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INTRODUCTION

On June 9, 1960 Kansas Senators Andrew Schoeppel and Frank
Carlson and Kansas Representative William Avery simultaneously in-
troduced into their respective chambers identical bills to estab-
lish a Prairie National Park in Pottawatomie County, Kansas. This
legislative action marked the beginning of the end of the long-
standing dream to'preserve a segment of America's grassiands as a
national park. In the three years following 1961, surveys were
made, legal battles were waged, money was appropriated, and hear-
ings were held but on September 10, 1963 in what Kansas Senator
James Pearson called a "severe blow,'" the Public Lands Committee
of theUnited States Senate tabled thé Prairie National Park bill
and the House of Representatives, following the Senate lead, let
the measure die without granting the bil_l a con;nittee hearing.
Since. that day only token attempté, spurred on by the recent in-
terest in ecology and pollution, have been made to reopen this
controversy and push through the creation of a Prairie National

Although a grasslands park may never become a reality
the essential ingredients of thié land policy confiict are still
very much alive, as they also were many years prior-to the first
propﬁsals for a Préirie National Park. This is evidenced by the
fact that at every other location where a national park has been

'proposed, a bitter battle has been waged regarding the best use



to which land can be put. Such was pointed out in 1945 when an

editorial in the Capital Journal of Salem, Oregon, stated:

The creation of every national park and monument

has met with violent opposition unless the area

was without other than tourist, recreational,

and scenic value.

Consequently the problems surroundihg the creation of a graséland
park go deeper than the ﬁersonal antagonisms of the Pottawatomie
County, Flint Hills region anﬁ must be seen as another example of
the conflicts, some successful, others not; that have been'waged
by the controversial National Park Service. With this in mind,
one can view the controversial Prairie NaEional Park proposal as
not only an individual struggle but also in terms of a patterned
cafrontation between the land uée philosophy of the Nationmal Park
Service and the many other Federal agencies that are concerned
about land use.

From the time of its inception as a branch of the Depért-
ment of the Interior in 1916, and even before, when national parks
existed in mame only, the National Parl
versial segment of America's land use policy. Its very purpose
hints at the kind of problems that might be encountered. The

National Park Service mandate as written in 1916, states that the

primary goal shall be:



to conserve the scenery and the natural and his-

toric objects and the wildlife and to provide for

the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by

such means as will leave them unimpaired for the

enjoyment of future generations.l

Economically it can be seen that such a land use philo-
sophy grates at the ideals of Americad society and democracy
as they have been formulated tﬁrough the years. Cherished dreams
of many Americans cbncern the opportunity presented in the United
States for private ownership and free enterprise. After all, the
jefférsonian dream of land use was to establish a policy of £free
holders, private ownership, and-no contracts of obligation to any
institutions.2 With a historical land policy, based on the idea
of the natural and moral right to acquire and hold all the prop-
erty one's ability can earn, has come the equally American ideal
of economically using one's resources to materially develop his
hdldings to their fullest capacity.

Various authors are quick to point this out. W, Brooke

Graves in American Intergovernmental Relations notes that ''the

financial nerve is the most sensitive.one in the whole human

organism," while the Resources for the Future Report of 1953 says

lconrad Wirth, "Threats to Our National Parks,' Audubon
Magazine, Vol. 56 (July, 1954), p. 174.

2john M. Brewster, "The Relevance of the Jeffersonian
Dream Today," in Land Use Policy and Problems in the United
States, ed. by Howard W, Ottoson (Lincoln: University of Nebraska
Press, 1963), p. 86.




that the '"most important use of land is in the produCLng of food
and fiber we need to sustain us."3 Uniting these themes, John
Brewster in " The Relevance of the Jeffersonian Dream' states
that the underlying theme of American land use policy is the em-
phasis on economic and material rewards in the directive of land
policy at the expense of larger humanitarian or idealistié impli-
cations.4

Looking at the histﬁry of American land use policy, one
can éaéily point these contentions out. The land laws of the West
(including Pre-emption, Homestead, Timber Culture, Desert Land,
and others) were to distribute the public domain to individual
persons bent on economically bettering their subsistance. During
the Theodore Roosevelt era the Reclamation Act, the PeFroleum, and
the Bureau of Mines programs served to distribute more land to be
used for economic exploitation. One could go on. During the New
Deal the emphasis on land planning was to economically put it to
its best use through such programs as the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity, Civilian Conservation Corps, Agricultural Adjustment Act, and
Soil Conservation Service. Even at the present, land management

institutions such as the Bureau of Reclamation, Army Corps of

3. Brooke Graves, American Intergovernmental Relations
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1964), p. l104; Report of
the Mid-Century Conference on Resources for the Future, The
Nation Looks at its Resources (Washington: Resources for “the
Future, 1954), p. 61,

4Brewster, p. 91.



Engineers, Federal Power Commission, Forestry Service, and Bureau
of Land Management suggest by their very titles the fact that a
major concern in the United States is how and by what means lands.
can be put to their greatest economic use.

In a similar vein the ideas concerning conservation also
fit this theory. 1In the latter part of the nineteenth century a
dualism of conservation developed which has continued to the pre-
sent., On the one hand greo the ecological school of conservation
éhich included mostly naturalists, whose major concern was pre-
servation for beauty's saﬁe, while on the other developed the con-
servation school of "maximum efficiency;" a group headed by Gifford
Pinchot that were often referred to as tne economic or technologi-~
cal conservationists.5 As land use programs in America would in-
dicate, conservation for maximum efficiency has for the most part
won out over the conservation for preservation contingent. Per-
haps this can be in part explained by the anplication Frederick
Jackson Turner gave to oonservetion when he discussed it in terms
of its relation to an environmentally created man with strong in-

dividualistic traits who resented senseless controls.6

SHarold M. Rose, “Conservation in the United States,"
in Conservation of Natural Resources, ed. by Guy Harold Smith

(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1950), p. 4.

b1bid., p. 5.



With such thoughts in mind it is easy éo see the incon-
gruity of the National Park Service's ideals to the land use
policy of the United States. It offers not free enterprise or
private development but government dictationrand government con=-
trol, It is not materialistically or economically oriented to the
desires of individuals, but instead talks in terms of aesthetic
values for the public and its posterity. Finally, it offers not
conservation for use and development but instead conservation for
unimpairment and preservation. |

Consequently, the controversy surrounding the Prairie
National Park proposal was not simply a local bitter struggle
between those that advocated a grasslands park in Kansas and those
that opﬁosed. Also involved was an entire philosophy of land use
- and méﬁagement that has as a fesult of its incongruity, been very
controversial. Therefore, to study the proposal and defeat of the
Prairie National Park idea, a study needs to be made not only of
the particulars of this individual controversy, but of its rela-
tion to the all inclusive stormy history of the National Park
Service and its incongruities as a part of the land use policy of

the United States.



CHAPTER 1
HISTOR& OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERvICE

The Freedom of wild lands.and their grandeur

are interwoven in our history--and have strongly

influenced the shaping of our national charac-

ter, Wilderness is ilrreplaceable and must not

all be lost.

-=-anonymous
The National Park Idea

Though the National'Park Service was not created until
1916, the origin of its ideals goes back to 1832 when Hot Springs
National Reservation was set aside by the Federél government to
preserve what was thought to be a valuable water supply for the
treatment of certain ailments.l In 1864 the national park idea
was given a further boost whe? President Abraham Lincoln signed
an act ﬁransferriug Yosemite Valley to the state of Cglifornia
"“"for public use, resort and recreation."z Its fullest recogni-

tion, however, did not come until 1872 when President U. S. Grant

signed a bill for the creation of Yellowstone National Park as a

L50hn Ise, Qur National Park Policy - A Critical History
(Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1961), p. 13.

25t ewart Udall, The Natignal Parks of America (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1955), p. 9.




"public park or pleasuring ground for the benefit and enjoymert of

the people.“3

By this act, Congress spelled out for the first
time a new public land policy, one dedicated to the purpose of
setting aside the scenic masterpieces of the public domain; not
for material gain or desired riches but for the enjoyment and bene-
fit of all Americans.

As America's first national park, it is perhaps ironic
that Yellowstone should be beset by troubles from the beginning.
fﬁurists proved no real problem as the nearest railroad was five
hundred miles away, but with no Congressional appropriations the
administrators were hard pressed to prevent poaching which was
carried out by the"fesentful persons who felt that setting aside
this tract of land was curbing their personal liberties.# The
poacher's depravation reached such a high point that in 1886 the
Secretary of the Interior found it necessary to ask the Secretary
of War for troops to guard the park.? Fiuélly in 1894 Congress

passed a formal code of laws defining offenses and penalties in

America's national parks.®

3a. c. McIntosh, 'Who Owns Yellowstone Park,'" American
Mercury, Vol. 37 (April, 1936), p. 493.

4Ise, p. 20.

5Rnbert Shankland, Steve Mather of the National Parks
(New York: Alfred A, Knopf 1951), P. &4,

6

Ibido’ pp. 44"4‘5.



These laws served as a model for all subsequent nationai parks.
Other resource areas were soon to follow Yellowstone
National Park as federal preéerves; but as was oftén the case,
they were thought more of as forest reserves set aside for even-
tual use than as national parks to be established and maintained
for the enjoyment of future generations. In 1890, acts of Congress
created the Yosemite and Sequoia National Parks, but in neither
case was the term "park'' explicitly used in the Congressional
6111;7 As was the case in Yéllowstone, finances and poaching were
major problems faced by these parks' early administrations. 1In
rapid succession other areas of the public domain were set aside
{ncluding the following: Mount Rainier, 1899; Crater Lake, 1902;
Wind Cave, 1903; Platt Park, 1904; Sullys Hill, 1904; and Mesa

.Verde, 1906.

The Hetch Hetcﬁy Controversy
Drawing the lines for further battle the first major con-
frontation between a localized economic interest and those con-
cerned with preservation was to take place in the scenic wilder-
ness of the Yosemite National Park. This tract of land known as
the Hetch Hetchy Valley had for éome years been eyed desirously'as

the answer to San Francisco's city water supply.

7 Jenks Cameron, The National Park Service (New York:
D. Appleton and Co., 1922), p. 29.
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Following a United States Geological Sﬁrvey, Congress in
1901 entered the plcture proclaiming that revocable rights in
public lands might be granted for water supply works as long as
they were in the public interest.8 By this Right of Way Act,
San Francisco rejected other possibilities and secured the rights
to the Hetch Hetchy Valley of Yosemite National Park. It was not
that other locations were entirely impractical., Other areas sur-
veyed exhibited high potential, but the major argument used by
San Francisco was that tye cost would be too high, especially if
there were Federal lands close by and free for the taking.

The controversy kicked off in full force in 1901 when Mayor
James Phelan of San Francisco Hired an engineering firm to make
surveys but found his claim files rebuffed by Secretaty of the
 Interior E. A, Hitchcock who ;vowed that Yosemite had 5een created
to preserve its curiosities ahd wonders in "their natural condi-
tion."? Stunned but not stopped, Phelan and his city government
appealed to President Roosevelt and his Chief Forester, Gifford
Pinchot, to join the enterprise and pledge their assitance to

securing the creation of Hetch Hetchy reservoir.l0 Pinchot, no

8"Scenery as a National Asset, ''The Outlook," Vol. 25
(May 28, 1910), p. 166,

9Ise, p. 86.
101154,; Shankland, p. 48.
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friend of the national parks because of his practical rather than
aesthetic conservaéionist policies, entered the battle stating
it was his "hope that in the regeneration of San Francisco its
people may be able to make provision for a water supply from
Yosemite National Park.'"ll

With Secretary 6f the Interior Hitchcock strongly against
such a permit, Phelan and his associates could only wait for a
new administration. This w%s obtained in 1907 when James R.
éarfield, son of the former President and a man of éuestionable
conservation convictions, accepfed his appointment and proved he
was Phelan's man.l2 Noting that a national park was onlj for the
preservation of land until it could be put to good use, Garfield
in 1908 issued a permit for the transfer of Hetch Hetchy to San
Francisco to alleviate their "inadequate".and "unsatisfactory"
water Supply.13 |

With bills and resolutions pouring into Congress, Interior
Department support, and a six to one referendum vote by the city

of San Francisco for the a;quisition of Hetch Hetchy, it appeared

115hank1and, p. 48.
12Ise, p. 88.
13

George Edwards, "Hetch Hetchy," The Nation, Vol. 89
(October 28, 1909), p. 404,
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a futile measure to stop.l4 Opposition, though, was not to give
up without a fight. Headed by the famous conservationist, John

Muir, and his Sierra Club, those opposing the '"rape of Hetch

Hetchy" solicited the aid of Centurx_uagaéine, the American Civic
Association, and Frederick Law Olﬁsted, even golng so far as to
form an unlikely union with the private utility companies which
hoped in their own ﬁay to develop the power of this area. 1In
1909.those opposing the San Francisco development plan received
éhother boost with the appointmgnt by President Taft ﬁf Richard
Ballinger as Secretary of the Interior, Ballinger visited the
area, had a study made by the Geological Suxvey, and issued a
citation to the city and countf of San Franéisco asking them to
- prove why the Hetch Hetchy Valley should not be eliminated as a
dam site in favor of its continuation as a national park.ls

| It waé during the Ballinger administration, though, that
the supporters of the dam began to make positive headway. Un-
fortunately for the park, Ballinger asked the Secretary of War to
detail a board of engineers to study tﬁe problem; and although
their report indicated other adequate areas for a San Francisco

water supply, they estimated that Hetch Hetchy would be the most

14John Muir, "The Endangered Valley "' The Century Maga-

zine, Vol. 55 (January, 1909), p. 464.

15"Ignorant Vandalism," The Independent, Vol. 69 (July
28, 1910), p. 201,




13
feasible and would probably be twenty million dollars cheaper than
any other availablé area, 6

With Ballinger soon to be removed and the scene shifting
from the local to the national level, the supporters for building
a reservoir gained in power.17 Bills were introduced, debaﬁes
intensified, and conservationists split over the issue of preser-
vation or use but the dam faction was not to be stopped. After a
~ bill authorizing the dam waé approved by the House of Representa-
tives, the Senate seemed to have little interest in the preservation
of Hetch Hetchy and quickly paséed the measure forty-three to twenty-
five and seﬁt it to President Woodrow Wilson for his signature.which

came December 19, 1913,18

Creation of National Park Service
As a result of this controversy fire was added to the ar-
guﬁents for the creation of a National Park Service but by the
summer of 1916 there was still no national agency to administer

P |

the total of sixtecen parks and eighteen historical monuments that

16"San Francisco Against the Nation, "The Independent,
Vol. 75 (July 31, 1913), p. 238; New York Times, February 23,
1913.

17Ba111nger was succeeded in 1911 by Walter Fisher who
fought the Hetch Hetchy Dam construction but in 1913 he was
succeeded by Franklin K. Lane, the city attorney of San Francisco,
who favored Hetch Hetchy as the source of San Francisco's water

supply.

18y4a11, p. 10. Started in 1913, the dam construction
was slowed by World War I and not completed until 1925,
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had been set aside for preservation.

What was worse, all were loosely administered by several
diverse agencies of the Fede¥al government. National parks came
under the jurisdiction of the Inter;or Department but were often
patrolled by American soldiers under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of war.12 National monuments were likewise adminis-
tered in various ﬁays. Those of a military significance were
admini stered by the Secretary of War, those within or adjacent
to n&tional forests were placed under the Department of Agricul-
ture,.with the rest éoming under the jurisdiction of the Depart-
ment of the Interior.20 Such was the condition of national parks
prior to 1916 that nowhere in Wéshiﬁgton could one find an office
solely devoted to their mahagement; most functions were being
carried out by the Patents and ﬁiscellaneous Division.of the
Inﬁerior Deparnnent.21 | |

Beginning in 1911 a series of national park conferences
were held for the purpose of improving the departmental control
of the vafious parks. Out of these conferences came the first

general administration of parks when in 1913 Secretary of the

¢carroll Wooddy, The Growth of the Federal Government
(New York: McGraw Hill Book Co., 1934), p. 146.

201pid., p. 147.

21Cameron, P. 9; E. Louis Peffer, The Closing of the
Public Domain (Stamford: Stanford University Press, 1951), p. 176.
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Interior Lane placed his top assistant in charge of park adminis-
tration.22 This was followed in 1914 by the appointment of a
General Superintendent and Landscape Engineer to have authority
over all the park superintendents.23

Even before Secretary Lane's innovations in park reform
had been put into effect, friends of the national parks had been
devoting energy Eo bring about a special bureau for park adminis-
tration. Secretary of the interior Ballinger in his annual re-
ﬁortvof 1910 had recommended the creation of a "bureau of nation-
al parks'" and in 1912 President Taft sent to'Congress a special
message urging the establishment of a Bureau of National Parks.24
During the next thfée jaars various bills were introduced into
Cong:qss for the creation of a park service but in each instance
opposition was strong. Finally in the 64th Congress a new National
Park bill was drawn up. After nearly a half century of uncoor-
dinated direction, the bill for the creation of the National Park
Service was passed by Congress and then signed by President Wilson
on August 25, 1916. |

As finally passed, the National Parks Act provided for the

establishment of the National Park Service with a Director's salary

22Cameron, p. 9.

23Ise, pp. 188-189.

241bid,, p. 190.
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of $4,500, one Ass?stant Director at $2,500, one Chief Clerk at
$2,000, one draftsman at $1,800, one messenger at $600 and as
many others as could be hired and supported on a total budget not
to exceed $19,500 a year.25 Named to head the first National
Park Service was the inspiring Stéven Mather, the Chicago indus-
trialist who had made millions from his '"Iwenty-Mule-Team' Borax
Company. Mather ha& joinedlthe park serﬁice two years earlier
when after complaining to Secretary Lane that the national parks
ﬁerermismanaged and a disgrace to the Federal govermment, he had
been told: "If you don't like the way the parks are being run,
come on down to Washington and run them yourself.'" This he
decided to do for one fear but:énded.up staying fifteen. Mather's
rinspiration and direction laid the foundation for the National
Park Service, and under his direction the fledgling institution
defined and established the basic policies for which it stands
today. | |

With an able director at the helm, the National Park
Service was well on its way toward beéoming a ﬁeaningful and effec-
tive land policy éystem of the United States. Certainly it had
made strides since 1903 when the Speaker of the House, ''Uncle
Joe" Cannon, had exclaimed: "Not one cent for scenery!" and an

irate Congressman had retorted to a plea for money, that the

254da11, p. 10.
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nation should "get out of the show business," and "quit raising

wild animals,"26

Formation of a National Park Policy

The years immediately following the creation of the
National Park Service were a time of trial and error, uncer-
‘tainty of goals, and of policy formation. No real pattern had as
yet been established for the preservation of America's fesources
and in every direction conflicts appeared concerning the most
appropriate use to which public lands should be put. In May of
1918, Secretary Lane wrote to Director Mather, a letter which
was for the national parks a Magna Carta upon which to make their
stand and wage their battles. It stated three broad principles:

* First, that the national parks must be main-

tained in absolutely unimpaired foxm for the

use of future generations as well as those of

our own time; second, that they are set a-

part for the use, observation, health, and

pleasure of the people; and third, that the

national interest must dictate all decisions

affect%ng public or private enterprise in the

parks.~7

Conflicts were soon to arise., In certain areas economic

motives dictated that land be used for such wide and varied pur-

poses as lumbering, irrigation, hunting, grazing, and water power.

261guyr National Park System," Current History (August,
1929), p. 892, :

27v0ur National Parks Threatened," The Outlook, Vol. 126
(December 8, 1920), p. 634; Robert Yard, "The National Parks
Peril," The Nation, Vol. 111 (August 21, 1920), pp. 208-209.




