Allred that the Wildlife
Federation should not be regarded as the conservationists'
mouthpiece since William Tucker had helped organize it.
Allred, who earlier had professed his support for conservation, took the middle ground and at the urging of the
Wildlife Council called a conference in March, 1936.
Though wildlife and conservation authorities frora across
the country attended the convention, the press labeled it
52
as the meeting of the Texas Wildlife Federation.
The
Wildlife Federation thus gained the upper hand in this
struggle but failed to organize into a functioning
politically-oriented body which could influence the legislature.

Such a union of sports-oriented and conservationist

groups did not exist until the formation of the Sportsmen's
Clubs of Texas in the late 19 50s.
The use of the GFOC as a political pawn, at least
in obvious cases, lessened in the 19 30s.

To be sure, poli-

tics, or political affiliation, carried considerable weight

Charles A. Wheatley to James V. Allred, March 25,
1936, James V. Allred Papers, Box 4-14/260, Texas State
Archives; Legislative Messages of Honorable James V. Allred,
Governor of Texas, 1935-19 39, n.d., 188. For details on
meeting see Dallas Morning News, March 28, 29, 1936.
Wheatley maintained an interest in wildlife although his
organization never gained prorainence. In 196 2, he donated
his 4,778 acre ranch located in Blanco County to the Parks
and Wildlife Departraent (Austin Araerican, July 10, 196 2,
clipping frora "Biographical Files," Barker Texas History
Center, University of Texas at Austin).
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in appointments.

For example, from 19 31 to 19 37 at least

six of the nine GFOC members participated actively in the
53
Democratic Party of Texas.
There is no doubt that the
remaining members also were practicing Democrats.

But the

constant shuffling of personnel, accompanied by abrupt or
incongruous policy shifts, had ended.

This gave more

credence and stability to the department and encouraged
long-range projects such as propagation, restoration, and
scientific management.

The toughest obstacle in the path

of a smoothly functioning GFOC remained legislative, rather
than determination of regulatory measures.

The GFOC only

performed an administrative task and did not necessarily
have input into the formulation of policy or statutes.
Special interest groups and pet legislation became byproducts of this situation.
A major weakness in game and fish management has
rested in the system practiced in the state whereby counties are allowed to exempt themselves from general state

These include Caesar Kleberg, Mrs. Hal C. Peck
(the first woman to serve as a commissioner), Murrel Lee
Buckner, D. K. Martin, Gus F. Schreiner, and A. E. Wood.
For information on Kleberg see Corpus Christi Caller,
April 15, 1946, Austin Statesman, April 16, 19 46, Kingsville
Record, April 17, 1946, Dallas Morning News, February 18,
19 27. For a brief sketch of Mrs. Peck consult Dallas News,
July 7, 1963; M. L. Buckner, Sam H. Acheson et al. (eds.),
Texian Who's Who, 19 37, pp. 286-287; Gus F. Schreiner,
Texian Who's Who, 19 37, p. 406. Clippings on Kleberg and
Peck are located in the "Biographical Files," Barker Texas
History Center, The University of Texas, Austin.
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laws.

County coramissioners can deterraine whether or not

their areas operate under state law, known as the Uniform
Regulatory Authority Act, or under a combination of county
and state regulations.

Counties also might request private

or special legislation to complement state requirements,
such as an early or extended season on certain species.
Counties not seeking exemptions or special privileges are
governed under the authority of the Parks and Wildlife
Department.
policed

All counties, regardless of the laws, are

by Parks and Wildlife Department wardens.

This

entire situation is confusing even to wildlife officials
and apparently unique to Texas.

This system is another

illustration of the political problems which have plagued
game manageraent in the state since the 1870s. 54
Federal assistance, both financial and scientific,
enabled the GFOC to overcome many of its shortcomings and
served to strengthen certain facets of wildlife protection
efforts during the depression, the lack of personnel notwithstanding.

A milestone in federal-state conservation

54
"Conservation Chronicle," Texas Parks and Wildlife, XXX (February, 1972), 28-31. Currently twenty-five
counties are not under the Uniform Regulatory Authority Act.
For specific information see Texas Hunting Guide, 19 81-19 82
(Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, 19 81). The
provisions of the Uniform Regulatory Authority Act are
found in General Laws, 1967, 60th Legislature, Chapter 730,
PP. 1959-1969. The current problems incurred by wildlife
officials were explained in a telephone interview with
Billy Walker, Law Enforceraent Division official, Parks
and Wildlife Department, January 19, 1982.
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cooperation came in 19 37 with the passage by the United
States Congress of the Pittraan-Robertson Act making federal
aid available to the states for wildlife restoration work.^^
The act provided that funds accumulated from federal taxes
on firearms and ammunition be made available for joint
56
federal and state wildlife programs.
Consequently, Texas
was divided into five administrative regions in 1940, each
with an assigned game manager and regional warden captain
aided by corps of assistants.57 That same year witnessed
the inauguration of a state-wide inventory of wild species
to determine the focus of a restoration program planned
for the future.5 8 In addition, in 19 43 the state entered
into a cooperative agreement with the United States Forest
Service sirailar to one reached with the Biological Survey
59
in 1935.
It became evident by the late 19 30s that state

55
Dawson, History of Wildlife Conservation, 5-6.
^^GFOC Annual Report, 1937-1938, p. 6; Trefethen,
"Wildlife Regulation and Restoration," in Clepper, Origins
of Conservation, 34; Shoman, "Wildlife," in Callision,
America's Natural Resources, 126.
57

Dawson, History of Wildlife Conservation, 5-6.
^^lbid.; Texas Game, Fish, and Oyster Commission,
Legislative Information and Services, Austin, 1950, p. 3.
^^W. C. Glazener, "Wildlife Restoration . . . What
of It?" Texas Game and Fish, IX (March 1951), 12-13.
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efforts to protect wildlife supplies and fisheries had
been successful despite the severe restrictions with which
the GFOC had been forced to cope.

No sooner had one storm

passed when another, potentially as threatening, appeared
on the horizon.

The next period of challenge to game and

fish conservation occurred in conjunction with the hostilities of World War II.

State officials at first believed

that the scarcity of ammunition, gasoline, and tires would
be to the benefit of garae and fish populations.- Violations
and arrests along coastal areas did decline while shrimp
cn

production increased.

But because of unforeseen circum-

stances, pressure on wildlife actually intensified, though
not frora hunters.

War-connected food shortages led to

stepped-up beef production, which in turn meant additional
61
grazing of stock and intensive agricultural production.
This resulted in a reduction of suitable habitat for wildlife.

Moreover, the wartime strain on the national economy

necessitated a cutback in restoration projects based on
62
funds available under the Pittman-Robertson Act.

^^GFOC Annual Report, 1942, 1943, pp. 1, 4-5;
Daniel Lay. "War and Wildlife," Texas Gãme and Fish, III
(August 1945) , 13.
^-^Lay, "War and Wildlife," 13; Hazel Cooke Upshaw,
"Wildlife Preservation in Texas," Farm and Ranch (October
1952), 13.
^^GFOC Annual Report, 1944-1945, p. 5; Ira
Gabrielson, "Future Sportsmen's Club Programs," Texas
Game and Fish, V (February 1947), 8, 22-24.
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Another detrimental aspect of the war in regard to
wildlife conservation steramed from pollutants discharged
by Texas industries geared up for the war effort.

The GFOC

did not rigidly enforce anti-pollution statutes during the
conflict because of the obvious need for war goods.

The

installation of anti-pollution devices would have been
hindered at any rate by the critical shortage of material
and labor to build more effective pollutant treating
systems.
The continued growth of the petrochemical industry
in the late 19 40s left the GFOC groping for a solution to
this perplexing issue of environmental protection versus
economic growth.

Oil companies helped alleviate the situa-

tion somewhat by developing a procedure to return brine
used in oil field operations to the earth via the injection
method. 64 The GFOC, operating with the limited backing of
state officials, countered with what could be termed a
holding action.

It proceeded with its extensive education

program, relying on lectures, public speakers, and the
c c

radio.

The commission solicited and received help from

various state agencies in introducing conservation
^^GFOC Annual Report, 19 43-1944, p. 1; GFOC Annual
Report, 1944-1945, p. 6.
^^Burr, "Sick Waters," 15-16.
65GFOC Annual Report, 1940-1941, p. 27
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e d u c a t i o n as p a r t of the p u b l i c s c h o o l curriculum.^^

The

GFOC also w i d e n e d the scope of its a p p e a l by attempting to
demonstrate to f a r m e r s the v a l u e and interrelationships of
w i l d l i f e , soil c o n s e r v a t i o n , and forestry.

Concurrently,

the agency p u s h e d w i l d l i f e manageraent as p a r t of the total
package of farm c o n s e r v a t i o n .

It also intensely w o r k e d to

indoctrinate r u r a l s c h o o l c h i l d r e n in the w a y s of c o n s e r v a tion in g e n e r a l , n o t just a b o u t w i l d l i f e .

67

In the p o s t w a r y e a r s , i n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n , p o l l u t i o n ,
population g r o w t h , u r b a n s p r a w l , intensive farming, and the
use of c h e m i c a l s and h e r b i c i d e s threatened the h a b i t a t of

fish and game.

68

The resumption of Pittman-Robertson funds

provided limited assistance to restoration atterapts. The
Dingell-Johnson Act of 19 50 authorized an overdue federal
aid program of fish restoration designed to bring all
69
states into modern fish conservation practice.
By 1959,
90 percent of all freshwater fish research and management
conducted by the state of Texas occurred as a part of

^^GFOC Minutes, III, April 25, 1946, p. 769.
c7

Richard L. Weaver, "Conservation Education for
Rural Schools," Texas Game and Fish, VII (June 19 49), 8-9,
31.
~~
^^GFOC Minutes, IX, April 22, 1960, p, 1999; GFOC
Minutes, VIII, April 24, 1969, pp. 1782-1783; Trefethen,
Crusade for Wildlife, 269-273.
^^Stroud, "Fisheries and Aquatic Resources," in
Clepper, Origins of American Conservation, 71-72.
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federal aid projects under this bill.
The Game, Fish and Oyster Comraission responded to
the challenges of the postwar era by making a number of
adjustments.

In 1945 Texas A&M began conducting a six

month training school for game and fish wardens designed
to upgrade the quality of personnel and to give the GFOC
71
more credibility and respect.
Colleges across the state
began offering conservation education through workshops,
formal courses, and resource materials, in addition to
72
training future teachers in conservation curriculum.
Moreover, an active statewide program of conservation
started in the spring of 19 46 with the State Superintendent
of Public Instruction working closely with the State Game,
Fish and Oyster Commission, the Texas Forest Service, and
73
the United States Soil Conservation Service.
The GFOC
also encouraged youth camps such as Junior Wardens, Boy
Scouts, Girl Scouts, Campfire Girls, Future Farmers, and
74
4-H Club members to practice conservation.
In order to

"^^GFOC Annual Report, 19 58-19 59, p. 22.
"^•^GFOC Minutes, III, April 26, 1945, p. 729.
^^Gary Thacker, "Conservation Education," Texas
Game and Fish, III (May 1954), 10-11.
"^^Everett T. Dawson, "What is Being Done about
Conservation Education," Texas Game and Fish, IX (September 1951), 33.
"^"^Jay Vessels, "Who Said Decadent Youth?"
Game and Fish, IX (August 1951), 33.

Texas
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enhance its public relations efforts, in 19 51 the GFOC
established a division of wildlife conservation education.7"
The coramission also dropped "Oyster" from its title the
same year to reflect raore accurately its activities,
although oyster protection reraained one of its functions.
The agency thereafter operated under the name Game and Fish
Coramission (GFC).
The most persistent thorn in the side of the GFOC
and GFC remained the constant assault against the department by the coastal commercial fishermen.

Voices from the

area complained that the GFOC was too far away to understand the predicament of the fishermen who depended upon
76
the Gulf of Mexico for a living.
The loudest cries arose
when vessels frora Louisiana or Mexico moved into fishing
waters traditionally reserved for Texas commercial groups.

77

These interests clamored for the appointment of one of their
representatives to the state regulatory commission, but the
commission had been so closely connected with sporting
interests and activities over the years that these requests

75
GFOC Minutes, III, January 13, 1950, p. 935;
Everett T. Dawson, "Conservation in the Schools of Texas,"
Texas Game and Fish, IX (March 1951), 22-24.
"^^GFOC Minutes, III, April 26, 1945, p. 725.
"^"^GFOC Minutes, III, February 14, 1950, p. 949;
April 8, 1947, p. 799; July 7, 1950, p. 987.
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fell on deaf ears.

78

The GFOC had achieved financial stability through
legislative support in the 1950s, but some sportsmen felt
that it still operated inefficiently and unscientifically,
and reraained overly dependent on a maze of outdated legis79
lation.
These skeptics overlooked the simple fact that
the legislature thwarted much of the effectiveness of the
GFOC by controlling exeraptions.

The lack of an active,

politicized support group played a determing factor in the
relative political ineffectiveness of the GFOC prior to
the 1950s.
Texas sportsraen trailed far behind fellow outdoorsmen in this respect probably because of the plethora of
wild game still available around the state.

The large rural

population also contributed to the absence of any effective
organization.

The preoccupation with the depression and

World War II had dooraed the V7ildlife Federation.

The Wild-

life Council, led by Charles Wheatley, had disappeared
although Wheatley remained active in wildlife causes.
In 1956, the creation of the Sportsmen's Clubs of
Texas (SCOT), representing all of the major conservation.

78
Intra-Office Memorandura, SeptemJDer 20, 1957,
Price Daniel Papers, Box 86, Sam Houston Library and
Research Center.
"^^Houston Post, 1959 (partial clipping found in
Price Daniel Papers), Box 197.
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hunting, and fishing groups in the state, remedied a longstanding weakness of sports interests.

Support for SCOT

primarily carae from individuals interested in wildlife conservation to ensure better hunting.

The impetus for the

organization came from individuals residing in the Dallas
and San Antonio areas, though membership included citizens
from across the state.

The founding merabers included Herb

Cline, a Dallas oil entrepreneur, Ken Foree, an outdoor
columnist for the Dallas News, Toddy Lee Wynne, a Dallas
businessman, Waggoner Carr, a politician, Val Lehman, a
Game and Fish Department employee, and Richard Kleberg, Jr.,
politician and King Ranch heir.

Cecil Reid, Director of

Coastal Fisheries for the Game and Fish Department, was
named executive director of SCOT, a position he held for
4. ^twenty-five
years. 80

SCOT iramediately gained credence as a viable organization and with 70,000 members instantly wielded considerable political clout.

Efforts by Governor Price Daniel
81
to appease the organization corroborate this fact.
In
one of its early efforts SCOT supported measures designed

Information on SCOT obtained from telephone
interview with Cecil Reid, January 20, 19 82, Austin, Texas
and from undated newspaper clipping provided by Alan Allen,
Executive Director of SCOT. This article lists 47 individuals prominent in the founding of SCOT.
^•''Dallas Morning News, March 22, 1957; Houston
Post, March 22, 19 57; San Antonio Express, March 22, 19 57;
Houston Chronicle, March 22, 1957.
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to extend the power of the GFOC over the entire state.
Entrenched resistance predictably thwarted its intelligent
82
move.
SCOT did participate in a successful action by
interested parties to squelch ruraored plans that the
legislature intended to embark on a study for the purpose
of combining several state agencies under a Texas Natural
83
Resources Board.
While undoubtedly a sound proposal,
the plan evoked fears of a federal attempt to control
...
84
state conservation activities.
The election of John Connally as governor in 1960"^
brought sweeping changes to the structural organization of
the GFC.

A report by the Texas Research League, a private

research corporation supported by contracts with the state
government and through donations from the business sector,
proposed a controversial plan to reorganize the GFOC as an
, 85
economy move and to merge it with the State Parks Board.
Connally favored the recomraendations, noting that the Parks
System was "sick to the point of dying."
The entire scherae drew spontaneous and incendiary

Outdoor News, April 19, 1961. This is the office
newsletter of Sportsmen's Clubs of Texas. At various dates
it is also known as Scopesight, and Wildlife News.
^^Scopesight, August 16, 1957.
Ibid.
^^GFOC Minutes, X, January 6, 1961, p. 2183; Dallas
Morninq News, February 21, 1961; Outdoor News, March 1,
1961.
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criticism frora both the GFOC and sorae members of the Parks
86
Board.
The GFOC and sportsraen protested that vital
monies would be diverted from the vast game and fish fund,
80 percent of which was derived frora fees and taxes paid
87
by sportsmen.
Connally smoothed most of the ruffled
feathers with public assurances that this would not be the
88
case.
He reraained characteristically vague as to how
the ailing parks division could be cured.
Part of the outcry against the merger was purely
political in nature.

The reorganization plan called for a

new three member comraission to replace the nine person GFOC
89
and the six raembers of the Parks Board.
At least twelve
political appointees would lose positions that, while not
monetarily rewarding, remained important in terms of status.
Opponents also pointed out that the new three member organization could be more directly influenced by the governor
who appointed them.

Accusations and rumors filled the air

concerning Connally's supposed power grab.

Some even be-

lieved that the whole plan reflected a surreptitious attempt
by Vice-President Lyndon B. Johnson to "put the state under

86
Austin American, February 19, 1963.
^"^lbid. ; Outdoor News, March 1, 1961; Septeraber 19,
1961; January 26, 19 62; Wildlife News, January, 196 3;
Dallas Morning News, February 21, 1961.
^^Wildlife News, February, 1963.
89xv.-^
Ibid.
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his thurab" with the help of his protege, Connally. 90
SCOT officially reraained uncoramitted to the proposal, but unofficially it was divided. 91 From an administrative standpoint, and apart from all the doubts cast as
to the motives of state officials, the move made sense.
Frora an economic viewpoint—which was the position of
Connally and his supporters—it seemed questionable that
a merger would result in the saving of any measurable
state monies.

Regardless, Connally used his considerable

charm, charisraa, and political power, and held out a carrot
by promising additional funds in order to win over SCOT
leadership to his side.
The new organization received the title Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department (TPWD).

The merger proved bene-

ficial both to the wildlife and parks division, and adequate
funding for the department has not been a major problem.
Since 1963 the TPWD has focused its efforts on law enforcement and scientific manageraent.

The department today

largely operates within the confines of the mainstream of
conservation, a trend followed since World War II.

Federal

leadership and cooperative agreements has led to more
coordinated, modern programs across the nation.

The size

of the commission has been subsequently increased to six.

^^lbid., May, 1963.
^"'"Ibid., February, 1963
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But, while the top administrative positions have been
utilized by governors to pay personal and political debts,
the lower rungs of the TPWD have been relatively stable
and progress continues to be raade.
A review of the wildlife conservation efforts in
Texas reveals that the 1920s and 19 30s becarae the crucial
years in terras of legislative support and public acceptance
of wildlife conservation as a viable endeavor.

The GFOC

established its previously questionable credibility in
these years by receiving financial backing frora the legislature and through the institution of stiffer penalties for
violators of the law.

In response to public criticism that

the department capriciously set seasons and laws, the GFOC
embarked on an extensive effort to approach the whole question of regulation scientifically.

In addition, the GFOC

focused on other important issues such as restoration,
restocking, and predator control, all of which were designed
to appease sportsmen or ranchers, groups crucial to the success of wildlife conservation in the state.
Most importantly, the success of wildlife conservation in Texas primarily resulted from changed public attitudes.

The massive and continuing educational program

started in the 19 20s proved overwhelmingly successful and
is one of the foundations of the TPWD today.

The GFOC

and TPWD have been rewarded for their successful efforts
through greater public awareness and understanding of
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their proposals, and therefore they have garnered a larger
degree of support from Texas residents.
Federal support and assistance in the form of
cooperative agreements in the 1930s and 1940s brought
Texas into theraainstrearaof conservation activity and
have since played a key role in enabling the state to
maintain this position.

In contrast to forestry and water,

wildlife proponents have not been fundamentally opposed to
federal rules, regulations, and guidelines.

Willingness

to accept federal provisions has allowed the Texas program
to operate at a reasonably effective level, considering
the geographic proportions of the state and the logistical
problems involved in enforcing laws which so often have
varied from county to county.
The obvious blemish on game and fish conservation
in Texas has been the political interference which accompanied virtually every new election.

Overt political

maneuvering has dissipated over the years and the day-today operation of the agency does not seem to have suffered
since 1963.

A recent article charged that politics still

permeates the Parks and Wildlife Department, however,
affecting policy and morale.

Some observers claim that

the department leans too heavily "toward law enforcement"
to the detriment of game management and other conservationoriented functions.

The agency spends nearly 50 percent

of its money on law enforcement and only 34 percent on fish
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and wildlife.

A more realistic figure for law enforcement,

based on other states, would be 15 to 25 percent.
From a wildlife standpoint conservation efforts in
the state have assured future generations the benefits of
game and fish populations.

The state now boasts of 540
93
species of wild game, more than any state.
This has

been accomplished by regulated hunting and the successful
restoration, replanting, and transplanting of species begun
in the 19 20s.

Moreover, in recent years game officials

have sought to introduce garae crops where raodern farming
and ranching practices have made areas incapable of producing native game birds.

For example, officials have

imported several species of pheasants and the gray francoLin, a related game bird, from Afghanistan, India, and
94
Korea.
The introduction of the ring-necked pheasant
into Matagorda, Jackson, Liberty, and Jefferson counties
in the 1960s and 1970s is a classic example.

The conver-

sion of coastal prairies frora grasslands to sprawling rice
fields destroyed much quail habitat.

But the ring-necked

pheasant, originally imported into Oregon from China in
the 18 80s, and brought to Texas from California, thrived

^^Richard Starnes, "The Texas Fat Cat Garae,"
Outdoor Life (February 1980), 57-59, 132-134.
^"^Baxter et al. , Texas Wildlife, 13; Texas
Almanac, 19 76-19 77, p. 54.
9 4

11

Davidson, "Avian Iraports,

185
on open land without woody cover.95

These types of activ-

ities have allowed the continuance of wildlife which would
have otherwise succurabed to man's alterations of the
natural environraent.
The efforts of the various agencies responsible
for wildlife protection have produced both failure and success.

The intrusion of man into wildlife habitat has re-

sulted in the extirpation in Texas of the bison, the grey
wolf, jthe black-footed ferret, the grizzly bear, and the
merrijJii_el3c^. Moreover, other species are seriously threatened by creeping urbanization, agricultural and ranching
practi^es, extensive damming, pesticides, predator campaigns,
unregulated hunting, uncontrollable diseases and parasites.
These include the bighorn, the red fox, the ref fox (Vulpes
fulva), the river^jDtter, and the prairie dog.

But through

conservation efforts game officials have partially replenished_ populations of once near extinct animals such as the
pronghorn, theprairie chicken, the jDlack bear, the eastern
turkey, and the American elk (Cervus canadensis), to the
point that limited hunting seasons exist in areas of Texas

^^Clarence Beezley, "Jet Set Pheasants," Texas
Parks and Wildlife, XXV (February, 1972), 8-9, discusses
recent attempts to import wild game. For a discussion
of these and other species common to Texas see Phelan,
Texas Wild, and Douglas, Farewell to Texas.
^^For a thought-provoking view of the effects of
dams and water projects on wildlife see George Laycock,
The Diliqent Destroyers (Garden City, New York: Doubleday
St Company, Inc. , 1970).

186
and are necessary in cases to maintain the proper balance
between animals and food supply. 97
The issue of man's neglect of wildlife has been a
major theme in several books dealing with the Texas environment.^'Roy Bedichek, Adventures With a Texas Naturalist
(1947), became one of the first writers to view wild game
within the broader scope of the environment.

Bedichek's

book combines the talents of an ornithologist, mammalogist,
botanist,_and ecologist into an entertaining and insightful
perspective of nature in Texas,

Farewell to Texas (19 67)

V

by the distinguished jurist William 0. Douglas, contains
observations on nature, wildlife, and as the title indicates, the despoilation of Texas wilderness area. Douglas'
work is a marvelous review of the various unsettled areas
of the state such as Big Bend, the Big Thicket, and the
Guadalupe Mountain region.

Another notable book is John

Graves, Goodbye to a River (1961), the recollections of a
sentimental canoe trip down the Brazos River in which the
author reviews the historical, cultural, and environmental
features of the venerable stream before it was to be tamed
by damraing.

Finally, Richard Phelan's, Texas Wild (19 76)

is an excellent source for Texas by region from a

^ ^^illiam B. Davis, "Vanished," Texas Game and
Fish, XIX (December 1961), 15-22; also see Denniss Russell
and James H. Shaw, "Red Wolf—Situation Critical," Texas
Parks and Wildlife, XXX (March, 1972), 12-15.
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naturalist's standpoint, examining the land, people, and
wildlife.
These works are reflective of the rising tide of
environraentalisra in Texas.

Also, indicative of this

atmosphere are the wildlife preserves and refuges operated
by the state and federal government and by private citizens.
The national governraent now maintains eleven national wildlife refuges in Texas, scattered primarily along the coast
and Panhandle.

These areas provide a safe, natural haven
for native and raigratory species. 99
Many concerned with wildlife preservation fervently

hope that rich Texans will eraulate the example of Robert H.
Welder_, a rancher and oilman who in 19 61 turned 7,800 acres
of his ranch located south of Uvalde into a wildlife

98
Roy Bedichek, Adventures with a Texas Naturalist
(Austin: University of Texas Press, 1947). The other
works have been cited previously in this study.
V 99
Laura and William Riley, Guide to the National
Wildlife Refuges (Garden City, New York: Anchor Press/
Doubleday, 1979), 355-356. These include Buffalo Lake
and Muleshoe near Lubbock; Hagerman, north of Dallas;
Attwater Prairie Chicken, northwest of Corpus Christi;
Moody, Anahuac, Brazoria, San Bernard, Aransas, and Laguna
Atascosa along the coast from east of Houston to Brownsville. The Attwater Prairie Chicken refuge originally
was purchased and donated to the government by the Nature
Conservancy, a national conservation group with a chapter
in Texas that purchases land for wildlife protection and
holds it until the government is financially or administratively able to take control and maintain it (see map
on page 189 for location of refuges).
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^
100
refuge.
These preserves and refuges alone cannot protect
wildlife from the scourge of civilization.

The competi-

tion for Texas' natural habitats, water projects which
inundate vast expanses of the prime living space, the
expansion of residential areas, industrial development,
and agricultural and ranching practices raandate the need
for an active, vigilant citizenry and a strong state
agency.

"^^^Phelan, Texas Wild, 221.
Baxter et al., Texas Wildlife, 14.
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SOUTHWEST

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Havasu
Clbola
lm(>eriat
Kofa
Cabeza Prleta
Maxweii
Las Vegas
Bosque dei Apache
Bitter Lalce
Optima
Salt Plains
Washlta

13
14
15
16
17
18

Wlchita Mountains
Tlshomingo
Sequoyah
Buffato Laice
Muieshoe
Hagerman

19 Anahuac
20
21
22
23

Attwater Prairie Chlcken
San Bemard-Brazoria
Aransas
Laguna Atascosa

24 Santa Ana

Fig. 3—National Wildlife Refuges in Texas.
Taken frora Riley and Riley, Guide to National Wildlife
Refuges, 361.

CHAPTER V
CONSERVATION, PRESERVATION AND THE ENVIRONMENT:
FORESTRY FROM 1920 TO THE PRESENT
The decade of the 19 20s is arailestonefor
conservation in Texas frora the standpoint of a spreading
awareness regarding the preservation and protection of
natural resources in the state.

Proponents of wildlife,

forestry, water, and the parks system had acquired limited
direction and moraentura by the Twenties.

Aside frora the

burgeoning parks movement, forestry supporters had accomplished the least in terms of state legislation before the
Depression, and depletion of the once vast virgin timbered
stands of pines continued unabated throughout the decade.
The previous chapter on the early years of forestry briefly
related how the lumber industry and other business concerns
dependent on timber reacted to declining supplies in the
mid-19 20s by raore fully utilizing wood, expanding the uses
of trees other than pines, and introducing timber substitutes.

The focus of this chapter will be a closer, more

in-depthexamination of the readjustments, the rethinking,
and the restructuring of priorities that occurred in
response to the Depression, World War II, and the postwar
190
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econoraic boom—changes that revolutionized the luraber
industry and attitudes toward conservation.
Historian Sherry Olson has described how the predictions of forestry depletion which echoed across the
nation during the 19 20s emanated from the incorrect assumption that timber would continue to be consumed at the
existing rate."^ Olson contends that the raajor industrial
consuraers of wood, such as railroads, raade the most consequential adjustments which took the form of investments in
time and money for research into the alternative uses of
wood and the development of wood substitutes.^

Research

and technological innovations within and outside of the
industry culminated in the introduction of several suitable
substitutes and played a significant role in the overall
3
evolution of timber use.
As an example, sawmills in 19 30
utilized only one-third of the wood fiber content of a
tree.

This percentage steadily climbed in the 19 30s due
4
to research.
Also, the perfection of preservation treatments for wood, especially lamination, transformed the
5
southern pine industry.
These types of adjustments and

Consult Olson, Depletion Myth, 178-198 in passim.
^lbid., 3.
•^lbid.,
4
Fifteenth Report of Texas Forest Service, 19 30,
P. 42.
I. F. Eldredge, The 4 Forests and the Future of
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conservation raeasures resulted in more efficient uses of
timber resources and accounted for a drop in per capita
consumption.6
The large luraber operators, such as Kirby and
Kurth, raade accoramodations to the tiraber shortage of the
late 1920s by initiating a prograra to phase in the second
growth of pine, a practice rarely even discussed a decade
7
earlier.
Iraproveraents in transportation and the adoption
of progressive raanagement techniques within the industry
contributed to raore efficient cutting, transporting, reg
fining, and distribution of tiraber products.

The raeta-

morphosis in attitudes and marketing strategies set the
stage for even raore drastic changes when the Depression
permanently affected the luraber industry and altered conservation and forestry concepts across the nation.
The econoraic catastrophe which gripped the country
during the Thirties shook the very foundations of the
social, political, and econoraic structure in East Texas,
Lumber production fell from 1,206,017,000 board feet in
the South (Washington, D.C.: The Charles Lathrop Pack
Forestry Foundation, 1947), 29-30.
^Pack, Forestry, 2. The author also contends that
businessmen who used tiraber substitutes played on the conservation therae by encouraging the purchasing of their
products (23-24).
^Eldredge, 4 Forests, 22-24.
q

Olson, Depletion Myth, 3.
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1928 to 353,571,000 board feet in 1932.^

East Texas coun-

ties dependent on the lumber industry were threatened by
the closure of industry, the loss of tax revenue, and
epideraic proportion unemployment.
The repercussions of the crisis had a profound impact on the luraber industry and conservation.

Over the

short terra, since the bedrock of federal relief programs
in East Texas centered around forestry related activities,
conservation benefited.

But of more lasting consequence,

the upheavals of the Thirties corapelled lurabermen to come
to grips with the nagging problems that had existed before
the crash.

Two such issues, overexpansion and poor forestry

management, had plagued the industry for years.

Econcmi-

cally, luraber corapanies that either were forraed in the 19 30s
or survived the decade in reasonably sound shape, such as
Angelina Luraber Corapany, profited if they bought second
growth timber, because by the end of the Depression second
growth proved to be the springboard for a post-depression
12
boom in forestry products.
On the other hand, the
Thirties acted as a strainer by causing the collapse of

Figures taken from Texas Alraanac, 19 76-19 77,
p. 95.
10Swain, Federal Conservation Policy, 25-27.
Pack, Forestry, 25-27.
12Eldredge, 4 Forests, 27-28.
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businesses that proved unable or unwilling to adjust to
the economic realities of the times.

Owners who did not

adopt new management techniques and marketing schemes,
and landowners

who failed to recognize the lessons frora

the past, were replaced by those who did.
As pointed out in a previous chapter, the New Deal
produced a singular impact through the reevaluation of land
policies, particularly in regard to subraarginal agricultural
land.

Falling food prices set in motion a trend across the

country to turn submarginal land into grazing or forested
13
areas.
Moreover, public values and perceptions shifted
so that other values, closely integrated with forestry,
but previously viewed as separate, such as wildlife, water,
food control, soil erosion, and rural aid, were now viewed
as part of a larger package.
The severity of the situation became such that
state officials early on acknowledged their powerlessness
to aid stricken East Texas counties.

Therefore, the state

willingly and eagerly looked to the federal government for
assistance and guidance.15 Herbert Hoover appointed a
Timber Conservation Board in 19 30 to study the ills of the

"'•^Seventeenth Report of Texas Forest Service, 19 32,
Pp. 5-6.
14Duerr et al., Forest Resources, 16.
1 tr

Martin, "Forest Conservation," 110-111.
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timber industry, but the industry collapsed before the
investigation could be raade."^^ In 1932, the United States
Senate called upon the Secretary of Agriculture to formulate plans for a coordinated federal and state program for
the proper utilization of land.

The Copeland Report, as

the proposal was known, presented a wide-ranging set of
public and private prograras to be considered.

No signifi-

cant changes were undertaken, however, until F.D.R. assuraed
17
office in early 19 33.
The federal prograra extending alraost spontaneous
benefit to Texas was the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC).
By June, 193 3, the CCC had organized twelve caraps and en18
rolled 2,950 people in the East Texas area.
The Texas
Forest Service received authority frora the Texas legislature to cooperate with the CCC and other relief organizations without restriction. 19 The TFS accepted the task of
outlining the work and maintaining discipline on work
projects, while the War Department assumed the

Meyer, "Forests and Forestry," in Clepper,
Origins of Conservation, 48.
Ibid.
18
Eighteenth and Nineteenth Report of Texas Forest
Service, 1933-1934, pp. 5-6; Martin, "Forest Conservation,"
116-121; Maxwell and Martin, History of Forest Conservation, 35.
19
Martin, "Forest Conservation," 111-112.
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responsibility for housing, food, and discipline in the
20
camps.
CCC activities erabraced a broad spectrum of
forestry related operations which included opening new
forestry trails, building roads, a program of tree planting, thinning and removal, the introduction of an extensive
fire protection system involving construction of fire towers
and fire lanes and the waging of war on timber threatening
21
insects and diseases.
CCC enterprises coincided with the
Lumber Code promulgated as part of the National Recovery
Act, which called for adherence to specific forest conservation measures such as cutting requirements for partici22
pating lumberraen.
The events of the 19 30s challenged the effectiveness and resourcefulness of the Texas Forest Service.

Led

by E. 0. Siecke, the TFS concentrated on the diffusion of
23
information deemed fundamental to forestry practices.
20
Eighteenth and Nineteenth Report, 5-6.
^ Twentieth and Twenty-first Report of Texas Forest
Service, 1935-1936, pp. 4-5; Texas Forest News, January,
1936; Knolle, "Conservation of Forest Resources," 77;
Martin, "Forest Conservation," 116-121; Maxwell and Martin,
History of Forest Conservation, 35.
^^Eighteenth and Nineteenth Report, 6; Meyer,
"Forests and Forestry," in Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 49 .
^^See Texas Forestry News, April, 1930; SeptemberOctober, 19 31.
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TFS accoraplishraents included cooperation with private
landowners in forest fire protection, advice to landowners
on forest landraanageraent,the establishment of a research
laboratory for forest products, the acquisition of state
forest land, the creation of state nurseries for stock and
reforestation, and an expanded program of public educa24
tion.
The Forest Service especially stressed its educational and proraotional carapaign.

Using moving pictures,

lectures, visitation programs at public schools, and presentations to civic and commercial organizations, and
sponsoring forestry clubs, the- TFS sought to maximize its
25
exposure and to influence public opinion.
For his part,
Siecke continued to warn of the impending demise of the
Texas lumber industry unless imraediate action was taken to
26
ensure forests for the future.
The TFS sponsored or participated in several key
conservation projects in the Thirties.

Even though the

state did not fully participate in the heralded Shelterbelt
prograra, the TFS, in cooperation with the United States
Forest Service, established nurseries in 19 36 at Lubbock
^"^Widner (ed. ) , Forests and Forestry, 426.
^^Fifteenth Report, 7; Texas Forest News, April,
19 30; September-October, 19 31.
^^Martin, "Forest Conservation," 36.

19 8
and Chillicothe to meet farmers' demands for windbreak
27
protection.
A study conducted in 19 35 by the Soil
Conservation Service revealed the startling fact that
132,000,000 acres of Texas land suffered from soil erosion.

28

But West Texans generally remained unsupportive

of both the nursery program and the Shelterbelt plan, and
often regarded trees as a nuisance to their agricultural
endeavors.

Their lack of support caused the nursery pro-

29
gram to collapse in 19 37.
The TFS performed a dominant role in the formation
of national forests in the cutover
the mid-Thirties.

areas of East Texas in

The original design of state officials

had been to purchase such lands for state demonstration
plots, and before the Depression four state forests had
been fashioned from what lumbermen considered as unproductive forest area.

The state system was supposed to be

augmented by a law passed by the legislature in 19 35 providing that all lands held by the state for non-payment of
taxes should be turned over to the state forest system.

30

27
Twentieth and Twenty-first Report of Texas Forest
Service, 1935-1936, p. 21.
28
Martin, "Forest Conservation," 123.
Widner

(ed.), Forests and Forestry, 429-430.

•^^Texas House Journal, Regular Session, Fortyfourth Legiolature, 1935, pp. 443, 646, 1442, 2804-2845;
Texas Senate Journal, Regular Session, 44th Legislature,
1935, pp. 1122, 2090; Martin, "Forest Conservation,"
112-113.
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Siecke additionally recommended that a total of 100,000
acres be purchased by the state for forests.

The prolonged

economic stagnation killed the development of an extensive
state system of forests and paved the way for a more vigorous federal program and the acquisition of over 600,000
acres for national forests. 31
Federal purchases of East Texas timber land met
with mixed reaction.

The Texas Planning Board, an investi-

gative committee created in 19 35 to prepare a long-range
prograra for the rational developraent of state natural resources, favored the acquisition, but wanted the acreage
limited to 1,500,000.

The Forestry Comraittee, which made

the original recommendations, consisted of W. Goodrich
Jones, J. William Oliphant, President of the Texas Forestry
Association, P. T. Sanderson, President and General Manager
of the Texas Long Leaf Luraber Company of Trinity, E. 0.
Siecke, and Ernest L. Kurth of the Kurth Lumber Company.
This group favored the creation of national forests for
"national welfare and security," to provide reserves for
32
the nation, and for watershed protection.
Many East
Texans felt that the land purchases would provide

31
Widner (ed.), Forests and Forestry, 426.
32
Texas Planning Board, A Review of Texas Forestry
and Its Industries, Austin, 19 37, pp. 31-32; Texas Planning
Board, Report of the Texas Planning Board, Austin, 19 35,
provides an overview of the functions and composition of
the board.
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employment when the government began experimenting with
33
the cutover timber.
The Planning Board's report noted that opposition
to the bill in the Texas legislature by local officials
in the region stemmed from fear that counties would suffer
34
a loss of tax revenue.
This argument never garnered
much support, however, since the land under consideration
for purchase was unproductive, and contributed only a
miniscule araount to county and city coffers.
State conservation officials, and more importantly
influential lumberraen such as E. L. Kurth urged solons to
grant approval for federal acquisition. 35 The TFS blocked
out the boundaries for the national forests, and individual
landowners within the areas received the option of selling
36
the land in 19 36.
The scherae worked because luraber companies, which were more than happy to part with land for
which they had no use, held 9 0 percent of the land sold
37
to the government.

33
See S. L. Frost, "What's Happening to Texas Forests? Texas Forest News, February, 1948, p. 2; Collier,
"Evolving East Texas Woodlands," 327.
Texas Planning Board, Review of Texas Forestry, 32
35
Maxwell and M a r t i n , H i s t o r y of F o r e s t C o n s e r v a tion, 35-39.
^^Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 73, Texas
Senate Journal, Regular Session, 44th Legislature, 19 36.
"^"^Maxwell and Martin, History of Forest Conservation, 35-39.
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Presently the National Forest Service maintains
four Texas national forests and two national grasslands
managed similarly to forests.

These include the Angelina,

Davy Crockett, Sabine, and Sam Houston National Forest,
and Caddo and Lyndon Baines Johnson National Grasslands.
The forests comprise 664,049 acres of East Texas woodlands
and the grasslands encompass 38,114 acres in scattered
plots.

The total acreage under federal jurisdiction is

approximately .004 percent of the total acreage in the
state.

The grasslands areas are now covered with shrubs

and grasses, but at one time were part of the devastated
38
dust bowl region of Texas.
The unceasing efforts of the TFS in the national
forests project and in other programs during the decade
produced tangible results.

Siecke reported in 19 36 with

some confidence that the public, and presumably lumb»er
executives, no longer perceived timber as an inexhaustible
resource, but rather treated it as a crop to be cultivated
39
with an eye toward the future.

The TFS achieved notable

success by gaining the support of civic groups in the 19 30s
such as the Texas Daughters of the American Revolution
which maintained the state forest near Buna, and business
Current information on the national forests and
grasslands is found in the Texas Almanac, 1982-1983, pp.
106-107. The specific location of the forests is on
p. 224 of this chapter.
^^Twentieth and Twenty-first Report, 3.
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organizations such as the East Texas Chamber of Commerce.'^^
The much-maligned lumber producers also made strides
in conservation techniques and in attempting innovative
ideas.

The Angelina County Lumber Company made history in

1930 by planting 20 0,000 seedlings for reforestation pur41
poses.
The company set the standard for other concerns
by hiring the first graduate forester employed by an industrial forestry related firm in Texas.42 By 1964, the Kirby
Lumber Company led the way with nineteen trained foresters.
Cooperation between the lumber companies and the TFS became
paramount in the 19 30s because the lumber operators controlled practically all of the virgin timber still available and held the key to the future of second growth use.

44

Siecke and other TFS officials recognized that the implementation of a conservation policy transcended just merely

40
Texas Forest News, May, 19 36; November-December,
1938; Martin, "Forest Conservation," 76-77.
Texas Forest News, February, 19 30.
"Texas Forest Association Highlights"; Collier,
"Evolving East Texas Woodlands," 324-325; a plausible explanation for the reluctance to hire trained foresters may
have been the fact that a study in 19 29 revealed that forestry students scored lower on intelligence tests than
students training for other professions (Pack, Forestry,
114-115) .
'^•^Collier, "East Texas Woodlands, " 324-325.
"^"^Texas Forest News, September-October, 19 32;
Knolle, "Conservation of Forest Resources," 71.
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planting trees, and depended on the willingness of the
lumber companies to participate and utilize joint research
and planning.
In the eyes of the luraber corapanies only the ageold problera of taxation prevented them from seriously
investing in reforestation.

The Texas Planning Board dis-

cussed this problera in some detail in its 19 37 report.
Calling the existing system of taxation the greatest
hindrance to reforestation, the board noted the reasons
for sorae type of taxation, i.e., public service, roads,
schools, salaries, and the fact that timber was being mined
as an exhaustible resource instead of being grown as a crop.
In other words, local governraental bodies believed that
once tiraber corapanies digested all of the virgin timber,
their primary source of revenue would effectively be exhausted.

Thus, they adopted the attitude of tax them now

while they are available.

The board observed that as tim-

ber reserves had declined, tax rates had increased from
approximately $1.10 an acre in 1880 to nearly $2.77 an acre
in 19 36; and taxes on forest land had grown faster than on
other land.

It is little wonder that lumbermen had no

desire to spend thirty to fifty years waiting for a lumber
crop while paying such taxes.

Moreover, to protect them-

selves from shrinking tax bases, several counties instituted a miniraura valuation of $4 to $10 an acre.

The

Planning Board made several proposals which would have
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alleviated the situation but measures designed to change
the tax laws and to impleraent TFS and landowner agreem.ent
prograras failed to pass in the Texas House after being
approved in the senate. 45
The burdensorae railroad freight rates on luraber
should not be overlooked as an impetus to conservation
during the Depression years.

The Planning Board noted

that rates for transporting lumber in Texas ranged from
35 to 100 percent higher than in other southern states.^^
This inequity explains why mill owners often shipped timber
across state lines at a time when Texas was having to import
the product.

In 19 36 Texas forests provided nearly 60 per-

cent of the timber needed in the state, while the rest was
A *7

imported from other states and foreign countries.

Yet

because of the excessive rates, Texas exported 3 7 percent
of the total luraber cut to worldwide markets!48 It proved
more economical in sorae regions of the state to iraport
lumber from other states than to ship it in by rail from

45
Texas Planning Board, Review of Texas Forestry,
13-30; Twenty-second and Twenty-third Report of Texas
Forest Service, 1937-1938, p. 4.
46
For a brief review of this subject consult the
Texas Planning Board, Review of Texas Forestry, 32-35.
Texas Forest News, January-February, 19 40, 5-6.
48
James W. Cruishank and I. F. Eldredge, Forest
Resources of Southeastern Texas, Miscellaneous Publication
No. 326 (Washington, D.C.: United States Department of
Agriculture, 19 39), 2.

East Texas.
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49

The discriraination in railroad rates resulted from
the fact that the Texas Railroad Comraission controlled
intrastate coramerce while the Interstate Commerce Comraission in Washington, D.C. regulated interstate traffic.

The

ICC atterapted to set equitable rates based on distance,
class, and coramodity schedules.

The TRC, on the other

hand, pursued a policy of "protection to its own industries," and knowingly sanctioned the charging of inequitable rates in order to aid the railroads.^^
The railroads unwittingly abetted the cause of conservation by their tactics.

They charged from 45 to 65

percent less for hauling timber substitutes such as brick,
tile, and cement.

The high cost of lumber in coraparison

with wood substitutes caused many businesses to opt for
the latter.

Although some regions of Texas continued to

import substantial quantities of timber, the overall cost
of transportation also made it econoraically feasible to

49
Texas Planning Board, Review of Texas Forestrv,
32-35.
"
50
,
St. Clair Griffin Reed, A History of the Texas
Railroads and of Transportation Conditions Under Spain and
Mexico and the Republic and the State (Houston: The St.
Clair Publishing Company, 1941), 608-620, 627; Robert S.
Maxwell, Whistle in the Woods: Paul Bremond and the
Houston, East and West Texas Railway (Houston: Gulf Coast
Historical Association, 1963), 47.
Texas Planning Board, Review of Texas Forestry,
32-35.
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invest in reforestation.
The lumber industry raade steady progress during
the 1930s in regard to the use and conservation of timber.
But the development of the pulp and paper industry proved
to be the crowning accomplishraent for the researchers of
forestry products.

The intensive investigations started

in the 19 20s at the Forest Products Laboratory at Madison,
Wisconsin provided the groundwork for the utilization of
52
young southern pine trees.
After initial reluctance on
the part of investors, the industry blossomed after 19 35.
Aided by the acquisition of cheap second growth forest
land deemed unproductive by traditional standards, the
pulp and paper industry became one of the cornerstones of
the southern economy.
This rise of this industry proved most beneficial
for forestry.

It rendered an immediate and positive cata-

lyst to reforestation since the maturation rate for pines
54
,.
was now considered only fifteen to twenty years.
Similarly, this meant that second-growth timber could be used
forthwith.

Ongoing research into the uses of young pines

generated discoveries which led to more complete utilization of timber.

For example, scientists found that

^^Duerr et al., Forest Resources, 13.
Ibid.
^"^Collier, "Evolving East Texas Woodlands," 320-323
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wood pulp cellulose could be used for the manufacture of
rayon and other synthetic materials, alcohol, naval stores,
55
tannmg compounds, and plastics.
Texas did not experience the full impact of the
pulpwood industry until the late 19 30s when a pulpwood
plant opened in 19 37 at Houston.

Second growth pines

were eraployed in the manufacture of Kraft pulp—the kind
used for container board, wrapping, magazines, and specialty papers.

Not until 19 39 was southern pine commercially applied to the manufacture of newsprint. 57
The southern pine industry evidenced a healthy

respect for the past by quickly moving to fix standards
for cutting and conservation.

The norms included regular

and selective cutting, and a prohibition against taking
trees under eight inches in diameter.

The industry as a

whole tended to regard timber as a crop, giving birth to
the rise of massive tree farms in East Texas.

In addition,

the industry pledged closer cooperation with the state
.

^

58

forestry agency.
55
Texas Planning Board, Review of Texas Forestry
42-43.
56
Twenty-second and Twenty-third Report, 3.
57
Carl H. Moore, "Forests—An Important Asset of
the Southwest," Monthly Business Review, Federal Reserve
Bank of Dallas,
1953),
^^Texas XXXVIII
Planning (February
Board, Review
of 17-24.
Texas Forestry,
18-20.
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Thus by the outbreak of World War II the timber
industry had survived the trauma of the 19 30s.

It had

surfaced in a restructured form but in a stronger economic
position.

Outdated methods and antiquated concepts had

been discarded as excess baggage.

The dawning of a new

era presented a bright picture for lumberraen.

The new

breed of individuals in the business learned frora the past
to be aware of the pitfalls, the fluctuations, and the uncertainties.

Perhaps most significantly, they learned that

reforestation and conservation of forest areas were requisite for a solid, economic foundation for the entire
industry.
Only 100,000 scattered acres of old growth pine
stood in 19 39, reflecting the transition in manufacturing
concepts.

Second-growth pine at this time covered 90 per-

cent of the forest area, two-thirds of which was considered
unusable.59 Even more revealing was the rapid expansion of
industries dependent on pulp such as those producing veneer,
plywood, slack and tight cooperage, stock handles, cottonmill spindles, bobbing, excelsior, charcoal, chemicals,
^ ^ 1 60
plastics, fence posts, farm timbers, and fuel.
The taxing demands of World War II clearly accelerated scientific efforts to discover more effective uses

^^Texas Forest News, January-February, 1939.
^^Eldredge, 4 Forests, 29-30.
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of wood.

Researchers in industry, state agencies, and

universities found iraproved raethods for utilizing virtually
all of the tree and discovered alternative uses for other
varieties of trees.

Shortages caused by the war served to

make the public aware of the importance of forests and conservation, as well as stimulating conservation practices in
both the public and private sectors.^"^
The success of conservation may be measured by the
fact that East Texas forests showed more timber volume at
the end of 1944 than in 19 38.^^

This situation can be

attributed in part to federal assistance programs which
encouraged conservation.

The high price of timber not

only inhibited its purchase, but also encouraged others to
investigate the possibilities of establishing forest stands.
This proved especially true for farmers who had their eyes
opened to the pecuniary advantages of growing timber on
53
their marginal lands.
Large timber owners helped

61
Ibid.; Paul W. Schoen, "Forests for Today and
Tomorrow," Proceedings and Transactions of the Texas
Acaderay of Science, 194 3, XXVII (1944), 229-230; W. E.
White, "The Place of Texas Forests in Wartime," Proceedings
and Transactions of the Texas Academy of Science, 19 41,
XXVI (1942), 180-183; Meyer, "Forests and Forestry," in
Clepper, Origins of Conservation, 50-51; Duerr et al.,
Forest Resources, 16-17.
62
Texas Forest News, October-November, 19 45, p. 3.
^"Ibid., September-October, 1941; March-April, 1942;
November-December, 194 2; Eldredge, 4 Forests, 33. A sustained effort was directed toward farmers because in 19 4 3
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mitigate any potential shortage by practicing selective
cutting, by offering the services of their technical foresters to private owners, by issuing timber cutting circulars, by giving away seedlings to farmers and by sponsoring
c A

public education programs.
Forestry conservation measures in the main during
World War II accentuated fire protection, silviculture research, forest products research, farm forestry activities,
reforestation, educational programs, and the creation of
community forests.

In 1944 a Tree Farm System was

launched under the sponsorship of the Texas Forestry
Association, Texas Forest Service, East Texas Chamber of
Commerce, Southern Pine Association, and American Forest
Products, Incorporated.

Participants in the program re-

ceived advice from the state and commercial interests for
timber growth from coramercial purposes. 66

they owned an estiraated two-thirds of forest land (E. L.
Demmon, East Texas Forests and the Future, United States
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Southern Forest
Experiment Station, Occasional Paper Number 103, January
16, 1943).
64
Twenty-sixty and Twenty-seventh Report of Texas
Forest Service, 1941-1942, p. 18.
Texas Forest News, January, 19 48; Schoen, "The
Present Status"; also consult Twenty-sixth and Twentyseventh Report.
66
Texas Forest Industries Committee, "Texas Forest
Facts," Houston, Texas, Texas Forestry Industries Committee,
1957 (copy located in Verticle File, Box 584, Sam Houston
Library and Research Center).
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The m e r e fact that E a s t T e x a s lumber companies
w e r e able to m a i n t a i n an e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y high level of
timber p r o d u c t i o n d u r i n g W o r l d W a r II w i t h o u t

imperiling

timber s u p p l i e s p r o v e d that the u n r e l e n t i n g efforts of the
TFS had paid d i v i d e n d s .

A n ominous s h a d o w , h o w e v e r , threat-

ened the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the agency in the late 1 9 4 0 s .
E. 0. Siecke had r e s i g n e d in 1942 after twenty-four years
at the h e l m of the T e x a s F o r e s t S e r v i c e .

His r e p l a c e m e n t ,

William E. W h i t e , had joined the F o r e s t Service as a
patrolman in 19 27 and h e a d e d the D i v i s i o n of Forest P r o tection w h e n tapped as Siecke's successor.

67

W h i t e faced the d i f f i c u l t task of filling Siecke's
shoes.

Siecke had m a i n t a i n e d discipline and m o r a l e in the

service and had d e v e l o p e d a close rapport w i t h adrainistrative o f f i c i a l s w i t h i n Texas A & M U n i v e r s i t y .

White allowed

the agency to d r i f t slowly away frora the cohesive
and spirit of the Siecke y e a r s .

structure

M o r e o v e r , he chose not to

cultivate A & M U n i v e r s i t y p e r s o n n e l and b e c a m e isolated
the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .

from

A t the same t i m e , the university under-

went a p e r i o d of adrainistrative u p h e a v a l that continued
throughout the 19 4 0 s .

F o l l o w i n g the forced resignation of

President O t t o W a l t o n in 1 9 4 3 , Gibb G i l c h r i s t moved to
reorganize the c o l l e g e .
President D a v i d W i l l i a m s .

The TFS w a s placed under V i c e This m o v e w a s a great b l o w and

^ ^ D e t h l o f f , History of Texas A & M , 375.
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loss of prestige to forestry officials who previously had
reported directly to the president.

68

Blame for the loss of stature fell on White's
shoulders.

Lurabermen felt White's weaknesses would cause

the forestry activities to be co-opted by the more powerful
agricultural agencies such as the Texas Agricultural Experiment Station, the Texas Agricultural Extension Service,
and the School of Veterinary Medicine, all of which also
reported to Vice-President Williams.

A series of devas-

tating forest fires in mid-19 47 caused a precipitous drop
in public and industry confidence in White and led to his
ouster in 1948.

69

After several interim directors the A&M Board of
Directors in 1948 chose Alfred D. Folweiler as chief forester.

Folweiler, a native of Pennsylvania, had received

a degree in forestry from Penn State, and had worked in
New Jersey, North Carolina, and Florida.

He joined the

faculty at Louisiana State University in 19 34 but took a
leave of absence to obtain a doctorate in land economics
from the University of Wisconsin.

He returned to Louisiana

State where he published a textbook on forestry and

^^lbid.; For the most complete account of these
events consult Chapman, "An Adrainistrative History of the
Texas Forest Service," 241-267.
^^Refer to Chapman, "An Administrative History of
the Texas Forest Service," 241-267.
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continued his research.

Folweiler served in England during

World War II where he raet David W. Williams, who later became vice-president for agriculture at Texas A&M.

After

the war Folweiler became the manager of International
Paper Company property in Louisiana until he accepted the
job at A&M in 1948. ^
Folweiler iraraediately began a successful campaign
to rebuild sagging morale and to inculcate a sense of
purpose within the agency.

Siraultaneously, lumbermen

moved to insure that the Forest Service would retain its
integrity under the reorganization by using its influence
to have a representative of the lumber industry appointed
to the A&M Board of Directors.

Ernest L. Kurth persuaded

Governor Beauford H. Jester to appoint Albert E. Cudlipp
of Lufkin to serve in this capacity.

Cudlipp held the

position of vice-president of Lufkin Foundry and Supply
Company and was secretary-treasurer of the Texas Lumber
71
Manufacturer's Association which represented the industry.
While debates at A&M filled the air, the upbeat
trend in both timber production and conservation continued
into the 1950s.

The TFS kept pace with these events through

programs seeking to refine the forestry concept by focusing

"^^Dethloff, History of Texas A&M, 375-376.
^•'•Chapman, "An Administrative History of the Texas
Forest Service," 261.
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on forestry education, the value of forest products, forest
management, reforestation, and expounding on the relationship of trees to climate, soil, wildlife, and water con72
servation.
m con^unction with its recognition that a
sound forestry conservation program depended on a unified
approach to land use, the TFS reached an understanding with
the Texas Agricultural Extension Service to cooperate in
73
related matters.
The comprehensive effort reaped benefits to the extent that the President of the National Luraber Manufacturers Association and the Southern Pine Association could say in 1950 that the timber industry was
planting more trees than it cut."^"^
The overdue realization of the overwhelming importance of the timber industry to the prosperity of East Texas
finally precipitated an alliance between the region's businesses and civic organizations and the media in the early
1950s.

As a unit they strove to educate the public in

conservation and to publicize the industry's contribution
to the Texas social and economic scene. 75
As in other fields of conservation the role of the
72
Texas Forest News, January-February, 19 59; Texas
Forest Service, Forestry Principles for Elementary Schools,
Bulletin No. 41, April, 1951.
73
Widner (ed.), Forests and Forestry, 2-7.
"^"^Houston Chronicle, March 28, 1950.
75
Dallas News, June 12, 19 53.
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federal government in forestry came under careful scrutiny
in the early 19 503.

Lumbermen endorsed limited federal

assistance in the form of research and experimentation,
76
but sought to limit regulatory measures.
The East Texas
Charaber of Coramerce went one step further and pushed for
the sale of the national forests to private citizens on
the grounds that local residents could raanage the forests
77
as well as the federal governraent.
But federal aid prograras remained paramount in the continued success of forest
78
conservation in Texas and around the country.
From a utilitarian viewpoint, the joint effort of
those industries related to forestry have enjoyed a striking success in reforestation and conservation.

Technologi-

cal advances achieved since the 19 30s made it possible in
the 1960s to utilize 60 percent of the total volume of the
tree whereas the norm three decades earlier had been 35
percent.

Forest fire protection, the number one scourge

of woodlands, and forest management had improved to the
extent that by the 1960s the commercial forests of East
Texas grew tiraber 30 percent faster than it could be

"^^lbid., October 20, 1953.
^"^lbid., October 18, 1953; October 21, 1953.
"^^Meyer, "Forests and Forestry," in Clepper,
Origins of Conservation, 52.
"^^Dallas News, March 13, 19 55.
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harvested; this was indeed a remarkable statistic considering that half a century before talk had centered on
timber exhaustion.
At present, approximately 12.5 million acres of
East Texas timberland are considered part of the commercial
forest.

Much of this area is now in its third growth.

The

forestry industry owns nearly 3.8 million acres and holds
81
long term leases over other valuable timber acreage.
The
industry currently seeds or replants around 89 percent of
the area it harvests.

The Texas Forest Association,

founded by Goodrich Jones in 1914, now has 2,500 members.
It recently formed the Texas Reforestation Foundation, Inc.
(TRe) to encourage private land owners to replant their
land with tiraber.

This prograra resulted frora the fact

that private owners control approximately 6 5 percent of
the coramercial forests, yet replant only 6 percent of the
trees they harvest.

Participants are offered up to

Ed Wagoner, "The Green Gold of Texas," reprint
from Araerican Forests, September, 19 64 (copy in Jones
Papers, Box II, SFA).
^•^Dave Clark, "Despite Short-Term Timber Slump,
Optimisra Prevails," Texas Business, VI (November, 1981),
49-53. This issue contains the most current view of
forestry from an industry perspective. The ownership of
commercial woodlands by major companies is as follows:
Temple-Eastex, Inc., 1,067,000 acres; Kirby Forest Industries, 585,000; St. Regis Paper Company, 570,000; Champion
International, 490,000; International Paper Company,
429,000 (figures obtained from Jim Chiles, "Who Owns Texas,
Texas Monthly, VIII (June, 1980), 122-129, 204-206.
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65 percent of site preparation, and seedling and planting
costs.

In return, they must submit to a forestry manage-

ment plan and agree to let their seedlings grow for ten
82
years.
Since World War II the trend among large timber
growers has been to view forestry as akin to farming.

The

larger lumber companies such as Teraple-Eastex, Charapion
International, and St. Regis Paper,raaintaintrees farras
covering thousands of acres.

The tree farm approach facil-

itates growth and harvesting but also has encouraged the
practice of clear-cutting.

This technique involved com-

pletely cutting the original forests, followed by bulldozing and burning.

The end result is not a forest at all,
but row after row of pine seedlings. 83
Conservationists have been quite outspoken against
this procedure because it not only inhibits the ability of
the forest to generage itself naturally, but clear-cutting
also destroys entire ecological systems and in their stead
creates a monoculture.

Clear-cutting practiced by private

industry (Temple-Eastex has cleared 200,000 acres since
1970) is viewed as a forest manageraent technique by the
National Forest Systera, including the national forests of

^^Clark, "Optimism Prevails," 53
^•^lbid., 50.
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Texas.

84
There are other disturbing trends in recent years

which have caused considerable alarm among environmentalists
and forestry officials.

For example, in 19 78 and 19 79 the

harvest of pine exceeded the amount grown by three percent.
Moreover, the imbalance would have continued in 19 80 if
housing starts had not decreased by sixteen percent due to
^ 85
soarmg costs.
The preservation of forest areas in their natural
state is of greater imraediate concern to environraentalists.
The struggle over the Big Thicket preserve is a classic
example of the conflict between utiLitarian conservationists
and aesthetic preservationists.

The Big Thicket area orig-

inally covered 3.5 million acres of southeast Texas in thick
undergrowth, virgin pines and magnolias, and a unique array
of flora and fauna.

It remains a biological entity unsur86
passed despite the daraage inflicted by man.

84

'lbid.; For the environmentalist side of this
issue see George Russell, "Save Our Forests," Lone Star
Sierran, June, 19 81, p. 4 (the Lone Star Sierran is the
official publication of the Sierra Club in Texas); Edward
C. Fritz, "Texas Needs Indian Mounds Wilderness," Texas
Observer, November 6, 19 81, pp. 4-9; Peter Gunter, "Battle
of the Big Thicket Undercutting Conservation," Texas
Observer, Septeraber 11, 1981, pp. 1, 11-15.
^^Clark, "Optiraism Prevails," 50.
^^For graphic descriptions of the Big Thicket
region consult Phelan, Texas Wild, 147-184; William 0.
Douglas, Farewell to Texas: A Vanishing Wilderness (New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Corapany, 1967), 1-37; A. Y. "Pete"
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The developraent of the oil industry in East Texas
around the turn of the century devastated thousands of
acres of forest land.

Crude drilling m e t h o d s , oil spills,

and pollution of w a t e r w a y s caused concern among some citizens and evoked calls for protection of the area.^"^
Early efforts to forra a national park or wilderness
area began in the late 19 20s and gained moraentura during the
19 30s.

The National Parks Service surveyed the area in

19 39 and recoramended the inclusion of 400,000 acres into
the National Parks System.

But the advent of World War II

caused these proposals to be shelved.

88

The erosion of the Big Thicket by lumber

interests

and from encroaching settlement brought renewed efforts to
preserve the area in the 1960s.

In 1964 concerned

citizens

created the Big Thicket Association and launched a decadelong struggle to gain federal protection of the remaining
acreage.

United States Senator Ralph Yarbrough,

Gunter, The Big T h i c k e t , A Challenge for Conservation
(Austin: The Jenkins Company, 1 9 7 1 ) ; James J. Cozine, J r . ,
"Assault on a W i l d e r n e s s : The Big Thicket of East Texas,"
(Unpublished P h . D . dissertation, Texas A&M University,
1976); B. L. B a r r e t , "Recollections of a Bit Thicket
Woodsman," East Texas Historical Journal, XI (Fall, 1 9 7 3 ) ,
59-62.
87
James J. C o z i n e , J r . , "Oil Exploration in the
Big Thicket," East Texas Historical Journal, XVII (Spring,
1979), 24-35.
J. David C o x , "The Big Thicket Preserve:
A
Dream N e a r s R e a l i t y , " East Texas Historical Journal, XIV
(Fall, 1 9 7 6 ) , 6 0 - 6 6 .
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Representative Bob Eckhardt of Houston, and later, Senator
Lloyd Bentsen led the fight in Congress.

Acrimonious

debates characterized these attempts to save the forest.
Conservationists spoke of preserving the wilderness and
destruction of their heritage.

Lumber companies and East

Texas civic leaders discussed progress, jobs, homes and
economic growth for the economically depressed areas of
89
Texas.
Finally, in 19 74 the two sides reached a compromise.

The United States Congress authorized the Big Thicket

National Preserve consisting of twelve units, or the "String
of Pearls."

The purpose of the preserve was preservation,

not recreation.

Problems arose imraediately because the

boundaries were neither contiguous nor well-defined.

More-

over, delays in purchasing the 84,550 acres agreed upon as
the preserve's size, and disagreements over land prices
prompted many owners to grant timber rights hurriedly to
lumber companies for imraediate cutting.

The Big Thicket

National Preserve is still being put together at this

Another focus of environraentalists in the Seventies and Eighties has been coramercial use of Texas National

^^lbid.; For the fullest account of this struggle
see Cozine, "Assault on a Wilderness."
^^Consult Gunter, The Big Thicket; Cozine, "Assault
on a Wilderness."
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As part of the Wilderness Act of 1964 the United

States Forest Service undertook the Roadless Area Review
and Evaluation (RARE I ) , for the purpose of identifying
roadless and underdeveloped land areas within the National
Forest System to determine general uses for both wilderness
and other resource management and developraent.

RARE l

failed to designate even one wilderness region within the
national forests of Texas because of the extensive road
building.

RARE II, completed in 19 79, used different

criteria to recoramend that three areas totalling 10,212
acres be designated as wilderness areas by the United
91
States Congress.
Environmental groups headed by the
Sierra Club are currently atterapting to persuade Congress
to set aside the Indian Mounds region near Wechte as a
wilderness region.

The National Forest Service opposes

the inclusion of this 13,000 acre wooded land laden with
old beech, magnolia, and hickory trees on the grounds that
the area includes a major state highway and is thus excluded frora the wilderness designation.

A decision should

be reached regarding the future of Indian Mounds later in
1982.^^

91
United States Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Final Environmental Stateraent, Roadless Areas Review and Evaluation (Washington, D.C.: January 4, 1979).
92
Fritz, "Texas Needs Indian Mounds Wilderness."
Indian Mounds was not included in those areas designated
as wilderness by RARE II because the Forest Service
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These current issues should not obscure the accomplishraents raade by both producers and consuraers of timber
related by-products over the last century.

Timber manu-

facturers, the vital link in the total scope of conservation, readily accepted the technological advances of the
Thirties and Forties to transform their business operations
into modern, progressive concerns.
Perhaps the singular accoraplishment of the forest
conservationists became the educational program undertaken
by the Texas Forest Service to inform both businessmen
and the public of forest conditions around the state.

The

TFS has exhibited an uncoraraon proclivity among state agencies to cooperate fully with local, other state, and federal
conservation departments and officials.

And of utraost

significance, the TFS sought to work with and coramunicate
with private enterprise.

This spirit of cooperation has in

large part accounted for the continued availability of
timber products.
Changes in American society since the 1960s have
focused more attention on the environment and the need for
conservation in the preservationists' sense.

Population

surveyed land traversed by State Highway 83. This artificial division is the point of contention between preservationists and Forest Service officials.
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growth, demographic shifts, urganization, and new attitudes toward work, leisure, and the out-of-doors make it
imperative that forestryraanageraentbe sustained but at
the same time respectful of the natural ecology.

The

challenge of the future will be to find a balance between
these two objectives.
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Fig. 4—The East Texas Forests.
Phelan, Texas Wild, 147.

Taken from

CHAPTER VI
GROPING FOR A CONSENSUS:

WATER RESOURCE

MANAGEMENT, 1945-19 63
The irapact of the Depression followed imjnediately by
the extraction of natural resources during World War II
had far-reaching consequences for conservation in Texas.
As discussed earlier, federal intercession in the field
of conservation during the 19 30s brought Texas into the
mainstreara of conservation activity across the nation.
The deraand for resources forged a bond between federal
and state agencies concerned with wildlife and forestry,
but not in water developraent.

The phenomenal growth of

agriculture in Texas during the late Thirties coupled with
the expansion of industry throughout the Forties posed the
threat of water shortages.
The severity of the situation became particularly
acute between 19 40 and 19 55 when Texas shifted from a rural
to an urban state, placing an extraordinary demand on water
supplies.

The greatest burden to provide continuous water

sources fell on underground water reservoirs.

Industrial

growth along the Gulf Coast and high prices for farm
products stimulated ground water withdrawals at
225
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unprecedented rates.

Irrigation, primarily on the High

Plains, increased at previously unthinkable rates in the
1930s and 1940s, causing the number of irrigated acres to
skyrocket from 120,000 in 1930 to 650,000 in 1946.^

In

addition, rice acreage in the coastal regions requiring
extensive irrigation jumped from 190,000 acres in 1940 to
3
400,000 in 1948.
Meanwhile, the number of irrigation
wells rose from 300 in 1934 to the staggering sum of 3,000
4
by 1946.
Industrial use of water in the mid-Thirties had
multiplied two-fold over the previous ten years.

A study

revealed that processing of one ton of paper required
70,000 gallons of water, a ton of steel used 65,000 gallons,
c

and growing one bushel of wheat took 7,500 gallons,

These

John R, Stockton and Stanley A. Arbingast, Water
Requirement Survey, Texas High Plains: A Study of Resource
Utilization, Industrial Development, Potential Population
Growth, and Water Use (Austin: Bureau of Business Research,
the University of Texas, March, 1952), 1.
^Eighteenth Report of BWE, 1944-1946, p. 47.
^Nineteenth Report of BWE, 1946-1948, p. 156.
'^W. H. Alexander, Jr. , W. L. Broadhurst, and W. P.
White, Ground Water in the High Plains of Texas, Progress
Report No. 4, United States Department of the Interior,
Geological Survey and Texas State Board of Water Engineers,
April, 1943, p. 1; Texas Almanac, 1947, p. 181.
^Eighteenth Report of BWE, 19 44-19 46, p. 47.
^TWCA, No. 1 Problem, 22-23.
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figures indicate that the price of a sound economy came
high.
Investigations undertaken in the late 1940s divulged
that, in many areas where irrigators had used large amounts
of water from underground reservoirs over the years, the
water table had declined appreciably, "^ Other studies did
not necessarily concur with this data, but nonetheless
warned of the inevitable reductions.^

The mistaken, but

popular, conception^of the inexhaustibility of water supplies hindered substantive efforts to_legislate usage before
Q

the late Forties.

Furthermore, few people recognized the

necessity of protecting underground supplies and even 'fewer
had workable solutions for the problem."^^
The general apathy toward water management and the
inability of local, state, and federal agencies to cooperate on a conservation program led to the formation of the
Texas Water Conservation Association in October, 1944.
\/ 7
W. H. Alexander, Jr. and J. W. Lange, Ground
Water in the High Plains of Texas, Progress Report No. 5,
United States Department of the Interior, Geological Survey
and Texas State Board of Water Engineers, May, 19 45, p. 20.
g
W. L. Broadhurst, Ground Water in the High Plains
of Texas, Progress Report No. 6, United States Department
of the Interior, Geological Survey and Texas Board of
Water Engineers, 1946.
Nineteenth Report of BWE, 1946-1948, p. 104.
Bennison, Ground Water, Its Development, Uses,
and Conservation, 454-455.
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Lewis Mims, a leading figure in the sulfur industry and a
supporter of flood control and conservation projects along
the coast, and who also had extensive ties with banking
and manufacturing interests, called a meeting at Austin
of nearly "300 engineers, lawyers, state, county, and city
officials, business, industrial and agricultural leaders,
representing every phase of water use throughout the state."
The purpose of the TWCA was to represent the five m.ajor
classifications of water use:

irrigation, municipal,

navigation, industrial, and river authorities.

It also

sought "to proraote and support the development, conservation, control, protection, and utilization of water resources in Texas, . . . " and "to promote and assist in the
proper coordination of plans" proposed by various agencies
associated with water resources.

The organization pro-

claimed itself as the vehicle for a united front in matters
concerned with the various phases of land and water conservation, and called for a statewide program of conservation,
storage, and utilization of surface waters.

It advocated

reasonable laws to prorate and conserve all underground
water and related resources and campaigned for an education
• • 11
program informing Texans of the impendmg water crisis.

Information on Mims obtained from Austin American,
December 15, 1947 (found in "Biographical File," Earker
Texas History Center, University of Texas at Austin); also
consult Proceedings of the Third Annual Meeting of the
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A major focus of the TWCA becarae the regulation of
ground water.

Underground sources presented peculiar prob-

leras since Texas regarded water as a resource of the property owner and subject to his unqualified disposal.12 The
Texas Supreme Court unequivocably gave its support to this
axiora, ruling that the owner of the land above the water
source had absolute ownership of the water below and could
pump as much frora his well as he desired, even if it ex13
hausted surrounding wells.
Lesislative attempts to
remedy this inequitable statute of water use met failure
in 1937, 1939, 1941, and 1947.•^'^
Action by the TWCA stimulated the passage of the
first major state raeasure in 19 49 regulating ground water.
The association drew up a bill calling for correlative, or
joint, rights rather than private ownership of water
privileges.

Fear that the industrial and municipal groups

might succeed in pushing this bill through the legislature
prompted High__Plains i£rigators, who favored no regulation,
to seek a compromise proposal.

The Texas Farm Bureau and

the High Plains Water Conservation and Users Association

Texas Water Conservation Association, Austin, October, 1947,
pp. 33-34; Proceedings of the Sixth Annual Meeting of the
TWCA, San Antonio, October, 1950, pp. 100-101.
•^^Dixon, "More Water," 18.
•^•^Thompson, Water Administration, 131-132.
Ibid.
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(HPWCUA), a 3,200raeraberorganization of county conservation societies formed in 1946, worked out a deal with the
TWCA which favor^ irrigation interests but helped bring
s^e order to underground withdrawal. "^^
The Underground Water District Act of 19 49 authorized the creation of an underground district upon the
initiative and approval of the voters in a specified water
usage area.

The Board of Water Engineers received the

responsibility to assist in the establishment of districts
and to define the extent of the underground source.

Locally

elected officials raaintained governing and supervisory
16
control over withdrawal.
The raost difficult step became convincing residents
of the High Plains to join an underground water district.
Debate raged among various users of ground water through
19 50 and 1951 over the creation of High Plains Water Conservation District No. 1.

The HPWCUA, West Texas Chamber

of Comraerce, urban interests such as Lubbock, which relied
on subsurface water for its municipal and industrial needs,
and some irrigators favored the proposal.

Farmers in the

heavily irrigated areas, primarily in Hale, Swisher, and
Crosby Counties, who had invested in irrigation equipment
and farm impleraents, opposed forming a regulatory district

15
Green, Land of the Underground Rain, 172-189
Ibid.
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for fear that they might lose complete control over their
17
operations.
A vote in September, 19 51 showed the divisiveness
on the High Plains over control of ground water.

The pro-

posal creating the district passed by a total vote of 2,346
to 1,820.

But since voting occurred on a precinct basis,

portions of eleven counties and two entire counties,
Lubbock and Parmer, voted to join the district. 18
Though the district provided the first realistic
solution to underground water use, its many weaknesses
hampered its effectiveness.

For example, a checkerboard

systera of participation developed across the area because
parts of a county regulated well-spacing while another
might allow randora drilling frora the same reservoir. Moreover, the district lacked the authority to enforce adherence
to spacing regulations and, instead, relied on voluntary
cooperation.

Most iraportantly, most irrigators never

favored any type of regulatory measure, believing that
despite the vote, they would do as they pleased with water
under their land.

Therefore, water tables have continued

to drop, leading to steadily climbing costs for irrigation
and a certain change in the nature of agri-business in the

Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
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High Plains within the next half-century.
While irrigators in the High Plains fought off
attempts to regulate their water supplies, the TWCA became
embroiled in a fight against what its members perceived as
an effort by the federal government to extend its control
over the natural resources of the state.

The Department

of the Interior during the Truman administration favored
the establishment of power marketing agencies in the region
similar to the Bonneville Power Adrainistration and the
Southwestern Power Adrainistration, headquartered in Tulsa.
The TWCA feared that the regional development of resources
under the Southern Power Administration would result in
federal assuraption of water management as had occurred
with the regional valley authorities such as the Tennessee
20
Valley Authority.
Since federal control would have
affected the interests of TWCA members, the association
lashed out at the entire idea calling it "wasteful, unnecessary, inflationary, fallacious, unAmerican, misleading,
illegal and socialistic." 21 The organization felt that
the state could manage its own affairs.

The Truman

20
Proceedings of the Third Annual Meeting of TWCA,
36-37; Robbins, Our Landed Heritage, 442-443.
21
Texas Water Conservation Newsletter, March 23,
1946. Much information concerning this topic can be found
in the Coke Stevenson Papers, TSA, Box 4-14/188; Texas
Water Conservation Bulletin, June 1, 19 45; also see Texas
Water, VIII (January, 1952) for more on the Texas position
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a d r a i n i s t r a t i o n p l a n s d i e d , however, w i t h n a t i o n w i d e
22
Republican victories in 1950 and 1952.
Texans with a vested interest in water supplies
recognized that the growing relationship between a sound
Texas econoray and a stable national economy made it imperative that, if the state hesitated in taking action, the
federal government would be obliged to assume the task.
The TWCA certainly recognized this possibility and in 19 49
presented a surface water code to the Texas legislature
which clarified several arabiguous and conflicting statutes.
The bill met defeat because too many water interests feared
that effective state control would restrict their access
23
to water supplies.
Increased use and a devastating drought severely
tested water supplies across the state during the 19 50s.
Per capita consumption rose throughout the decade because
of climbs in real family income, improvements in the
standard of living, and heavy demands on water for sanitation, air conditioning, and for yards.

In addition, city

sanitation and beautification projects consumed millions
of gallons.^"^

Favorable prices for farm products in the

^^Robbins, Landed Heritage, 422-423.
^"^TWCA, No. 1 Problem, 29; Carter, "Statutory
Developments."
^^John R. Stockton, Stanley A. Arbingast and W.
Bion Moore, Water Requirements Survey, Red River Basm,
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late 1940S and early 1950s, stimulated by federal farm
policies and guaranteed farm coraraodity prices, caused an
expansion of agriculture that contributed to the squeeze
25
on water sources.
Total farra acreage developed frora
1945 to 19 51 for irrigation exceeded that iraproved for
irrigation in the preceding 400 years.^^
The drought of 19 50 to 19 56 acted as the catalyst
that raore than anything sent Texans off in various directions seeking answers to the water problem.

This catas-

trophe ranked as one of the worst droughts over a period
encompassing 600 years and resulted in a critical shortage
of water in almost every portion of the state.

27

This

experience clearly demonstrated the need for management
and development of the state's water resources.

Texas

political, civic, and business leaders spent most of the

Texas: A Study of Resource Utilization, Industrial Development Potential, Population Growth and Water Use (Austin:
Bureau of Business Research, The University of Texas, September, 1953), 170. This study examines a forty-four
county area of the High Plains relating to economy, population, and industrial growth and their correlation to
water use.
25
William F. Hughes, "Irrigation in Texas: The
Outlook," Texas Water, VII (July 1951), 7-9.
^^lbid.
27
Water Developments and Potentialities of the
State of Texas, A Joint Report Prepared by the Texas Board
of Water Engineers, Corps of Engineers, Soil Conservation
Service, and the Bureau of Reclamation. Presented by
Lyndon B. Johnson of Texas, July 24, 1958, 85th Cong.,
2nd sess., Senate Document No. 111, p. 1.
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decade attempting to reach a consensus on the proper course
...
28
of. action.
The severity of the drought precipitated a recommendation by the TWCA, the West Texas Chamber of Commerce,
ranchers, industry representatives, and local government
bodies that Governor Alan Shivers appoint a statewide committee to study the water situation in Texas.

Shivers

appointed a coraraittee of over 100 civic, business, and
political leaders farailiar with water issues.

The State-

wide Water Resources Coramittee met at Austin in September,
195 2, and adopted a four point program which proposed
strengthening the adrainistrative powers of state agencies
controlling water, financing state and local conservation
projects, controlling the pollution of rivers and streams,
and studying the relationship between the state and
29
federal government.
The Fifty-third Texas legislature meeting in 19 5 3
adopted several bills based on these suggestions and
deigned to close loopholes in state water usage laws.
^^1980 Water Plan, 5-6; Carter, "Statutory
Developments."
^^"Governor's Water Committee Organizes," Texas
Water, IX (October 1952), 5; "Governor's Water Committee
Recomm.ends More Power to Board of Water Engineers," Texas
Water, IX (December 1952), 3; Mimeographed remarks of
Marvin C. Nichols before River Authorities Panel, Texas
Water Conservation Association, Dallas, Texas, July 30,
196 2, Price Daniel Papers, Box 170, SHLRC; Carter,
"Statutory Developments."
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Legislators strengthened the Board of Water Engineers,
formed a Water Pollution Advisory Council, and created
the Texas Water Resources Comraittee to investigate water
issues and to raake further recoraraendations.

Once again,

however, the legislature failed to address the more
fundaraental question of long-range planning."^^
Sorae of the raore controversial issues relating to
water development became evident at the Texas Section of
the American Society of Civil Engineers meeting in November, 1952.

This distinguished body submitted to Governor

Shivers and his Statewide Water Conservation Comraittee a
thirteen point water policy program.

The engineers sug-

gested the elimination of all unused and abandoned water
appropriations.

On paper all the flow from many streams

had been appropriated but, actually, much of the flow went
unused.

Legally, however, the original appropriators at

any time could resume use of the water flow.

The uncer-

tainty caused by this situation restricted economic development in some areas.

Other proposals included an inventory

of all of the state's water resources, water regulation by
individuals designated as water masters, a legislative
definition of riparian rights, and the curbing of blanket

Carter, "Statutory Developments"; Gibb Gilchrist,
"Water for Texas—Observations," Water for Texas, II, 1956,
pp. 5-10.
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permits for water use.

31

The Democratic Party platform

of that year also acknowledged the imperative of initiating
a coraprehensive plan of action but failed to move further.^^
Shivers hesitated in sponsoring any kind of drought or conservation plan on the grounds that free enterprise could
best deal with the situation.

Shivers, an ardent supporter

of states' rights, also irapeded the flow of emergency
33
federal aid.
It had become evident by the mid-19 50s that the
future econoraic growth of Texas depended on the willingness
of the state, or in its absence, the federal government, to
move forward in water manageraent.

A poll taken in early

19 54 indicated that Texans placed water conservation as
the nuraber one problera in the state, repeating the findings
34
of the sarae poll four years before.
Texas industrial
leaders, raeeting at Galveston in 1955, warned that without
a solution to the water issue the state would have difficulty

"^•'""Engineers Recoraraend State Water Policy," Texas
Water, IX (Noveraber 1952), 2-3.
^^"Texas Deraocratic Party Urges Water Conservation
Prograra," Texas Water, XII (September 1952), 9-10.
^^Dr. Hallon, "The Southwest: Desert or Oasis,"
typed paper found in Walter P. Webb Papers, Box 2M30 7,
Barker Texas History Center, The University of Texas at
Austin; Texas Water Report, November 12, 19 53.
34Texas Water Report, January 28, 19 54
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attracting new industry.

35

But a proposal by the Water

Resources Comraittee for the creation of a six-man Water
Commission with broader powers to replace the Board of
Water Engineers met vehement opposition from the major
water users of the state.

Water lawyers for irrigators,

municipal interests, and industry argued that the commission would in reality wield little power, the state
engineer would have to raake most of the decisions, and
commissioners probably would be businessmen, merchants,
ranchers, and other laymen, neither conversant with nor
knowledgeable in water matters.36 The proposal died at
this time but was reborn at a later date in a slightly
modified form.
The impact of the debilitating drought and the
inability of the state government to act brought forth a
variety of fascinating, but generally unfeasible proposals
to guarantee the state water.

Guy C. Jackson of Anahuac,

president of the TWCA, favored a study by the Bureau of
Reclamation to determine the feasibility of transferring
flood waters of the Mississippi and Missouri rivers into

Texas Water Report, November 17, 19 55; Frank
Langston, "Water Top Hurdle of Texas Economy," Texas Water,
X (January, 1954), "Summary of Conference on Texas Water
Problems and Possible Solutions," held at Southwest Texas
State Teachers College, San Marcos, Texas, July 20, 1954.
Printed in Bulletin of Southwest Texas State Teachers
Colleqe, XX (December 1954), 19-24.
36
Texas Water Report, December 23, 19 54.
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an area from Longview to El Paso.

J. B. Thomas, president

of Texas Electric Service Company of Fort Worth and chairman of Shivers' Committee on Water Conservation, suggested
that the state either import water from the Mississippi
River or investigate the desalinization of water frora the
37
Gulf of Mexico.
Others' ideas included digging a duplicate of the Great Lakes in the Panhandle area and tapping
the raythical strea^is of water flowing underground frora the
Rockies.
The election of 19 54 ensured that Texas would continue along an uncertain road in water developraent.

Judge

Ralph Yarborough voiced his unqualified support for a
comprehensive water program throughout his campaign for
governor and accurately commented that the state was
"wasting its energy and killing time by continuing to call
the Federal government names."

Yet Shivers, endorsed by

the conservative TWCA, easily outdistanced Yarborough in
the election.
Texans opposed to a comprehensive water plan had
little to fear frora either Yarborough or the federal governraent by late 19 54.

The comraissioner of the United

States Bureau of Reclamation under the Eisenhower

^"^lbid. , March 4, 1954.
"^^Gilchrist, "Water for Texas," 6-7.
^^Texas Water Report, April 22, 1954; July 22, 1954
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administration warmed the hearts of TWCA merabers by referring to the previous policies of Truman as "socialistic
and pro-nationalistic" and promised that the Republican
president would emphasize a partnership between the federal
and state governments.
While the state continued on its path of noninvolvement in water developraent, the responsibility fell
on local entities, river authorities, and the United States
Corps of Engineers.

The federal congress had passed the

Flood Control Act of 19 36 which granted the Corps of
Engineers responsibility in flood control on navigable
streams.

The Corps began making detailed surveys of

several Texas streams at that time and embarked on a dam
41
building campaign in 19 38.
The fear of federal usurpation of state powers in water matters hindered broader
cooperation.
The financing of water conservation projects outside the scope of the Corps of Engineers presented a major
stumbling block in reaching a consensus on water development during the mid-Fifties.

Politicians offered several

controversial measures to finance implementation of a
water plan.

The "user-fee" concept, originally introduced

"^^J. E. Sturrock, "The Partnership Approach to
Water Development," Texas Water, X (February-March 1954),
1-2.
^•^Nineteenth Report of BWE, 1946-1948, pp. 3-4.
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in 1949, provided for a fee on each water user according
42
to the amount of water used.
A similar plan proposed a
fee upon the right to use water, with users required to
pay for the amount granted in the permit.

The most con-

troversial suggestion, the ad valorem. plan, would have
levied a state tax on all taxable property for water
• 4. 43
projects.

The adoption of any of these alternatives naturally
would have been met with fierce resistance given the previous battles over water policy, but these plans in particular seeraed to open Pandora's Box.

Surface water users,

ground water users, and East Texans opposed any scherae
that would force thera to pay higher taxes for the use of
a resource to which they had ready access-

The debates

over the water use fee and the ad valorera tax brought out
the worst in^sectionalisra and localism typical in state
conservation questions.

High Plains representatives

opposed the ad valorem tax, arguing that the tax burden
should fall on those who would benefit the most from surface water development—citizens in central and southeast
Texas.

Rio Grande Valley users opposed any plan because

it would not affect them since they already were paying

^^Thompson, Water Administration, 97-98.
^^lbid.; Texas Water Report, January 3, 1957;
Gilchrist, "Water for Texas," 5.
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for the developraent of their irrigation systems through
local bond elections.

The Farm Bureau and other rural

groups preferred a water use fee, while the AFL-CIO and
urban organizations supported the ad valorem tax.

Repre-

sentatives of the river authorities expressed concern that
the state bureaucracy necessary to manage such a program
44
would destroy them.
The stalemate that accorapanied the proposals resulted in the adoption of none of these plans.

Instead,

the legislature opted for a Water Development Amendment to
the state constitution.

Ratified by the voters in November,

1957, the amendment created the Water Development Fund and
granted authority for a program to make loans to local
entities undertaking water projects.

The fund made

$200,000,000 available for projects but the amendment set
a limit of $5,000,000 or one-third the cost of construction,
making it virtually impossible for smaller governmental
bodies to participate in the program,

The fund also proved

almost useless to major water development because it was

Corpus Christi Caller, January 30, 19 57; Baytown
Sun, October 24, 1957, and October 25, 1957; Texas Water
Report, January 17, 1957 and August 29, 19 57; "Governor
Names Water Planning Comraittee," Texas Water, XIII (August
1957), 1-2; Press Memorandum from the Office of Governor
Price Daniel, October 7, 1957, Daniel Papers, Boxes 200206, "Speeches"; Message of Governor Price Daniel to the
Governor's Water Planning Comraittee, September 9, 19 57,
Daniel Papers, Box 200-206, "Speeches"; address by Dorsey
Harderaann'before First Annual Conference, Water for Texas,
6-8; Thorapson, Water Adrainistration, 9 8-99.
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limited to projects where no other financing was availi 45
able.

Texans had managed to squabble through nearly
seven years of water shortages without enacting a sound
water prograra by the end of the decade.

The severity of

the situation, however, coupled with the obvious hopelessness of pushing through a state plan, induced a metamorphosis in attitudes toward federal involvement.

Responsible

civic and business leaders around the state continuously
indicated that perhaps cooperation among state and federal
agencies could be possible, and even desirable. 46
Not all Texans held this view and many continued
to view federal intervention as anathema.

The rise to

prominence of Lyndon B. Johnson played a determining factor
in the shift of thought.

Johnson felt that because Texas

water problems affected the nation as a whole, especially
in regard to manufacturing and agriculnure, the state and
federal governments could act in concert with the rights

Texas Research League, Structure and Authority,
17-19; Thorapson, Water Administration, 4 6 and 99-101.
46
"Governor Daniel Predicts Greater Strides m
Water Conservation," Texas Water, XIII (February 1957), 2;
"Texas Must Have Dams Now, State or Federally Built," Texas
Water, XIII (May 1957), 1; "Texas is Still Awaiting Overall Water Program," Texas Water, XIII (July 1957), 1;
"Conservation Quotes," Texas Water, XIII (October 1957),
3-9; Dallas Morning News, January 20, 1960; The Natural
Resource Division of the Research Committee of the Houston
Chamber of Commerce, Texas Natural Resources, Houston,
June, 1959, p. 35.
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and responsibilities _of both parties „respected and pre47
served.
Johnson had corresponded with Allan Shivers
as early as 1953 on the impact of the drought and the need
for cooperation between the state and national governraent.48
But LBJ surprised Governor Price Daniel and other Texans in
August, 1958, when he introduced a bill before the Senate
calling for the creation of the United States Study Commission "to formulate a basic comprehensive plan of development" for the Neches, Trinity, Brazos, Colorado, Guadalupe,
San Antonio, Nueces, and San Jacinto river basins and the
49
intervening areas.

Johnson quickly apologized to Durwood

Manford, the Chairraan of the State Board of Water Engineers,
and won approval for the measure from J. E. Sturrock,
president of the TWCA.
Lyndon B. Johnson, "Texas Water Problem," Five
Part Series, Washington, D.C., n.d.; "Governor Names Water
Planning Comraittee," Texas Water, XIII (August 1957), 1-2.
^^Lyndon Baines Johnson to Allan Shivers, July 25,
1953, Lyndon Baines Johnson Papers, Box 8, Lyndon Baines
Joneson Archives, Austin, Texas.
^^Houston Post, August 13, 19 58 (clipping frora
Lyndon Baines Johnson Papers, Box 306).
^^Lyndon Baines Johnson to Durwood Manford, August^
13, 19 58, Lyndon Baines Johnson Papers, Box 306. Sturrock's
background included chief clerk and attorney for the Texas
Planning Board, 1935-1939, and attorney and statistician
for the BWE from 19 39 to 19 44. He joined the TWCA m 1944.
Sturrock began his law career in Woodville. He wrote LBJ
in the midst of this mild controversy asking to be named
chairman of the study commission, a position given to
George Brown, a Houston entrepreneur and founder of Brown
and Root Corapany (Sturrock to Lyndon Baines Johnson, August
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The three volurae report was not completed until
1961 and served only as a mock-up plan for a possible
future scenario, offering recommendations on how to meet
future deraands for water.

Governor Daniel and the TWCA

agreed with the basic findings and predictions of the coramission which noted increased demands on water sources in
the future, but the Board of Water Engineers felt that
long-range predictions made by the study were not accurate
51
given the potential econoraic growth of the state.
This episode illustrated the declining role of the
Water Engineers in determining water policy.

The input of

the BWE in formulating water development plans had never .
been substantial, but after the drought began the board
slipped into the background in policy-making.

R. M. Dixon,

a professional engineer appointed as Chairraan of the BWE
in 1955 by Shivers, charged in a speech in 1958 that politicians had taken over the leadership in seeking solutions
for water probleras.52 Dixon himself had been the focal

21, 1958, Lyndon Baines Johnson Papers, Box 306). Manford
carried considerable clout in the state, having served as
Speaker of the House in 1949, and was a close friend of
Price Daniel (Austin Araerican, 1945; Dallas Morning News,
January 12, 19 49; Austin Araerican, January 12, 19 49; "Biographical File," Barker Texas History Center, University
of Texas at Austin).
^•^Texas Water Report, August 14, 1958; "Views, Coraments, and Recoramendations," (Report found in Daniel Papers,
Box 172) .
^^"Dixon Charges 'Water Problems' Political
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point of criticism during confirmation hearings over his
nomination for chairman.

This fight centered around basic

differences in the theories about the most appropriate
long-range plan of water conservation.

Dixon advocated

the development of watersheds, while a faction (presumably
from the Panhandle) opposing hira erabraced the theory of
impounding water in small ponds.53 Dixon carried the day
but the debates indicated a lack of cohesiveness among
supporters of water manageraent.
The powers of the BWE frora a regulatory standpoint
were steadily augmented by the legislature in the 1950s.
The board received injunctive powers in 19 5 2 to be employed
agamst water users failing to make annual reports.54 The
following year the BWE acquired the power to cancel unused
water privileges in special cases where water rights had
not been exercised. 55 The Fifty-fifth legislature created
the Water Resource Planning Division within the Board of
Water Engineers in 1957.

The division concentrated on

Football," Texas Water, XIII (February 1958), 3; Dallas
News, December 14, 1957; Inforraation on Dixon found in
"Biographical File," Barker Texas History Center, University of Texas at Austin.
^-^Dallas News, April 12, 1957; Houston Post, April
12, 1957 (clippings found in Daniel Papers, Box 90a) .
^^Texas Water Report, December 31, 1953.
^^See Vernon's Annotated Civil Statutes of Texas,
Volume XXI, Article 7544, p. 115.
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collecting data related to surface and underground water
as a prerequisite to maximum statewide planning.

The

legislature also instructed the BWE to negotiate for
storage space in federal reservoirs and gave additional
authority to the board to cancel unused water filings.^^
These legislative edicts conferred upon the BWE the responsibility of preparing a statewide water plan.

Thus,

after acknowledging the necessity of a water planning
agency forty years earlier, the state finally had taken
57
substantive action.
Ironically, in the late Fifties the BWE, which had
been hamstrung by a lack of legislative support, took considerable heat for its inability to provide constructive
leadership in water development.

The Texas Water Conser-

vation Association hammered away at the board's indecision
and lack of unanimity and launched a drive to reorganize
58
it.
Governor Price Daniel also supported the reorganization, as did some merabers of the board itself who felt the

56
See Twenty-fifth Report of Texas Water Commission, 1960-1962 (note change in name); 1980 Water Plan, 6;
Texas Research League, Structure and Authority, 17;
Frederic O. Sargent, "Requirements of a Water Policy for
Texas," Water for Texas, V, 1959, pp. 39-44.
57
Curran and Forney, "Land and Water," 9.
^ Texas Water Report, October 22, 19 59; Dallas
Times Herald, November 22, 19 59; "Unity Needed at State
Level," Texas Water, XVI (October 1959), 1; "Fifteenth
Annual Meeting Action Packed," Texas Water, XVI (October
1959), 2-3.
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state needed more than a part-time fact-finding agency.^^
One contemporary coramented that, with a dozen state and
seven federal agencies atterapting to manage water affairs
in Texas, the BWE needed a secretary of state to carry on
60
its relations.
Governor Daniel met with the BWE on
several occasions in 1960 in an unsuccessful attempt to
coordinate local, state, and federal activities in water
matters.

The governor finally opted for still another

report detailing the long-range outlook for water supplies
in the state.
The overdue reorganization of the Board of Water
Engineers occurred in 1962.

The legislative decision

creating the Texas Water Coraraission in its stead constituted a significant raove in the separation of planning and
regulatory functions.

Under the restructuring, planning

fell within the doraain of the chief engineer who reported
to the coramission, while regulatory functions became the
63
direct prerogative of the commission.
The reorganization

59
Waco News Tribune, March 30, 1961.
^^Austin Report, October 25, 1959; Johnson, "Laws
and Rights," 43-44.
C T

San Antonio Express, November 29, 19 59.
^^1980 Water Plan, 6.
^^Twenty-fifth Report of the Texas Water Commission, 1960-1962, p, 5; Texas Research League, Structure
and Authority, 17; Melton, "History of Víater Problems,"
57-59.
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and separation of functions represented harbingers of
progress in water affairs.

To be sure, Texas remained

behind in the allocation of expenditures for conservation
projects, but from 19 5 7 to 19 6 2 the state began or completed
more reservoirs, storage facilities, and flood control
projects than it had during the entire preceding fifty
64
year period.
The legislature made additional changes
during the administration of John Connally and renamed the
Texas Water Coramission the Texas Water Rights Commission to
define more accurately its role in water management.

At

the same time, water resource planning was transferred to
the Texas Water Development Board.

65

Another advance in water development in the late
Fifties came with favorable court rulings concerning the
controversial issue of water rights.

The legislature had

tended to avoid dealing with the controversial issue of
allowing riparian water owners virtual unregulated rights.
The legislature acted in 19 55 requiring that riparian
owners report the amount of water used for purposes other
than domestic and livestock.^^

The Texas Supreme Court

Thompson, Water Administration, 91; Thompson,
"Water Resources," 6, notes that the annual per capita
expenditure on soil and water resources in 1958 included
Texas, $.11; New Mexico, $1.36; Oklahoma, $.35; and
California, $2.34.
^^"First Water Resources Plan Dates to Drought in
1950's," Texas Water, November, 1981, p. 3.
^^Dixon, "More Water," 18; Carter, "Statutory
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agreed to hear a case in 1958, Texas vs. Valmont Plantation,
involving riparian rights.

The dispute in this case origi-

nated in the Lower Rio Grande where a fight over scarce
water supplies caused controversy between the BSE and local
irrigators.

The issue at stake centered around water rights

attached to Spanish land grants.

After a painstaking ex-

amination of Spanish and Mexican laws and royal decrees,
the court determined that Spanish law explicitly stated
that water rights belonged to the king and that he, or his
67
representatives, had granted water privileges.
This
landmark decision meant that water rights did not necessarily accompany land ownership as had been the case for
centuries.

The ruling allowed the state considerable

authority in dealing with the powerful riparian interests
and p a v e d t h e w a y f o r a m o r e e q u i t a b l e w a t e r d i s t r i b u t i o n .

68

D e s p i t e t h e s t e a d y a s s u m p t i o n of p o w e r b y t h e s t a t e
in w a t e r m a t t e r s t h r o u g h o u t t h e F i f t i e s , e f f o r t s to p r o d
the l e g i s l a t u r e i n t o m e a n i n g f u l a c t i o n l i n g e r e d n e a r d e a d center.

Fierce competition among agricultural, industrial

and m u n i c i p a l i n t e r e s t s o v e r w a t e r s u p p l i e s

the situation. 69

intensified

No one doubted that a single state agency

Developments"; Thompson, Water Administration, 80 and 110.
^"^Melton, "History of Water Problems," 26-28.
^^lbid., 27-28.
^^San Antonio Light, March 17, 1960.
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should be responsible for coordinating water development,
but raany groups feared that an all-powerful state board
would threaten their interests.

This attitude so styraied

progress to the extent that before 1960 Texas had not built
a single dara or even provided one dollar for one, California voters,raeanwhile,passed a $1,750,000,000 bond
71
issue for a dara-building prograra,
Texas trailed behind
the federal governraent and other western states in water
72
projects in the early 1960s,
The continued failure to
assign a centralized agency the responsibility for water
affairs partially nullified the activities of nearly
twenty state and federal agencies involved with the water
•*. 4."73
situation.

Several factors accounted for this state of affairs
including a weak administrative structure, contention araong
various water users, insufficient state personnel concerned
with water raatters, extreraely low expenditures, and pro74
longed conflicts over water rights.
The administrative

Thompson, Water Administration, 80; Johnson,
"Laws and Rights," 43-44.
71
Thorapson, Water Administration, 105.
"^^San Antonio Light, December 18, 1960.
"^•^Uel Stephens, "Estimation of Future Municipal
and Industrial Water Requirements," Water for Texas, VI,
1960, pp. 9-14.
"^"^The Daily Texan, March 26, 1961; also see
Thompson, "Water Resources," 1-5.
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structure suffered from the lack of a powerful centralized
agency, coraplicated by the diversity and variance among
other boards and commissions controlling some aspect of
water.

Most state bodies concerned with water were policy-

making in nature, part-time, or perforraed strictly administrative functions, but none had the power needed to
manage water development.

This list included, among

others, the Game, Fish and Oyster Comraission, the State
Parks Board, the Soil Conservation Service, and the Texas
Railroad Coramission.75 Texas agencies in 19 60 eraployed a
total of 250 eraployees concerned with water development.
California, in contrast, maintained 1,578 employees in its
Departraent of Water Resources alone in 19 59.

The lack of

personnel coupled with paltry expenditures made it virtually impossible for the state to become fully involved in
water matters.
The state took a giant step in the right direction
with the passage of a constitutional amendment in 1961
granting the state additional authority for purchase of
storage space in reservoirs constructed either by local
interests or the federal government.

The amendment allowed

the state to turn over storage areas to local governmental

^^Thompson, "Water Resources," 1-5; Curran, "Land
and Water," 8.
^^Thompson, "Water Resources," 1-5.
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entities when the latter could financially administer the
77
area.
The amendraent cleared the legislature without a
dissenting vote, a landmark in itself, but indicative of
the growing awareness by state officials and the public.
The amendment passed by a 3-2 margin because the proamendment forces inundated the public with propaganda in
79
favor of the measure.
Most of the major newspapers and
civic groups around the state supported the proposal. 80
The notable exception was Houston where some leaders felt
that the federal governraent and river authorities already
81
had enough control over water supplies.
Since the 19 60s the state had taken halting steps

77
Fort Worth Star-Telegrara, February 28, 19 60;
mimeographed remarks by Joe D. Carter to Statewide Water
Committee, Austin, September 10, 1962, Daniel Papers,
Box 170.
"^^Remarks of Marvin C. Nichols before River
Authorities Panel, Dallas, Texas.
Open Letter from Harry Provence, Chairman,
Statewide Water Steering Committee, September 28, 19 61,
Daniel Papers, Box 170.
^°See Waco Tirae Herald, October 31, 1962; Austin
American, October 31, 196 2; Fort Worth Press, October 21,
1962; San Angelo Standard Time, October 10, 1962; Corpus
Christi Caller, October 7, 196 2; The Texas Federation of
Women's Clubs, the Texas Association of Broadcasters, and
the major chambers of comraerce supported the amendment
(consult Press Memorandum from the Office of Governor
Price Daniel, October 26, 1962, Daniel Papers, Box 194A,
"Clippings," and Box 170.
81Houston Press, October 19, 1962; also see
"Clippings," Box 170.

254
toward water management through closer cooperation with
the federal governraent in a series of studies dealing
with water allocation.

In 1965, the Bureau of Reclamation,

at the request of Congressman George Mahon of Lubbock,
investigated the feasibility of a coastal canal project
to divert surplus water frora southeastern Texas to points
along the coast, culrainating in the Rio Grande Valley. 82
A year later the Texas Water Developraent Board released
the "Preliminary Texas Water Plan" which incorporated and
expanded the Bureau of Reclamation's recommendations and
made proposals for meeting the state's projected water
needs through the year 20 20.8 3 One of the most controversial aspects of the Texas Water Plan became the importation
of water through northeast Texas, across the High Plains
into eastern New Mexico, and into the Valley.

A constitu-

tional amendment in 1969 which would have authorized
issuance of

$3.5 billion in water development bonds to

assist in financing the plan was narrowly defeated by
-n
..
84
Texas voters.
The discussions accompanying this volatile issue
demonstrated the many considerations regarding water development on a large scale,

The supporters of the bond issue

^^"First Water Resources Plan," 3
Ibid.
Ibid.
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organized the Committee of 500, which included leading
politicians, acaderaicians, newspapermen, and industrialists.
Former governors Shivers, Daniel, and Connally served as
co-chairmen of the coramittee.

Support from the academic

world came from university presidents Abner V. McCall,
Baylor; Grover E. Murray, Texas Tech; Harry Ransora, University of Texas; Earl Rudder, Texas A&M.

The Texas press

also gave its near unanimous vote of confidence in the
1 85
proposal.

Opposition to the measure stemraed frora excessive
costs for the entire plan, estiraated at $9-10 billion at
196 7 figures, the states from which the water was to be
derived had not given their nod of approval, the Texas
Water Development Board would wield tremendous power over
federal contracts, interstate compacts, and water rights,
a belief that the plan would aid only West and South Texas
irrigators and oil and sulphur producers, and a fear that
the project would pose an ecological nightmare for the
.. 4. 86
state.

The defeat of this plan marked a major victory
for environmentalists who were just becoming a force in
the state.

The projected entailed a near 1,000 mile system

85
"Big Guns Organize to Pass Water Bonds," Texas
Qbserver, August 1, 1969, pp. 16-17.
^^"Vote Against the Water Bonds," Texas Observer,
August 1, 1969, p. 2.
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highlighted by giant reservoirs consuming sorae 4,500 square
miles of landscape.

Ecologists noted that construction of

canals, reservoirs, and pipe lines would eliminate nearly
60 million acres of brush land, forests, thickets, and
prairie, destroying entire eco-systems and causing irreparable harm to raillions of plant and animal species. Environmentalists feared that elimination of brush land and
corapletion of reservoirs posed the danger of climatic
changes, again threatening the flora and fauna of the
state.

They also pointed out that any alteration in the

current water systera would upset the environment along
lowlands, river bottoms, and in bays and estuaries where
marine nurseries depended on a delicate balance of fresh
87
and salt water.
Opponents to the plan in addition argued that in
light of the state's poor track record in regulating pollution, any new water system undoubtedly would become
polluted in a short period.

The Texas Water Pollution

Control Board, created in 19 61 to monitor water pollution,
had not filed a suit against polluters in the first eight
years of existence.

Some even accused it of being in

business to thwart federal efforts in pollution matters.

^^lbid.; Mary Beth S. Rogers, "The Plan in Summary,"
Texas Observer, August 1, 1969, pp. 3-5; Delbert Weniger,
"Ecological Russian Roulette," Texas Observer, August 1,
1969, pp. 14-16.
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and n o t e d t h a t the b o a r d s e e m e d to b e p r o t e c t i n g
more than prosecuting

them.

polluters

88

A n o t h e r a r g u m e n t a g a i n s t the p l a n by e n v i r o n m e n talists c a m e f r o m D a n i e l E. W i l l i a r d , a b o t a n i s t a t the
University of Texas at Austin.

W i l l i a r d o b s e r v e d that the

High P l a i n s a n d t h e S o u t h T e x a s a r e a s , the two regions
which w o u l d h a v e b e n e f i t e d the raost from w a t e r i m p o r t a t i o n ,
had d e v e l o p e d a n econoray o u t of b a l a n c e w i t h the e c o l o g y ,
and w a t e r t r a n s f e r s w o u l d only p e r p e t u a t e this i m b a l a n c e .
He p o i n t e d o u t t h a t t h e r e m o v a l of n a t u r a l g r a s s e s , e s p e cially i n t h e H i g h P l a i n s a r e a , h a d caused the exhaustion
of s u r f a c e w a t e r a n d o v e r u s e of u n d e r g r o u n d s u p p l i e s .

The

g r a s s l a n d s , he c l a i m e d , o n c e h e l d w a t e r that helped recharge
acquifers.

V7illiard a s s e r t e d t h a t u n t i l the economy

adjusted to the a v a i l a b l e r e s o u r c e s , the p r o b l e m of w a t e r
would c o n t i n u e .

89

T h e d e f e a t of the w a t e r d e v e l o p m e n t b o n d p r o g r a m
dampened h o p e s for i m p l e m e n t a t i o n of such a n extensive
project.

A f e d e r a l r e p o r t issued in 19 73 determined the

plan to b e t e c h n i c a l l y f e a s i b l e , b u t economically u n j u s t i fied under c u r r e n t c o n d i t i o n s .

It r e c o m m e n d e d that n o

further studies be undertaken at that time.

90

^^Rogers, "The Plan in Summary," 5; "Vote Against
the Water Bonds," 2.
^^Rogers, "The Plan in Summary," 4.
"First Water Resources Plan," 3.
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This setback has not deterred the federal government from continuing its dam building projects across the
state.

The most active of the federal agencies since the

1950s has been the Army Corps of Engineers.

This powerful

body has assumed responsibilities for navigation, improvement of rivers and harbors, flood control, drainage, soil
and water conservation, hydro-electric power, recreation,
public health and sanitation, prevention of salt water
intrusion, and fish and wildlife preservation. 91
The Corps of Engineers has been the object of
considerable criticism by environmentalists across the
nation in the past two decades.92 Water projects undertaken by the Corps of Engineers inundate thousands of acres
of homeland for wild game and fish and alter the environment in the surrounding land.

Several controversies have

erupted in Texas over activities of the Corps of Engineers
such as damming and dredging for valuable shell in bays
which often disrupts sensitive oyster beds and threatens
93
wintering grounds of raigratory birds.
Environmentalists
have delayed a number of Corps of Engineers water programs
because of the threat to wildlife, including most recently

^"^Thompson, Water Adrainistration, 54.
^^For a critical investigation of the activities
of the Corps of Engineers see Laycock, The Diligent
Destroyers.
^^lbid., 172-181, deals with the Corps of Engineers
in Texas.
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projects at Choke Canyon, Palemeto Bend, and Lake Lime94
stone.
Ecologists and naturalists point out that dam
building is often unnecessary, and often needlessly destroys
a culture, both animal and human, that has lived in harmony
with the river for decades, or even centuries.

George

Laycock, The Diligent Destroyers, claims that damages from
flooding have mounted as raore daras were corapleted because
people have raoved into the flood plain, which by its very
designation indicates that eventually the area will flood
despite a dara upstream. 95 Richard Phelan in Texas Wild
noted that the devastation would have been lessened if man
had not abused the land through improper farming and clear96
ing methods.

Another Texas author, John Graves, laments

the loss of a way of life along the Brazos before it too
fell before a series of dams in Goodbye to a River.

Graves

concurs with Phelan's comments on land abuse and notes
that, during the era of the Comanches, before the white
man altered the face of the land, the river often ran
97
clear instead of the muddy color seen toaay.
These also include the projects of Cooper, Wallisville, and Laneport (Texas Water Report, September 13, 1973;
January 27, 19 77).
^^Laycock, Diligent Destroyers, 117-124.
^^Phelan, Texas Wild, 80-81.
^"^John Graves, Goodbye to a River (New York:
A. Knopf, 1961), 253.

Alfred
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The extent of the damraing and the vanishing disappearance of Texas wilderness areas, as so eloquently
illustrated by William 0. Douglas in Farewell to Texas,
became evident in 196 8 when the Wild and Scenic Rivers
98
Act was passed.
The Act declared that,
Certain selected rivers of the Nation, which, with
their iraraediate environments, possess outstandingly
reraarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and
wildlife, historic, cultural or other similar values,
shall be preserved in free-flowing condition, and
that they shall be protected for the benefit and
enjoyraent of present and future generations.99
A situation sirailar to that of the Wilderness Act concerning forests prevailed in Texas at the time of the 196 8
bill:

all the major rivers had been so dammed up or the

surrounding area so developed and criss-crossed with roads,
that not a single river could be included in the program.
Since then a 195 mile stretch of the Rio Grande from the
Chihuahua-Coahuila state line (Mexico) to the Terrell-Val
Verde county line (Texas), running through the Big Bend
National Park and the Black Gap Wildlife Management Refuge,
has been included in the program.

A final plan of develop100
ment for the area is currently under discussion.

Information on Public Law 90-542, October 2,
1968, may be found in Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, United
States Department of the Interior and the Forest Service,
United States Department of Agriculture, Wild and Scenic
Rivers, Washington, D.C., 1975.
^^lbid., 3.
•'"^^For discussions of these events in Texas consult
the following: Reagan Eradshaw, "Canyon Crusade," Texas
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The Parks and Wildlife Department has not been
insensitive to environmental concerns on water projects
but has had to operate within the constrictive confines
of Texas politics.

For example, in 19 76 the department

favored halting a dredging operation near Victoria during
the nesting season of a pair of bald eagles.

The agency

also discussed the possibility of resorting to litigation
against the Water Rights Coramission to maintain adequate
flows on streams for protection of wildlife and fish.
Pressure from lawmakers threatening reductions in the Parks
and Wildlife budget, however, quashed this talk, indicating
102
the type of problems hampering the agency.
Environmentalists and ecologists also have focused
on water pollution since the early 1960s.

The Water Pollu-

tion Board created in 1961 had neither adequate funding nor
staffing and relied heavily on the State Department of.
Health for its information on polluters.
wonder that it was viewed as ineffectual.

It is little
In 1967, the

legislature abolished the pollution board and created the

Parks and Wildlife, XXX (September 1972), 13-17; David
Baxter, "Can the Rio Grande Take Care of Itself?" Texas
Parks and Wildlife, XXXIX (December 1981), 3-9.
"^^•^Texas Water Report, Septeraber 16, 1976.
-^^^lbid., Ocotber 4, 1973; March 17, 1977; March
24, 1977; Texas Pollution Report, October 3, 1973.
"^^^Texas Department of Water Resources, Texas
Department of Water Resources, Austin, 1981.
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Texas Water Quality Board (WQB),"'-^^

The new agency had a

staff and funding but no laboratory facilities, and thus
had trouble proving accusations against polluters.

Heavily

polluted areas like Houston formed their own pollution control boards and sought injunctions and fines against the
most flagrant offenders. 105
The state finally began filing suits against
polluters in the early 19 70s in response to pressure from
the environmentalists and the federal government.

The

national government, through the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), made compliance with federal standards mandatory for continuance of financial assistance in water
quality projects.

The EPA became erabroiled with the WQB

over jurisdiction in pollution matters, water quality
standards, and control of funds for projects.

The Water

Quality Board reluctantly began accepting federal standards

Ibid.
105
Robin Cravey, "Harris County's Doc Clean,"
Texas Observer, February 1, 19 74, pp. 15-16 discusses
Houston's pollution problems. Also consult Marilyn Sibley,
The Port of Houston: A History (Austin: University of
Texas Press, 1968), 52, 198, which briefly discussed
pollution in the Bayou City.
"^^^Texas Water Report, September 6, 1973; Texas
Pollution Report, September 26, 1973; November 28, 1973.
"^^"^Texas Water Report, Noveraber 30, 19 72; July 12,
19 73; September 6, 19 73; Deceraber 13, 19 73; Texas Pollution Report, November 13, 19 73; February 6, 19 74.
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in late 1972 and early 1973."^°^
Water manageraent in the state underwent a face
lift in 19 77 when the legislature unified the Water Development Board, Water Quality Board, and Water Rights Commission into the Texas Department of Water Resources.

A

restructured Water Developraent Board continued as the
planning branch of the department and the Texas Water
Commission has been assigned the judicial functions.
These events demonstrated that the state had become
aware of its proper role in water resource development but
many questions that have plagued water conservation for
decades remained to be resolved.

The tendency of state

officials to approach water projects from a local viewpoint, and as a local responsibility, have hampered attempts
to forraulate a comprehensive statewide plan.

Legislators

persistently have failed to perceive the water issue from
a broader perspective, irreparably harming intelligent
T
.
110
plannmg.
Another obstacle to water planning has been the
competition among governraental and economic interests
vying for control of water supplies.

For example, a

"^^^Texas Water Report, May 3, 19 73; October 4,
1973.
"'•^^Texas Department of Water Resources, Texas
Department of Water Resources, 3.
"^"^^Curran and Forney, "Land and Water," 9.
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preliminary plan of the Corps of Engineers for water
projects along the Colorado River in West Texas met massive
resistance from the Lower Colorado River Authority, the
City of Austin, and surrounding coraraunities.

Opponents to

the scheme claimed that upstream daras would prevent adequate supplies frora reaching their communities.'^"^"^ The
series of dams constructed in the 19 60s and 19 70s by the
Corps of Engineers along the Upper Colorado River has
proven that fear unwarranted.
There has been no statewide unity of interests in
developing water resources in the state.

West Texans have

tended to view water frora the standpoint of irrigation;
central Texans for power, recreation, and municipal supplies; and the coastal residents for agricultural and
industrial use.112 The state legislature has contributed
to these attitudes by creating special water districts such
as river authorities and underground districts, rather than
striving to conceive a broad program.

One observer has

blamed the absence of a two-party system

in the state for

this inaction.

Yet the revival of the Republican Party

in the 19 70s has not alleviated the situation.

'^"^•'•Texas Research League, Structure and Authority,
12-13.
112,
'Thompson, Water Administration, 138.
113.Ibid.
l^^Ibid.
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The latest attempt to involve the state in water
manageraent illustrates many of the problems plaguing Texas.
In November, 19 81, voters rejected a proposed amendraent
offered by Bill Clayton, Speaker of the Texas House of
Representatives, which would have set-aside one-half of
the state's surplus revenues for a perraanent water fund.
Clayton offered no coraprehensive plan for the use of the
money.

The vague proposal came under intense attack from

individuals concerned about the amount of money involved,
the absence of any concrete directions on how to spend it,
the diversion of funds from items such as education and
the needs of the elderly, and the possible impact on the
environment of a massive program of water projects.

The

amendment failed because the only support for the measure
came from the northwestern portion of the state comprising
the Panhandle, as far south as San Angelo, and west to
the Midland-Odessa area.115 This entire episode epitomizes
the current situation by demonstrating the many components
which must be considered in formulating a broad plan.
The state of Texas now maintains an enviable position as both a major agricultural and industrial giant in

Lubbock Avalanche Journal, August 2, 19 81;
Texas Water Report, October 8, 19 81; December 10, 19 81;
Lone Star Sierran, October, 19 81; Kouston Chronicle,
November 4, 19 81; Corpus Christi Caller, November 4,
1981.
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this country.
awake

But unless state officials and citizens

to the need for sound, sensible water resource

planning with adequate protection of the environment,
this position may be in danger in the not so distant
future.
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TABLE 3
RESERVOIRS IN TEXAS

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

Lake Meredith
Mackenzie
Greenbelt Lake
Lake Kemp
Lake Kickapoo
Lake Arrowhead
Lake Texoma
Pat Mayse Lake
Lake Sulphur Springs
Wright Patman Lake
Lake Cypress Springs
Lake Bob Sandlin
Lake 0' the Pines
Lake Tawakoni
Lake Ford
Toledo Bend
Lake Palestine
Lake Tyler
Sam Rayburn
B. A. Steinhagen Lake
Bridgeport
Eagle Mountain
Benbrook Lake
Lewisville Lake
Grapevine Lake
Lavon Lake
Lake Ray Hubbard
Cedar Creek
Navarro Mills Lake
Bardwell Lake
Lake Livingston
Lake Conroe
Lake Houston
White River Lake
Millers Creek

36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.

Fort Phanton Hill
Lake Stamford
Hubbard Creek
Lake Graham
Possum Kingdom Lake
Lake Palo Pinto
Lake Granbury
Lake Pat Cleburne
Whitney Lake
Waco Lake
Proctor Lake
Belton Lake
Stillhouse Hollow Lake
Lake Georgetown
Granger Lake
Somerville Lake
Lake Limestone
Lake J. B. Thomas
Lake Colorado City
Champion Creek
E. V. Spence
Twin Buttes
0. C. Fisher Lake
Hords Creek Lake
Lake Brownwood
Lake Buchanan
Lake Travis
Lake Texana
Canyon Lake
Coleto Creek
Medina Lake
Lake Corpus Christi
Red Bluff
International Amistad
International Falcon

CHAPTER VII
THE EVOLUTION OF THE PARKS SYSTEM,
1920-1963
The evolution of the moveraent to preserve natural
and scenic beauty in Texas through the creation of state
parks is a relatively recent occurrence when corapared to
wildlife, forestry, and water conservation movements. As
in

the case of other natural resources, Texans failed to

recognize the benefits of protecting certain areas for
posterity while the state owned vast land reserves.

Thus,

the state sold or otherwise disposed of most public lands
before the parks movement began in earnest during the early
1920s.

The Texas crusade to create a parks system roughly

corresponded with sirailar campaigns across the nation.
Park historian Conrad Wirth has written that the
beginnings of a "park consciousness" can be traced to acts
by colonists in setting aside commons parks and gardens in
such cities as Boston, Williamsburg, and Philadelphia.
Wirth notes that these early efforts did not result from
a respect for wilderness, however, as would be typical in

Consult Table 4 on p. 301.
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the late nineteenth century.^

Massachusetts Bay Colonv

for exaraple, decreed in 1641 that bodies of fresh water
over ten acres should forever reraain open to the public
for fish and fowling to ensure a permanent food supply.^
Over the next two centuries few states acted to fashion
public parks.

DeWitt Clinton of New York urged the

legislature in 1820 to discontinue the sale of state land
in the Adirondacks, but it was not until 1885 that New York
established its first state park at Niagara Falls.^
The priraary empetus for state activity stemmed
from the transfer of Yosemite Valley from the national
government to the -state of California for recreational
c

purposes in 1865.

State activity dramatically increased

after this date, paralleling events on the national scene.
After the Civil War a number of bills and petitions
flooded Congress calling for the establishment of national
parks.

Yellowstone, Wyoming became the first in 1872,

followed by Mount Ranier, Washington, 1899; Crater Lake,
2
Conrad Wirth, "Parks and Wilderness," in Clepper,
Origins of American Conservation, 146-159.
3
Hynning, State Conservation, 31-32.
4
Foss, Conservation in the United States, 223-224.
^lbid.
c

Hynning, State Conservation, 32.
7
Van Brocklin, "The Movement for the Conservation
of Natural Resources," 228.
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Oregon, 1902; Wind Cave, South Dakota, 1903; Sullys Hill,
North Dakota, 1904; Platt, Oklahoma, and Mesa Verde,
Colorado, 1906; Glacier, Montana, 1910; Rocky Mountain,
Colorado, 1915; and Hawaii Volcanoes, Hawaii, 1916.^
The groundwork for the acquisition and preservation
of these types of areas had been laid decades earlier by
nature enthusiasts such as Henry David Thoreau, William
Bartram, J. Hector St. John Crevecoeur, John J. Audubon,
and John Muir.

Writers including Philip Freneau, James

Fenimore Cooper, William Cullen Bryant, George W. Irving,
William Wordsworth, Walt îVhitman, and John Greenleaf
Whittier extolled the wonders of the American continent
and impressed upon many citizens the majesty and beauty
of their nation.

In addition, landscape painters such as

William Winstanley, Asher Durand, Albert Bierstadt, and
Thomas Moran captured scenic spots across the country on
9
canvas.
Other influential figures included George Catlin,
g
Ibid.; Wirth, "Parks and Wilderness," in Clepper,
Origins of American Conservation, 150-153; Carlton S. Van
Doren and Louis Hodges, America's Park and Recreation
Heritaqe (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Interior,
1975), 11.
9
These individuals are discussed in the following
works: Nash, Wilderness and the Araerican Mind; Russel
Blaine Nye, Society and Culture in America, 1830-1860
(New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1974); Nelson Manfred
Blake, A History of American Life and Thought, 2nd ed. (New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 19 72); Gordon Hendricks,
Albert Bierstadt: Painter of the American West (New York:
Harry N. Abraras, Incorporated, 1974); a synopsis of Durand's
life and work is found in Barbara Novak, Araerican Painting
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the foreraost watercolorist of the West in the 1830s, who
fl^st suggested the idea of preserving Indians and wild
^niraals "in a magnificent park, where the world could see
both for ages to come."

John Muir, given credit for

leading the movement to preserve Yosemite and five other
national parks, probably epitomized these individuals with
his belief that "the best parts of the woodlands, and
wilderness should be preserved inviolate as sanctuaries
of the human spirit."

Muir also referred to scenic areas

as "temples unspoiled and intact."
Americans by the late 1880s had turned to outdoor
recreation as a diversion frora their jobs and no longer
conceived of the wilderness as only a means of livelihood.12
Consequently, a nuraber of civic groups sprang up around the
country for the purpose of articulating the need for public

of the Nineteenth Century: Realism, Idealism, and the
American Experience (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1969),
80-91; Wirth, "Parks and Wilderness," in Clepper, Origins
of American Conservation, 148-149; Huth, Nature and the
American.
10 George Catlin, Letters and Notes on the Manners,
Customs, and Condition of the North Araerican Indians,
Vol. I (Minneapolis: Ross & Haines, I n c , 1965 [1841]),
260-262.
Muir's contributions to America are exarained in
Linnie Marsh Wolfe, Son of the Wilderness (New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1945); Quotes taken from Udall, The Quiet Crisis,
109-125.
"^^Wirth, "Parks and Wilderness," in Clepper,
Origins of American Conservation, 149.

parks.

13
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Public sentiment for the preservation of natural

areas spread across the nation, as concerned citizens
lobbied vigorously for the establishment and protection
of state and federal parks, forests, and wilderness areas.^^
Only Massachusetts and New York had a central administrative agency to manage state recreational areas
prior to 1900.

Twelve states had created such an agency

by 1916, twenty-nine by 1930 (Texas in 1923).

By 1937 all

the states except Arizona and Wyoming, which contained
great expanses of federal land, had established a governing
body to administer public parks lands."^^

State parks ex-

isted before 1900 in a few states, including Texas, even
though no administrative agency existed to manage them."^"^
Support for the expansion of the parks system came
into vogue during the first two decades of the twentieth
century.

Parks increased in number and size, and attracted

qualified professional staff, but often lacked definition
and did not necessarily serve the needs of the public
either because of location, facilities, or size.

Spiraling

13
Hynning, State Conservation, 32.
14
Wirth, "Parks and Wilderness," in Clepper,
Origins of American Conservation, 149.
•• 5

Hynning, State Conservation, 32.
Ibid.
17
Ibid.; Foss, Conservation in the United States,
224.
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population growth, improvements in transportation, rises
in real incorae, shorter working weeks, paid vacations, and
widescale interest in the outdoors contributed to support
for parks.

Legislatures became more responsive to the

need for preservation as natural resources appreciably
diminished in many states. 18
The earliest efforts to preserve state parks in
Texas centered around the acquisition of historic sites
identified with the fight for Texas independence.19 The
state acquired ten acres at San Jacinto in 1861 for the
erection of a monument on the site of the revolution's
decisive battle.

The state raade a concerted effort to

convert the battlefield into a park in 189 7 and subsequent
legislative action in 1899 and 1907 expanded and improved
the site.20 The legislature named both the San Jacmto

18
Wirth, "Parks and Wilderness," in Clepper,
Origins of American Conservation, 153-154. These developments are traced by Van Doren and Hodges, America's Park
and Recreation Heritage; Freeman Tilden, The State Parks:
Their Meaning in American Life (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1970) , V.
^^A. T. Jackson, "State Parks for Texas," Texas
Monthly (August 1929), 63-75 (article found in Verticle
File 764, Sam Houston Library and Research Center
(SHLRC).
^^lbid.; Gararael, Laws of Texas, Vol. X, Regular
Session, 25th Legislature, Chapter 106, 1897, pp. 144-146;
Vol. XI, Regular Session, 26th Legislature, Chapter VI,
1899, pp. 6-7; Vol. XIII, Regular Session, 30th Legislature, Chapter XLVIII, 1907, pp. 104-107.
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Battlefield and the Alarao as historical parks in 1883.^"^
The state also created historic sites at Washington on
the Brazos, Fannin, Gonzales, King, Sara Houston, and
22
Goliad.
All historic parks came under administrative
jurisdiction of the State Board of Control until 19 49
when most were transferred to the State Parks Board. 23
An unusual aspect of this early emphasis on historic landraarks is that the federal government did not
seek to protect these types of sites until the passage of
the Antiquities Act of 1906.

This measure permitted the

president to designate national monuments, historical
landraarks, historic and prehistoric structures, and other
objects of historic or scientific interest which were
situated on lands owned or controlled by the United States.
Theodore Roosevelt placed two future parks under federal
protection with this law—Olympic in Washington, 1906,

Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks,
Austin, 195 8, Part II, i; Gammel, Laws of Texas, Vol. IX,
Regular Session, 18th Legislature, Chapter CXVI, 1883,
pp. 129-130. The legislature authorized $20,000 for the
purchase of the church lot and building at the Alamo site;
$1,500 for the acquisition of land and erection of a
monument at Goliad; $1,500 for land and monument at
Refugio; $1,000 for land and monument at San Jacinto;
and $1,000 for land and monument commemorating Dawson
heroes.
^^lbid.
^^Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks,
Part II, p. i.
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and Grand Canyon, Colorado, 190 8.

This is one of the

few instances where the state preceded the federal government in protecting resources.
For several reasons Texas lagged slightly behind
other states in supporting a state parks system for
recreational purposes.

As noted earlier in this study,

the state had disposed of most of its public lands, leaving
little available for preservation even if the legislators
25
had been so inclined.
But it is doubtful that the
penurious Texas legislature would have been willing to
expend state raonies for recreational land, given its reluctance to spend funds even for basic services.

Most

importantly, until the automobile made traveling feasible
for many Texans, visiting state parks ranked low on the
list of priorities for the citizens in a predominantly
agrarian state.

When supporters of the parks system

gained political allies in the early 19 20s, the varied
reasons for preserving scenic areas for públic use included esthetic factors, the recognition that natural
beauty spots were rapidly disappearing, for health and
happiness araong citizens, to perpetuate outdoor recreation.

^Van Doren and Hodges, Araerica's Park and Recreation Heritage, 3-4.
^^Knolle, "Conservation of Forest Resources," 79.
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for tourisra, and to check vice, crime, and sickness.^^
Origins of the present-day parks system may be
traced to the raother of Governor Pat Neff, who in 19 22
made known her wish to deed a small tract of land to the
state for perpetual public use as a picnicking and religious meeting place.

After his mother's death in 1923,

Governor Neff caused a bill to be introduced into the
legislature creating the State Parks Board (SPB).

Simul-

taneously, a group of interested citizens and politicians
met in Austin to form the Texas State Parks Association
for the purpose of "encouraging and assisting in the
establishment of a system of State parks as recommended by
Governor Neff."

David E. Colp of San Antonio, the manager

of the Glacier to Gulf Highway, a national organization
promoting the building of a road stretching from national
parks in the northwest region of the country to the Gulf
Coast, became the chairman.

The new organization proposed

that the state create parks in the Davis Mountains, Palo
Duro Canyon, Frio Canyon, Junction, Bosque County, Rabb's

^San Antonio Express, May 5, 1923; Dallas News,
April 29, 1923 (clippings from Vertical File 40, SHLRC);
Enos A. Mills, "Proposed Parks Under the Lond Star,"
Holland's, January, 1922 (Vertical File 696, SHLRC).
Mills hailed from Colorado and is called the "father" of
the Rocky Mountain National Park. His contributions to
America are discussed in Peter Wild, Pioneer Conservationists of America (Missoula, Montana: Mountain Press
Publishing Company, 1979), 71-79.
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Palm grove at Brownsville, and Sutherland Springs.^"^
The legislature authorized the formation of a
State Parks Board to serve without pay and charged it with
the responsibility of soliciting donations of land to the
state.

Neff naraed Colp chairman of the SPB, in addition

to Hobart Key of Marshall, Mrs. Phebe Warner of Claude, a
columnist for various newspapers and a leader in the Texas
Federation of Women's Clubs, Mrs. W. C. Martin, a social
figure in Dallas, and Mrs. Jaraes Welder of Victoria.^^
Neff erabarked on an expedition in 19 2 3 and 1924 to, as
one newspaper described it, "snatch frora the payhim [sic]
hand of comraercialisra the sacred beauty spots of Texas."
Neff auspiciously traveled through West and Central Texas
27
Frank E. Siramons, History of Mother Neff
Memorial State Park (Gatesville, Texas: Freeman Printing
Plant, 1949); for information on the Texas Parks Association see San Antonio Express, May 3, 192 3; May 5, 192 3;
Dallas Morning News, May 2, 1923. The association apparently died after the formation of the State Parks Board.
Colp's background is found in San Antonio Express, June
10, 1921.
28
J. M. Dawson, "Why Texas Owns More Parks Than
Any Other State," Kind Words, June 10, 19 28 (Vertical File
496, SHLRC); Jackson, "State Parks"; Texas House Journal,
37th Legislature Second Called Session, 1921, pp. 121-124;
Texas Almanac, 19 39, p. 26 2; for background information on
Phebe Warner see "In Memory of Dr. and Mrs. W. A. Warner"
(a brochure created for Founder's Night ceremonies at Palo
Duro State Park, found in Reference File, "Mr. and Mrs.
W. A. Warner," Southwest Collection, Texas Tech University);
also consult Phebe Warner, Selected Editorials (San Antonio:
The Naylor Company, 1964). Mrs. Warner played a prominent
role in the establishment of Palo Duro State Park.
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with an entourage consisting of the Parks Board, the state
Highway Coramissioner, a host of representatives frora most
of the leading newspapers, and a few "public spirited"
29
citizens.
The governor proclairaed a park site to be "any
accessible spot where wood grows and water runs" and called
for a park every 100 miles along state highways for the
purpose of uplifting huraanity and encouraging tourisra.
This open-ended policy of accepting virtually any piece of
land caused the SPB much grief in the years to come and
actually hindered the development of a sound parks system.
In 1925, Mrs. J. C. -Martin, vice-chairman of the SPB,
qualified the criteria somewhat and cited an adequate water
supply, a location near a state highway, and plentiful
shade trees as ideal characteristics for a park.

This

explains why West Texas and the Panhandle had few park
sites. 30

^^"Have You a Little Park Site in Your Town?"
Texas Municipalities, September, 19 24, p. 115; Phebe K.
Warner, "Opportunity for Parks Great in Texas," East Texas,
March, 1927 (located in Vertical File 696, SHLRC); Austin
Statesman, Noveraber 2, 1924 (Vertical File 40, SHLRC);
Dallas Morning News, August 22, 1924.
^^Have You a Little Park?"; Pat M. Neff, "State
Parks for Texas," Holland's, January, 19 25 (frora copy in
Vertical File 696, SHLRC); Knolle, "Conservation of Forest
Resources," 80. The slogal "a park very 100 miles" originated with the National Conference on State Parks in 1921
(San Antonio Express, April 10, 1927). Martin's comments
are found in Dallas Morning News, January 25, 1925.
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As with other conservation endeavors, the legislature felt no obligation to provide funds for a parks
systera.

Instead the responsibility for upkeep and mainte-

nance fell on the donors or the city or town closest to
the park site.

Neff went before the Thirty-ninth legisla-

ture in 1925 to plead for appropriations.

He lamented the

fact that Texas had not retained any of its public lands
for parks, as had other states, and that up until 19 24,
twenty-five other states had established a system of parks.
Neff raade several general recommendations to improve and
expand the parks, including a $50,000 appropriation.
Though the legislature failed to accede to all of Neff's
proposals, parks enthusiasts such as women's clubs and
local charabers of coramerce, were content to bide their time
in the belief that public opinion would force the legisla32
ture to loosen the purse strings.
Little did they
realize that they would have to wait for several decades
for this to occur.
Not everyone was pleased with Neff's attempts to
expand the parks system and all the commotion that accompanied it.

Critics, including farm groups and those

Texas House Journal, 39th Legislature, Regular
Session, 1925, pp. 13-18. The Dallas Morning News, March
15, 1925, deals with the arguments against expenditures.
^^San Antonio Express, February 8, 1925 (Vertical
File 40, SHLRC); also see Dallas Morning News, January 25,
1925.
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favoring fiscal conservatism and opposed to state bureaucracies, coraplained that, with state finances in such bad
shape, the state could ill-afford the upkeep of a great
number of parks and instead should concentrate on a few
33
noteworthy parks.

The Dallas News commented that in

accepting virtually every piece of property donated to the
state, the Parks Board had initiated a string of tourist
camps that would cost the taxpayers a large sura of money
to maintain.

The influential journal also suggested that

the state should accept only sites of well-defined historic
importance, or of rare scenic beauty. 34
Neff's successor, Miriara Ferguson, also favored
the parks systera, but did not pursue it with the vigor of
her predecessor.

She supported parks development because

it offered rest to all people of Texas, especially the poor
class. 35 Governor Ferguson found herself bombarded by requests from towns and areas requesting that a state park
be created in their vicinity, in hopes of drawing tourists
and attention. 36 Several women's clubs associated with

^^Serai-Weekly Farra News, March 28, 1924 (clipping
frora Vertical File 40, SHLRC).
^^Dallas News, January 21, March 26, April 21, 1925
(Vertical File 40, SHLRC).
^^H. C. Odle to Miriara A. Ferguson, February 16,
1925, Miriara Ferguson Papers, Box 2-11/473, Texas State
Archives.
^^For more information see "Miscellaneous Correspondence," Miriara A. Ferguson Papers, Box 2-11/4 73.
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the Federation of Woraen's Clubs expressed an interest in
state parks, as they had forestry.^'^

Unfortunately, few

citizens or state officials made the correlation between
the various aspects of conservation, although the parks
systera was touted as being beneficial to wild animals
and birds.
Fifty-one state parks existed in 1927 as a result
of efforts by Neff, Ferguson, and the State Parks Board."^^
State expenditures ranged from $26,815 in 1928, to $35,000
in 1929, $23,828 in 1930, and $19,690 in 1931.

These

allocations went to the purchase and maintenance of historic sites, which remained under the jurisdiction of the
State Board of Control, however, while the State Parks
Board received no money for recreational park development.

37
Ibid.; Mrs. L. H. Kassel to Robert A. Stuart
et al., March 8, 1925, Miriam A. Ferguson Papers, Box 211/473; consult Potter (ed.), History of Texas Federation
of Women's Clubs, 1918-19 38; also see The Texas Federation
of Women's Clubs Handbook, 1939-1940 (available in Texas
Federation of Women's Scrapbook, Box 3L420, Barker Texas
History Center, University of Texas at Austin).
38
William J. Lawson and Will Mann Richardson, "The
Texas State Parks Systera," Texas Geographic Magazine, II
(Deceraber 1938), 1-12 (Vertical File 764, SHLRC); "State
Parks," Wild Garae Life in Texas, 1926, pp. 41-42 (Vertical
File 40, S H L R C ) ; Texas Alraanac, 19 26, pp. 182-184.
^^San Antonio Express, April 10, 1927 (Vertical
File 40, SHLRC).
^^Texas Legislative Council, Texas State Parks,
Part II, p. i; ilo Hiller, "Parks for Texas," Texas Parks
and Wildlife, XXX (June 1972), 20-25; E. B. Camiade,
"Developraent of the Texas State Park System," Austin, 1963
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Surprisingly, progress in the Texas parks system, as
limited as it was, attracted the attention of several
southern states, including Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi,
and Georgia, which atterapted to emulate the Texas example.
On the eve of the Great Depression Texas ranked as
one of the nation's leaders among the states in park
acreage per capita.

Paltry state expenditures, however,
42
nullified this otherwise impressive statistic.
Though
the state readily had accepted land for parks, it had made
virtually no provisions monetarily for their maintenance or
upkeep.

The entire parks system suffered from the lack of

an extensive highway system, which in an expansive state,
'

'^

^

ui•

43

was requisite for public access.
Federal interest in parks development steadily
increased through the first two decades of the twentieth

(four page unpublished paraphlet made available by Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department). Expenditures are listed
in Texas House Journal, 40th Legislature, First Called
Session, 1927, pp. 738-739; 41st Legislature, Third Called
Session, 1929, pp. 218-219. This includes Fannin, Gonzales,
King, San Jacinto, Washington-on-the-Brazos, and Refugio.
^"^San Antonio Express, March 29, 19 25; Houston
Chronicle, April 25, 19 26 (clippings found in Vertical
File 40, SHLRC).
^^Wirth, "Parks and Wilderness," in Clepper,
Origins of American Conservation, 150-153; L. C. Fuller
and T^^^^ <^tritr^. Parks Board, Parks, Parkway and Recreational Plan Progress Report, Austin, 1941 (found m
Vertical File, "State Parks," Barker Texas History Center,
University of Texas at Austin.
43Texas Almanac, 19 39, p. 261.

century. ^
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A National Conference on State Parks convened

in Des Moines, lowa in 19 21 to coordinate interest in
state parks and forests.

At the time of the meeting only

nineteen states had existing parks and seven had only one.
The conference encouraged states to seek suitable land
and allocate funds to improve their systems, but it is
difficult to ascertain the impact of suchraeetingsand
related trends on Texas because of Neff's public insistence
that the meraory of his mother served as his guiding light.^^
The Depression brought indirect assistance to the
Texas parks system, as it did to forestry, through Civilian
Conservation Corps projects.

Texas parks prior to the

introduction of the CCC consisted mainly of small donated
tracts averaging in size from two to fifty acres. Practically no construction was undertaken during this period
46
other than picnic facilities.
State political leaders
recognized the potential benefits of the parks system in
terms of economic and cultural aspects, but the legislature

44
Foss, Conservation in the United States, 224;
consult Van Doren and Hodges, America's Park and Recreation
Heritaqe.
45
Tilden, State Parks, v, 5; San Antonio Express,
May 16, 1926 OVertical File 40); Van Doren and Hodges,
America's Park and Recreation Heritage, 21.
46
Texas Almanac, 19 39, p. 26 2; Camiade, "Development of Texas State Parks System; Hiller, "Parks for Texas,"
21; Texas State Parks Board, Administration, Care and
Financing of Texas State Parks, Austin, 1951.
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balked at approving the necessary appropriations. "^^
The CCC proved to be a boon to the state parks
system.

CCC assistance was limited to parks with a minimum

of 500 acres; smaller parks had to expand or rely on the
Works Progress Administration or other governmental agen48
cies.
Thirty-five camps housed seven thousand CCC youths
by the mid-19 30s, working on roads, dams, concession houses,
pools, lodges, golf courses, and picnic facilities.^^

In

conjunction with the CCC prograra the Federal Eraergency
Conservation Works required states to pay one percent of
the developraent costs of parks with the federal government
assuming the rest and contributing CCC labor.

The most

notable achieveraent of the CCC in the entire nation came
with the construction of a park site at the Big Bend

47
See speech by Governor Ross Sterling in Texas
House Journal, 42nd Legislature, Regular Session, 1931,
p. 87.
48
Marshall News Messenger, November 18, 1934
(Vertical File 696, SHLRC); Texas Almanac, 19 39, pp,
262-263,
49
CCC activities are discussed in Roscoe E, Wright,
"Texas, A State of Beautiful Parks," Texas Parade, June,
1936 (Vertical File 696); John A Salmond, The Civilian
Conservation Corps, 19 33-1942: A New Deal Case Study
(Durham: Duke University Press, 1967), 121-134; Conrad
Wirth, Parks, Politics, and the People (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1980), 94-157 provides an inside
view of the CCC from a conteraporary Parks Services
administrator,
^^Wright, "Texas, A State of Beautiful Parks";
Marshall News Messenger, November 18, 19 34; Knolle,
"Conservation of Forest Resources," 81-82.
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National Park in Texas.
Another government-sponsored program aiding in
parks development was the National Youth Adrainistration
headed by a young, arabitious Lyndon Baines Johnson.
Johnson worked laboriously in his position and used it as
a springboard to further his political career.

Johnson's

role was to enlist individuals and institutions as sponsors
of work projects in order to provide young people with constructive labor.

He excelled at his task and signed up

350 sponsors and put to work 18,000 Texas youths, many in
the parks system. 52
State allocations for the parks did not appreciably
increase until the federal government threatened to remove
its CCC caraps unless the state financial contribution in53
creased significantly.
Federal officials chastized the
state by observing that other states with measurably smaller
populations than Texas spent considerably more than the
54
Lone Star state.

51
Salmond, Civilian Conservation Corps, 126; Virginia Madison, The Big Bend Country of Texas, Rev. ed. (New
York: October House, I n c , 1968), 232-234.
52
Legislative Messages of James V. Allred, 86-88;
Doris Kearns, Lyndon Johnson and the American Dream (New
York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 19 76, pp. 84-86.
53
A. J. Wirtz to Frank Quinn, 19 40? (copy found in
Vertical File, "State Parks," Barker Texas History Center,
University of Texas at Austin). Wirtz served as Undersecretary of the Department of Interior at the time,
54
^^lbid.
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The State Parks Board worked diligently throughout
the 19 30s for additional park sites and continued to promote the concept of a state supported parks system,^^ D, E.
Colp, SPB chairman, traveled extensively across the state,
56
often at his own expense seeking donations.
Expenditures
plummeted to niggardly sums during the Depression years
57
and in 1934 the board spent approximately $3,000.
Despite the economic difficulties of the times,
the legislature in 19 31 authorized the purchase of two outstanding natural areas—Longhorn Cavern near Austin, and
Palo Duro Canyon in the Panhandle.

Both of these sites

had been the object of intense lobbying efforts on the
part of civic groups and the Parks Board since the early
Twenties.

The legislature relented to this pressure on

the condition that the vendors lien note securing payment
be retired out of receipts from parks admission fees.

The

SPB obtained 70 8 acres for Longhorn Cavern Park and 15,10 4
acres at Palo Duro Canyon.

Admission charges proved in-

sufficient to pay the Palo Duro debt and in 194 7 revenue
bonds were issued to finance the park.

58

^^Marshall News Messenger, November 18, 19 34.
^^lbid.
^"^Austin American, September 15, 19 34 (Vertical
File 696, SHLRC).
^^Hiller, "Parks for Texas," 21; Camiade, "Development of the Texas State Park System"; Peter L. Petersen,
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A lasting and truly noteworthy accomplishment by
the SPB and Texas citizens occurred with the purchase of
Big Bend Park in southwest Texas and its subsequent transfer to the National Parks Service.

The driving force

behind the preservation of the area became Everett E.
Townsend, a former lawman and politician from Brewster
County.

Townsend headed a moveraent beginning in the early

19 30S to have the state purchase over 700,000 acres and
turn it over to the National Parks Service since it was
obvious that the state could not administer such a huge
amount of land.

In May, 19 38, Governor James Allred, after

vetoing a measure calling for state participation in the
purchase due to the poor condition of the economy, called
a meeting in Austin of persons interested in organizing a
statewide coramittee to raise the necessary funds.

A year

later Allred's successor, W. Lee O'Daniel, signed a measure
providing the machinery for the Parks Board to raise
$1,500,000 from private subscribers to buy the land.

Amon

Carter of Dallas served as president of the Big Bend Committee and spearheaded a successful campaign that in 19 44
culminated in the creation of Big Bend National Park with
708,000 acres.^^

"A Park for the Panhandle: The Acquisition and Development of Palo Duro Canyon State Park," Panhandle-Plains
Historical Review, LI (1978), 145-179.
^^The creation of the Big Bend National Park is
discussed in Madison, Big Bend Country, 230-240; also see
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The park had the support of nearby towns eager
for tourists, and ranchers who had abused the land and
felt fortunate to be paid for what seemed to be barren,
useless land.

The national park has become one of the

most unique geological and biological preserves in the
country, encompassing rugged mountain ranges, the Rio
Grande, and a variety of flora and fauna.^^
World War II halted most work on parks, but in
fiscal year 1946-1947 the Parks Board received $240,000
61
for maintenance and improvement.
Despite the fact that
practically no park in the state had been maintained properly before the late 1940s, visitors to parks sites rose

Stephen B. Eldon (ed.), Handbook of Texas: A Supplement,
Vol. III (Austin: Texas State Historical Association,
19 76), 10 23, for information on Ewing Townsend; H. W.
Morelock, "Proposed Big Bend National Park," Texas Geographic Magazine (December 1938), 14-18 (Vertical File
1012, SHLRC). Morelock served as president of Sul Ross
University and was instrumental in publicizing the Big
Bend cause (San Antonio Express, May 13, 19 39, Vertical
File 696, SHLRC).
60
Roland H. Wauer, Naturalist's Big Ben: An Introduction to the Trees and Shrubs, Wildflowers, Cacti, Mammals, Birds, Reptiles and Amphibians, Fish and Insects
(College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1980); Ross
Maxwell, The Big Bend of the Rio Grande: A Guide to the
Rocks, Landscape, Geologic History, and Settlers of the
Area of the Big Bend National Park, Guidebook No. 7
(Austin: University of Texas, 196 8); Douglas, Farewell to
Texas, 38-56.
^•^Austin American, June 13, 1947 (Vertical File 496,
SHLRC); figures derived from report entitled Administration,
Care and Financing of Texas State Parks, 1948? (located in
Vertical File 496, SHLRC). Appropriations by year are
1932—$500; 1937—$36 , 090 ; 1942—$91, 000 .
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frora 684,383 in 1939 to 2,003,689 in 1944.^^

^^^^^^^^

Beauford Jester sent a special message to the state legislature in 1949 stressing the important role of state parks
and recreation in state affairs, citing tourism, entertainment, and improved attitudes among citizens as
benefits.

63

The parks system continued on a path of deliberate
growth in the 1950s despite several obstacles.

In January,

1950, the Parks Board decided to close all state parks
where separate and equal facilities could not be provided.
Previously state parks had been open only to whites.

But

in March the legislature passed a bill segregating whites
and blacks at the state parks instead of closing many.
These barriers fell as the Civil Rights movement gained
64
momentura m the 196 0s.
The major roadblock to park development continued
to be the lack of raoney, State appropriations continued
to lag far behind other states despite verbal support from
c c

the state Democratic Party,

As late as 19 58 the

62
Administration, Care, and Financing of Texas
State Parks, 1948?
63
Texas State Parks, July, 19 49 (monthly bulletin
of State Parks Board found in Beauford Jester Papers, Box
4-14/88, Texas State Archives, Austin, Texas.
64
Dallas Morning News, March 1, 19 50; Dallas News,
January 24, 19 50.
/- j"

"Texas Democratic Party Urges Water Conservation
Program," Texas Water, XII (September 1952), 9-10; Houston
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diminutive state of Rhode Island spent more on parks than
66
did Texas.
A more revealing fact is that the annual
appropriation in any one of five major cities in Texas
exceeded the appropriation for the entire state parks
67
systera.
Nevertheless, the Parks Board carae under acerbic
criticism during the 19 50s for not improving the parks
system although it remained powerless to act in the face
of a clear policy of non-support from the legislature.

68

One legislative budget board even suggested that the Parks
Board adopt a retrenchraent plan and urged the board to
concentrate only on parks that showed a potential revenue
69
gain through the charging of admission.
A report on the parks system in 19 58 by the Texas
Legislative Council pursuant to a request by the 56th
Legislature reviewed the history, current problems and
future of the system.

The study concluded that weaknesses

of the system stemmed from past practices such as random

Post, January 30, 1955. Appropriations by state are New
York, over $10,000,000; California, $3,500,000; Ohio,
$4,000,000; Georgia, $1,859,927; Oklahoma, $836,349;
Texas, $348,791; Louisiana, $327,641.
^^Dallas News, October 29, 1958; Austin Statesman
February 26, 19 59 (clippings found in Vertical File 69 6,
SHLRC).
^"^See Sargent, "Requirements of a Water Policy," 41
^^Dallas News, October 29, 1958; Austin Statesman,
February 26, 1959.
^^Austin Statesman, February 26, 1959.
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selection and acceptance of sites with no criteria and
acceptance of many deeds containing excessive restrictions.
These limitations included retention of mineral rights by
the donor, the right to harvest pecans, and grazing rights.
These types of restrictions rendered many of the park sites
useless for developraent.

Furtherraore, the majority of

recreational sites were too small according to nationally
recognized standards, with adjoining land for expansion
often unobtainable.

On the positive side, the report con-

cluded that the state had managed adrairably considering
the circumstances.

Ideally situated sites, made accessible

through the cooperation of the Highway Department, attracted
visitors frora across the state.

The council members recom-

mended that an advisory committee be formed to screen proposals for new parks and to consider abandonment of old
ones.

The report also proposed that no new parks be

accepted unless they clearly benefited the state, and that
priority should be given to improving existing parks rather
^u

•

•

"70

than acquirmg new ones.
Another investigation in 19 60 conducted by the
Texas Research League at the request of the State Parks
Board commented that while fifty-eight state parks existed,
the public had access to only forty-eight, most of which

"^^Consult Texas Legislative Council, Texas State
Parks.
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languished in fair to poor condition. "^^ The Parks Board
adopted several Research League recommendations regarding
upgraded planning and staff training.^^

^^^ ^^^^

^^^^^_

priations remained one-half that of any adjacent state,
measurable progress came slowly.^^
A third analysis of the parks system undertaken
by Texas Tech University contended that the dilapidated
state parks systera cost the state $1,000,000 annually in
potential revenue for tourism.'^'^

This report offered the

startling fact that both New York and California spent
more in one year than had Texas in the entire history of
75
its parks system.

71
Dallas News, October 30, 1960; Dallas Morning
News, June 13, 1961 (clippings frora Vertical File 496,
SHLRC). Texas Research League, Texas State Parks: Blueprint for Rebuilding a Major Resource (Austin: Texas
Research League, 1960).
72
Dallas News, October 30, 1960; May 9, 19 61;
Dallas Morninq News, February 6, 1961.
73
Houston Post, August 28, 1960 (clipping frora
Vertical File, "State Parks Scrapbook," Barker Texas
History Center, University of Texas at Austin).
74
Texas Tech University, Parks Administration
Department, Texas State Parks: A General Report of Functions, Space Requirements, Financial Considerations, and
Policies for the Future, Lubbock, 1963; Dallas Morning
News, October 14, 1962; Austin American, October 10, 1963
(clippings from "State Parks Scrapbook" and Vertical File
1012, SHLRC).
"^^Daily Texan, April 9, 1963 (from "State Parks
Scrapbook").
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The negative features of the parks system figured
prominently in the decision of Governor John Connally to
merge the "sick" parks organization with the Game and Fish
Coraraission to form the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department.
Connally based his decision, as discussed previously, on
the theory that both agencies could operate as a unit with
a rainimum of personnel additions.
Since the merger in 196 3 the advancement of the
parks system has been substantially enhanced by the addition of several alternative funding sources.

Before the

unification parks allocations came from annual or biennial
appropriations from the legislature or from monies derived
frora user fees.

In 1968, voters approved the Park Devel-

opraent Fund for the issuance of $75 million in bonds for
acquiring and developing new parks.

Revenues collected

from entrance fees were to repay the bonds.

The state

experienced disappointing results from this plan, however,
76
and had difficulty selling the bonds.
The legislature took a gigantic step toward
modernizing the parks system in 19 72 by authorizing the
Dedicated Parks Fund.

This program allocated to the Parks

76
Texas Legislature, Senate Interim Committee on
Parks and Recreation, This Land is Our Land: A Report on
Texas' Natural Environment, 61st Legislature, 1969, p. 5;
Texas Legislature, The Report of the Parks Subcommittee
House Committee on Environmental Affairs, 64th Legislature,
1974, p. 27.
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and Wildlife Department proceeds frora a one-cent tax on
each pack of cigarettes sold to be used for planning,
acquisition, and development of state parks.

In 1979,

the legislature approved a sirailar measure adding another
one-cent tax to cigarettes for acquisition and development
of park sites in metropolitan areas. 78
The federal government, as with other facets of
conservation, plays a vital role in the current parks prograra.

In 1965 and 1966 the state formulated and put into

effect the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan
as part of the requirement of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, United States Department of the Interior.

This

program enabled the state to participate in the Land and
Water Conservation Fund whereby federal funds are provided
on a 50-50 matching basis for planning, acquisition, and
developraent of outdoor recreational areas and facilities
which meet certain federal and state requirements.

As a

result of this participation, the state received $388,162
in 1965, $3,356,807 in 1966, and $2,418,825 in 1967 for
^ ^
,
^ "79
improveraents and expansion of the parks system.
Another source for the acquisition of park areas.

"^"^Texas Legislature, The Report of the Parks Subcoraraittee, 27; Starnes, "Texas Fat Cat Game," 132-133.
"^^Starnes, "Texas Fat Cat Game," 133-134.
"^^Texas Legislature, The Report of the Parks Subcommittee, 27; Hiller, "Parks for Texas," 23.
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and one that probably will become more important in the
future, is private donations.

In 1969, the state legis-

lature created the Texas Conservation Foundation to act
as a trustee for gifts of land, cash, or historic sites.
The Foundation, directed by appointed private citizens and
the directors of the Parks and Wildlife Department and the
Texas Historical Comraission, and the Land Commissioner,
administers these donations until proper use can be made
of them through the Parks and Wildlife Department or the
Texas Historical Coramission.

The Foundation, through

private donations from the Atlantic Richfield Foundation,
purchased a tract in the Big Thicket and has been active
in wildlife projects and parks improvements.

The Founda-

tion currently is looking for riverine wildlife habitat,
undisturbed prairie and brushland, woodland, and unique
natural1 areas. 80
Despite these additional methods of financing the
parks system, Texas remains far behind other states in
park acreage with only .007 per capita, which ranks fortyeighth in the nation. 81 A recent article charged that the
state has been reraiss in utilizing its fund to the maximum

^^John Hamilton, Texas Conservation Foundation:
Trustee for the Future," Texas Parks and Wildlife, XXXIX,
(January 1981), 20-22.
^^Texas Legislature, The Report of the Parks Subcomraittee, 24.
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advantage possible.

In 1979, the cigarette fund, or

Fund 31, had collected about $115 raillion, yet less than
$20 million had been spent for parks development.

Parks

and Wildlife authorities contend that the bulk of the
fund is slated for long-range projects.

But the population

explosion in Houston, and pressures frora booraing areas in
San Antonio, Dallas, and Fort Worth, in conjunction with
the general population spurt throughout the state mandate
that the department acquire additional sites.

Also in

1979 a raeasure passed the legislature designating that
24 percent of Fund 31 be used for adrainistrative purposes.
At the same time conservationists were appeased by the
82
additional cigarette tax for metropolitan parks.
On the positive side, the state now boasts of 105
parks, historic sites, recreational areas, and natural
areas. 8 3 These parks are scattered across the state,
albeit most are in central and east Texas, enabling citizens to examine and enjoy all of the major ecologies of
the state, such as the Cross Timbers, the prairies, the
plains, the coastal regions, the Trans-Pecos area, and
the Rio Grande Valley.

84

^^Starnes, "Texas Fat Cat Game," 133-134.
^"^See map on page 303 of this chapter.
^^Phelan, Texas Wild, discusses the major parks
within these regions.
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Environmental and conservation groups have made
important contributions toward the preservation of wilderness areas in the state.

The Sierra Club for many years

fought for the protection of the Big Thicket region of
East Texas.

Currently, this organization is promoting

the purchase of land near Big Bend National Park.

This

proposal has run into a series of political and financial
roadblocks and it remains to be seen whether its goal will
be accomplished.

85

Another private conservation society active in the
state is the Texas Nature Conservancy which is attempting
to purchase and preserve land in all of the different
ecologies of the state where no federal or state parks
are located.

For example, the Conservancy bought the

Attwater Prairie Chicken Refuge and Enchanted Rock State
Natural Area which are now controlled by the federal and
state government respectively.

The Conservancy's activi86
ties are financed solely through private donations.
In addition to state and private acquisitions of
park land, the federal government has been prominent in
preserving unique landscapes since the creation of Big Bend

^^Steve Hanson, "West Texas Wilderness:
Ranch," Lone Star Sierran (July-August, 1981).

Big Bend

^^lnterview with Chester Rowell, February 8, 19 82,
San Angelo, Texas. Dr. Rowell is the head of the Biology
Department at Angelo State University and serves on the
board of directors of the Texas Nature Conservancy.
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National Park in 194 4.

Since that time, the national

governraent has acquired both the Big Thicket forest areas
in East Texas and the Guadalupe Mountain range.

The

establishraent of Guadalupe Mountains National Park in
1966, a rugged landscape of over 150 square miles characterized by profuse wildlife and plant species, ranks as
one of the outstanding acquisitions by the Parks Service
anywhere in the nation since World War II.

The area,

approximately 10 0 miles east of El Paso and adjacent to
Carlsbad Caverns, had been touted as a potential state or
national parks site as early as the 1920s.

The federal

governraent seriously became interested in 19 59 after Wallace
Pratt, a rancher and chief geologist for Humble Oil Company,
donated 5,632 acres to the National Parks Service, Congressmen Richard C. White of El Paso and Joe Pool of Dallas
introduced bills in the United States House of Representatives, as did Ralph Yarborough in the Senate, for the purchase of over 70,000 additional acres from J. C. Hunter,
Jr., an Abilene oilman and rancher.

The land originally

had been obtained by J. C. Hunter, Sr. in 1924 and had
remained in its natural state for the most part thanks to
the vigilance of the Hunter family.

The Hunter's also

imported rainbow trout, Nelson elk (Cervus canadensis) to
replace the extinct Merriam elk, and wild turkeys.

In

1966, President Johnson signed legislation that appropriated
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funds and e s t a b l i s h e d the park s i t e .

87

The e v o l u t i o n of the parks system in Texas can b e
l a b e l e d , m o r e so than any o t h e r c o n s e r v a t i o n e f f o r t , a
grassroots movement.

Since Texas disposed of its public

lands and the f e d e r a l governraent never owned any in T e x a s ,
the p a r k s s y s t e m g r e w directly as a result of public donations.

N o t u n t i l the system fully w a s established did the

l e g i s l a t u r e a p p r o p r i a t e funds for its proper m a i n t e n a n c e .
R o d e r i c k Nash in Wilderness and the American Mind
(196 7) h a s w r i t t e n that A m e r i c a n s have had ambivalent ideas
regarding p a r k s and w i l d e r n e s s .
Texans.

T h e same holds true for

A p r i m a r y factor inhibiting

any full-fledged

support for the p r e s e r v a t i o n of scenic areas w a s the amount

87
The evolution of the park is discussed in the
following: Frederick R. Gehlbach, "A Biological Visit to
McKittrick Canyon," National Parks Magazine (March 1963),
4-7; "A New National Park," West Texas Today (June 1963),
10, 18, 27; Glenn T, Lashley, "The Guadalupe: Potential
for a National Park," American Motorist (January 1965),
6-9; Weldon F. Heald, "A Guadalupe Mountains National
Park," National Parks Magazine (September 1965), 4-8; Dan
Klepper, "Treasure of the Guadalupes," Texas Parks and
Wildlife, XXIV (Deceraber 1966), 24-26; David Nance, 'The
Grandeur of Guadalupe," Texas Sunday Magazine, Houston
Chronicle, January 23, 1969, pp. 10-15, 18-19. These
articles are located in the Glenn Biggs Papers, Southwest
Collection, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas. Biggs
served as executive assistant to speaker of the House Ben
Barnes frora 1965 to 1967. A wealth of information concerning the investigations and planning for a national parks
site is found in "Texas Tech University: Parks Administration and Horticulture Records," 196 3-19 76, Southwest
Collection, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas. Texas
Tech received several contracts to study and report the
Guadalupe Mountain region.
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of uninhabited acreage within a few hours grasp of virtually every Texan.

On the other hand, as Nash also points

out, wilderness areas such as those in East Texas forests
and in West Texas, presented both a physical barrier to
settlement and agriculture and represented a mental obstacle to overcome,

Thus, early Texas pioneers and succeeding

generations endeavored with great diligence to clear the
woodlands and plow under the lush Plains area.^^
The parks system differs from other conservation
movements in that it developed a broader base of support
frora diverse groups such as charabers of coraraerce, woraen's
organizations, and local civic groups, but never had a
unified statewide association to lobby for its cause.

This

was manifested in the failure of any one group to pressure
legislators sufficiently to augment appropriations.

From

1923 to 1963 the only major financial assistance came from
the federal government during the Depression.
The traditional apathy toward public control of
blocks of land in Texas is still a powerful factor hindering
the acquisition of par]^ sites.

But the overcrowding evident

at any major park site during the summer months and on holidays suggests that the parks system still has a way to go
before it can meet the needs of the state's citizens.

88
Consult Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind
Nash traces the historical roots of attitudes toward
wilderness back to ancient times in this excellent work.

301
TABLE 4
ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE AGENCIES CONCERNED
WITH PARKS*
State
Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota

Year Agency Created
1923
19 27
1927
19 37
1912
19 27
1925
19 25
1919
1917
1916
1920
19 25
^9 24
19 26
^^^^
^^O^
IQIQ

^^19
^^t^
• • ^ °
^^^'
í"^^^
tl^l
IQI"^
* 1Q35
i««c;
1Q9R
^^^^
190 2
1927
1917
^^23
1904
19 27
19 35
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TABLE 4—Continued
State

Year Agency Created

Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
*Taken from Hynning, State Conservation, 105,

1925
1923
1925
19 27
1926
1919
1925
1907
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Slal. P»«t
1
åiutoti
2
3eniieo-Rtn CtnniW
Sueich.r
3
4
Cafido Lakc
Caorock Canyon-,
5
Coi)t>er 8r««iii
6
7
Dain^arfietO
9
Oavis Mountaint
Oinouur Va4l«v
9
Galv««lon Itland
10
Garner
n
Guadalupe Riwr
•12.
•13
Ha<« Rancn Park S e
14
HuntwilU
I n k i L«k«
15.
L«k« Minaral Wflit
16.
17.
Lonftiorn CMern
18.
M*r«m Oi«t. Jr.
MclCinrtcv Fills
19.
20.
Monahani Sar Jtiilit
MotlMr N«<l
21.
Villag* C'Mk Park Sne
•106

SHALL

6L PASO

^J(62
22.
Mutian^ Itland ^ N
23. P*llT>*(IO
\ \ .
24. P*ío Ouro Canvon ^ ^ ^
Pcdarnam Fatlt
^v""
25.
\
26. S M R i m
27.
Tyloc
>
• 9 6 . Soutlt Llano River Sii«
•97.
R*Hca d * 1* P*lm« Si
SUM P •crMlion Ar«*B
28.
AtMl««<*
29. A ( l * n u
30.
9*lmorH*«
ai«Spr n9
31.
32.
Blanco
3o<«f<*m
33.
34.
S r t n M Itlaitd
3S. Bryan B«*cn
3«. Cl««um«
37.
EÍMnliOMor
38.
F*irti«ld L* *
39.
Faleon
PortP*rk«r
40.
41.
Goo** lri*nd
42. JaffOavif
K«rrvill«
43.
44.
L«k« ArTO»ii«i«*d
4S.
L«k« aro—miood
46.
L*k« Colorado Ci(v
47.
L*k« Cofput O i r i n i
48.
L*ka Livingnon
49.
L*k« So<n*rvill«
sa L*k« IAAii(n«v
st. LacUi*rt
52. Mack«(uia
53. Manin Cr««li P*rk Si(«
S4. M«rid<M
SS. Pimum Kingdom
•S6. Purtii Cr««k Sito
57.
ripi
•103.
P«l<n«tte B«r«d S<l«
•104.
Arrovo Colorado S<(«
•105.
L*k« Bob Sandlin Sii«
S t r a HttMncal P«Hi<
58.
Pofl Crilftn
sa. Fert Riclurdion
'Pwli Not OpMi To ^ u M «

60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.

Golíad
G9r«mor Hogg Shrtn«
HiMco T*nkt
Jim Hogg
Lvndon 8 . JoHnien
Minian T«j*i
S*b<n« P*ii B*i(t«ground
San J*cinto B*(ll«ground
S«minot« C*nvon
S(«pn«n F. Au in
T * « * t S u t « R*<lro*d
V*m«r-Hogg PI*nu(ion
W*^ingten-oiv(h«-Braioi

S u t « Hineric SiM*
73. Acion
•74.
C*<Mo*n Moundi
75.
Eia«nliov>«r Sirtholac*
76.
Fannin B*((l*ground
77.
Fort L*nc*t(«r
F o n L«*ton
78.
79.
Fort McK*v«t(
L*ndmark Inn
•90.

81.
83.
83.
84.
35.
•86.
87.
•98.
•99.
100.

Lipaniilan
Magolfin Hom«
Monunwni Hill
Joi« Antonio Navarro
Old Fort Parkar
Rancho de lat Catirat Si(e
San J<m Minion
Fan(horp Inn
Knivtíw Complcti
S(arr Maniion

3 4 Stat* Hinerie Slrueturat
'38.
Fulton M*niion
89. Port ti*e*< L i ^ t h o u w
• 9 0 . S«m e«ll M*ii«v HouM
•95. Satwttopol Houie
Stan Natural Araat
91.
LonMapiet
101.
Enchanied Roek
•102.
HillCountrv
S U M FidM g Piart
92.
CopanoBav
93. Port L*v*c*
94. QiMon lialMll*

F i g . 5—Texas S t a t e P a r k s , from Texas Parks and
W i l d l i f e Departraent, "Texas S t a t e Park Inforraation,"
Austin, 1981,

304

c
•H

c:
c
>i

o
u
c:

0)
•H

o

C!

<u

<

u
tXJ
P4

(U

o
-p

s
w
•H

<J»

o

o

o

Ul

o>

04

<n

<7>

ce
o

)

1

1

u.

UJ
lO

5
0>

_ C<7v»J
A
— ^

I

•

rH m
^ ro
(0
+J
m c:

0»

H o
I •H
I 4-)
>

• u
tj^ Q)

•H cn

o
u
Q)

-p
-p
U)

CHAPTER VIII
CONCLUSION
The struggle to safeguard the natural resources
of Texas has been a long, protracted effort characterized
by a lack of vigor and by inconsistency on the part of
state officials.

The uniqueness of Texas history, the

vast expanse of land, the myriad of climatic features, and
the nature of economic development have influenced the
evolution of certain attitudes among politicians and citizens which have been manifested in the battle to protect
the state's assets.

For example, the antipathy toward

bureaucracies, the disdain for social service, the tendency
against centralized government, and frugality in spending
have proven detrimental to conservation.

Only reluctantly,

and with several false starts, the state established the
Office of Fish Commissioner (1878), the Forestry Department (1915), the Board of Water Engineers (1913), and the
State Parks Board (1923).
Conservation departments in each instance averaged
four decades of service before the state appreciably increased appropriations.

Consequently, conservation agen-

cies concentrated on providing basic services, with special
305
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eraphasis on public education carapaigns.

Moreover, each

departraent underwent several title changes, reflecting
either political interference or changes in functions.
For exaraple, the Office of Fish Commissioner became the
Office of Fish and Oyster Coraraissioner (1895), the Game,
Fish and Oyster Coraraissioner (1907), the Garae, Fish and
Oyster Commission (1929), the Game and Fish Comraission
(1951), and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (1963).
The Forestry Department, the most stable of state conservation agencies, was renamed the Texas Forest Service in
9

1926, a title it holds today.

The Board of Water Engineers

evolved into the Texas Water Commission (1962), Texas Water
Rights Commission and Texas Water Development Board (1965),
and Texas Department of Water Resources (19 77).

Lastly,

the State Parks Board suffered greviously from legislative
neglect before merging with the Game and Fish Department
to form the Texas Parks and Wildlife Departm.ent.
The dorainant idea affecting conservation activities
to this date has been the "myth of superabundance."

Begin-

ning with the arrival of Anglos in Texas, the state's inhabitants have refused to acknowledge the boundaries of
their wealth.

The bounties of the state so intoxicated its

citizens that despite the astonishing abandon with which
Texans exploited their resources, few individuals, groups
or state officials deemed conservation essential until
after the beginning of the twentieth century.

Even then.
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a statewide conservation movement never materialized.
W. Goodrich Jones and Richard Burges, the two individuals
most likely to lead a broad campaign, never seriously
attempted to expand their base of support and, instead,
approached conservation in a pieceraeal fashion.

Sirailarly,

Governor Pat Nêff stands virtually alone as a positive
force araong Texas politicians,

Yet, he never raoved beyond

the parks system to support an all-encompassing conservation moveraent.
The dearth of public interest in conservation is
reflected in the absence of powerful support organizations
for the various movements.

Proponents of wildlife, for-

estry, water, and parks eventually developed their own
advocacy group, but each organization limited its scope to
one particular facet of conservation.

The Texas Forestry

Association, organized by Goodrich Jones in 1914, promoted
the cause of forestry which in large part is responsible
for the relative stability of the Texas Forest Service.
Water and wildlife conservation supporters organized late
into the Texas Water Conservation Association (19 44) and
the Sportsraen's Clubs of Texas (1955), and also proved a
powerful impetus to favorable legislative action.

The

parks movement is unique in that even though the Texas
State Parks Association dissipated after the creation of
the State Parks Board, its role as a promoter of parks was
taken by local booster clubs, charabers of coramerce, and
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the Texas Federation of Women's Clubs.

This woman's orga-

nization also favored forest conservation but lacked sufficient political clout to pry appropriations from frugal
legislators,
The reason for the absence of a statewide conservation raovement may be traced to the variations in economic
and social interests across the state.

East Texas heavily

relied on the lumbering industry, central Texas on trade
and agriculture, and West Texas on ranching and agriculture.

These regions depended on one another for goods and

services, but a consensus of thought on conservation never
evolved.
Overcoming regionalism and provincial thought has
proven to be a monumental obstacle to conservation.

For

instance, West Texans traditionally have not supported
wildlife laws primarily because of the aggressive development of land in that region; nor have they favored government expenditures of any kind unless the appropriations
benefited their region.

East Texans and coastal residents

have reciprocated by opposing state action dealing with
water resources.

Furthermore, West Texans, surrounded by

seeraingly unending open spaces, have not looked favorably
on forest protection nor the parks system.

Such attitudes

have accounted for the slow progress in state conservation.
Along these same lines, once an agency has been
created, historically it has not cooperated with other
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departments.

In fact, until the genesis of the modern

environraental movement in the 1960s, hardly anyone seemed
to recognize the relationship and dependence between wildlife, forests, water, and the land.

The constant struggle

for survival endured by early state adrainistrative agencies
caused conservation officials to mind their own affairs,
and move cautiously, rather than attempt a unified effort.
Ironically, the two forces most evident in shaping
conservation in Texas are the federal government and economic interests.

Texans long have considered interference

from Washington anathema, but state conservation action
generally has mirrored federal activity, especially in
wildlife and forestry.

Federal aid during the Depression

vastly strengthened all areas of conservation and brought
wildlife and forestry into the mainstreara of conservation
thought.

Since World War II, to avoid jeopardizing its

vital federal monies, the state has been required to adhere
to more stringent guidelines handed down by federal officials.

Federally-sponsored projects currently form the

backbone of state conservation activity.
The alliance between business interests and useoriented conservationists, such as Jones and Burges, and
the Texas Water Conservation Association, has produced
measurable strides in conservation.

Jones and the lumber-

men worked closeiy with the Texas Forest Service in seeking
solutions to the timber issue.

Irrigators and agricultural
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interests sought regulations to bring order to water use
where intense competition threatened supplies.

Sirailarly,

the TWCA has proraoted a sound water plan for the benefit
of agri-business and industry.
The therae of cooperation has been eraphasized by
recent conservation historians, such as Sarauel Hays in
Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency (1959), and
Gabriel Kolko in The Triuraph of Conservatism (1963).

The

idea of conservationists defending the people against a
monolithic array of capital, as suggested earlier by Roy
Robbins, Our Landed Heritage (1942), has not characterized
Texas.

Cooperation among users of resources and those

wishing to regulate use parallels the advent of business
progressivism in Texas which promoted more efficient means
of state government.
While federal assistance and business interests
provided the irapetus for action, the success of conservation depended on public support.

The turning point for

conservation, frora the standpoint of public awareness of
the issues, came during the 1920s.

At this time a broad

segment of the population became aware of the need to
protect the state's natural resources.

Extensive

-^Gabriel Kolko, The Triumph of Conservatism; A
Reinterpretation of American History, 1900-1916 (New York:
Free Press of Glencoe, 1963), argues that businessmen led
conservation toward the paths that they had chosen.
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educational and publicity campaigns launched in the 1920s
by conservation officials imbued state citizens with a
fuller understanding of the purposes and goals of conservation pertaining to wildlife, forestry, and scenic lands.
These, in turn, were followed by wider public support for
conservation raeasures, adherence to the laws, and larger,
though not necessarily adequate appropriations from the
legislature.

Water development, because of the state's

size and climate, reraained untouched by these trends.
An integral facet of the educational carapaign
revolved around the support for conservation given by
sundry organizations around the state.

Conservation

departments made direct appeals to school and civic groups,
farm and business orga:nizations, outdoor societies, and
women's associations.

The participation of these orga-

nizations assisted in greater exposure for conservation
goals.
Science and technology significantly contributed
to broader citizen support and advances in conservation.
Investigative research by biologists beginning in the 19 20s
allowed for more logical hunting and fishing seasons, based
on life cycles, breeding habits, and environmental conditions.

In forestry, technological innovations generated

new uses for wood and substitutes, aiding both the industry
and conservation and contributing to additional public
favor.
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The influence of science and technology is evident
in the annual reports of conservation agencies since the
late 1950s.

Technocrats now write the reports with little

discussion of the problems, trends, or developments within
the departments, as characterized by reports from earlier
years.

It has becorae moer difficult to trace the current

thoughts and ideas of state conservation officials, except
through newspapers, because of this trend.
The one glaring weakness of state conservation has
been the political interference experienced by conservation
agencies,

Administrative positions in the various depart-

ments have been viewed as political plums which each governor has used to reward loyal Democrats and supporters,
Moreover, legislators have attempted to dictate policy and
shape the direction of conservation matters,

This situa-

tion has made it difficult to maintain well-qualified
conservation personnel for any length of time.
Another troublesorae fact for conservation is that
the legislature over the years has not perceived protecting
the state's natural assets to be a priority.

This is

manifested in the abysmally low expenditures alloted state
agencies.

In 1965, the state per capita spent $.11 to

conserve soil and water, $.42 for game and fish, and $.25
on forests and parks.

In startling contrast California

per capita allocated $2.34 for soil and water conservation,
$.74 for game and fish, and $2.29 on forests and parks.
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Even Oklahoma, a state considerably poorer than Texas, per
capita spent $.35 on soil and water, $.86 for fish and
game, and $1.07 for forests and parks.

Texas ranked near

the bottora for expenditures compared to other states in
2
each of these categories.
When attempting to compare conservation efforts in
Texas with other states in the South and Southwest one must
consider several factors.

First, Texas was settled later

than most southern states.

Secondly, unlike any other

state, Texas retained its public land upon entering the
Union and disposed of most of it during the nineteenth
century.

Thus, the state conservation officials could

not provide effective leadership or guide conservation
developments as occurred in many other states with large
public or federal holdings.

Finally, Texas embraces a

band of ecologies ranging from arid to tropical and hosts
a variety of landscapes and environments.

A long-standing

question concerns whether Texas belonged to the South or
the West, which becomes critical in attempting to place
the state in its proper place concerning conservation.
Texas acted roughly in concert with most of the
nation with the creation of the Office of Fish Commissioner
in 1878, but as didmostof the South, fell behind in

2
^Thompson, Water Administration, 91; Daily Texan,
March 26 1961 (clipping found in Daniel Papers, Box 194a).
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protecting game.

Oklahoma (1899) and New Mexico (190 3)

preceded Texas in establishing a game department, as did
most of the West.

In forestry, the state remained behind

raost of the country in protective measures, but despite
the comparatively late exploitation of its forests, moved
ahead of most southern states, excepting Louisiana (1904).
In water conservation, not particularly a pressing issue
in the South, Texas lagged far behind most states and does
so today,

The state became a leader in the parks movement

through its vigorous efforts during the 1920s.

But with

each of the conservation fields, the creation of an agency
did not necessarily mean action, and as discussed, state
appropriations remained pathetically low,
Such callousness by the state governraent toward
natural resources has contributed to the evolution of an
"environraental awareness" over the last two decades.
Contemporary writers have reminded us how man has darkened
the once clear rivers, decimated once uncountable wildlife,
brought magnificent forests to the brink of disaster, and
ignored and then commercialized expanses of scenic lands,
Environmentalists argue that Texas has turned its back on
its heritage and abandoned its obligations to future generations.

Environmental organizations such as the Sierra

Club, have added a new dimension to the conservation
decision-raaking process, but the overriding emphasis on
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economic growth has dictated that ecological considerations
take a back seat.
Environraentalists have been instruraental in raising
several key issues in Texas.

For instance, they have spear-

headed efforts to keep the Big Thicket inviolate; have
pushed for a state parks systera encorapassing each of the
major Texas ecosystems; have attempted to keep Texas in
the raainstream of conservation activities by leading movements to preserve wilderness areas and stretches of wild
and scenic rivers; have sponsored the creation of wildlife
refuges; and have opposed poorly planned or ecologically
damaging water projects.

Environmentalists are an impor-

tant catalyst in Texas because neither the state nor federal
government controls great expanses of public lands as is
typical in most western states.
Environmentalists passionately argue that man cannot continue to abuse nature indefinitely without future
repercussions.

Whether one agrees or disagrees with their

pleas, the past reveals that there are limits to natural
resources and, if state officials do not carefully regulate
and monitor abuses of wildlife, forests, water, and scenic

^These writers would include Phelan, Texas Wild
(1976); Gunter, The Big Thicket (1971); and Douglas,
Farewell to Texas (1967). The two best sources for conteraporary environmental-ecological sentiment in the state
are the Lone Star Sierran, the official newsletter of the
Texas Chapter of the Sierra Club, and the Texas Observer.
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lands, the next generations will suffer.
Perhaps this sentiment was better expressed over
half a century ago in a letter to Goodrich Jones which
read:
Until we can widen our vision to take in all the vast
and varied developed resources of our great state, and
can coordinate our efforts, and cooperate, for their
mutual development, we are going to remain at the tail
end of the procession. To do this we will have to
give up our provincial selfishness, and abandon our
partizan [sic] politics, and get down to business.4

E. L. Rector to Jones, November 10, 1919, Jones
Papers, Box 1.
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