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The purpose of this study is to examine John Humphrey Small's efforts

in behalf of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway while he served the first

district of North Carolina in the Congress of the United States for twenty-

Extensive research has been conducted by the author in Small'stwo years.

personal papers, the Congressional Record, congressional hearings and

other government documents, newspapers, and periodical literature of the

It is evident that the "father of the Atlantic Intracoastalperiod.

Waterway" used every legitimate means at his disposal to receive congress-

ional approval and appropriations for this waterway. The completion of a

continuous, protected waterway along the Atlantic coast from Boston,

Massachusetts to Key West, Florida fulfilled the dream of John Humphrey

Small.

At the beginning of the twentieth century there was a revival of

enthusiasm in waterway development. Dozens of waterway associations were

Small's membership and leader-formed to lobby for particular projects.

ship in the National Fvivers and Harbors Congress and the Atlantic Deeper

Waterway Association were very important to him, and he used these organi-

zations to highlight the need for an Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway.

North Carolina's first district lay along the Atlantic seaboard and

the state's waterway transportation was very limited. This condition was

the result of the treacherous character of Capes Hatteras and Lookout.

If North Carolina's sounds separating the mainland from the Outer Banks

were deepened and canalized, commercial expansion in the first district

was likely.



The proposed Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway could help the citizens

of North Carolina and the nation by carrying bulky products and reducing

the railroad congestion, which by 1906 was extensive. The European

nations had set an example for inland waterway development to aid commer-

cial development. Europeans also made use of their inland waterway for

purposes of national defense. Adequate inland systems could provide

passage for small draft warships and shipment of defense materials in

John Small, J. Hampton Moore of Pennsylvania, and othertime of war.

proponents of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway emphasized this aspect

of the project after 1917.

During Small's twenty-two years in Congress not one link of the

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway was completed. However, the congressman

was very diligent and not easily discouraged. He was able to accomplish

several major steps, and the first of these was the recognition of the

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway by Congress.

As early as 1902, Small introduced a bill to survey an inland water-

way from Norfolk, Virginia to Beaufort, North Carolina. However, it was

not until 1907 that Congress appropriated $550,000 for this inland water-

way.

In 1908 Small and Representative J. Hampton Moore secured authoriza-

tion for a complete Atlantic Intracoastal survey from Boston to Key West

in the rivers and harbors bill. In 1911 Small was seated on the House

Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Shortly thereafter in 1912 and 1913, surveys for the waterway from

After many efforts toBoston to Key West were submitted to Congress.

bring a successful report, an appropriation to the Norfolk-Beaufort



Accordingly, $600,000 was included in the RiversWaterway was proposed.

and Harbors Act of 1912 in order to purchase the Albemarle and Chesapeake

Canal in northeastern North Carolina.

After thirteen years of work - including committee duty, lobbying,

membership in associations, public addresses, and rivers and harbors

hearing appearances - only $1,150,000 had been appropriated to the Norfolk-

Beaufort link. Fortunately, the 1913 rivers and harbors bill included an

$800,000 Norfolk-Beaufort designation; however, even after hours of de-

fense of the project, Small was unable to obtain an appropriation in the

1914 lump-sum rivers and harbors bill.

The 1915 hearings and debates before the Committee on Rivers and

Harbors were more favorable to the waterway due to John Small's sincere

advocacy in spite of "pork barrel" cries. For continuing improvement of

the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway $400,000,was designated. In 1916 his support

of the links in the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway assured a $1,000,000

appropriation to the Norfolk-Beaufort link.

The war year, 1917, brought success and failure to Small's waterway

The early rivers and harbors bill did not pass; endless debateefforts.

In April, 1917, Small moved to the chairmanship offorestalled a vote.

The chairmanship of this committeethe Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

would have been a favorable augury for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway,

if Small had not been limited by the outbreak of war in April, 1917.

Consequently during his chairmanship Small stressed national defense in-

In late 1917,$100,000 was appropriatedstead of commercial development.

to the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway,and $5,000 was appropriated to purchase

a second link in the waterway, the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal.



Small introduced two other bills during his chairmanship; these were

Conservative measures that took into consideration the war conditions and

did not include any project not recommended by the Army Corps of

Engineers. Consequently not one of the three bills introduced during

Small’s chairmanship was defeated or even cut from the original recommenda-

In 1918 an addi-tions set forth by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

tional $500,000 was designated to the Norfolk-Beaufort waterway; likewise

in 1919 the rivers and harbors bill gave $750,000 to the Norfolk-Beaufort

project, $3,000,000 for the purchase of the Chesapeake and Delaware

Canal and authorized more detailed surveys of the Beaufort-Cape Fear link

of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway.

Even with these accomplishments during his years in Congress, Small

did not see the first link of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway com-

pleted before he was defeated in the Democratic primary of 1920. The

Norfolk-Beaufort link, in which Small had always shown a special interest,

was nearing completion by 1921, and progress was beginning on the

Finally Small’s advocacy of the AtlanticChesapeake and Delaware section.

Intracoastal Waterway was beginning to bear fruit.

Since Small served North Carolina's first district before automo-

biles were commonly used and before airplanes were available, he consid-

ered money appropriated to develop waterway transportation a legitimate

After careful consideration of John Small's persistent effortsinvestment.

from 1899 to 1921 in behalf of this "enduring monument," the conclusion

must be drawn that he was a devout believer in the commercial advantages

of' a continuous inland waterway along the Atlantic Ocean. His influence

was of paramount significance in the campaign to develop and carry through

to completion this important national project.
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CHAPTER I

AN ENDURING MONUMENT

On March 4, 1899, John Humphrey Small began a twenty-two year

career in the United States House of Representatives as congressman of

the first district of North Carolina. His interests were many and

varied, but his major contribution to the United States and to his home

state involved his lifelong interest in the inland waterways of the

nation, especially those of the eastern coast. John Small was a

principal figure in the revival of enthusiasm in waterway development

during the early years of the twentieth century.

Born on August 29, 1858, in Washington, North Carolina, Small was a

member of an old family of Eastern North Carolina, which had migrated to

Beaufort County from Pasquotank County prior to the Civil War. His

parents, John Humphrey Small and Sallie Sanderson Small, raised their

three children in a big yellow columned house on West Main Street in

This street was the home of many of North Carolina's mostWashington.

outstanding lawyers, including State Supreme Court Justice William B.
1

Rodman, Judge George H. Brown, Angus D. MacLean, and Charles F. Warren.

However, educational opportunities for John Small were limited

because the "Civil War had destroyed much of eastern North Carolina's
2

wealth." Small's older brother was able to educate himself in the

1
Author's interview with William B. Rodman, retired North Carolina

Supreme Court Justice, Washington, North Carolina, July 27, 1971, herein-
after cited as Rodman interview.

2
Rodman interview.



2

field of medicine and migrated to Massachusetts to practice that

Small's early education probably began in his Main Streetprofession.

home under his mother's tutelage. After some other preparation from the

limited number of teachers available in post-Civil War Washington, Small

continued his education at Trinity College (now Duke University). From

1873 to 1876 he worked his way through this institution. For the next

four years he taught in the public schools at Golden Valley in

Rutherford County and at Washington in Beaufort County, North Carolina.

In the latter part of 1881, Small was elected superintendent of public

instruction for Beaufort County.^
Small's interest in law and politics blossomed during these years

when he read law under the direction of two competent judges, William B.

Rodman and Charles F. Warren. Licensed to practice in January, 1881,

Small's ability to understand his constituents views and opinions in

his later career was also influenced by his early newspaper background.

He realized the influence of newspaper support in politics when he was

owner and editor of the Washington Gazette from 1883 to 1886. During

Small's congressional years he maintained a good relationship with the

press, and he had an advisory staff consisting of editors from his

district, state, and region.

fore a tremendous asset to his political career.^

Brief experience in journalism was there-

%orth Carolina Biography, Volume IV of History of North Carolina,
by R. D. W. Connor, William K. Boyd, J. G. De Roulhac Hamilton, and
others (Chicago, 1919), 325.

^Mary Louise Elder, "The Political Organization and Techniques of
John H. Small" (unpublished master's thesis, Duke University, 1958), 2,
hereinafter cited as Elder, "John H. Small."
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Small was elected reading clerk of the North Carolina State Senate

for the year 1881, and served as solicitor from 1882 to 1885 of the

inferior court of Beaufort County. Building up a political following in

the first district, Small was elected city councilman of Washington from

May, 1887 to 1889 and later served as attorney for the Board of County

Commissioners of Beaufort County from 1888 to 1896.^

From the beginning of his career Small took an active part in the

political life of the community and was a leader in the Democratic

He participated in state conventions of the party from 1889 toparty.

1898 as a delegate from Beaufort County. Small served as a Democratic

presidential elector in 1896 and was chairman of the Beaufort County

Democratic Executive Committee for many years.6

Described by his fellow citizens as "brainy, pure and plucky,"

Small married on June 11, 1890 Miss Isabelle Wharton, daughter of

’Miss Bella," as Mrs. Small was addressed, wasColonel Rufus Wharton.

a beautiful, radiant, and humorous individual who further enriched Small's

life and career by bringing him many friends.^ He became a partner with

George Brown in his Washington law office in the 1880’s. When Judge

Brown obtained a position on the North Carolina Superior Court, Small

continued legal practice in the law office on Main Street. He built up

a large practice. Although he was not an impressive speaker, he was a

^Historical and Descriptive Review of the State of North Carolina:
The Eastern Section (Charleston, South Carolina, 1885), II, 156.

^Washington (North Carolina) Daily News, July 13, 1946.

^Author's interview with Mary Mcllhenny Toler, newspaper woman for
the Washington Daily News, July 27, 1971.
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His success was further enhanced by his love of "folks"hard worker.

and his desire to be in contact with his fellowman. Consequently, he

In the late 1890's he added Angus MacLean,won a multitude of friends.

8nephew of Judge Brown, as his partner.

By 1898 Small had won a reputation of significance. He was forty

years of age when the Democrats of the first congressional district met

in Edenton on August 30, 1898. Judge William B. Rodman, chairman of the

Democratic Executive Committee of Beaufort County, manifested concern

over the Democratic nominees for 1898. In 1896 the Republican-Populist

Fusionists had defeated the Democratic party and Rodman ardently desired

that the Democrats regain control. Several prominent Democratic lawyers

from the first district declined to challenge Populist-Republican Harry

Skinner for the United States House seat. They felt for the Democrats

to win in 1898 would be impossible. Difficulties followed in persuading

Finally John Small told the leaders ofanyone to accept the nomination.

the convention that he did not seek the nomination; yet he refused to see

the Republicans win by default.
q

Democrat congressional candidate.

Soon after his nomination Small was described as "staid in appear-

Consequently, he was nominated as the

..10
ance, firm in conviction, steady in work. Withall he appeared to

possess the qualities of a persevering worker. These assets were needed

in 1898, for political controls in the Tar Heel state were exercised by

^Rodman interview.

^Rodman interview.

10Elder, "John H. Small," 12.
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a fusion of Populists and Republicans. In the previous congressional

term Harry Skinner, a Populist-Republican of Greenville, had represented

the first district. To defeat the Fusionists, the Democrats launched

the white supremacy campaign of 1898, in which they linked the Populist-

Republican coalition with Negro voting, officeholding, corruption, and

misrule. Democrats demanded that farmers of the first district realize

that the Fusionists had helped them neither in regard to taxes or free

11
coinage of silver. The Democrats pointed especially to what they

considered to be the "idiotic" ideas of New Bern's Negro Congressman

George H. White.^ Eastern politicians insisted that if John Small

could "take the banner that our white people have put in his hands and

lead us to triumph through the troubled waters of political strife in

1 ?
this crisis of history," they would pronounce him blessed. J

Small, a man of medium weight and height, with gray hair, and a

conservative dresser, created an image of sincerity and forthrightness

to the whites. He won the first congressional seat in 1898. The

night after his tremendous victory a big celebration was held in

Washington, North Carolina,

afire and a big parade moved down Main Street.^

Fifteen to twenty barrels of tar were set

During his congressional years Small became an outspoken party

leader on issues such as woman suffrage, World War I, prohibition,

H-Daily Reflector (Greenville), August 31, 1898, hereinafter cited
as Daily Reflector.

^Daily Reflector, November 1, 1898.

^Daily Reflector, September 7, 1898.

^Rodman interview.
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education, and agricultural problems, but his main interest involved

the matter of water borne transportation. Because of his efforts in

this field, he left behind "a monument more enduring, as it is more

useful than any shaft of stone.

The district he served was interspersed with rivers, creeks and

sounds. The rivers and creeks were comparatively shallow. North

Carolina's first district also had a greater expanse of inland

waterways than any other district in the nation. Yet these waterways

were of limited usefulness. When Representative Small entered the

first session of the Fifty-Sixth Congress in 1899 he was aware of the

restrictions on eastern North Carolina in regard to waterborne traffic.

The section of eastern North Carolina from the Neuse River to the

Virginia line, including the Neuse, Pamlico, Roanoke, Chowan,

Perquimans, and Pasquotank rivers and the Pamlico and Albemarle sounds

were land-locked from the Atlantic Ocean. The only natural passage

to Beaufort Inlet and the Atlantic was Core Creek, and its snag ridden

depth amounted to about five feet. Consequently, the only possible

exit from any of these waters was northwest through one of the privately

constructed canals, the Dismal Swamp Canal or the Chesapeake and

Albemarle Canal. Since all the tonnage shipped out of eastern and

northeastern North Carolina passed through these inadequate canals and

paid tolls, the amount of North Carolina's tonnage was limited."^

15C. H. Claudy, "Circumventing Cape Hatteras: An Inland Waterway
from Chesapeake Bay to Beaufort Inlet, N. C., Which Will Benefit the
Entire Nation," The World Today, XIII (December, 1907), 1254.

l^News and Observer (Raleigh), March 17, 1907, hereinafter cited as
News and Observer.
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Another disadvantage to trade along the eastern seaboard was the

North Carolina coastline. Along the North Carolina coast for about

175 miles from the Virginia line to Cape Lookout were located a string

of low, narrow, sandy islands known as the Outer Banks. These islands

were separated from the mainland by shallow sounds. Outside the

Outer Banks was an area known as the "Graveyard of the Atlantic" because

of the countless shipwrecks that occurred along the "roughest and most

treacherous seacoast of the continent." Destructive currents, deceptive /

shoals, and frequent storms limited commerce along the route outside

17
Cape Hatteras and Cape Lookout.

Congressman Small felt more commerce between the North and South

would be created if this "Graveyard of the Atlantic" could be avoided.

If North Caro- v/He dreamed of a national transportation system by water.

lina's inland waterways were improved, the farmers of eastern

North Carolina could ship out their produce quickly and cheaply, the

law officers who used the waterways as a means of transport could

accomplish their work more adequately, and the judges who used the

18
waterways to arrive for circuit court could do so safely.

The prospects for improving these waterways were especially

enticing in view of the tremendous economic growth of the northeastern

United States in the late nineteenth century and the rather sluggish

^David Stick, The Outer Banks of North Carolina (Chapel Hill, 1958),
1-5, and Scrapbook of Edmund Harding, July 21, 1963 article from
Charlotte Observer, Edmund Harding home, Sunnyside, Washington,
North Carolina.

l^Rodman interview.
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advancement of the South. John Small concluded that "increased

facilities of transportation have always made and will always make for

progress . . . Isolation is said to be the mother of stagnation, and

there is no more effective prevention of isolation than increased

facilities of communication and transportation." He affirmed that

commercial growth for the South would be linked to the cheap form of

transportation offered by utilizing its natural waterways.^ Therefore,

he became a vigorous advocate of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway

which would connect the natural bodies of water along the coast by

means of a series of sea level, short canals. This waterway would

provide a protected and swift transit for commercial tows and other

light draft vessels unsuited to navigation on the Atlantic Ocean.

Small was not the first person, however, to realize the potentiality

of a protected inland waterway along the Atlantic coast. Since the

days of George Washington and James Monroe the benefits to be derived

from avoiding this dangerous North Carolina coastline had been discussed.

The earliest improvements along the Atlantic seaboard were local and

consisted of the digging of a canal from Ipswich Bay to Gloucester Bay,

A canal across Cape Cod was proposed as earlyMassachusetts in 1643.

as 1676, and George Washington made a survey of the Dismal Swamp of
20

northeastern North Carolina in 1755.

19
Congressional Record Appendix, Sixty-Second Congress, Second

Session, 1912 (Washington, 1912), XLVIII, 138.
20
United States, Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, The

Intracoastal Waterway, Part I: Atlantic Section (Washington, 1948),
4, hereinafter cited as Corps of Engineers, Atlantic Section.
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The first national rivers and harbors legislation was passed in

1802 authorizing an appropriation of as much as $30,000. Shortly

thereafter the Gallatin Plan was reported to Congress in 1808 and

called for an intracoastal canal system from the Hudson River to the

Cape Fear River. At this early stage in the Federal era controversy

arose over the constitutional right of Congress to take such action, and

no further steps were undertaken at that time. In 1829 a private toll

lock canal was opened between the Chesapeake and Delaware bays and the

United States contributed $450,000 of the $2,250,000 total cost. In

the years from 1831 to 1834 the Delaware and Raritan Canal, connecting

New York and Philadelphia, was privately cons true ted.^

Yet agitation for federal aid to deepen channels continued, and

in 1837 Congress authorized a survey from the southern end of the

Dismal Swamp in North Carolina to Winyah Bay in South Carolina to

determine the feasibility of opening an inland route between Chesapeake

Bay and Charleston, South Carolina. However, no further congressional

action was taken for by this time the railroad mania was mounting, and

federal assistance to transportation turned in this direction.

Nevertheless, the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal, connecting Norfolk,

Virginia and the Albemarle Sound was begun privately in 1856.22
From these early, small, and scattered beginnings there developed

a renaissance of interests in waterway developments during the early

years of the twentieth century. Heretofore much controversy over rivers

^Corps of Engineers, Atlantic Section, 4.

22corps of Engineers, Atlantic Section, 4.



10

and harbors improvements had come in the latter years of the nineteenth

century, as more and more projects were adopted and many congressmen

and newspapermen cried that these improvements were only "pork barrel"

legislation. Withstanding criticism from all sectors in the twentieth

century, Small advocated, testified, spoke, and wrote for any steps to

bring the completion of the three thousand mile Atlantic Intracoastal

Waterway from Boston, Massachusetts to Key West, Florida. In spite of

his perseverance only a few of the major steps toward completion had

Nevertheless, commercial towsbeen made by 1921 when he left office.

and small craft could ply from Boston to Key West with a minimum of

Time brought fulfillment to John Small's dream.exposure by 1946.

A description of the enduring monument which Congressman Small

The northernmost waterwayworked so diligently to create is in order.

of the intracoastal system is the tidewater Annisquam Canal in

Massachusetts, about twenty-three miles northeast of Boston, which

extends across the base of Cape Ann from Ipswich Bay on the north to

Gloucester Harbor on the south. From Gloucester Harbor the route

traverses the open waters of Massachusetts 3ay to Boston, through

Massachusetts Bay, the Atlantic Ocean, and Cape Cod Bay to the Cape Cod

Canal.23

Cape Cod Canal, a sea level waterway, extends from a point in

Cape Cod Bay about fifteen miles southeast to Plymouth Harbor and to the

At this point two routes are available, and likehead of Buzzards Bay.

^Corps of Engineers, Atlantic Section, 5.
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much of the system above Trenton, New Jersey, it is necessary

occasionally to go into the Atlantic Ocean. The path usually taken from

the Cape Cod Canal passes through Long Island Sound, the East River,

Upper and Lower New York bays, and then into the Atlantic Ocean and

along the New Jersey shore. An alternative route for light draft

vessels, by-passing Long Island Sound and New York Harbor, is provided

by the Long Island Intracoastal Waterway, which leaves the main route

in Block Island Sound, goes through Gardiners Bay, Shelter Island Sound,

and Little and Great Peconic bays, traverses the protected shallow bays

along the southern shore of Long Island to East Rockaway Inlet, and

crosses open water to rejoin the main route in open ocean off Sandy Hook
0 /

to Manasquan Inlet.

From Manasquan Inlet, New Jersey, south two routes are available,

one continuing along and off the New Jersey coast, and the other going

through the Manasquan Inlet and the New Jersey Intracoastal Waterway down

the coast and through Cape May Canal into Delaware Bay. From the junction

of these two routes in Delaware Bay, off Cape May Canal, traffic may pass

through open waters in Delaware Bay and River to Reedy Point, Delaware,

about forty miles below Philadelphia, where it enters the Intracoastal
25

Waterway at the eastern entrance of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal.

Beginning at Trenton, New Jersey, the Intracoastal Waterway extends

south through Delaware River to the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. This

is a sea-level waterway about nineteen miles long, connecting Delaware

2^Corps of Engineers, Atlantic Section, 5.

25corps of Engineers, Atlantic Section, 5.
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River with the head of the Chesapeake Bay. The Waterway then traverses

open waters in the Chesapeake Bay to Hampton Roads, Virginia. From

Hampton Roads the Waterway continues generally southerly through the

Elizabeth River, and these waters serve Newport News, Norfolk, and

Portsmouth. From the Southern Branch of the Elizabeth River two routes

extend south for about two hundred miles from Norfolk to Beaufort Inlet,

North Carolina. One route goes by way of the Chesapeake and Albemarle

Canal and the other by way of the Dismal Swamp Canal, and they intersect

in the Albemarle Sound about eight miles southeast of Wade Point

Lighthouse at the mouth of the Pasquotank River. From this intersection

the Waterway continues southward by way of the Alligator River and a

twenty-two mile land cut into Pungo River, across the Pamlico River,

and thence by other streams and land cuts to Beaufort, North Carolina.

/The Intracoastal route from the Pasquotank River through the North

Carolina sounds continues south by a more easterly route through the

Croatan Sound and Pamlico Sound to the mouth of the Neuse River where it

26
rejoins the alternate route.

From Beaufort, North Carolina, the waterway follows the sounds,

streams, and marine marshes along the coast for 104 miles at a twelve-

foot depth, where it enters the Cape Fear River about thirteen miles

below Wilmington, North Carolina, and follows that river downstream to

Southport. From Southport, North Carolina, the Intracoastal Waterway

again follows coastal streams and marshes to a point three miles south

of Little River, South Carolina, where it connects by a land cut with

^Corps of Engineers, Atlantic Section, 5.
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Waccamaw River at Enterprise, South Carolina, and follows that river

downstream to Winyah Bay, South Carolina. Leaving Winyah Bay by way

of the Estherville-Minim Creek Canal, the Waterway follows coastal

waters and marshes with connecting cuts, passes directly by Charleston,

Beaufort, and Parris Island, South Carolina, crosses the Savannah

River about eight miles below Savannah, Georgia, enters the St. Johns

River about twenty-three miles below Jacksonville, Florida, and follows

that river upstream to the mouth of the Oklawaha River. The authorized

Cross-Florida Barge Canal will route the waterway across Florida to

27
connect with the Gulf Coast.

The completed sections of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway were

constructed by all types of earth-moving equipment, especially hydraulic

VMuch of the commerce on the waterway is related topipe line dredgers.

the seafood industry. However, the principal commodities shipped are

sand, gravel, pulpwood, gasoline, fuel oil and petroleum products,

lumber and wood products, fertilizers, and very recently phosphate

In addition tofrom the Texas Gulf Sulphur Company's discoveries.

the commerical usage, the Intracoastal Waterway has benefited many

Fishing boat owners and yachtsmen are provided asmall-craft owners.

sheltered route along the scenic shores where the original English

settlement of the American colonies began.

f

27corps of Engineers, Atlantic Section, 5.

^Corps of Engineers, Atlantic Section, 7.



CHAPTER II

RENAISSANCE OF INTEREST IN WATERWAYS

With the phenomenal expansion of railroad construction in the latter

half of the nineteenth century came a general decline in the use of

waterway transportation. Every area that had available railways turned

to this quicker method of commerce. Yet despite the decline in waterway

traffic, there were many who maintained that water borne transportation

was cheaper than railways. John Small and other waterway enthusiasts

would also argue that such avenues of commerce were effective regulators

These ideas were expressed during the 1880sof railroad freight rates,

and 1890s while problems of railroad regulation were under discussion,

but they were not promulgated widely until after 1900. In the early

years of the twentieth century local, regional, and national commercial

organizations which were formed to aid the cause of the nation’s

waterways exerted an enormous political influence. An authority on the

St. Lawrence Waterway, William R. Willoughby, points out that the

activity on behalf of waterway development in the early twentieth

"They wrote about waterways, talked aboutcentury was unprecedented.

them, created dozens of associations to promote their development, and

persuaded their congressmen to vote millions of dollars for their

improvement," he concludes.^-
A strong argument for waterway development was caused by the shortage

of freight cars in 1906 and 1907. In 1908 the railroads had only

^-Ralph D. Gray, The National Waterway: A History of the Chesapeake
and Delaware Canal, 1769-1965 (Urbana, 1967), 188, hereinafter cited as

Gray, National Waterway.



15

225,000 miles of line and were limited to shipping high-value
2

commodities. Consequently, farm products in the fall of 1906 and 1907

were not promptly moved to markets and warehouses. Some railroad

companies realized at this time that waterways could be an aid to the

nation's transportation needs and not an evil competitor with the

railroad interests. Waterways could ship bulky commodities that only

took up a lot of space in railroad cars and brought small returns.

James J. Hill, president of the Great Northern Railroad, spoke to the

Gulf Deep Waterway Association meeting in 1908 and stated the need for
3

cooperation between the two modes of transportation.

With John Small's special interest in waterways he entered

national politics at an appropriate time to become thoroughly involved /
in this renewed interest in waterways. This period was also marked

by great excitement and interest in conservation. Leaders such as

Small, Theodore Burton, a representative from Pennsylvania, and

President Theodore Roosevelt were interested in the conservation of

America's natural resources. The correct usage of inland waterway

resources was felt by these men to be an essential part of a sound

conservation program. Representatives Moore and Small and many other

waterway developers did not, however, in the early stages think of

water resources in terms of multiple-purpose development. Concepts of

multiple-purpose development would include consideration and emphasis

2
Gray, National Waterway, 190.

^James J. Hill, "Highways of Progress," The World's Work, XX
(1910), 12920.
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upon reclamation, reforestation, and water power potential as well as

commercial development.^
Interest in development of waterways encouraged merchants, manu¬

facturers, and national and local leaders who formed promotional

organizations all over the United States to influence public opinion.

No less than eleven waterway conventions met in the fall of 1907

including the Western Waterway Association, the Lake Carriers Association,

the Lakes to Gulf Waterway Association, the Interstate Inland Waterway

Association, and the Women's National Rivers and Harbors Congress.5 But

the associational meetings that were most closely related to the

promotion of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway were the Atlantic Deeper

Waterway Association and the National Rivers and Harbors Congress.

The National Rivers and Harbors Congress was formed at a meeting

on the campus of the Johns Hopkins University in October, 1901. It was

here that the chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors in the

House of Representatives, Theodore E. Burton, told the assembly that

nothing had contributed more to making the previous century the greatest

of all centuries than improvements in transportation. He further

emphasized that:

^Samuel P. Hays, Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency: The
Progressive Conservation Movement, 1890-1920 (Cambridge, 1959), 100,
hereinafter cited as Hays, Conservation and the Gospel of Efficiency;
John Ray Ross, "Pork Barrels and the General Welfare: Problems in
Conservation, 1900-1920" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Duke
University, 1969), vii, hereinafter cited as Ross, "Pork Barrels and
the General Welfare."

Edward Lawrence Pross, "A History of Rivers and Harbors Appropria-
tion Bills, 1866-1933" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ohio State
University, 1938), 144, hereinafter cited as Pross, "Rivers and Harbors
Appropriation Bills."
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It is our power to educate public opinion and organize
efforts for the enactment of legislation which shall be
national in scope and for the benefit of the whole people.
. . . It is better to appropriate for localities where
traffic is already established than where its development
is uncertain.**

Burton was a capable chairman of the Committee on Rivers and

Harbors, and he exerted an all-out effort to keep the bills free of

"pork barrel" charges. Traditionally rivers and harbors bills were

among the most controversial types of legislation, oftentimes considered

of the "pork barrel" variety. But during the late nineteenth century

and the early years of the twentieth century largely under Chairman

Burton's direction, changes were made in the formation of these bills.

The bills were no longer annual; suspension of the rules was not used

in passage, and under Burton's guidance the projects to be included in

the bills were watched very carefully. In order to receive an

appropriation a new project had to receive approval for a preliminary

examination by the district engineer's office. If this preliminary

examination were favorable, a survey including more careful studies was

made and detailed plans and estimates of the project were provided to

the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War. These officers then

presented to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors their estimates on a

In committee a bill was drawn up after hearings hadnew improvement.

Usually the Corps of Engineers and interested citizens from

the project area testified concerning the importance of the project.^
been held.

^Theodore E. Burton, "Address," Report of the Proceedings of the
National Rivers and Harbors Congress (Baltimore, 1901), 66.

^W. Stull Holt, The Office of the Chief of Engineers of the Army:
Its Non-Military History, Activities, and Organization (Baltimore, 1923),
32, 64.
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Then a bill for rivers and harbors, consisting of appropriations for

certain projects, went through the usual House debate, Senate debate,

and conference committee meetings.

The 1901 National Rivers and Harbors Congress meeting at which

Chairman Burton spoke was fairly successful, but the delegates made no

definite plans to convene again. Consequently, the organization did

not meet again in the National Capitol until January 15 and 16, 1906.

The National Rivers and Harbors Congress advocated "a policy not a

project" of annual congressional appropriations for the complete

development of every worthy and deserving water course in the United
8

Even the title of this organization signified a national,States.

non-sectional approach to development of all waterways.

Although the motto was "a policy not a project," the organization

defended several waterways that were worthy of a government appropria-

During the 1906 meeting John Small emphasized to the delegatestion.

and to a wider audience the urgent needs for an inland waterway from

Norfolk, Virginia to Beaufort Inlet, North Carolina to avoid treacherous
9

Capes Hatteras and Lookout. Since 1899, he had stressed this project

in the House of Representatives but now he was urging its adoption by

the federal government before an organization that intended to educate

the American people at large and to lobby before congressional leaders

^Report of the Proceedings of the National Rivers and Harbors
Congress (Baltimore, 1906).

9john H. Small, "Address," Report of the Proceedings of the National
Rivers and Harbor Congress (Baltimore, 1906), 161, hereinafter cited as

Small, "Address."
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concerning the urgent needs of waterway projects that were truly

national in scope.

Small also brought up the problem that was caused when the

United States Army Corp of Engineers made the decisions concerning

deserving waterway projects. The Corps of Engineers surveyed and made

suggestions as to the needs of present and future commerce on canals,

rivers, and harbors that the Congress ordered it to inspect.

Representative Small preferred that rivers and harbors appropriations

be put upon a departmental basis by which financial experts, not

engineers, devised general scheme of improvements and had these maintained

by annual appropriations. He further pointed out that under existing

policies officers trained for war but not for the comprehension of

peaceful commerce had jurisdiction over rivers and harbors improvements.

Small preferred leadership to come from the Department of Commerce,

Labor, or some such department headed by a civilian trained as a student

of the economic problems of transportation. He felt the Corps of

Engineers should carry out the work, but not determine the transportation

priorities and needs.^
Since the National Rivers and Harbors Congress desired to meet at

the opening of Congress in hopes of having more influence, the second

meeting of 1906 convened in Washington, D. C. in December. At that time

Congressman Joseph Ransdell was elected president and many individuals

One of these spokesmen was Major Edward Josephaddressed the members.

Hale of Fayetteville, North Carolina. Theodore Burton earlier in the

10Small, "Address," 163.:
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session addressed the group and frowned upon the issuance of bonds by

the government to finance waterway improvements.^ Major Hale, in

contrast, pointed out that "We in North Carolina favor, not a $50,000,000

but a $100,000,000 appropriation [for rivers and harbors]. We are in

He alsofavor of having this work done even if it requires bonds.

presented a letter to the convention from the Governor of North Carolina,

Robert B. Glenn. The Tar Heel governor made reference to the project

of the inland waterway along the coast avoiding Cape Hatteras and said,

"Our people most heartily approve the object of the National Rivers

and Harbors Congress . . . awakening the public mind to the imperative

necessity of supplementing the overworked capacity of the railroads

by improving our waterways." Glenn favored bonds, if they were necessary

to finance the improvements, but frowned upon the extraordinary amounts

the United States appropriated to the army and navy annually in

13
comparison with rivers and harbors appropriations.

Politicians throughout North Carolina realized the great concern

for improving the commercial conditions of coastal North Carolina, and

the 1906 State Democratic platform called for the construction of an

inland waterway from Beaufort, North Carolina to Norfolk, Virginia in

order to avoid Cape Hatteras and develop more commercial opportunities.^

^Theodore E. Burton, "Address," Report of the Proceedings of the
National Rivers and Harbors Congress (Cincinnati, 1906), 22-26.

^Edward Joseph Hale, "Remarks," Report of the Proceedings of the
National Rivers and Harbors Congress (Cincinnati, 1906), 204.

^-^Report of the Proceedings of the National Rivers and Harbors
Congress (Cincinnati, 1906), 205-206.

^Daily Reflector, October 30, 1906.
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John Small was not alone in advocating this federal development, but he

had been the "father" of this idea at the close of the nineteenth

century when waterway enthusiasm was mounting.

The inadequacy of the railroads of the United States was shown by

the fact that in the previous ten years the tonnage of railroads had

increased by 47 per cent, and at the same time, railroad mileage had

increased only 20 per cent.^ Farmers needed improved waterways to

help them overcome shipping shortages and extravagant rates. Western

grain farmers, southern cotton planters, the lumber industry, and coal

companies especially were suffering. If the United States were to avoid

halting commercial and industrial development because of the lack of

transportation facilities, river transportation was needed to overcome

the burden.^ Representative Small called attention to a letter from

James J. Hill, president of the Great Northern Railroad, in which he

spoke of railroad congestion and estimated that to get the railroads "to

needed capacity it would cost $1,000,000,000 per annum." Hill, therefore,

..17felt "the remedy must be sought elsewhere.

The Atlantic Deeper Waterway Association, in which Small was also

very active, concurred in this opinion and pressed for the construction

of an inland waterway from Boston to Key West to unite the natural water

bodies by means of a series of short canals. Republican J. Hampton Moore,

^Congressional Record, Fifty-Ninth Congress, Second Session, 1907
(Washington, 1907) XLI, 185, hereinafter cited as Congressional Record,
XLI.

^Congressional Record, XLI, 2128.

^Congressional Record, XLI, 2165.
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United States Representative from Pennsylvania, was very influential in

recruiting the friends of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway into this

organization. Moore would be especially concerned about the Chesapeake

and Delaware section of this waterway and its influence upon

18
Philadelphia's commerce. John Small showed greater concern for the

Norfolk-Beaufort section that affected his own district. Still both

congressmen united with all the members to attempt to get a complete

Atlantic inland waterway from Boston to Florida.

President Theodore Roosevelt, a perceptive politician and

conservationist, appreciated the power and influence of waterway

enthusiasts. In 1907 he appointed the Inland Waterway Commission to

study all aspects of inland waterways--navigation, irrigation, reclama-

The commission, consisting of nine men, wastion, and conservation.

directed to study waterway problems of the United States for one year

before filing a report. A very wise decision was made when the capable

chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, Theodore Burton, was

19
named by President Roosevelt to head the group.

In 1907 the Agnus Commission, which had been appointed in 1905 to

investigate the commercial possibilities of the Chesapeake and Delaware

The secretary in turnCanal, made its report to the Secretary of War.

submitted to Congress his statement affirming that the Chesapeake and

Delaware Canal, which was advocated as a link in the Atlantic Intra-

coastal Waterway by John Small, justified government purchase and

^•®Gray, National Waterway, 204-205.

l^Gray, National Waterway, 192.
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improvement. Commercial, military, and naval considerations prompted

this decision by the Agnus Commission, and Small was delighted with its

conclusions. Bills were introduced in Congress for the purchase of the

Chesapeake and Delaware Canal in 1907 and 1909, but neither bill was

20
adopted.

When Representative Small entered Congress in 1899 he attempted to

obtain an appointment to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. Such an

appointment eluded him for several years. Undaunted by this setback,

he commenced to introduce bills for an inland waterway in North Carolina.

On May 28, 1900, he introduced a bill for the survey of an inland

waterway sixteen feet in depth from the southern terminus of the Dismal

Swamp Canal, at South Mills, Pasquotank County, North Carolina, thence

extending down the Pasquotank River to Albemarle Sound, thence across

Albemarle Sound, Croatan Sound, Pamlico Sound, and Core Creek, with an

outlet to the ocean through Ocracoke Inlet and Beaufort Inlet, North

This bill was included in the emergency rivers and harborsCarolina.

bill of June, 1900.21
A survey was conducted in the summer of 1900 by the Corps of

Engineers, and the results were presented to the second session of the

The route recommended by Colonel Peter C. Hains,Fifty-Sixth Congress.

Army Corps division engineer, extended instead from the Dismal Swamp to

Beaufort; it was proposed that the United States purchase the Dismal

20Gray, National Waterway, 201.

2^Congressional Record, Fifty-Sixth Congress, Second Session, 1900
(Washington, 1900), XXXIV, 947, hereinafter cited as Congressional
Record, XXXIV.
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Swamp Canal, and the entire project was estimated to cost $5,532,893

less.22 E. W. Van C. Lucas of the Wilmington Engineer's officeor

pointed to the economy of barge traffic and agreed with Major James B.

Quinn of the Norfolk office who insisted that the depth of Ocracoke

and Beaufort inlets was inadequate for commerce. In endorsing a

terminus point for the inland waterway, Captain Lucas said Beaufort

Inlet was better than Ocracoke Inlet even if it cost more because:

(1) it avoided Cape Lookout; (2) the railroad terminus at Morehead City,

North Carolina would lead to coordination of the two transportation

He also gave a chart of coastwise trade to be affectedfacilities.

by the establishment of this inland water route to avoid Cape Hatteras.

From Wilmington, North Carolina to Jacksonville, Florida affected

tonnage was estimated to be worth $116,174,000 or about six to ten

The engineers estimated that 10 per cent ofmillion tons annually.

coastwise shipping was lost annually by shipwreck, and a large

percentage of this was destroyed off Cape Hatteras. This waterway

would not only reduce shipwrecks, but also provide cheap barge traffic

and save an estimated $750,000 to $1,000,000 annually by avoidance of

These savings, it was claimed, would payhigh railroad freight rates,

for the waterway in a short time.23

Acting upon the engineers' recommendations Small introduced a bill

on June 7, 1901 authorizing an additional survey of an inland waterway

from Norfolk to Beaufort; this was referred to the Committee on Rivers

22congressional Record, XXXIV, Appendix, 335.

23congressional Record, XXXIV, Appendix, 336.
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and Harbors. In arguing for the inland waterway, the congressman

pointed to the advantage of reduced insurance rates, defense benefits

in time of war, and benefits to eastern North Carolina.

The thrifty and progressive towns in eastern North Carolina . .

would feel the impulse of this new artery of commerce and the
people of all the Tidewater section of North Carolina and
the other States thereby affected would be brought in touch
with the commerce of our country.

Yet he emphasized the national characteristics of the project, since it

was only a link in the chain of planned waterways from Boston to

Florida. Small insisted "It is not local in character ... It would

promote the transportation of lumber and agriculture products from

the South, and would give increased facilities to transport coal and

"24bulky manufactured products from the North and West.

In connection with the river and harbor appropriation bill of

1901, Small emphasized that the most important subject in connection

with waterways under construction by the national government was the

construction and maintenance of an interior waterway along the

Atlantic coast. Again he emphasized the promotion of domestic commerce

by cheapening traffic rates and fostering the interchange of commerce

between all sections of the country.^ Here the congressman reflected

the "New South" image by trying to reunite the North and South in

understanding and by attempting to provide the means for the South to

catch up with the North economically.

^Congressional Record, XXXIV, 948.

^Congressional Record, XXXIV, Appendix, 24.
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An amendment to the appropriation bill of 1901 called for a survey

by three to five engineers of a waterway sixteen-feet in depth from

Norfolk to Beaufort Inlet, North Carolina by all possible routes. This

amendment was agreed to by the conference committee, but the 1901 rivers

and harbors bill was kept from passage because of the opposition of those

who had sought unsuccessfully to incorporate a project for irrigating

arid lands of the West.26

This delay did not dissuade Representative Small, however, and in

the next session of Congress he presented a compilation of marine

disasters on the North Carolina coast from Cape Lookout to a point

north of Cape Hatteras for eleven years from July 1, 1890 to

Eighty disasters had occurred and 90 per cent of theseJune 30, 1901.

had involved vessels engaged in coastwise trade between northern and

southern ports.27 Nonetheless, Theodore Burton, chairman of the Rivers

and Harbors Committee, appeared rather unfriendly to the Norfolk-

He felt there would be a lack of commerce on thisBeaufort waterway.

Small continued to emphasize the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway'sroute.

national importance from Boston to Florida.

Consequently, in June, 1902, the Rivers and Harbors Act was approved

by both houses of Congress and provided for three engineers to make a

preliminary survey and examination and select a route, sixteen feet in

depth, for the inland waterway from Norfolk to Beaufort, North Carolina.

26congressional Record, XXXIV, Appendix, 337.

27
Congressional Record, Fifty-Seventh Congress, First Session,

1901 (Washington, 1902), XXXV, 3017.
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This bill also created a Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to

consider reports on surveys before they were sent to the Chief of

Engineers and House Committee on Rivers and Harbors. It was expected

thereby to obtain greater uniformity in recommendations by local

engineers.

John Small, Fumifold M. Simmons, a United States Senator from

North Carolina, and other waterway advocates realized the importance of

providing the engineers with the complete information they needed to

make a thorough survey. Small made speeches, wrote letters, and visited

all the areas to be affected from Boston to Florida if an Atlantic

Intracoastal Waterway were adopted. He obtained commercial statistics

to give the surveying engineers and encouraged the people of

North Carolina and Virginia especially to give any necessary commercial

and military information to the district engineer for the approved

29
survey.

The people of Small's district were pleased with his efforts to

aid their area gain outlets to the Atlantic Ocean and overcome

Small's tireless campaign for the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterwayisolation.

proved rewarding, and the Board of Engineers made their report in

The report was referred toSeptember, 1903 recommending the project.

the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in Washington which could

This board kept the report
• modify, reject, or approve the project.

^News and Observer, March. 17, 1907.

2^John H. Small to General G. S. Gillipsie, May 29, 1903, John
Humphrey Small Papers, Southern Historical Collection, University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, hereinafter cited as Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.
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until February, 1904, and then it recommended a ten to twelve-foot

depth for the inland waterway from Norfolk to Beaufort instead of the
30

suggested sixteen feet, presumably because of the lack of commerce.

On April 11, 1904, in debate upon the rivers and harbors

emergency bill, Representative Small informed the Congress of the status

of the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway project. In the June 13, 1902, Rivers

and Harbors Act a survey for a sixteen-foot channel from Norfolk to

Beaufort had been included, and General Peter C. Hains, Colonel

J. Allen, and Colonel James B. Quinn participated in the survey until

General Hains was transferred to Panama. Colonel Allen then became the

senior member, and Captain E. E. Winslow filled the vacancy. Their

report to Congress on August 31, 1903 selected a route beginning at

Norfolk and thence by way of the southern branch of the Elizabeth River

to a point about one and one half miles above the mouth of Deep Creek;

thence, a direct line was followed to the mouth of Cooper Creek, down

the Pasquotank River to Albemarle Sound, across Albemarle Sound to

Alligator River, and up Alligator River to a point where the river

From here the inland waterway would passdiverged sharply to the west.

through the swamp adjacent to the upper Alligator River and around the

western edge of the Mattamuskeet Lake to Rose Bay; thence, across

Pamlico Sound and up the Neuse River to the mouth of Adams Creek, up

Adams Creek to the head of Core Creek, to the Newport River, and finally

The engineers gave the totalto Beaufort Inlet on the Atlantic Ocean.

distance as 194 miles and estimated the cost at $10,000,000 and annual

^News and Observer, March 17, 1907.
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Ol

maintenance at $150,000. From commercial data for Baltimore, Norfolk,

Wilmington, Georgetown, Charleston, Savannah, Brunswick, Femandina, and

Jacksonville coastwise trade for the areas in 1902 had been six million

tons valued at $300,000,000. Consequently such an inland waterway

through North Carolina could provide a protected route for much of this

commerce. The board said:

This region [Norfolk to Beaufort] is at present poorly supplied
with rail transportation, while its water trade is hampered
by a lack of practicable ocean outlet, the small size of the
existing canals, and the tolls charged thereon. With these
difficulties removed there would undoubtedly be a great and
rapid development of this region and its trade.^

These engineers recommended a sixteen-foot channel, but the Board of

Engineers for Rivers and Harbors five months later recommended a lesser

depth. Congressman Small realized the necessity to obtain congressional

authorization for another survey in order to estimate the cost of a

project of lesser depth than sixteen feet.

The decision of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors to report only

a lump sum bill in 1904, instead of making specific appropriations,

made it impossible to achieve any progress on the Beaufort-Norfoik

Small disliked this lump sum type of bill, but he reassuredWaterway.

friends of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway that the Norfolk-Beaufort

project would not be given up since it was the most important link from

Boston to Florida. Such a route provided a way to avoid the dangers

^Congressional Record, Fifty-Eighth Congress, Second Session,
1903 (Washington, 1904), XXXVIII, Appendix, 223, hereinafter cited as
Congressional Record, XXXVIII..

^Congressional Record, XXXVIII, Appendix, 223.
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of Hatteras, Diamond Shoal, and Cape Lookout. He insisted that this

improvement had been projected into the public mind and that its friends

would "continue to knock at the doors of Congress until justice,

equality, commerce, and opportunity shall prevail and until it shall

formally be recognized as the greatest improvement ... in the

..33development of our coastwise trade.

With no appropriation for a survey in 1904, Small began working

for such a goal in the 1905 Congress. Finally in the last days of the

1905 session another survey from Norfolk to Beaufort for a depth of ten

to twelve feet was authorized. In the House Chairman Burton had been

unwilling to authorize another survey of lesser depth, but in the Senate

Fumifold M. Simmons attached this amendment to the rivers and harbors

bill and it was approved by the conference committee and finally by
34

both houses. The 1905 bill provided for another board of three

engineers to survey and select a route for the inland waterway from

Norfolk to Beaufort and to estimate the cost of a ten to twelve foot

channel. The engineers appointed for the task were Colonel Smith S.

Leach, Major C. A. F. Flagler, and Captain George P. Howell. Senator

Simmons and Representative Small called on the Chief of Engineers in the

After a satisfactory interview, the Chiefinterest of the survey.

promised that the three engineers assigned were the most competent for

35the work.

^Congressional Record, XXXVIII, Appendix, 223.

^Elizabeth City CNorth Carolina) Weekly Economist, March 17, 1905.

^Daily Reflector, March 9, 1905.
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Small and other advocates of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway

again tried to supply the survey board with the necessary information

In July, 1906, this team submitted theirto bring a positive report.

report to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors recommending a

twelve-foot depth. In the meantime, Small had been emphasizing the

inequities of railroad rates, and insisting that the best way for the

United States to regulate satisfactorily traffic rates was to improve

He pointed to the development of Germany'sits interior waterways.

inland waterways, and insisted that this nation's industrial success was

due to the wise development of waterways, "and that Great Britain must

pursue a similar policy, otherwise her rival will continue to outstrip

her industrially and ultimately will endanger her commercial supremacy."37

He also felt that with the opening of the Panama Canal a good system of

coastwise shipping was especially needed. Winds, currents, and counter-

currents formed what was called "Hatteras Saw Teeth" and avoidance of

this and the Diamond Shoals was the kernel of the Norfolk-Beaufort

For the United States to use profitably the Panama Canal, theWaterway.

Atlantic coast would need a safe coastline to serve as a feeder to the

"Big Ditch."

With the second survey reported favorably and waiting for review

by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, Small spoke of the

definite plans for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. The northern

^News and Observer, March 17, 1907.

^Congressional Record, Fifty-Eighth Congress, Third Session,
1905 (Washington, 1905), XXXIX, 3081, hereinafter cited as Congressional
Record, XXXIX.
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link would be a canal across the peninsula of Cape Cod, thus providing a

The Delaware and Raritan Canal would be enlargedsafe route to New York.

or a new canal built to connect the Raritan River and the Delaware Bay.

The Chesapeake and Delaware Canal connected the Delaware River and the

Chesapeake Bay, and the recent Agnus Report had recommended government

From the Elizabeth River of the Chesapeakepurchase of this waterway.

Bay south to Beaufort, North Carolina there existed a great need for a

protected route from the treacherous Atlantic. Since the sea disasters

off Cape Hatteras from 1890 to 1901 had been pointed out previously, as

soon as the statistics for July 1, 1901 to December 31, 1905 were

In thirty-onereported, Small emphasized their meaning to Congress.

disasters, eleven lives had been lost and property loss was valued at

$699,375.38
After the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors discussed and

finally recommended favorably to the Chief of Engineers the Norfolk-

Beaufort Waterway to a ten to twelve-foot depth, the Chief of Engineers

forwarded the recommendation to the Secretary of War. The Secretary of

War approved the recommendation, and submitted it to the Committee on

Rivers and Harbors in December, 1906. At this juncture Congressman

Small tried very hard to get an appropriation for the Norfolk-Beaufort

project inserted in the rivers and harbors bill. Of the seventeen

members of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, he obtained the promise

of twelve that they would favor an appropriation. However, the matter

was discussed in a three member sub-committee of the Committee on

-^Congressional Record, XXXIX, 3082.
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Rivers and Harbors consisting of Republican Chairman Burton and

Democrats Stephen M. Sparkman of Florida and John A. Moon of Tennessee.

Small presented his argument to the sub-committee. Sparkman and Moon

favored the appropriation for this first link in the chain of the

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, but they would not risk Chairman Burton's

disapproval by insisting upon an appropriation. Consequently, the

Norfolk-Beaufort project was not given a hearing before the full

committee as Small desired, and no appropriation was included in the

House rivers and harbors bill in 1907.

The Senate Committee on Commerce, especially Chairman William P.

Frye, was more favorably inclined toward the project, and added an

amendment including an appropriation for the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway

in the rivers and harbors bill for 1907. Before this bill could go into

effect a conference committee was necessary, and Senators Frye,

Stephen B. Elkins, and James H. Berry of Arkansas represented the Senate

in conference. Representative Small prepared a very conclusive and

impressive brief laden with data pertinent to the Norfolk-Beaufort

Waterway, and he demonstrated that a barge with a draft of ten feet

could be so constructed as to have a capacity of one thousand tons.

• 40
Such a barge could transport bulky products at minimum rates. It

would need a twelve-foot depth to travel in easily, and this was what

Small requested. Chairman Burton of the House of Representatives

-^News and Observer, March 17, 1907.

^John H. Small, "The Benefits of the Atlantic Intracoastal
Waterway," Manufacturer^ Record, LI (March 21, 1907), 271.
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finally consented to the appropriation but only for a ten-foot

depth.

The last engineer's report divided the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway

into three divisions and recommended that the southern division from

Beaufort Inlet to the Pamlico Sound receive the appropriation for

Of the 1907 rivers and harborsconstruction to a ten-foot depth.

appropriation of $550,000 to the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway, $200,000
41would be expended immediately and $350,000 thereafter. The most

gratifying fact about the 1907 Rivers and Harbors Act was that the

Norfolk to Beaufort section of what would eventually become the

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway was recognized by the United States

Congress, and thus the most difficult obstacle had been overcome.

Residents along the Atlantic coast, and especially in North Carolina,

were elated at this attempt to improve their chances of prosperity.

"The whole South owes Mr. Small a lasting debt of gratitude for his

intelligent leadership," was a familiar comment in any discussion of the

John Small was praised as theNorfolk-Beaufort Waterway improvement.

"father of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway" because of his tireless

energy and persistence in advocating the acceptance of this first link,

which was felt had potential value to every state from New England to

the Gulf of Mexico.^

^News and Observer, March 17, 1907.

^John H. Small, "An Inland Waterway Behind Hatteras: The Norfolk-
Beaufort Waterway," The World's Work, XIV (August, 1907), 9202; Daily
Reflector, June 22, 1906.



CHAPTER III

PROGRESSIVE STEPS FOR THE ATLANTIC

INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY

The Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway project received an appropriation in

the second session of the Fifty-Ninth Congress, and advocates of the

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway were then concerned with obtaining a sur-

vey and appropriation for the complete waterway. There was disagreement

in the ensuing years over the best way to pursue this course. Some in-

dividuals favored "one appropriation from Cape Cod to Key West" after

the engineers had determined the best single route.^ However, Congressman

Small and most of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway leaders only wanted

to urge the project from Cape Cod to Florida as a whole in order to get

a complete survey. As far as receiving an appropriation was concerned,

Small felt "that the people most directly interested in the respective

links of the chain of the waterway ought to be free to press their parti-
2

cular projects." The high cost of the entire project made it impossible

to receive all the appropriation at once, and Small realized that Virginia

and North Carolina were more interested in the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway

than any other section along the coast and had agitated for this project

In these years other sectional leaders were in-for almost ten years.

active and often opposed the efforts of these two Atlantic coast states.

Virginia and North Carolina forged ahead and had secured in the previous

^"Harvey M. Dickson to John H. Small, January 14 and March 10, 1908,
Small Papers, Chapel Hill.

2
John H. Small to Harvey M. Dickson, March 16, 1908, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.
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session of Congress a $550,000 appropriation. Consequently, Small said,

"I do not think we could afford to sit down and wait for the others to

catch up, and yet, at the same time, I believe in a broad spirit and
»?3that we ought to commend and work for the entire chain of waterways.

Small's efforts had been extensive before the others became involved, and

he wanted the complete waterway owing to benefits to North Carolina, the

South, and the nation; but he felt he should push for the Norfolk-Beaufort

appropriation affecting his home district first since he believed it was

the most essential link. Avoidance of Cape Hatteras, Cape Lookout, and

the Diamond Shoals was essential for any safe coastwise commerce.

As to the Constitutional issue, Senator Thomas Staples Martin of

Virginia told Congress the demands for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway

were legitimate. The legislature of his state had passed a resolution

and sent it to all the Virginia national representatives asking them to

work and vote for liberal appropriations for the waterway.^ This was

much the same feeling expressed by commercial and civic organizations from

Boston to Key West.

Small was kept informed concerning editorials, articles, and features

in local newspapers, journals, and pamphlets about the Atlantic Intra-

coastal Waterway and waterway interests.^ Therefore, he did not forego

3
John H. Small to Harvey M. Dickson, March 16, 1908, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.
4
Congressional Record, Sixtieth Congress, First Session, 1907

(Washington, 1908),XLII, 5906, hereinafter cited as Congressional Record,
XLII.

C. P. Goodyear to John H. Small, April 9, April 11, April 16, and
June 7, 1908, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.
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an opportunity to speak on water transportation, its needs and benefits.

When asked to deliver an address to the Prosperity Convention in Baltimore,

Maryland in March, 1908, Small delivered an address entitled "Agriculture

and Transportation in the South." He expressed the opinion that "there

is no more important public question in the South, one which will more

intimately affect its industrial evolution or will more greatly promote

this commercial activity than the development of our waterways." The

Panama Canal which was being completed offered many trade opportunities,

and a protected inland waterway from Florida to Massachusetts would surely

augment the coastwise trade potentialities.^
On May 20, 1908, Small also delivered a speech to the American

Cotton Manufacturers’ Association on inland waterways and asked for

cooperation between the railroads and waterways in developing America's
^

By this time many prominent railroad leaders had come toresources.

accept this enthusiasm for waterway development, realized the benefits

of waterways carrying heavy and bulky materials, and even voiced agree-

Such was the case with William W. Finley, president ofment with Small.

the Southern Railway, who agreed with Small's pleas before the American

8
Cotton Manufacturers' Association.

In the meantime, the Inland Waterway Commission, appointed by

President Roosevelt in 1907 to study the waterway conditions of the

^Manuscript of address by John H. Small, undated, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

^Daily Reflector, May 22, 1908.

W. W. Finley to John H. Small, May 22, 1908, Small Papers, Chapel
8

Hill.
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1908.9United States, made its report and recommendations on February 26,

Since its appointment on April 29, 1907, the commission had inspected the

Mississippi River, the Great Lakes, and other waterways. The commission

also attended various waterway conventions. When its conclusions were

presented to the Senate, Vice-President Charles W. Fairbanks read a

message from President Roosevelt accompanying the report. President

Roosevelt sadly admitted that "the rivers of no other civilized country

„10
are so poorly developed as those of the United States. As the

commission pointed out, unregulated railroad competition had destroyed

the development of commerce on the inland waterways. This was accomplished

by control of water fronts and terminals, acquisition of competing canals,

discriminating tariffs, rebates, and adverse placement of tracks."^ Con-

sequently, Roosevelt felt that "our people are united in support of the

immediate adoption of a progressive policy of inland waterway develop-

it 12
ment •

Senator Francis Newlands of Nevada, a strong advocate of multiple-

purpose water development, and a member of the commission, pointed out

that the transportation question was the most important issue of the day

because of railroad congestion. With such congestion development and use

of the navigable rivers of the United States was mandatory since the

'■—'

Q
Congressional Record, XLII, 6968.

•^Congressional Record, XLII, 6968.

•^United States, Congress, Preliminary Report of the Inland Waterway
Commission, Sixtieth Congress, First Session, Senate Document 325
(Washington, 1908), 11, hereinafter cited as Senate Document 325.

^Congressional Record, XLII, 2519.
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United States had twenty-five thousand miles of navigable rivers and an

13
equal amount could be made navigable with improvement. The commission

asked Congress to develop the waterways and called upon Roosevelt to

appoint a National Waterway Commission to coordinate this development.

Erosion, cultivation, fluctuations in stream flow, irrigation, water

power, reclamation, and coordination and cooperation between the depart-

ments of War, Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor would be prob-
14

lems to be considered.

The Inland Waterway Commission had investigated the Albemarle and

Chesapeake and the Dismal Swamp canals, the two privately owned canals

in the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway link, for commercial demands. The study

showed that the tonnage of the Albemarle and Chesapeake in 1890 had been

403,111 and in 1906 was only 95,269.^

V

Yet an Elizabeth City, North

Carolina lumber operator stated that the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal

tended to keep railroad rates at a lower level. He and other business-

men in the northeastern section of North Carolina feared the Norfolk

and Southern Railway might try eventually to put the two private canals

The Dismal Swamp Canal which had reopened in 1899

under new management carried shipments of vegetables, lumber, fertili-

zers, coal, and cement.

out of business.

A New Bern coal dealer informed the commission

that as long as he was not in a hurry, he preferred to make his shipments

more cheaply by the canal. Such appeals in the report by the Inland

Waterway Commission accented the need for development of necessary

13
Senate Document 325, 18.

^Senate Document 325, 24.

15
Senate Document 325, 287.



40

avenues of waterway transportation, but still Congress was concerned

only with developing waterways that would give profitable returns from
16

large tonnage.

In the Sixtieth Congress more efforts would be made for the Atlantic

Intracoastal Waterway, but on April 9, 1908, a number of the members of

the United States House of Representatives from the interested states met

with President Roosevelt in hopes of getting him to make a statement on

the Boston to Key West project. Representatives John Small and J. Hampton

Moore pointed out the hopes of obtaining a survey of the entire Atlantic

coast in order to have the project approved by the Corps of Engineers and

Congress. After the discussion Roosevelt did not approve or disapprove

of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway project, but he said that he felt

a deep concern for the improvement of all waterways in the country that
17

would aid in furnishing additional transportation.

Immediately after the report of the Inland Waterway Commission was

released, a National Waterway Commission was authorized in the Rivers

and Harbors Act of 1909. President William Howard Taft established the

. commission and the Speaker of the House selected seven representatives

and the presiding officer of the Senate appointed five senators to serve

on the commission. This commission visited many United States waterways,

and also went to Europe to learn from continental development of water-

18
ways before it made its final report in 1912.

16
Senate Document 325, 291.

17
News and Observer, April 9, 1908.

18x Congressional Record, Sixtieth Congress, Second Session, 1908
(Washington, 1909), XLIII, 3837.
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In many areas of the country enthusiasm was high for waterway possi-

bilities, but even with this great enthusiasm one need not look very far

in periodical literature to find criticisms and charges of "pork barrel"
19

and selfishness placed upon the waterway advocates. Critics of the

method of rivers and harbors improvement continued to refer to it as a

vicious cycle of graft and pork, whereby senators and representatives

solicited from the national treasury in order to please local constituents
20

living on insignificant bodies of water. Some individuals and sections

of the country also charged that the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway was

"pork" and did not deserve congressional appropriations. Very knowledg-

able individuals, such as Theodore Burton, continued to point to the

questionable character of extravagant rivers and harbors bills for insig-

President Taft wanted to develop United States re-nificant projects.

sources, but he spoke out against appropriation bills being the basis for

sending a congressman back to Washington when projects had not been approv-

21ed by the Corps of Engineers.

Even with this opposition, friends of the Atlantic Intracoastal

Waterway continued to work and plan for the first annual meeting of the

William J. Roe "The Atlantic Deep Waterway,"
(January, 1909), 30-38; Frances G. Newlands, "The Use and Development of
American Waterways," Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social
Science, XXXI (1908), 48-66; William J. Roe, "Waterway Defenses of the
Atlantic Coast," Popular Science Monthly, LXIX (1906), 530-538; C. H.
Claudy, "Circumventing Cape Hatteras: An Inland Waterway from Chesapeake
Bay to Beaufort Inlet, N. C., Which Will Benefit the Entire Nation," The
World To-Day, XIII (December, 1907), 1248-1254; "Waterways in Demand,"
Review of Reviews, XXXV (February, 1907),141; "The Waterways Campaign,"
American Monthly Review of Reviews, XXXVIII (January, 1910), 87.

20„

The Arena, XL

At the Bung of the Pork Barrel," The World*s Work, XX (1910),
12871.

^Herbert Bruce Fuller, "The Crime of The Pork Barrel," The World’s
Work. XX (August, 1910), 13271.
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Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association to be held in Baltimore in November,

1908. Congressman Small was very active in this association and encourag-

22
ed North Carolinians to attend its conventions. Small had been interest-

ed in this project since his 1898 election, and for several years received

very little encouragement and in some instances was accused of selfish

Small happily admitted that "the attitude of the public hasmotives.

changed, but I wish to retain my connection with the movement and to re-

„23ceive whatever of recognition or publicity may be justly mine.

At the first afternoon session of the Atlantic Deeper Waterways

Association Baltimore convention, Small addressed the group on "The
1,24 HeLegislative Status of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway Project.

informed the convention that no progress had been made except for the in-

troduction of two bills authorizing a preliminary examination and survey,

with a view to selecting the best route and estimating the cost. He de-

scribed J. Hampton Moore’s concurrent resolution introduced in the House

on March 28, 1908. The resolution provided for an examination and survey

of a continuous waterway from Boston to Beaufort by such routes as might

be deemed most available, and of a minimum depth along the entire route

of sixteen feet and of a greater depth for any part where needed. This

resolution had gained the approval of Burton, who was at that time chair-

On April 29, 1908, Representa-man of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

tive Small also introduced a concurrent resolution providing for continuance

22John H. Small to Thomas E. Emerson, September 17, 1908; Small to
J. H. LeRoy and Mark Majette, October 9, 1908, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.

23
John H. Small to J. Hampton Moore, July 1, 1908, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.

24j . Hampton Moore to John H. Small, November 9, 1908, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.
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of this survey from Beaufort Inlet to Key West, Florida by the most avail-

This resolution provided for a minimum depth of nine, ten,

or twelve feet, with a recommendation as to the most appropriate depth.28

able route.

It was hoped that in the forthcoming Congress the surveys would be re-

ported and provided for in the rivers and harbors bill. Small said, "I

should be gratified if at this stage I might be instrumental in removing

the last vestige of prejudice against rivers and harbors appropriations."

He gave the convention a description of the desired route along the

Atlantic and spoke of plans for the work to begin soon on the southern

part of the Norfolk-Beaufort link.26 Finally Small called upon the citi-

zens and commercial organizations to provide the engineers with any data

on commerce that would show the necessity of the complete Atlantic Intra-
27

coastal Waterway.

As soon as the second session of the Sixtieth Congress began, Small

conveyed to Representative Burton his hopes that all the waterway could

be surveyed in order to facilitate continuity of depth and appropria-

tions.28 The House Committee on Rivers and Harbors had provided that the

survey be made by one board of engineers.2® Not only was Congressman Small

25
John H. Small, "Legislative Status of the Atlantic Inland Waterway

Project," Report of the Proceedings of the Atlantic Deeper Waterway Associa-
tion (November, 1908), 66, hereinafter cited as Small, "Legislative Status,"
Waterway Association Proceedings.

26
Small, "Legislative Status," Waterway Association Proceedings, 61.

27
Small, "Legislative Status," Waterway Association Proceedings, 68.

28
John H. Small to Theodore Burton, February 1, 1909, Small Papers

Chapel Hill.
29
John H. Small to Chief of Engineers, General W. L. Marshall,

February 25, 1909, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.
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anxious to attain uniformity, but he was also willing to appear before

this board of engineers and speak for the merits of the Atlantic Intra-

By April 14, 1909 Small had received approval from thecoastal Waterway.

board of engineers appointed to survey the Intracoastal Waterway from

Beaufort to Florida for him and Representative Moore to appear before

them.

In the meantime, problems arose among members of the Atlantic Deeper

In the July issue of its publication, TheWaterways Association.

Bulletin, an article entitled "Atlantic Waterway Inspection" was publish-

ed which suggested that Congress should make an appropriation to begin

the most feasible link in the chain from Boston to Florida. Congressman

Small immediately reminded the president, J. Hampton Moore, that Congress

had made such an initial appropriation of $550,000 toward construction

of the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway in the Rivers and Harbors Act of March 2,

1907, in accordance with the report of the engineers. Small praised the

residents of the Norfolk area in helping to get this appropriation and

expressed his hope that the next link to receive attention would be the

The Chesapeake and Delaware CanalChesapeake and Delaware Canal area.

already had been surveyed twice, and Small felt that after the Atlantic

Intracoastal Waterway surveys, provided for in the March 3, 1909 act,

Congress would recognize the Chesapeake and Delaware link for an appro-

Small also hoped that in the next Congress the rivers andpriation.

harbors act would provide for the purchase of either the Albemarle and

30
Colonel Dan C. Kingman to John H. Small, July 7, 1909, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.
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Chesapeake Canal or the Dismal Swamp Canal in order that the Norfolk-
31Beaufort Waterway could be completed.

As the work began on the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway, the residents

of Wilmington, North Carolina desired that the proposed survey from

Boston to Beaufort should be extended to the Cape Fear River, so that
32

they could be included in immediate advancements. Small promised the

president of the Wilmington Chamber of Commerce that he would do whatever

possible to connect the Cape Fear to the Norfolk-Beaufort route and make
33

contacts for a hearing on this matter.

Late in 1909 Small was also busy with the Atlantic Deeper Waterways

In a speech to the members on "The Cut at Beaufort"Association meeting.

he pointed to the protection of an inland waterway avoiding the Capes,

Hatteras and Lookout. He felt trade between the North and South was

The national request to im-extremely limited because of this danger.

prove this situation, Small attributed to increased production and trade
34

and the inability of the railroads to handle the situation.

Small also pointed out some necessary considerations for the Water¬

way if it and any others were going to attract commerce after they were

improved: (1) Railroads should be prohibited from owning or controlling

31
John H. Small to J. Hampton Moore, July 28, 1909, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.

^James B. Chadbourn to John H. Small, January 24, 1908, Small
Papers, Chapel Hill.

^John H. Small to James B. Chadbourn, July 19, 1909, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

^Report of the Proceedings of the Atlantic Deeper Waterway Associa-
tion (November, 1909), 133-137, hereinafter cited as Waterway Association
Proceedings, 1909.
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competitive water lines; (2) Railroads should be required to make

traffic arrangements with water lines upon a basis substantially similar

(3) The Interstate'to those existing between lines of railroads;

Commerce Commission and public service commissions of the several states

should be authorized to fix minimum rates on railroads operating in com-

35
petition with water lines. Small felt that in the evolution of the

transportation problem, the United States should follow new lines and

modify methods, "but if we shall do so with progressive steps and with

intelligence and justice, the rights of every citizen will be conserved

r*36and industry and commerce will prosper.

Although the Atlantic survey under Colonel William M. Black was pro-

gressing, by late September, 1910, Small was concerned that the section

from Boston to Beaufort would not be reported in time to receive an

appropriation in the second session of the Sixty-First Congress. Small,

Moore, Simmons, Martin of Virginia, and Senators J. Walter Smith and

Isadore Rayner of Maryland planned to confer with the Chief of Engineers,

37
General G. H. Bixby, about the situation.

Small remained apprehensive, even after talks with the general, but

he was informed that surveys had been completed on four of the five links

Only the link from Boston to Narragansett Bay wasnorth of Beaufort.

By mid-October Small knew that General Bixby had informedlacking.

Colonel Black of Small's desires to have the report of the survey concluded;

35
Waterway Association Proceedings, 1909, 138-139.

36
waterway Association Proceedings, 1909, 139.

37
John H. Small to Senators J. Walker Smith and Isador Rayner of

Maryland, September 27, 1910, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.
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but it was not completed in time for action in the Sixty-First

38
Congress.

While Congress awaited the report of the survey and examination of

the Atlantic coast, the residents along the Cape Cod Canal, feeling that

the government showed no immediate interest in developing the area, de-

Commerce on the Cape Cod Canalcided to undertake private improvement.

amounted to twenty-five million tons a year, and the canal saved barges

sixty-six miles of journey and safeguarded many lives by avoiding the

treacherous route around Cape Cod. The canal also provided pleasure

craft with a safe voyage. This was the first waterway enterprise along

the Atlantic seaboard undertaken in recent years by private capital.

The effort was indicative of the enthusiasm for waterways, the traffic

congestion problem, and the felt need for an Atlantic Intracoastal

The Cape Cod Canal Company anticipated completion of the im-Waterway.

provement in 1912.^
The wait for the survey report on the Boston to Beaufort Waterway

was lengthy. Word came in April, 1911, from Colonel Black that the re-

port on the proposed Intracoastal Waterway would be before the War Depart-

ment in time for presentation before the Sixty-Second Congress at the

40
Nonetheless, the report was not made until the thirdsecond session.

Still Small's efforts to help eastern North Carolina weresession.

■^John H. Small to J. Hampton Moore, October 15, 1910, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

■^Sylvester Baxter, "Cutting Cape Cod," The Outlook, XCVI (December
28, 1910), 934.

^Colonel W. M. Black to John H. Small, April 21, 1911, Small Papers,
.Chapel Hill.
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recognized and the Daily Reflector of Greenville, North Carolina, endorsed

Small's re-election in 1910 by saying "No district has a better Congress-

..41
man than Mr. Small, and none is more awake to the interest of his people.

The congressman also faced criticism from some first district consti-

As surveys were made and the work begun on the Norfolk-Beauforttuents.

Waterway, Small had to decide which route to follow over the Norfolk to

Albemarle Sound section: either the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal or

the Great Dismal Swamp Canal. The residents of Elizabeth City became

very upset with the recommendation of the Corps of Engineers that the route

go by way of the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal. Small pointed out to

these constituents that when he first spoke to the engineers about the

project in 1903, when they were surveying for a sixteen-foot depth, he

urged the adoption of the Dismal Swamp Canal route. In the engineers re-

port of 1904, an independent route was proposed by way of Cooper Creek.

The engineers also insisted that sixteen feet was too deep. The Rivers

and Harbors Act of 1905 authorized another survey for a ten to twelve-foot

depth and called for the selection of the best route and an estimate of

the cost. At this point, Small took the Board of Engineers engaged in

the survey to Elizabeth City in an effort to promote the Dismal Swamp route.

However, in their report of 1906 the engineers recbmmended the Albemarle

and Chesapeake Canal route if it could be purchased for no more than
/ o

Otherwise, they still preferred the Cooper Creek route.$500,000.

^Daily Reflector, June 21, 1910.

42John H. Small to Dr. J. H. White, February 18, 1910, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.
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Small reminded the citizens of Elizabeth City that the Rivers and

Harbors Act of March, 1907 had appropriated $550,000 for the Beaufort to

Pamlico division of the Beaufort-Norfoik Waterway, but this was only for

Work had begun on the Beaufort-Norfolk Waterway at thea ten-foot depth.

southern end in order to avoid the choice between the Albemarle and

Small wasChesapeake or the Dismal Swamp Canal in the northern section.

disappointed by the friction over the northern route and he insisted that

what eastern North Carolina needed was a free waterway from Norfolk to

Beaufort; the feud over which canal was to be used should be resolved in

A waterway such as Congress approved in 1907 would alleviatesome way.

the dangers of Cape Hatteras and the landlocked condition of eastern North

Small reiterated to the citizens of Elizabeth City that "I haveCarolina.

regarded this Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway as one of the most important single

movements for the commercial and industrial progress of eastern North

Carolina.

In the late 1910 meeting of the Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association,

a committee had been formed to do research and made a report on the amount

and type of traffic on the proposed Intracoastal Canal connecting New

York and Delaware bays. On August 21, 1911, this committee submitted its

report that emphasized the significance of trade along the Atlantic Coast,
44

especially from Maine to North Carolina. Representative J. Hampton

Moore, president of the Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association, referring

^John H. Small to Dr. J. H. White, February, 18, 1910, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

44
Atlantic Deeper Waterway Association, Report of the Committee on

Traffic of the Proposed Intra-coastal Canal Connecting New York and
Delaware Bays (1911), 21, hereinafter cited as Waterway Association, Report
on Canal.
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to this report said that thirty million people lived along the territory

from New England to Florida. In 1906 the United States Bureau of the

Census reported 76,000,000 tons of commerce shipped from Maine to North

The census of 1905 had reported the shipment of $4,332,000,000Carolina.

worth of raw materials for the same area, and 97,733 established manu-

45
facturing companies with 3,025,000 wage earners. Along this area was

the Delaware and Raritan Canal which shipped mostly coal, lumber, building

materials, iron, steel, petroleum, textiles, tobacco, fertilizers, and

vegetables. The committee concluded after careful examination that if

this canal were improved or a new one built commercial and other benefits

would follow. Naval officers also pointed out the importance of a canal

connecting New York and Delaware bays to national defense. As one officer

stated, "Our coastwise inland waterways next to our fleet itself can be

made the most vital factor of national defense. Consequently, the

committee recommended a sea-level canal with an eighteen-foot depth es-

timated to cost $35,250,000.

The first session of the Sixty-Second Congress met while this report

was being presented, and although the report of the entire Boston to Key

West survey was not presented, progress toward completion of the Atlantic

On April 10, 1911, John H. SmallIntracoastal Waterway was indicated.

was finally appointed to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.- The

congressman had desired this position during all his years in the House of

Representatives, and by 1911 he was an authority on waterway transportation.^

^Congressional Record, Sixty-Second Congress, First Session, 1911
(Washington, 1911), XLVII, 4319, hereinafter cited as Congressional Record,
XLVII.

^^Waterway Association, Report on Canal, 60.

^Congressional Record, XLVII, 161.
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Soon after his appointment to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,

Small expressed the opinion that if rivers and harbors bills were criti-

cized for improving insignificant streams "it has been because the American

people permitted this condition to exist." In order to have a sound

national waterway policy, the nation needed an informed public to enforce

Small pointed out that much educating andits mandate upon Congress.

propagandizing had been carried out in the past decade by the National

Rivers and Harbors Congress, the Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association,

People all over the United States now ad-

vocated the direct and indirect advantages of waterway improvements.^®

and other such organizations.

With his position on the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and a

Democratic majority in the House of Representatives, Small would have to

face much criticism from the Republican opposition in regards to these

Just as Representative Small received a seat on thiswaterway views.

committee, the evangelical phase of the waterway movement seemed to have

reached its peak. In the next few years enthusiasm for waterways would

A lack of vigorous leadership for waterways from the White House,wane.

the coming of World War I, and the utterance of "pork barrel" cries by

Republicans were reasons for this decline.

48
Congressional Record, XLVII, Appendix, 74.



CHAPTER IV

COMMERCE BUILDERS VERSUS PORK BARREL

John Small finally achieved a position on the House Committee on

Rivers and Harbors, just after the custom was begun in 1910 of making

annual appropriations instead of biennial or triennial awards for the

improvement of rivers and harbors. Waterway advocates were largely

responsible for this change. While Small was active in hearings before

the Committee on Rivers and Harbors to compose these bills, he also

contacted many individuals about the steps being taken in reporting the

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway survey authorized in the Rivers and

He learned that the Beaufort-Key West survey madeHarbors Act of 1909.

by the district engineers had been submitted to the War Department on

July 1, 1911. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors then

submitted its report and evaluation to the Chief of Engineers on

1
December 18, 1911.

Small and Senator Furniford M. Simmons contacted commercial groups

in Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina to emphasize the necessity of

the approval of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway and to challenge

these people to do all that they could to persuade the Chief of Engineers

to make a report on the necessity of the survey and future work south

of Beaufort.^

1
Assistant Engineer A. H. Weber to John H. Small, April 29, 1912,

Small Papers, Chapel Hill.
2
John H. Small to Jacksonville, Florida, Georgetown, South Carolina,

and Savannah, Georgia Chambers of Commerce, November 9, 1912, Small
Papers, Chapel Hill.



53

The Wilmington Chamber of Commerce and its president, M. J. Corbett,

became preoccupied with the project and planned to attend the National

Rivers and Harbors Congress in December and then try to talk to Chief

of Engineers Bixby about the best possible route.^ Small, too, planned

to be present at the Tuesday, December 17 meeting of certain individuals

with General Bixby; he continued to emphasize to the inhabitants of the

lower Atlantic coast that the final decision on these links in the

waterway rested with General Bixby and their attendance might be

convincing.^
Just as the final decisions were being made on the southern half of

the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, the Secretary of War and the

engineers reported on the Boston to Beaufort section of the waterway.

The report was presented to Congress on January 4, 1912, and consisted

of surveys from Boston to Narragansett; Narragansett Bay to Long Island

Sound; New York Bay to the Delaware River; the Delaware River to

Chesapeake Bay, and Norfolk to Beaufort.^ The Secretary of War pointed

out that after careful consideration of the reports of the District

3john H. Small to Furnifold M. Simmons, November 12, 1912, Small
Papers, Chapel Hill.

^Louis E. Hall to M. J. Corbett, undated, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.

^John H. Small to J. G. Weatherly of Brunswick, Georgia, W. D.
Morgan of Georgetown, South Carolina, J. F. Gray of Savannah, Georgia,
and Jacksonville Board of Trade, December 9, 10, and 11, 1912, Small
Papers, Chapel Hill.

^United States Congress, The Intracoastal Waterway, Boston, Massa-
chusetts to Beaufort, North Carolina Section, Sixty-Second Congress,
Second Session, House Document 391 (Washington, 1912), 1, hereinafter
cited as House Document 391.
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Engineer and the Special Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors,

he and the Chief of Engineers deemed it advisable at that time to adopt

The first step should be the construction of a waterwaythe project.

twelve feet deep between Norfolk, Virginia and Beaufort Inlet,

North Carolina at a total cost of $5,400,000. The Rivers and Harbors

Act of June 25, 1910 instructed the Secretary of War to begin attempts

to contract with the private owners of northeastern North Carolina for

the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal. Secondly, the immediate purchase

of the existing Chesapeake and Delaware Canal was recommended at a

cost of $2,514,290. This privately owned canal would then need to be

changed to a tidewater canal of twenty-five feet depth at a cost of

$9,910,210. Furthermore the report recommended construction of a

sea-level canal of twenty-five feet depth across the state of New Jersey

between the Delaware and Raritan bays at an estimated cost of

$45,000,000.7
In the Boston-Narragansett Bay section two routes had been

surveyed, and since the Cape Cod Canal was being improved by private

capital the report recommended consideration of the value of the

Cape Cod Canal after its completed improvements. The Narragansett Bay

to Long Island Sound section had only one route surveyed and no

privately owned canal was available to purchase. However, it was felt

that the commerce on this section could be served adequately by a canal

8eighteen feet deep and one hundred twenty-five clear feet bottom width.

^House Document 391, 3, and Atlantic Deeper Waterway Association
Bulletin (February, 1912), 7.

^House Document 391, 21.
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However, the three northernmost links were not to be completed

until after the construction of the two more southerly links, the

Beaufort to Norfolk and the Delaware River to the Chesapeake Bay.

Further specifications had recommended the work from Norfolk to

Beaufort first and even gave the recommended route for this area. It

would go by way of the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal, Currituck
Q

Sound, Alligator River, Rose Bay, and Adams Creek.

This report on the Boston to Beaufort sections of the Atlantic

Intracoastal Waterway emphasized its commercial and military benefits.

Since the federal government could not undertake all the project at

once, the need to connect the manufacturing centers of New Jersey to

the coal, lumber, and truck producing regions of the South was

paramount. Furthermore the canals already existing in these links

were of strategic military value and it would be more economical to

improve these canals than to construct new ones.IQ

The report on this section of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway

was sent to the House Committee on Rivers and Harbors; the committee

. reported the bill and it contained only a provision for the purchase

of the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal. Representative Small managed

For economic reasons, the new chairman ofto secure this provision.

the committee, Stephen Sparkman, would consent only to a request for the

purchase of the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal.^ The federal

^House Document 391, 22.

^House Document 391, 26 .

■^Atlantic Deeper Waterways Bulletin (April, 1912), 1.
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government expected to make this purchase as soon as possible, and

John Small was delighted. Colonel E. E. Winslow was assigned the task
1 oof trying to settle the boundaries for the purchase.

With steps being taken to purchase the Albemarle and Chesapeake

Canal, Small and other waterway advocates spoke for the purchase and

improvement of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal- At the fifth

annual Atlantic Deeper Waterways Convention in New London, Connecticut

this need was emphasized. One of the resolutions drawn up by this

convention asked Congress to acquire the Chesapeake and Delaware

Canal and to adopt the New Jersey sea-level canal project that would

13
connect the southern waters with those of New York and New England.

President Taft in addressing the delegates called for the purchase of

the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal as a necessary waterway improvement.^
The question of waterway improvement became an issue in the 1912

presidential campaign, and the Democratic, Republican, and Progressive

platforms were committed to waterway improvement. Democrats favored

"the adoption of a liberal and comprehensive plan for the development

and improvement of our inland waterways with economy and efficiency,"

while Republicans called for "a liberal and systematic policy for the

improvement of our rivers and harbors." Progressives insisted that

"the rivers of the United States are the natural arteries of this

^Congressional Record, Sixty-Second Congress, Third Session, 1912
(Washington, 1912), XLLX, 1936.

11

Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association Bulletin (September, 1912),
12.

■^Gray, National Waterways, 225.
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We demand that they shall be opened to traffic ascontinent.

i*15
indispensable parts of a great nationwide system of transportation.

Before one of the annual waterway conventions in late 1912,

Harold F. McCormick, vice-president of International Harvester Company,

also spoke of concern for waterway development. Representative Small

agreed with McCormick's call for strength in unity and emphasis upon

waterway appropriations for the entire nation.^
Yet as early as 1912 waterway appropriations were under attack.

The old cry of "pork barrel" by Republicans could be heard. Still

Small and other individuals interested in the Atlantic Intracoastal

Waterway tried in 1913 to secure an additional appropriation to help

with the progress along the Norfolk-Beaufort link. Fortunately the

Rivers and Harbors Bill of 1913 passed the House after several days

of spirited debate and called for $40,000,000. A great deal of

criticism was leveled at the bill as "pork," especially by

Representative Oscar Callaway of Texas. He particularly disliked the

$800,000 appropriation to the Norfolk-Beaufort Inland Waterway, and

he had moved to recommit the bill to committee with instructions to

limit the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway expenditure. This motion was

voted down 82 to 160, but he continued to insist that the bill was

-^Congressional Record, Sixty-Third Congress, First Session, 1913
(Washington, 1913), L, 4963.

^Harold F. McCormick, 'Waterways: A Natural Evolution,"
Proceedings of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress (December, 1912),
117.
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"a damnable scheme to raid the treasury of the United States, and if

the people knew of it they would kick the men responsible out of this

..17House.

When the 1913 rivers and harbors bill was sent to the Senate, it

passed after some criticism and was referred to a conference committee.

The Senate had included an $800,000 appropriation for the Norfolk-

Beaufort Waterway, and also added a provision to determine whether

there should be any change in that part of the route from Alligator

River southward to the Neuse River. In conference differences of a

minor nature were worked out and on March 4, 1913, President Taft
■JO

signed the bill that contained $49,030,745 for expenditures.

Throughout this period Small sought to gather necessary information

concerning the amount of commerce on these canals, although the

government had purchased the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal by

Many individuals continued to forward information concerningmid-1913.

the amount of commerce on the Albemarle and Chesapeake to Small.

Colonel E. E. Winslow informed Small that commerce for June, 1913, was

more oh this canal than in May. He also shovTed the total tonnage for

1912 for the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal and the Dismal Swamp Canal

to be 504,101 tons.-^ Small hoped that with annual appropriations the

Norfolk to Beaufort link of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway could be

17
News and Observer, January 29, 1913.

18
Washington (North Carolina) Progress, February 20, 1913.

^Colonel E. E. Winslow to John H. Small, June 27, July 8, 25, and
August 7, 1913, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.
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But as he soon realized numerouscompleted in three to five years.

delays would take place, and it was 1914 before enlargement of the

Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal was commenced.

In the latter part of 1913, residents of Fayetteville and

Wilmington became concerned over the report of the engineers on the

Beaufort Inlet-Florida sections of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway.

Small reassured the people from these areas that he was doing all

that he could to bring a favorable report and told them to be as

influential as possible. The district engineers had submitted a

favorable report, but the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors

had re-examined the findings and reported unfavorably. The matter

in October, 1913, was still pending before the Chief of Engineers

20
and Small was anxious to get a final favorable report. After

appearing at hearings and writing many letters, constituents from

southeastern North Carolina also grew impatient. They realized the

recent change in the office of Chief of Engineers would cause some

delay; still these patrons hoped that the newly appointed Chief,

Daniel C. Kingman, would make an immediate decision on the waterway

21south of Beaufort.

Prospects of support along the Atlantic coast seemed to be gaining

in the Wilmington and Fayetteville areas, but Small and Representative

Moore detected less concern from the Norfolk residents for the

20
John H. Small to E. W. Broadfoot, October 17, 1913, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.

21r. A. Parsley to John E. Small, October 22, 1913, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.
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Chesapeake and Delaware project. Their support was needed more than

ever, and Small could not "understand how those people can be

indifferent to the importance of the Chesapeake and Delaware link."
22

hoped that the 1913 waterway conventions would revive enthusiasm.

He

To augment North Carolina waterway interest, Small was very careful

in nominating delegates to these meetings. Small and his law partners,

William B. Rodman, Angus MacLean,and Stephen Burgaw, represented the

large John L. Roper Lumber Company and Branning Manufacturing Company.

Consequently, Small understood why the lumber companies in the land-

locked northeastern part of North Carolina desired free waterway

transportation by a safe inland route. He was careful to see that these

businessmen were represented in lobbying groups. One such example was

the appointment of Horton Corwin, Jr., president of the Branning

Manufacturing Company of Edenton, North Carolina, to attend the 1913

23
National Rivers and Harbors Congress.

Corwin was present at the National Rivers and Harbors meeting along

with about one thousand other delegates, but because of the press of

congressional business Small was not able to attend many sessions. He

was highly involved with the Committee on Rivers and Harbors in
0 /

preparing the rivers and harbors bill for early 1914. Small insisted

22j. Hampton Moore to John H. Small, November 6, 1913; John H.
Small to J. Hampton Moore, November 11, 1913, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.

^Horton Corwin, Jr. to John H. Small, December 1, 1913, Small
Papers, Chapel Hill.

^John H. Small to Hugh MacRae, December 6, 1913, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.
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to his colleagues that hearings be conducted relative to extending

the Inland Waterway to the Cape Fear River. He also advocated hearings

concerning the Delaware River to the Chesapeake Bay link of the
25

waterway; these were finally set for January, 1914.

Concern about the Delaware River and Chesapeake Bay link became

especially important after the final report by the Secretary of War

It involved the New York Bay toand the Corps of Engineers in 1913.

the Delaware River and Delaware River to the Chesapeake Bay sections

of the Intracoastal Waterway. The Chief of Engineers advised the

government to undertake the early construction of a lock canal, with

a twelve-foot depth and ninety-foot bottom width in earth sections and

about fifty-foot width in locks, from the Delaware River to New York

Future plans called for enlargement of the canal to twenty-fiveBay.

foot depth and one hundred twenty-five foot bottom width at a cost

of $20,000,000. Former Chief of Engineers, General Bixby, and other

engineers pointed out that New Jersey should give the rights of way

and Congress should make the first appropriation of $100,000. If

$500,000 in appropriations were to follow annually, the New York to

26
Delaware Bay section could be completed in eight years.

In spite of favorable reports from engineers, opposition to and

criticism of waterway appropriations mounted. The New York Times

25john H. Small to A. J. Coleman, December 22, 1913, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

^^United States Congress, House of Representatives, The Intracoastal
Waterway Bos ton,Massachusetts to Beaufort, North Carolina: Final Report
on the Sections from New York Bay to Delaware River and from Delaware
River to Chesapeake Bay, Sixty-Third Congress, First Session, House
Document 196 (Washington, 1913), 3.
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insisted that the United States was "sinking gold in the waterways in

a higgiedy-peggledy, hit-or-miss, unscientific method." Some of the

opposition was for political purposes,

the Congress and White House, could use "extravagant" rivers and harbors

Republicans, out of control of

Other opposition was caused by jealousybills as a political issue.

over which areas received appropriations. Some of the criticism was

leveled because individuals felt the waterway advocates anticipated

commerce that would never materialize; therefore, millions of dollars

27should not be so expended. Debate over "pork barrel" versus commerce

builders became even more heated, while Small continued to insist on the

validity of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. Nevertheless, in 1914

the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway did not receive an appropriation out

of the final $20,000,000 lump-sum bill.

Before the passage of the 1914 Rivers and Harbors Act, Representa-

tive Small spent many hours in hearings discussing the different links of

the waterway. He was informed by J. Hampton Moore that the Chesapeake

and Delaware hearings would be held on January 15, 1914. Moore requested

Small to bring any of his constituents who might be interested in obtain-
28

ing government purchase. Small immediately corresponded with interest-

ed commercial groups and reminded them of the hearings and of the

importance of this link in the Intracoastal Waterway.29

2?New York Times, January 16, 1913.

28
J. Hampton Moore to John H. Small, January 8, 1914, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.

29John H. Small to W. J. Anderson and Harvey Dickson, January 10,
1914, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.
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Commerce on the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal was not a

speculative matter for it amounted to millions of tons annually. As

F. S. Graves of the Philadelphia Steamship Company pointed out at the

January hearings, the improved Chesapeake and Delaware Canal would save

three hundred miles on the shipping lanes from Philadelphia to Baltimore.

The Chesapeake and Delaware Canal was a very important link in the

waterway system from New York Bay to the St. Johns River in Florida

that was estimated to cost $46,566,727.^
The next link for which Small endeavored to get a federal

appropriation connected Beaufort Inlet and the Cape Fear River. In the

first session of the Sixty-Third Congress, the report on the survey

from Beaufort to Key West had been submitted to the House. After

careful study the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and the

Chief of Engineers had recommended that the project was a worthy one

when cost and prospective utilization were considered. After studying

excavation, rights of way, terminal facilities, water power, flood

control, and drainage aspects, it was suggested that the waterway south

of Beaufort be completed in six years at a total cost of $14,400,000.
32

However, these links would only have a depth of seven feet.

^^United States Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Rivers and Harbors, Hearings on the Subject of the Purchase of the
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, January 15, 1914, Sixty-Third Congress,
Second Session (Washington, 1914), 3, hereinafter cited as Hearings,
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, 1914.

31
Hearings, Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, 1914, 60.

32united States Congress, House of Representatives, Intracoastal
Waterway: Beaufort, North Carolina to Key West, Florida Section,
Sixty-Third Congress, First Session, House Document 229 (Washington,
1913), 3.
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Hearings were also held in January, 1914 to try to get an

appropriation in the 1914 rivers and harbors bill for the Beaufort-Cape

Fear link of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. Small had persuaded

interested parties south of Beaufort, North Carolina to speak and

Present at the hearing were R. A. Parsleyencourage an appropriation.

and M. W. Divine, representing the North Carolina Waterway Association;

J. Allen Taylor and J. Lawrence Sprunt representing the Wilmington

Chamber of Commerce; Hugh MacRae and J. S. Williams representing the

Commerce Club of Wilmington; and Harry K. Wolcott representing the

Board of Trade and Businessmen's Association of Norfolk, Virginia.

Since the Beaufort-Key West survey had recommended completing the

Beaufort-Cape Fear link first, these men asked the Rivers and Harbors

Committee to begin providing the $2,900,000 needed to complete this

link that would allow small boats to avoid the dangers of the

Cape Fear Shoals. The Beaufort-Cape Fear link could also reduce
/

transportation costs for southern products; the indirect result of J

this would be reduction of the cost of products when they were brought

into Baltimore, Philadelphia, and other cities across the eastern

United States.^

Such were the feelings of these businessmen, and as soon as the

hearing was over, Small and Moore became very active in trying to get

3%nited States Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Rivers and Harbors, Hearings on the Subject of the Intracoastal
Waterway, Beaufort, North Carolina to Cape Fear River Section,
January 19, 1914, Sixty-Third Congress, Second Session (Washington,
1914), 1, hereinafter cited as Hearings, Beaufort to Cape Fear, 1914.

•^Hearings, Beaufort to Cape Fear, 1914, 20,22.
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the Committee on Rivers and Harbors to insert a provision in the Rivers

and Harbors Act of 1914 to purchase the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal

and begin work on the Beaufort-Cape Fear link. Representative Moore

also suggested that encouragement from Colonel Taylor of the Corps of

35
Engineers might influence some committee members.

As the Committee on Rivers and Harbors met and planned the bill to

be presented to Congress, Small wrote to members of the committee asking

them to be present for upcoming committee meetings. He was anxious

that they get an appropriation for purchasing the Chesapeake and

Delaware Canal. When the bill was released on February 24, 1914,

calling for expenditures of $39,227,504 a great deal of controversy

which had been stirring came to a head with charges of waste and "pork

barrel.

Everyone did not feel that the rivers and harbors acts were

entirely undeserving. Jonathan Bourne of the Saturday Evening Post was

one of these individuals, and John Small thanked him for his contri-

butions "in the way of combatting the idle talk which occasionally is

made by newspapers and by irresponsible members of Congress." Small

realized that rivers and harbors bills had political implication;

nevertheless, they were also drawn up with plans to benefit the

37
country.

35john H. Small to J. Hampton Moore, January 24, 1915; J. Hampton
Moore to John H. Small, January 25, 1914, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.

36john H. Small to William F. Murray, Michael Donohoe, and Daniel
A. Driscoll, February 9, 1914, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.

-^John H. Small to Jonathan Bourne, March 3, 1914, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.
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The 1914 House Rivers and Harbors bill contained an $800,000

appropriation for the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway. In the past years,

$1,400,000 of the estimated cost of $5,400,000 for this link had been

Finally on March 26, 1914 the rivers and harbors bill

38
passed the House carrying a total appropriation of $43,408,004.

appropriated.

The bill was reported favorably by the Senate Committee on

Commerce on June 18, for $53,683,004. The main battle over the rivers

and harbors bill was underway. Senator Theodore Burton in particular

spoke out against the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway by asking why it should

be enlarged from ten to twelve feet. He also said that the Chesapeake

and Delaware Canal was too old and would be terribly expensive to

39
renovate.

Another very outspoken critic and opponent of waterway development

was Representative James Frear of Wisconsin. From 1914-1920 Frear

opposed every rivers and harbors bill when the Democrats were in control

of Congress. But in 1920 when the Republicans gained a majority, he

became silent and no longer thought of composing adverse reports against

rivers and harbors appropriations.^®
Debate continued into late July and numerous individuals and

businesses wrote to Small and urged him to continue to work for the

bill's passage, because they were "confident that the exertion of your

3®John H. Small to Colonel Fred A. Olds, March 11, 1914, Small
Papers, Chapel Hill.

•^Ross, "Pork Barrel and the General Welfare," 181.

^^Pross, "Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Bills," 84-85.
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influence in the behalf of this measure will he of great effect in

securing affirmative action."^
The rivers and harbors bill was in an unfortunate position in the

Senate. Several trust bills were given precedence over the rivers and

harbors bill. If the rivers and harbors bill were not passed until

after the trust bills, there was the danger that a quorum of the Senate

would not be maintained. This could mean no rivers and harbors

appropriation. Small felt that no rivers and harbors appropriation

would be a great drawback to waterway development, and he encouraged

all the commercial organizations that he was associated with to lobby
42

and pressure for passage of this 1914 bill.

The situation began to look even more dismal after Senator Burton

filibustered for eleven days against the bill and had it recommitted on

September 21, 1914. It was reported on September 22, but it only

called for a lump-sum appropriation of $20,000,000. The Senate was

forced to accept the lump-sum appropriation or no rivers and harbors

bill at all. Senator Simmons, like Representative Small, was opposed to

the lump-sum appropriation which did not make a designation for the

Norfolk-Beaufort or Chesapeake-Delaware projects; nevertheless, he had

On October 2, 1914, the Rivers and Harbors Actlittle choice in voting.

was signed by President Wilson, and it authorized no new surveys. With

this lump-sum appropriation the distribution of funds was made by the

Chief of Engineers. Since it was felt that the Norfolk-Beaufort

^1-C. S. Judkins to John H. Small, July 21, 1914, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

^^john H. Small to Barton Myers and Hugh MacRae, July 24, 1914,
Small Papers, Chapel Hill.



68

Waterway had enough funds to last until March' 4, 1914, no appropriation

was made for this link of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway in 1914. J

At the same time congressional opposition to rivers and harbors

appropriations was rising, many presses began to take up the "pork

barrel" cry and speak of rivers and harbors waste. Small, who felt he

was advocating a valid project, was faced with the prospect of receiving

44
few, if any, appropriations for his Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway.

In spite of all these delays, Small continued to encourage his

constituents to remain interested in the Atlantic Intracoastal

Although their link had been approved, Small was dedicatedWaterway.

to the entire waterway and not solely concerned with the area on the

He pointed out that in the 1914 rivers andNorth Carolina coastline.

harbors bill there had been an effort to purchase the Chesapeake and

Delaware Canal, but "the adoption of these two links [Norfolk-Beaufort

and Chesapeake-Delaware] does not complete our work . ." Small had• o

discussed the continuation of this Atlantic Waterway project with

members of the Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association, and he felt the

Association should be maintained at least until Congress adopted the

Chesapeake-Delaware, Beaufort-Cape Fear, and Delaware River to New York

To him "the completion of these additional links is mostBay links.

essential in order to give a through inside route between Wilmington

^Pross, "Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Bills," 308.

^"Atlantic Coastal Waterway," The Nation, XCIX (October 1, 1914),
397.
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and New York . . . Certainly we in Washington, North Carolina, must

„45not let our enthusiasm or activities wane.

Small faced the problem of waning support for the waterway outside

of North Carolina's first district. Such was the case with the

Wilmington, North Carolina area as time passed and no appropriation

was made for the Beaufort-Cape Fear link. As waterway leaders in that

area informed him, those closely connected with the proposition

realized the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway would be completed by links;

but the general public demanded a more immediate and satisfactory

46
appropriation for the Wilmington area.

Congressman Small reiterated the importance of the Inland Waterway

to Wilmington and insisted that "united and persistent efforts" were

necessary and Wilmington should not be discouraged. He further

emphasized that the link connecting the Chesapeake Bay and Delaware

River had been under consideration equally as long, and citizens of

Baltimore and Philadelphia had continued very active in the waterway

Yet only in 1914 had their link finally been considered formovement.

an appropriation. Consequently, Small encouraged the Wilmington

residents not to be impatient, since the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway

47
was a valid project and would eventually receive the necessary funds.

^John H. Small to C. A. Flyn, June 27, 1914, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

^■^Meares Harris to John H. Small, September 7, 1914, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

^John H. Small to Meares Harris, September 9, 1914, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.
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The Wilmington anxiety was negligible when compared to the

animosity of the members of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress

after the tremendous insults made in 1914 about waterway appropriations.

J. Hampton Moore spoke on the "Pork Barrel" to the delegates in the

December, 1914 meeting. He justified rivers and harbors appropriations

by comparing them to army and navy appropriations which had been

$2,000,000,000 each for the previous forty years. No one had cried

"pork barrel" when these measures were passed, while the $693,000,000

appropriated for rivers and harbors in the previous forty years had

not been so favorably received. The waterway enthusiasts felt the

waterway improvements were just as necessary for commercial and

national defense purposes. The members of the various associations

looked forward to a better year in 1915, if much was to be accomplished

for America's waterways.

The Rivers and Harbors Committee began to hold meetings early in

the third session of the Sixty-Third Congress, and the rivers and

harbors bill for 1915 was reported to the House of Representatives

On the House floor the feasibility ofon December 19, 1914.

appropriating funds to the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway was questioned,

and on January 15, 1915, Congressman Small defended the Beaufort to

Norfolk Waterway which avoided Cape Hatteras and Cape Lookout.

Commercial benefits further pointed to the value of the project, since

^Proceedings of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress
(December, 1914), 62.
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in 1913 alone 652,524 tons of materials valued at $9,224,621 passed

through this link.A9

The main opposition to the 1915 House bill was put forth by

Oscar Callaway of Texas and James A. Frear of Wisconsin. Callaway

insisted that the rivers and harbors bill was a waste because the

United States was "throwing millions of dollars of the people's money

into these projects year after year” when the waterway traffic

continued to decrease.’’®

Yet because of Small and other congressmen like him who approved

these appropriations, the 1915 rivers and harbors bill finally passed

Criticism here was to be almostthe House and proceeded to the Senate.

On February 4, 1915, the Senatelike that of 1914, but more fierce.

Committee on Commerce reported a bill for $38,500,000. This was

rejected and on March 2, a $25,000,000 lump-sum appropriation was

approved. Just as in the previous year, the final bill was for a

much smaller appropriation than asked for by the Senate and House

51
committees, and the bill was in a form which Small did not desire.

One other aspect of the 1915 bill that Small did not like was the

provision inserted calling for a resurvey of the Beaufort-Norfolk

Waterway. Cries of "pork" had resulted in this resurvey. Representative

Small reminded Congress of the many favorable surveys that had already

been made of the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway. Even in 1875, a survey of

^Congressional Record, Sixty-Third Congress, Third Session, 1915
(Washington, 1915), LII, 1666, hereinafter cited as Congressional
Record, LII.

^Congressional Record, LII, 1669.

^Pross, "Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Bills," 308.
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the waterway was made by S. T. Albert and reported favorably. Further-

more in February of 1904 the engineers submitted a report approving such

a waterway to a ten or twelve-foot depth, and in 1906 recommended a

twelve-foot channel. In the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1907, Congress

made an appropriation to begin the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway, and in

the March 3, 1909 Rivers and Harbors Act a survey was authorized for the

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway from Boston to Beaufort. The results of

this additional survey had been presented to Congress in January of

1912, recommending a waterway twelve feet deep from Norfolk to Beaufort.

Accordingly, Congress appropriated $600,000 for the Norfolk-Beaufort

Waterway in 1912 and $800,000 in 1913. No appropriation had gone to

this waterway in 1914, and even with a $400,000 appropriation provided

for in the 1915 lump-sum bill, Representative Small could not understand

why another survey was necessary. The Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway had

52
never received an unfavorable report.

As controversy raged, many national leaders came to the defense of

the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. One such individual was Secretary

of the Navy, Josephus Daniels from North Carolina. He foresaw benefits

for national defense from this inland waterway. Secretary Daniels said:

The Atlantic Inland Waterway is to our Country what the
Panama Canal is to the world. The vision of Moore and Small
and the other men who have thrown their energy into this
great project is surely to have a large realization in the
future.

Daniels anticipated the day when ships such as submarines and destroyers

of light draft could go from one end of the Atlantic coast to the other

52
Congressional Record, LII, 5436.
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and the savings to navy yard cost of day-to-day repairs would pay the

interest on the investment. Furthermore, in time of war the Atlantic

Intracoastal Waterway would be an incalculable asset in transporting

needed foodstuffs and materials. Daniels' endorsement of the project

was timely. Secretary of Commerce William C. Redfield also spoke of the

value of the improved Atlantic coastline; such endorsements were rein¬

vigorating for Small, Moore, and others who had endured much criticism

in 1914 and 1915.53

Consequently, John Small spoke more confidently -of the Atlantic

Intracoastal Waterway in late 1915. He used the analogy of the three

railroad lines extending North to South—the Atlantic Coast Line, the

Seaboard Air Line, and the Southern Railway—and pointed to the foolish-

ness of their establishing branches and not even constructing the main

trunk line. Small insisted that this was what the United States had done

in improving the rivers to the Atlantic, and then not establishing a

main trunk line to connect them for commerce along the seaboard. He em-

phasized possibilities of interstate commerce, the promotion of prosperity,

and the lower cost of living which would grow from such a trunk line.

These were the basic reasons why the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway

appealed to intelligent and open-minded people. Small said that every

advocate of the waterway:

. . .may with boldness and an aggressive spirit stand up
in broad daylight anywhere in this country and advocate
this proposition, with the assurance that he is right and

53Congressional Record, Sixty-Fourth Congress, First Session, 1915
(Washington, 1916), LIII, 16, hereinafter cited as Congressional Record,
LIII.
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that he can withstand the falsities, the fallacies, and the
selfishness of any argument which may be presented by any
unfriendly critic anywhere.

During the previous two sessions of Congress the rivers and harbors bill

The congressman had become very up-had been emasculated in the Senate.

set with this opposition and insisted that most of the opposition argu-

ments had been filled with falsehoods.^

With the beginning of the first session of the Sixty-Fourth Congress,

the highly criticized Committee on Rivers and Harbors held hearings on

the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. Excellent charts of the tonnage

shipped by the newly organized Southern Transportation Company were pro¬

vided by one of its representatives. This representative went further

to compare the estimated cost of each of the Atlantic Intracoastal Water-

way links with the amount of commerce shipped by the various companies.^
It was hoped that this hearing would prove to the members of the committee

and later the Congress-at-large the need for more numerous and larger

Since only $400,000 for one link hadappropriations for the waterway.

been appropriated in the previous two years, the waterway advocates realiz¬

ed they would have to be aggressive and bold as Small had encouraged.

^John H. Small, "Remarks," Report of the Proceedings of the Atlantic
Deeper Waterway Association (November, 1915), 89-90, hereinafter cited
as Waterway Association, Proceedings, 1915.

55
Waterway Association, Proceedings, 1915.

56United States Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Rivers and Harbors, Hearings on the Subject of the Improvement of the
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, December 10, 1915, Sixty-Fourth Congress,
First Session (Washington, 1915), 29-32, hereinafter cited as Hearings,
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, 1915.
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Preparation of the 1916 rivers and harbors bill took a little longer

than in previous years and it was not introduced until February 24, 1916.

From then until passage of the $39,608,310 bill on April 11, spirited

debate ensued in the House. For the Norfolk-Albemarle section of the

Norfolk-Beaufort link, $1,000,000 was requested in order to complete it

to a twelve-foot depth and ninety-foot width. If this bill could obtain

congressional approval, the total appropriation for the Atlantic Intra-

coastal Waterway would amount to $2,800,000 and only $2,600,000 more

would be needed to complete the Norfolk-Beaufort link. But since the

previous rivers and harbors bill had requested a reexamination of the

Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway, the first session of the Sixty-Fourth Congress

questioned more than ever the validity of appropriating $1,000,000 to

this inland waterway project.^
Representative Frear and his followers insisted that traffic was

not sufficient for such an appropriation. Immediately Small spoke in

impassioned defense of the 186 mile project that avoided Cape Hatteras

and Cape Lookout.

58defense in time of war.

Furthermore, this route provided a means of strategic

Representative Small pointed to the inaccuracy of the criticism of

the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. Frear had said commerce in the

Norfolk-Beaufort area amounted to only 65,000 tons annually. On the con-

trary, Small gave the figure of 603,307 tons valued at $7,816,773 in 1914

According to a commercial report, the main items transported werealone.

^News and Observer, April 12, 1916.
58
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Frear's discrepancylumber, coal, fertilizer, pilings, and fuel wood.

was caused by the fact that while the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal

route was being completed much of the commerce had to go through the

Dismal Swamp Canal; therefore, one had to look at the traffic on both

59
Consequently, Small sug¬canals in order to arrive at a valid total.

gested that "the gentlemen should read the reports which had been care-

fully gathered, before attacking a project because they think it is

not demanded in the interest of commerce."^

Individuals such as Eugene W. Fry of the Southern Transportation

Company, "one of the most intelligent and progressive transportation men

in the country," felt the $1,000,000 appropriation for the Norfolk-

Fry's company and many others had re-Beaufort Waterway was justified.

cently begun barge traffic between the South Atlantic states and the

northern ports. They feared this commerce would be halted unless the

Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway was soon completed to a twelve-foot depth.

The outside route was too treacherous and presently on the inland routes

tolls had to be paid and only nine-foot draft boats could pass through

northeastern North Carolina.

These problems were further emphasized by a boatswain in charge of

one of the United States steamers owned by the Bureau of Fisheries. He

traveled through the Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal on a vessel

59
Congressional Record, LIII, 5463.

60
Congressional Record, LIII, 5668.

61
Congressional Record, Sixty-Fifth Congress, Second Session, 1917

(Washington, 1918), LVI, 5464, hereinafter cited as Congressional Record,
LVI.
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thirty-seven years old. The inside canal was’ taken because this vessel

was incapable of making the trip by the outside route. Yet in the shallow

inside waterway he ran the risk of breaking propellers. Such would not

be the case with a twelve-foot inland route. As a result of this vexa-

tious journey, the boatswain insisted

there may be waste in the rivers and harbors bill, but it is
not in any part of it which improves waters in this section. .

. . Being a native of Massachusetts, no one can honestly
accuse me of being partial. I simply want to give credit
where credit is due, and it is due [to] your section
[Small's]$2

Furthermore, with World War I threatening by April, 1916, Congressman

Small and others directed attention to an aspect of the waterway which

had not been emphasized since 1900. The General Army Board had sub-

mitted a report in the previous two months saying that as "a second arm

of defense” the two links of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway from New

York Bay to Delaware River and Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay were of

"transcendent importance and are necessary, absolutely, as a strategic

and secondary arm of defense." This justification began to receive pro-

63
minent attention.

When questioned by Representative Charles Frank Reaves as to how a

twelve-foot canal could be used for defense, Small-replied that light

draft submarines and destroyers could use the canal and needed supplies

could be transported by this secure route. Once these benefits were

^Congressional Record, LIII, 5815.

^Congressional Record, LVI, 5669.
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realized the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway would probably be deepened and en-

larged beyond twelve feet.^
The Secretary of War revived hopes for Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway

appropriations when the resurvey of the waterway from Norfolk to Beaufort

was submitted. The special reexamination board estimated commerce on

the completed Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway to amount to one million tons.

The board, therefore, recommended continuing the project with one modi-

fication: substitution of Pungo River-Goose Creek-Pamlico Bay line for

the Rose Bay line. This change would reduce the overall project cost to

$5,297,180 and $85,000 annually was asked for maintenance.^
Hopes of the $1,000,000 for the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway remaining

in the 1916 rivers and harbors bill appeared brighter. Representative

Clarence Cannon of Missouri felt commerce on the Atlantic Intracoastal

Waterway would be negligible; however, he admitted the continuation of

the Norfolk-Beaufort project would please "one of the most pleasant

gentlemen in the Old North State." Congressman Small appreciated the

kind words, but he responded to Cannon by saying that "twenty years from

now we will show you 20,000,000 tons on it [the Norfolk-Beaufort

u66 The majority of the House members accepted Small's view,Waterway].

and the rivers and harbors bill finally passed the House on April 11,

1916.

^Congressional Record, LVI, 5669.
65
United States Congress, House of Representatives, Inland Waterway

from Norfolk, Virginia to Beaufort Inlet, North Carolina, Sixty-Fourth
Congress, First Session, House Document 1136 (Washington, 1916), 1-2.

^Congressional Record, LIII, 5465.
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The bill then went to the Senate to face fiery opposition. It was

reported out by the Senate Committee on Commerce on Kay 5 for $42,934,885.

Senator William S. Kenyon, who had been especially critical of the

Norfolk-Beaufort $1,000,000 appropriation, tried to get the appropria-

tion for this link reduced to $200,000. Nevertheless, the bill passed

the Senate on Kay 29 by a majority of three in a 35 to 32 vote. Partisan-

ship as well as regionalism figured into the vote because only nine

Democrats and twenty-three Republican senators voted against the bill.

Once differences in the two bills were ironed out in the conference

committee and a bill was sent to the President for signature, John Small

lost no time in writing President Wilson and voicing his desire that the

68cheif executive approve this essential bill. Secretary of the Navy

Josephus Daniels also advised the President that these rivers and harbors

improvements were imperative as preparedness measures. This domestic

appropriation was related to plans for war preparations in the event the

United States was offered no alternative to fighting. President Wilson

immediately signed the bill on July 26, 1916 for $44,448,885.^
With the approval of a $1,000,000 appropriation for the Norfolk-

Albemarle section of the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway, a boat trip from

Norfolk to Lake Drummond was planned which would include members of

Congress from both political parties. Ostensibly, this social event was

67
News and Observer. May 30, 1916.

68
John H. Small to Woodrow Wilson, July 21, 1916, John Humphrey

Small Papers, Manuscript Department, Duke University Library, Durham,
hereinafter cited as Small Papers, Durham.

69
Pross, "Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Bills," 308.
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intended to give congressmen an opportunity to relax from the pressure

of business with "Scotch and rye whiskey and a crate or more of beer,"

but of course there was more to it than just that. It was hoped that

this gathering would create a favorable political atmosphere for the

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway project.^®
The National Rivers and Harbors Congress meeting in late 1916 also

intended to influence Congress for Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway appro-

Since war was waging in Europe, one of the most influentialpriations.

speakers was Admiral William S. Benson of Georgia who emphasized the

importance of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway to national defense.

He stressed the fact that "our rivers and harbors are about the crudest

things in the world." Unlike the United States, the European nations had

developed and utilized nearly all their waterways.^
Even prior to this discussion by Admiral Benson, Stephen Sparkman,

chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, had begun efforts to

72
compose a sound bill for introduction in 1917. Again hearings were

held concerning the purchase of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal.

Commercial and defensive advantages were cited; with purchase of this

canal expensive railroad transportation for bulky products could be

70
John H. Small to Alvah H. Martin, and Captain Gilbert E. Humphrey,

August 21, 1916, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.
71
Congressional Record, Sixty-Fourth Congress, Second Session, 1916

(Washington, 1917), LIV, Appendix, 72, hereinafter cited as Congressional
Record, LIV.

72
Stephen Sparkman to John H. Small, November 25, 1916, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.
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7 *3
avoided. Still Congressman Small admitted that the owners of the

Chesapeake and Delaware Canal had never set a definite selling price.

The question of arriving at a reasonable price for purchase or condemna-

tion of the property by legal procedures baffled those present at the
74

hearing.

When the 1917 rivers and harbors bill was reported on January 13,

for 38,167,339, a $1,300,000 appropriation for the Chesapeake and

Delaware link of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway was requested. The

Chief of Engineers had asked for $2,500,000, but for reasons of economy

the committee requested only $1,300,000.^
Congressman Frear wasted no time in challenging such requests by

the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. He felt that the method of ob-

taining rivers and harbors legislation was "disgraceful" and that it was

76
time to rid Congress of this leprosy. In reply Representative Frank

Clark emphasized the inaccuracy of statistics used by Frear. He had

grossly misquoted the census of 1910 as he tried to discourage adoption

73United States Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Rivers and Harbors, Hearings on the Subject of the Purchase and Improve-
ment of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, January _6, 1917, Sixty-Fourth
Congress, First Session (Washington, 1917), 3, hereinafter cited as
Chesapeake and Delaware Hearings, 1917.

74
Chesapeake and Delaware Hearings, 1917, 10.

75
Congressional Record, LTV, Appendix, 425.

^Congressional Record, LIV, 767.
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of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway projects." Congressman William

J. Sears bespoke his personal feelings that Representative Frear was a

..78pessimist only trying to "raise a foul stench and vex mankind.

In spite of debate laden with criticism and denunciation, the early

1917 rivers and harbors bill passed the House on January 26 by a vote of

221 to 131 and it requested another $1,000,000 for the Norfolk-Beaufort

link and $1,300,000 for the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. John Small

79had led the fight in the House for these sections of the bill. The

bill went to the Senate and fierce debate ensued after the Committee on

Commerce reported a bill of $48,119,639. Such disagreement forestalled

a vote on the measure. The last session of the Sixty-Fourth Congress
80

ended without passage of the rivers and harbors bill.

When the Sixty-Fifth Congress began, John Small became chairman of

the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, as the senior Democrat on the

committee, and his party regained control of the House of Representatives

after the November elections of 1916. Since Small had devoted much time

to waterway improvement, the North Carolina congressman had long desired

this position. Yet he was in a rather precarious situation as the Sixty-

Fifth Congress convened on April 2, 1917. With the defeat of the early

1917 rivers and harbors bill and with war threatening to involve the

United States and limit appropriations for domestic purposes, requests

for waterway improvements would need to be as conservative as possible.

^Congressional Record, LIV, Appendix, 226.
78
Congressional Record, LIV, Appendix, 365.

79
News and Observer, January 24 and 27, 1917.

80
Pross, "Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Bills," 309.



CHAPTER V

NEW EMPHASIS: FROM COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

TO NATIONAL DEFENSE

As the new chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, John

Small made plans for the introduction of another rivers and harbors bill

for 1917 before the opening of the first session of the Sixty-Fifth

Congress. However, his objectives were limited by the fact that the

United States became involved in World War I on April 6. With war de-

manding unprecedented sums, the worth of rivers and harbors appropria-

tions were questioned more than ever; consequently, Small realized that

he would have to limit appropriations to absolutely essential maintenance

and new projects could be adopted only if he emphasized their national

defense purposes. Therefore, for the next three years, the importance

of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway was linked to national defense

instead of commerce.

One distinguishing feature characterized Small's chairmanship of the

committee for the three sessions of the Sixty-Fifth Congress. He was the

only rivers and harbors "chairman to present and secure passage of his

bills without having any appropriations cut from them.""'' One rivers and

harbors bill was introduced in each session and all three became law

This does not mean that the bills-werewithout a cut in appropriations.

passed without criticism, but John Small was concerned enough with rivers

and harbors legislation to be extremely careful of approved projects, and

he sent many letters of regret to individuals desiring certain appropriations.

^"Elder, "Political Organization," 81.



84

He told solicitors of expenditures that due to war conditions only measures

necessary for defense and measures already begun would receive the appro-

priations.^
Although Small had been accused of being a dreamer in regards to

developing coastwise commerce on the Atlantic, he was level-headed as

He made wise decisionschairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

concerning worthy projects and then emphasized the necessity of these

He still had some concern for hisappropriations for national defense.

own reelection and the needs of his constituency, for he tried to obtain

appropriations to complete the Norfolk-Beaufort project. Yet as he

pointed out to George Brown of the North Carolina Supreme Court, he felt

a great deal of the criticism in the Sixty-Third and Sixty-Fourth

Congresses had been unjust because few of those vocal critics would point
3

to unworthy government projects in their own districts.

Small's district was not the only area overjoyed at his finally re-

ceiving the chairmanship of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. Waterway

advocates throughout North Carolina, the South, and the nation were de-

lighted. He assured these friends that he would do all in his

power to combat the viscous and unfounded propaganda which has
been prosecuted for several years against rivers and harbors
improvements. These critics . . . have assumed the garb of
righteousness and honesty and would have the American public
believe that they are trying to protect the Teasury against
selfish members of Congress.^

^John H. Small to R. Bruce Etheridge, January 31, 1919; John H. Small
to R. J. Gallagher, February 8, 1919; John H. Small to S. W. Woodley,
March 17, 1919, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.

^John H. Small to George H. Brown, April 30, 1917, Small Papers,
Durham.

^John H. Small to Joseph Teal, May 11, 1917, Small Papers, Durham;
John H. Small to M. C. Garber, May 26, 1917, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.
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He felt many of these critics had withheld facts that would not support

their argument and had arrived at unjustifiable conclusions.

Since Small had served on the Committee on Rivers and Harbors for

seven years and was familiar with rivers and harbors legislation for

eighteen years, he admitted that items in rivers and harbors bills

differed as to merit; such results were inherent in a large country with

diverse geographical and physical conditions. Nevertheless, projects

were approved honestly and Small felt that the citizen who decried the

value of waterways was arguing his "own incompetence and ignorance."^
In trying to prove the worth of the rivers and harbors bills to the

nation, Chairman Small carefully drafted the first bill he would intro-

Colonel H. C. Newcomer came from the Office of the Corps ofduce.

Engineers to represent the Secretary of War.

sented were classified as urgently needed.^
The projects Newcomer pre-

In discussing the request for the United States government to pur-

chase the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, Representative Frear insisted

that Delaware and Maryland give the canal and save the government the

Colonel Newcomer insisted that benefits to accrue frompurchase price.

this improvement were not confined to Maryland and Delaware. Commerce

on the Delaware River and Chesapeake Bay, which were tributary to

Baltimore and Norfolk, was good even with the existing nine-foot depth.

^John H. Small to M. C. Garber, May 26, 1917, Small Papers, Chapel
Hill.

United States Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on Rivers
and Harbors, Hearings on H.R. 4285, The Rivers and Harbors Appropriation
Bill, May 1, 2, 3, and 5, 1917, Sixty-Fifth Congress, First Session
(Washington, 1917), 4, hereinafter cited as Hearings on H.R. 4285, 1917.
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However, with an improved twelve-foot channel a safe and rapid inland

route would aid commerce from North and South Carolina to Philadelphia

and New York. The improved twelve-foot route would also provide for de-

fense needs. Consequently, the Secretary of War Newton Baker requested

$5,000 to begin negotiations for the purchase of the Chesapeake and

Delaware Canal.^

The War Department also requested $100,000 for the Norfolk to

Beaufort section of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. In the reexamina-

tion of this passage in 1916, the route suggested in 1912 had been modi-

The fact was emphasized that not more than $75,000 should befied.

spent for the change in rights of way between the Albemarle Sound and the

Colonel Newcomer felt a $100,000 appropriation would com-Pungo River.

8
plete agreements for this section of the Norfolk-Beaufort link.

Consequently, Chairman Small requested a $26,893,000 rivers and

harbors bill for 1917 and emphasized the national defense benefits of the

He maintained that even in time of war the United Statesimprovements.

should not abandon her rivers and harbors. On the contrary, in wartime

Small's argument was aided by aall resources should be mobilized.

communication from Secretary of Commerce William C. Redfield, who pointed

to the inability of the railroads to meet the wartime demands for move-

He anticipated the situation becoming worse with fallment of traffic.

Therefore, he inquired of Small, "Wherecrops soon to be harvested.

shall we turn for relief except to our waterways?" He estimated a

^Hearings on H.R, 4285, 1917, 44.

Hearings on H.R. 4285, 1917, 55.
8



87

shortage of 150,000 railway cars in 1917 and'encouraged cities and towns

9
situated on waterways to use water transit.

Small's close friend, J. Hampton Moore, also encouraged cooperation

of railroads and waterways to move war goods and naval and army equip-

Moore reflected upon the recent usage of the Cape Cod Canal byment.

United States military branches. However, the government had to pay

tolls to avoid risk and save time. If the United States owned the Cape

Cod Canal, as well as the other canals in the planned Atlantic Intra-

10coastal Waterway, passage would be safe and free.

Opposition arguments were provided by Representatives James Frear,

Martin Madden, Allen Treadway, and Thomas Gallagher. Many Republicans,

especially from New England, the Midwest and Mountain areas, opposed the

$26,000,000 rivers and harbors bill. More support was found in the

Middle Atlantic, Southern,Border, and Pacific states. Consequently, the

1917 bill passed by a vote of 205 to 133 on June 27. Some newspapers,

especially in North Carolina, praised Chairman Small for directing

effectively the Rivers and Harbors bill through the House and seeing it

passed after a comparatively short consideration. The House bill had

maintained and approved the $100,000 appropriation for continuing im-

provement of the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway and $5,000 for beginning

negotiations for the purchase of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal.^

q

Congressional Record, Sixty-Fifth Congress, First Session, 1917
(Washington, 1917), LV, Appendix, 329, hereinafter cited as Congressional
Record, LV.

^^Congressional Record, LV, Appendix, 36.

^News and Observer, June 28, 1917.
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Nevertheless, the appropriation bill was sent to the Senate where

in further debate the necessity of appropriations in wartime was questioned.

Senator William S. Kenyon tried to change the bill to a $15,000,000 lump-

sum appropriation, but his motion failed by a vote of 45 to 17. Several

amendments were added and when the vote was taken on July 26, the first
12annual wartime bill passed the Senate. The New York Times caption

"Pork Bill Passes by Vote of 50 to 11" exemplified the opposition to the

1bill by many reputable publications.

In the Senate two major amendments had been added. One provided

for comprehensive development of waterways and authorized a commission

that could utilize the various federal government departments in study-

The Waterway Commission was created as a sub-committeeing waterways.

of the Council of National Defense. Numerous congressmen objected to

this commission being set up at this time. They felt it was not a de-

fense measure. Actually the commission in wartime circumstances would

be more of a commerce regulator. Chairman Small in the conference sug-

gested that General W. W. Black, Chief of Engineers, head this commission
14

and that he work with the Committee on Railway Transportation.

The other major amendment consisted of a provision to allow govern-

ment negotiations to purchase the Cape Cod Canal either by payment or

condemnation. Although he had been encouraged to include this provision

in the House bill, Chairman Small refused to do so. He knew that if the

^News and Observer, July 27, 1917.

^•%ew York Times , July 27, 1917.

■^Ross, "Pork Barrels and the General Welfare," 271.



89

report of the Secretary of War did not ask for this purchase, it stood

little chance of passage in wartime.^
the conference committee.^

This amendment was dismissed in

Nevertheless, advocates of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway were

delighted with the provision in the 1917 wartime bill for beginning the

negotiations for purchase of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. Citizens

who had watched Small's "efforts in this direction rejoiced when your bill

passed Congress." Unsure of the length of the war, many were heartened

with possibilities to deepen and widen the Chesapeake and Delaware Waterway

17
and increase its strategic importance.

Due to wartime pressures, the 1917 bill had only appropriated

$100,000 to work on the Norfolk-Beaufort link of the Atlantic Intracoastal

Small had insisted in time of peace that this link was necessaryWaterway.

for the development of southern commerce and manufacturing. It bypassed

Cape Hatteras, and consequently Small requested Colonel K. C. Newcomer

to provide figures on what sum would be necessary to complete the Alligator

If war conditions improved, Smallto Pungo River section of this link.

hoped to request that amount in the second session of the Sixty-Fifth

18
Congress.

^Charles H. Innes to John H. Small, June 30, 1917, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

16
New York Times, July 27, 1917.

17C. M. Chester to John H. Small, July 3, 1917, Small Papers,
Durham.

18
John H. Small to Colonel H. C. Newcomer, August 11, 1917 and

November 14, 1917, Small Papers, Durham.
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Small was extremely busy with rivers and harbors committee matters;

however, when Clarence J. Owens of the Southern Commercial Congress in-

formed him of an October, 1917 meeting he was delighted. Owens spoke of

this meeting in the following terms:

For the first time the men of the South will hold a Congress
in the East [New York], interpreting the South to the rest of
the nation, with the view of sweeping out of the minds of
all those not resident in the South, their misconception con-
cerning the social order, the climatic conditions, the agri-
cultural, industrial, and commercial opportunities of the
Southland.

Small, a southerner very much interested in the South and its potential,

was asked to speak at the upcoming October meeting.

Small's address before the Southern Commercial Congress was on

"Water Power, an Undeveloped Resource." He spoke of the inability of

the railroads to handle the traffic in wartime and pointed to waterways

The Germans, the enemy of the United States,as the only alternative.

were using thousands of miles of canals and rivers to transport heavy

Small felt that the United States should emulate the Germans.materials.

He visualized provisions for the nation's waterways as the established

policy of Congress. At the next session of Congress he planned to ask

for appropriations recommended by the Secretary of War towards completing

However, the appropriations he re-the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway.

20
quested were only as large as the wartime budget would permit.

Consequently, Small's thoughts turned toward formulating the second

rivers and harbors bill for the Sixty-Fifth Congress. He was very careful

19
Clarence J. Owens to John H. Small, March 1, 1917, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.

^clarence J. Owens to John H. Small, October 16, 1917, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.
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that the bills reported under his leadership would not be susceptible to

the charges of "pork" that were so widespread in the Sixty-Third and

Sixty-Fourth Congresses. Because of the war Small was doubly cautious

to keep the appropriations as small as possible.

Nevertheless, in making plans for the 1918 bill some controversy

arose over the responsibility for establishing terminal facilities for

waterway projects. Immediately Small expressed his views concerning

necessary local help to the national waterway program. He indicated to

Secretary of War, Newton D. Baker, that the following were necessary for

adequate water transportation:

(1) A demand for movement of traffic.
(2) Appropriate water terminals connected to railroads.
(3) Established water line carriers.
(4) Prorating of traffic as to through rates between the

water carriers and rail carriers.

Small insisted that these should be provided by the localities and munici-

palities and that Congress was only responsible for improving the harbors

and channels of interior waterways for navigation. He opposed further

appropriations for areas that refused to provide these essential facili-

Therefore, he insisted that the Secretary of War supply theties.

Committee on Rivers and Harbors with information concerning existing term-

21
inal facilities before any appropriations were requested in 1918.

At a House hearing on "Inland Water Transportation;" Colonel Charles

Keller of the Council of National Defense also emphasized the need for

local areas to provide proper storage and transfer warehouses; Colonel

Keller further pointed out that when railroads and waterways did not

21
John H. Small to Newton D. Baker, September 15, 1917, Small Papers,

Durham.



92

cooperate, capitalists were afraid to invest in waterways for fear of

their failure. This officer insisted that the United States should try

to improve projects of inland water transportation if the nation were

22
to meet the demands of commerce and defense.

Soon after this hearing President Wilson called for cooperation

between railroads and waterways. "Nor should we lose a day that can be

saved in preparing suitable vessels to make our waterways the effective

factor in winning the war they are capable of being under wise and pro-

23
gressive leadership," President Wilson added.

John Small felt the rivers and harbors bill for 1918 had been wisely

prepared, and he submitted it on March 1, 1918 calling for an appropria-

tion of $19,227,900. Only waterway projects that were important to

commerce and national defense had been included, and the bill did not ex-

ceed the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers. One aspect of the

bill called for a $500,000 appropriation to continue to improve the
24

Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway. Another section concerning the dumping of

acid waste was opposed by manufacturing interests. Industrial interests

were able to have this section removed, and industrial activity that

25Small desired for the South was allowed to continue unhindered.

22
United States Congress, House of Representativs, Committee on Rivers

and Harbors, Hearings on Inland Water Transportation, January 25, 1918,
Sixty-Fifth Congress, Second Session (Washington, 1918), 28, 31.

Woodrow Wilson to John H. Small, July 26, 1918, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

^Congressional Record, LVI, 2414, and 4913.

25
John H. Small to Colonel H. C. Newcomer, April 6, 1918, Small

Papers, Durham.
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Representative Frear endorsed the 1918 bill and spoke more favorably

He insisted that he was not opposedof the measure than any since 1913.
26

to rivers and harbors work that would benefit commerce. Waterway con-

troversy was not as big an issue in 1918 as in prewar days, and only a

very modest rivers and harbors bill had been requested,

bill passed the House on April 17, budgeted for nearly $20,000,000.^

Therefore, the

Many senators were also pleased with this "porkless rivers and

harbors bill in meatless days and wheatless days," as it was reported by

the Senate Committee on Commerce on May 8. Consequently, a few additional

appropriations were requested by the Senate and the bill passed the upper

OO

house calling for a $23,771,900 appropriation.

On July 2, 1918, Chairman Small presented to the House the conference

report that had accepted the Senate amendments, and the House voted

29
approval. Small was much opposed to the increases of the Senate. He

preferred that only projects recommended by the Corps of Engineers go

30
into the rivers and harbors bills under his chairmanship.

Another concern of Congressman Small in 1918 was the opposition he

faced in the November election from Republican C. R. Pugh, an interesting

During the campaign Pugh questioned Small'slawyer from Elizabeth City.

absence during several congressional votes. Small quickly defended him-

self and pointed to his hard work on the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

^Ross, "Pork Barrel and the General Welfare," 279.
27

News and Observer, April 18, 1918.
28
Ross, "Pork Barrel and the General Welfare," 284.

29
Congressional Record, LVI, 7309.

30
John H. Small to Josephus Daniels, July 4, 1918, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.
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He admitted missing five roll call votes when he was in meetings of this

committee that were held while the House was in session. Apparently the

people were satisfied with this explanation for Small was returned to

Congress in 1918; however, he began to realize that his position was not

as secure as it had been for the previous twenty years. Congressional

duties had become more demanding, and he was losing personal contact

with the first congressional district. Furthermore, with the Republicans

winning a majority in the 1918 congressional elections, Small foresaw

that he would only be chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors for

31
one more session. This situation called for an exceptionally competent

job in the third session of the Sixty-Fifth Congress.

On November 9, 1918, World War I came to an end. During the war

changes in the quality of the rivers and harbors bills had been evident,

and everyone was anxious to see what type of bill Chairman Small and his

committee would present in peacetime. He had not demanded a great deal

for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway in the two war years. The 1917

bill had contained a $5,000 appropriation to conduct negotiations for the

purchase of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal and a $100,000 appropriation

Again in the second session only $500,000for the Norfolk-Beaufort link.

had been appropriated for the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway.

With the beginning of the third session of the Sixty-Fifth Congress

in December, 1918, Small presided over additional hearings concerning

the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal purchase. Waterway advocates pointed

to Philadelphia's difficulty during the war in getting supplies owing to

3-*-John H. Small to M. W. Ferebee, November 25, 1918 and December 2,
1918, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.
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railroad congestion and inadequate waterways in the Philadelphia-New York

During the war, the War Department, the Navy Department, and thearea.

Commerce Department had made reports in favor of purchase of the
32

Chesapeake and Delaware Canal.

J. Hampton Moore emphasized to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors

that purchase of this canal was not a local project just to benefit

Philadelphia, Baltimore, New York, or Norfolk; it was for the benefit

of all the country. In 1914, 105,678,580 feet of lumber had been carried

by way of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal and only 86,096,693 feet by

the outside route. In 1915, 129,857,233 feet by the inside route and

97,478,287 by the outside route, in 1916, 110,049,183 feet against

48,651,835 and in 1917, 75,365,692 feet against 51,900,701 tended to show

33
the possibilities of this inland route.

The Agnus Report of 1906 had feven set the value of the Chesapeake

and Delaware Canal at $2,514,289.70 and had recommended immediate pur-

According to the 1917 Rivers and Harbors Act, the Secretary ofchase.

War had begun negotiations to purchase the canal, but since an agreement

on the price could not be reached the Justice Department had instituted

condemnation proceedings in 1918. Ironically, ten days before the 1918

32United States Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
River and Harbors, Hearings on the Subject of the Purchase and Improve-
ment of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, December 16, 1918, Sixty-Fifth
Congress, Third Session (Washington, 1918), 3, hereinafter cited as
Hearings on Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, 1918.

33
Hearings on Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, 1918, 4, 9, and 10.
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hearings the Secretary of War and the owners of the Chesapeake and

They had fore-Delaware Canal had agreed upon the recommended price.

seen another benefit to be derived from.improvement of the Chesapeake

and Delaware Canal and that was job opportunities for soldiers returning

from the war. Constructing these useful waterways would prevent much

35
unemployment.

Prospects for an appropriation to the Atlantic Intracoastal Water-

way in the 1919 rivers and harbors bill looked even better after publi-

cation of a report by the Department of Commerce. The Senate in 1918

had requested this department to provide information concerning the ad-

vantages to the United States in acquiring, constructing, and maintaining

canals connecting the Chesapeake Bay with the Delaware River, across the

state of New Jersey, and connecting Massachusetts Bay with Buzzard Bay.^
Commerce Secretary William Redfield reported that construction of

a continuous, deep intracoastal waterway from Boston, Massachusetts to

Norfolk, Virginia would save in cost of transportation enough to justify

the cost of constructing and operating such a system. The entire country

would benefit by the reduction in cost of goods shipped. The commercial

and military benefits were predicted to be so great and far-reaching that

the Commerce Department recommended acquisition by the United States

government of the Cape Cod and Chesapeake and Delaware canals, and further

34
Hearings on Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, 1918, 3.

35
Hearings on Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, 1918, 22.

36
United States Congress, Atlantic Intracoastal Canals, Sixty-Fifth

Congress, Third Session, Senate Document 279 (Washington, 1918), 7,
hereinafter cited as Senate Document, 279.
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recommended the early construction across New Jersey of a sea-level
37canal with a twenty-five foot depth.

The Commerce Department report emphasized the rapid industrial

growth in the Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New York areas, and the in-

ability of transportation facilities to keep up with this expansion.

New North-South trade was developing and shipment by the few North-South
38 /

railroads was too expensive for bulky products such as lumber and cement. />/
The few existing canals would not meet the needs of twentieth century bar-

Good facilities, certainity of service, direct delivery, and savingges.

of time were demanded of modern waterways. The railroads had standardized

their equipment and made many convenient improvements, but they had also

hastened the decline of canal transportation. One such example was the

leasing of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal by the Pennsylvania Railroad

to eliminate canal competition. Other railroads had established discrin-

inatory rates to hurt nearby canals. However, in recent years transpor-

tation experts had realized that waterways and railroad traffic could

39
compliment, not injure, each other.

In describing each of the three prospective government purchases,

the Commerce Department told of the April, 1916 completed improvement of

the Cape Cod Canal to a twenty-five foot drawing depth. This canal reduced

the distance from Boston to New York from 326 to 260 miles and avoided the

During the war the Cape Cod Canal had been im-stormy coast of Cape Cod.

portant in providing protection from submarines, and on July 22, 1918,

37
Senate Document 279, 6.

38
Senate Document 279, 10.

39
Senate Document 279, 11.
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the Director General of Railroads had taken control of this canal for

40
wartime use.

The second canal that was researched by the Commerce Department pre-

The existing Delaware and Raritan Canalsented a few more problems.

across New Jersey connecting New York Harbor and the Delaware River was

The Commerce Department recommendedonly seven feet deep and had locks.

adoption of the route from New York Harbor to Delaware River approved by

a 1911 engineer survey which would reduce the distance from Philadelphia

to New York by 87 miles. A description of the Chesapeake and Delaware

Canal pointed to its 13 5/8 mile length and nine-foot depth. This canal

aided commercial prosperity by reducing the distance from Baltimore to

Philadelphia from 439 to 109 miles.^
What were the advantages for the government in purchasing and im-

proving these canals? First, just as Small had advocated for twenty

years, they would allow shippers to avoid dangerous seas. This was a

prime concern, but time and money could also be saved since barge trans-

portation was the cheapest for bulky products. Furthermore, insurance

would be less by such a safe route and cheaper box barges could be

utilized. A 1,200 ton box barge for inland waterways cost approximately

$20,000 by 1918, while a seagoing barge was valued at about $75,000.

Operation of the first type boat was approximately $200 per month and the

latter about $550. Besides financial benefits, the improved canals could

help to relieve congested railroad lines by shipping bulky products. Also

40
Senate Document 279, 13.

41
Senate Document 279, 14-15.
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canals and inland waterways had just shown their value to national de¬

fense during World War I by transporting needed goods and allowing passage

of small draft vessels. But the primary purpose for such government

purchases was to unite for commercial purposes disconnected bodies of

navigable water serving large districts along the Atlantic seaboard
42

which private citizens were financially unable to undertake.

Even with all this endorsement of government expenditures on waterway

improvement, the last bill introduced under Small’s chairmanship was not

as happily received as was the 1918 bill. Waterway critics questioned

Small's integrity as well as the validity of parts of the bill which was

introduced after much committee preoccupation with changes from wartime

The bill asking for $26,939,344 con-estimates to peacetime estimates.

tained a restricted number of new projects, including surveys of the
*

Beaufort-Cape Fear link of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. Small had

also included a $750,000 appropriation for the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway

and provisions for the purchase of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal.

With the passage of the bill, final procedures were undertaken and on

August 13, 1919, the United States formally bought the Chesapeake and
43

Delaware Canal. Small was elated with this accomplishment which he had

advocated for twenty years.

In discussing the 1919 rivers and harbors bill Small had said,

"Speaking my individual opinion, there is no appropriation or provision

in the bill which is not in the public interest." In the previous two

^Senate Document 279, 20-21.

/ *5
JNews and Observer, February 25, 1919, and Gray, National Waterways,

238.
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wartime bills, appropriations had been "cut to the bone." The larger

1919 bill had been formulated by the whole committee after careful con-

sideration as to whether each appropriation would be justified by

commercial statistics.^

Of course, Representative Frear immediately began to criticize the

proposed bill. He insisted that there was not ample waterway transporta-

tion along the Atlantic coast to justify the appropriations to the Atlantic

Frear also pointed out that "North Carolina, theIntracoastal Waterway.

home of the Chairman of the Committee, also gets six new projects in the

present bill, more than any other State in the nation." Every congress-

man realized that a chairman of the committee would do all that he could

to help his district, but there was no evidence that the majority of the

House members condemned Small for requesting appropriations recommended
45

by the Corps of Engineers. Although he had supported numerous waterway

projects, Small had worked hardest for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway

for over twenty years, and now some of his efforts were bearing fruit.

In response to Frear, John Small, speaking more harshly than was his

want, said :

I have studied the gentleman from Wisconsin, trying to ascer-
tain something about his mental methods. The-only way I can
account for them ... is that for some reason or other on

rivers and harbors legislation the gentleman has great diffi-
culty in being intellectually honest.^

With regard to the $750,000 appropriation for the Norfolk-Beaufort

44Congressional Record, Sixty-Fifty Congress, Third Session, 1918
(Washington, 1919), LVII, Appendix, 368, hereinafter cited as Congressional
Record, LVII.

^Congressional Record, LVII, 1222.

^Congressional Record, LVII, Appendix, 952.
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Waterway in 1919, Chairman Small and Representative William Green of Iowa

also reminded Frear that the Corps of Engineers had made this recommenda-
47

tion in order to complete this link in one year and a half. As far as

Frear's charges of little commerce on this waterway, Small pointed out

that on the two parallel canals between the North Carolina sounds and

Norfolk in the years before the war the average aggregate commerce was

Even during the war about 400,000 tonsbetween 800,000 and 900,000 tons.

48
of freight valued at about $5,000,000 passed through this area annually.

Small was fortunate enough to get a favorable House vote for the

rivers and harbors bill before the short third session expired; the final

bill gave a $750,000 appropriation for the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway,

allowed surveys of the Beaufort-Cape Fear link of the Atlantic Intracoastal

Waterway, and provided $3,000,000 to purchase the Chesapeake and Delaware

Canal. These appropriations remained in the bill throughout Senate and

conference debate, and Small's third rivers and harbors bill did not take

49
an overall cut from its introduction to the final signing.

Therefore, it is ironic that Hallett S. Ward, who would oppose Small

in the 1920 Democratic primary, criticized the progress of the Atlantic

Intracoastal Waterway. John Small had extracted from Congress all the

legitimate and approved appropriations for this project that anyone could

He replied to this criticism by questioning, "Is therehave expected.

47
Congressional Record, LVII, 1248.

48
Congressional Record, LVII, 1271.

49
Pross, "Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Bills," 170.

50
Frank Snyder to John H. Small, January 13, 1919, Small Papers,
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any intelligent citizen ... in North Carolina, who doubts the public

benefits which will accrue from the completion of this waterway? . .

„51It is difficult to believe that he [Ward] could choose such an issue.

Small had tried to keep individuals in the towns of his home district

informed of the progress of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. He was

anxious that the authorization in the 1919 bill to survey the Beaufort-

Cape Fear River section of the Waterway get underway. Earlier in the

Beaufort-Key West survey of 1911, the recommendation had been for a

s?
seven-foot depth from Beaufort to the Cape Fear River. The Rivers and

Harbors Act of 1919 made provision for two surveys to Wilmington from

Beaufort. One went by way of Beaufort to the Cape Fear River, and the

other from New Bern to Wilmington, by way of the Trent River and the north-

The latter had been added in the Senate by anwestern Cape Fear River.

amendment introduced by Senator Furnifold M. Simmons. Small was anxious

that the report of these surveys recommend completing the Beaufort-Cape

Fear section to a twelve-foot depth to correspond to the Norfolk-Beaufort

53
and C’nesapeake-Delaware links.

At the same time Small was trying to obtain a favorable report to

Wilmington, North Carolina, he hoped that the $750,000 Norfolk-Beaufort

appropriation would be put to immediate use to extend the route up the

Alligator River and across to the Pungo River and to deepen the canal

'’■'■John H. Small to Frank Snyder, January 19, 1919, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

^John Small to E. W. Broadfoot, March 14, 1919, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

-^John H. Small to Furnifold M. Simmons, April 3, 1919, Small
Papers, Chapel Hill.
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He felt that "work on the Norfolk-connecting Core Creek and Adams Creek.

i*54Beaufort Waterway has been proceeding very slowly from its inception.

With election primaries coming up in the following spring, Small

looked forward to signs of progress. He continued to write to indivi-

duals and to attend and speak at any meeting that his schedule would allow,

if it would help the cause of this Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. Early

in December, 1919, the Southern Commercial Congress planned to meet in

Savannah, Georgia; Small agreed to speak to the group. However, when he

was informed of the exact convention date, these plans had to be canceled.

The Southern Commercial Congress was holding its meeting at the same time

as the National Rivers and Harbors Congress. Necessity demanded that

Small be present for the National Rivers and Harbors Congress meeting;

the December, 1919 delegation elected Small to the presidency of this or-

55
ganization.

Small was flattered that the nation's waterway advocates had chosen

him to head their organization. He took on this assignment with the same

enthusiasm and sense of commitment as he had displayed since 1898 in his

role as chief spokesman for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. Although

he was no longer chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, the

beginning of the Sixty-Sixth Congress in December, 1919, would give him

another opportunity to convince Congress of the continued need and possi-

bilities of waterway improvements.-^

•^John H. Small to General W. M. Black, April 3, 1919, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

55John H. Small to Clarence J. Owens, October 14, and November 21,
1919, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.

56E.
Chapel Hill.

P. Swanson to John H. Small, December 12, 1919, Small Papers,
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To aid the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway, Small questioned the progress

being made to secure the right of way between Alligator and Pungo rivers.

After extremely slow results, the Attorney General for the Eastern

District of North Carolina began condemnation proceedings across the Hyde

County waterway area. With this progress Small informed constitutents

in the district that it would take two to three years "under the most

favorable conditions" before the section from Albemarle Sound to Pamlico

Sound would be completed. He anticipated that the Norfolk to Albemarle

section would be finished in the spring of 1920, and the route from the

Neuse River to Beaufort Inlet would soon be completed to a twelve-foot

57
depth.

This was the current status of the Norfolk—Beaufort WTaterway in

early 1920, and Representative Small was very upset when the rivers and

harbors bill of that year did not contain an appropriation for the

waterway between the Alligator and Pungo rivers. The major issue of the

Republican majority in 1920 was economy. A tremendous war debt remained,

and if the Republicans proclaimed concern for economy this would be help-

ful in the fall elections. The rivers and harbors bill introduced by

the new chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, Charles A.

Kennedy of Iowa, was the smallest bill reported since the policy of annual

Until March 4, 1921, $5,000 for maintenancebills was adopted in 1910.

58
and $7,000 for improvements was requested.

■^John H. Small to Captain W. H. Holcombe, February 11, 1920, Small
Papers, Chapel Hill; John H. Small to General Lansing H. Beach, February
25, 1920; John H. Small to Colonel J. C. Oakes, March 10, 1920; John H.
Small to A. L. Cuthrell, April 8, 1920, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.
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Congressional Record, Sixty-Sixth Congress, First Session, 1920
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LIX.
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Congressman Small immediately attacked this bill for a small appro-

priation just as Representative Frear had complained of large appropria-

Small pointed to the recent shortage of transportation facilitiestions.

and the resulting need to develop the nation's waterways and highways.

He emphasized that the Chief of Engineers had first recommended a

$42,000,000, bill but then under pressure testified that $25,000,000 was

59the smallest appropriation that could provide for waterway needs.

Small asked for the rivers and harbors bill to be recommitted, but

his motion was rejected. Consequently, on January 21, 1920, he offered

a substitute rivers and harbors bill which called for $19,400,000. It

also failed by a vote of 207 to 115.^0 The $12,000,000 bill that was

finally approved by both houses contained no appropriation for the

Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway.^
Undaunted by the 1920 bill, Small continued his attempts to convince

the Republican majority of the need for the Atlantic Intracoastal Water-

In hearings discussing the New York Bay-Delaware River link, heway.

pointed out that not only New Jersey, "but the whole country will be

t* 62
greatly benefited by it.

-^Congressional Record, LIX, 1790-1793.

60
News and Observer, January 22, 1920.

^Congressional Record, LIX, 9403.

62
United States Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on

Rivers and Harbors, Hearings on the Subject of the Construction of the
New York Bay-Delaware River Section of the Intracoastal Waterway,
January 28, 1920, Sixty-Sixth Congress, First Session (Washington, 1920),
16 and 21.
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By 1921 the total appropriations for the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway

link alone amounted to $4,493,900. Many of these appropriations were

secured through John Small's efforts, and it was unfortunate for waterway

development that he was defeated on June 5, 1920 in the Democratic pri-

Throughout the United States people recognized that "Mr. Smallmary.

6*}
is a big man in Washington, D. C." in regard to waterway development.

In the spring primary of 1920 Small faced his first Democratic opposition

in twenty-two years; however, with his increasing duties in Washington,

D. C., he had not made contact with new voters in the first congressional

district, and he failed to realize that roads were replacing waterways

In addition, during the springas means of transportation in that area.

campaign Small felt that his opponent, Hallett S. Ward, and some Hyde

County people were making erroneous statements regarding the Inland

Small found it "difficult to understand why any citizen ofWaterway.

Hyde [County] should doubt my integrity and zeal in behalf of the Inland

Waterway. Small however, was unsuccessful in dispelling these state-

There is a lacuna in the sources, since local newspapers coveringments.

the June, 1920 primary are no longer extant. Consequently there is no

way of knowing whether it was these criticisms or Small's failure to

campaign sufficiently in the first district which led to his defeat.

With the defeat of Congressman Small, the spirits of many waterway

He had shown the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway'sadvocates were dampened.

importance to the nation. Letters came from all over the United States in

63
Captain A. L, Pendleton, Jr., to W. 0. Saunders, undated, Small

Papers, Chapel Hill.

^John H. Small to George J. Studdert, May 13, 1920, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.
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condolence to Small. Yet with his defeat and the adjournment of the second

session of the Sixty-Sixth Congress, Small, his wife "Bella", and a

daughter left for a congressional trip to the Orient during August.^
Just before Congressman Small departed he received one word of good

The Secretary of War had authorized the district engineer to beginnews.

work on the Alligator River to the Pungo River Canal. The rights of way

had been settled, and Small left for the Orient hoping contracts would
66

be negotiated and work begun. However, when he returned in September

nothing had been done. The work had not begun because the bids for dredg-

ing and construction that were offered on June 30, 1920, were too high.

Since Small would retire from Congress on March 4, 1921, he was exceed-

ingly anxious that a contract or contracts be made and that work "begin
it67

on or before January 1, 1921.

Another disappointment had come before Small departed. He received

news that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on July 25 had

made an unfavorable report concerning the proposed examination and survey

for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway from Beaufort to the Cape Fear

River to a twelve-foot depth. This report came after the district engineer

had given a favorable report. Once Small returned from the Far East, he

immediately volunteered help to the citizens of the Wilmington area in

65R. J. MacLean to John H. Small, June 17, 1920, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

66
John H. Small to Captain F. F. Spencer, June 23, 1920, Small

Papers, Chapel Hill.

^John H. Small to J. C. Oakes, November 6, 1920, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.



108

trying to get a hearing before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and

68Harbors.

J. H. Cowan, secretary of the Wilmington Chamber of Commerce, re¬

plied that Wilmington was interested in this hearing. Commercial groups

were preparing a report to present to the Board of Engineers for Rivers

and Harbors on December 9, 1920. The Wilmington group would be in

Washington, D. C. at that same time for the National Rivers and Harbors

Congress.^
John Small prepared a statement on the extension of the Inland

Waterway from Beaufort to the Cape Fear River, but he was unable to be

present at the hearing because of National Rivers and Harbors activities.

J. H. Cowan read Small's remarks which indicated that the main advantage

of such a waterway for the Wilmington area and the whole nation would be

the development of more commerce between ports south of Wilmington and
70

areas as far north as the Chesapeake Bay.

By December, 1920, the final session of the Sixty-Sixth Congress was

underway. As early as December 10, Representative Small knew that the

Republican majority again favored a small lump-sum appropriation instead
71

of a bill providing for new surveys and examinations. His assumption

68John H. Small to the Secretary of the Wilmington Chamber of
Commerce, June 28, 1920, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.

69J.
Chapel Hill.

^John H. Small, "Remarks Before the Board of Engineers for Rivers
and Harbors," December 9, 1920, Small Papers, Chapel Hill.

^John H. Small to A. L. Cuthrell, December 10, 1920, Small Papers,
Chapel Hill.

H. Cowan to John H. Small, November 22, 1920, Small Papers,
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proved to be correct and on January 28, 1921, the rivers and harbors bill

was introduced into the House of Representatives for $15,000,000. Debate

lasted only until February 1, 1921; thereupon, Small offered an amendment

which he felt did not contain unnecessary appropriations and brought the

total bill to $28,271,850. This amendment failed as did a motion to re-

72 Small had hoped to obtain a designated appropria-commit the 1921 bill.

tion for the different projects in the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway,

but with passage of the original bill on February 1, 1921, this became

impossible. The majority of the Senators preferred to accept the suggest-

ed bill of the House, making no specific appropriations for the Atlantic

Intracoastal Waterway.

The 1921 bill provided for no surveys. This was a further dis-

appointment to John Small, because he had hoped to get a reexamination

of the Dismal Swamp Canal with a view to recommending its purchase by the

73
If the Dismal Swamp Canal were developed as anfederal government.

alternative route for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway through north¬

eastern North Carolina, the people of Elizabeth City would be delighted.

Small spoke to the Chief of Engineers and a hearing was set for May 16,

1921, before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to discuss

Small encouraged the people ofimprovement of the Dismal Swamp Canal.

72Congressional Record. Sixty-Sixth Congress, Third Session, 1921
(Washington, 1921), LX, 2349, hereinafter cited as Congressional Record,
LX.

73
John H. Small to M. K. King, January 10, 1921, Small Papers,

Chapel Hill.
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Elizabeth City to appear before this board and have adequate statistics

to stress the value of this canal being part of the Atlantic Intracoastal
74

Waterway.

After twenty-two years of such encouragement and service, Small left

Congress in March, 1921; nevertheless, his interest in rivers and harbors

did not cease at that time. He continued to serve as President of the

National Rivers and Harbors Congress until 1940 and continued to encourage

Congress to develop the nation's waterways many years after he discontinued

his career as a representative from North Carolina's first district.

Small's influence on the House Committee on Rivers and Harbors was especial-

ly strong from 1921-1937 while he practiced law in Washington, D. C. Even

after moving to Charlotte, North Carolina in 1937 to live near his children

and finally returning to his hometown of Washington, North Carolina, Small's

interest in North Carolina's development did not decline. He served as a

member of the state geological board, promoted the development of the port

of Wilmington, and even encouraged the advancement of aviation in eastern

North Carolina.

7^John H. Small to M. K. King, April 15, 1921, Small Papers, Chapel
Hill.



CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS: OBLIVIOUS TO TIME

When John Humphrey Small entered Congress he realized that

eastern North Carolina's seashore had several disadvantages. Waterway

transportation was limited because of the dangers to shipping freight

in the vicinity of treacherous Capes Hatteras and Lookout. Opportunities

for increasing coastwise trade were available through the sounds

separating North Carolina's mainland from the famous Outer Banks. But

these inland waterways would have to be deepened and canalized.

Residents of eastern North Carolina were delighted with the

prospect of such internal improvements. They often confronted

discriminations by railroad lines and were required to pay high freight

If a better system of inland waterways were developed, thisrates.

would serve as a regulator of extravagant shipping rates. Many

railroad lines had realized that water and rail transportation could

compliment and not aggravate each other. If proper waterways were

developed for modern barges, the waterways could ship bulky products,

such as cement and lumber, which brought small returns for railroads.

By freeing the railroads of this bulky cargo, trains would then be able

to handle profitable merchandise.

Another advantage of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway lay in the

fact that barges were less expensive to build and operate than ocean

Insurance rates for such carriers would also be lessgoing vessels.

if the safer inside routes were taken. Consequently, the products that

were shipped anywhere along the Boston to Key West route could be sold

at lower retail prices and still make a profit.
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The "New South" spokesmen by the 1890's were determined to emulate

the progress that had come to the northern United States since the

1870's. John Small, representing one such southern district, felt that

with a better means to transport products to and from North Carolina,

progress would be compounded. The railroad companies admitted that

they could not afford to expand to satisfy all the transportation needs.

Small therefore insisted that the southern states should take advantage

of their natural waterways in order to become a part of the expanding

commercial and industrial progress in the Baltimore, Philadelphia, and

With the opening of the Panama Canal to the South,New York areas.

Small and other waterway advocates insisted that the Atlantic intra-

coastal system should be developed to serve as an artery of the "Big

Ditch."

Small set out in 1899 to do whatever possible in the United States

House of Representatives to overcome North Carolina's coastal disadvan-

If he had demanded immediate results, he would have been highlytages.

But Small was willing to work many hours in order todisappointed.

accomplish a minor step in the completion of the Boston to Key West

Waterway.

The beginning of the twentieth century was a fortunate time for

this man to begin his congressional service. Small entered Congress

when a revival of waterway interest was fermenting. He, likewise,

believed in the unlimited possibilities of a national system of waterway

transportation. To develop this system Small introduced bills into

Congress to secure a survey of the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway. He hoped

to see this waterway surveyed and improved to a sixteen-foot depth.
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The Rivers and Harbors Act of June, 1902 authorized such a survey. Yet

Small faced one of many disappointments when the Board of Engineers for

Rivers and Harbors ruled that the commerce on this sector of the Atlantic

was inadequate for such a depth.

Undaunted, Small worked for authorization of an improvement to a

lesser depth. A section of the 1905 Rivers and Harbors Act authorized

a survey for improving the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway to a ten to twelve-

foot depth. In 1906 this survey was reported favorably. Opposition to

an appropriation for this improvement arose in the House, but Senator

Furnifold Simmons, who worked closely with Small for the Atlantic

Intracoastal Waterway, was able to have an amendment added in the Senate

appropriating $550,000 to improve the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway to a

Due to the untiring efforts of John Small and others,ten-foot depth.

the Congress in 1907 had recognized and made appropriation for the

Norfolk-Beaufort section of what would eventually be the Atlantic

Intracoastal Waterway.

Once this first appropriation was designated, waterway advocates

commenced to work for recognition of the entire Waterway. In 1908,

Representatives John Small and J. Hampton Moore introduced concurrent

resolutions providing for a complete Atlantic intracoastal survey from

John Small, referred to as the "father of theBoston to Key West.

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway," only desired a united survey. He

realized the project was too large to be completed under one appropriation.

Consequently, he continued to emphasize the prime importance of the

Norfolk-Beaufort link which affected his constituents most and which

proved most dangerous to Atlantic coastwise trade. Small did not mind
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spending as many hours as were necessary to improve the prospects of

the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway; therefore, he was delighted when

finally appointed to serve on the House Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Soon after this appointment, the survey of the Atlantic Intra-

coastal Waterway from Boston to Beaufort was submitted to Congress.

Much of the report upheld views which Small had promulgated for the

previous thirteen years, and he was especially delighted with the

recommendation to make immediate appropriations to the Norfolk-Beaufort

Accordingly, $600,000 was included in theWaterway improvement.

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1912, in order to purchase the Albemarle and

Chesapeake Canal in northeastern North Carolina.

In thirteen years only $1,150,000 had been appropriated to the

Norfolk-Beaufort inland improvement. Future appropriations would not

come any easier than they had in the past. In the Congress charges of

"pork barrel" began to echo from the recently elected Republican

Fortunately for Small the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1913minority.

included an $800,000 Norfolk-Beaufort designation; however, even

after putting innumerable hours into defending the Atlantic Intracoastal

Waterway, he was not able to obtain an appropriation from the 1914

lump-sum rivers and harbors bill.

The 1915 hearings and debates before the Committee on Rivers and

Harbors were a little more productive and $400,000 was designated for

continuing improvement of the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway. With the next

annual rivers and harbors bill, a big financial step forward for the

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway was made with a $1,000,000 appropriation

John Small was very happy with this, butto the Norfolk-Beaufort link.
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he had also desired approval for appropriations to the Chesapeake-

Delaware link of the Waterway.

Another significant disappointment came in early 1917 when no

rivers and harbors bill was passed. Continuous and bitter debate had

resulted in the bill never being brought to a vote. Such was the

situation when Small became chairman of the Committee on Rivers and

Harbors in 1917. The chairmanship of this committee would have been

very auspicious for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway if Small had not

been further limited by American entry into World War I in 1917.

From this point on, the importance of the Atlantic Intracoastal

Waterway was also stressed in regard to national defense. The inland

waterway routes could be used by light draft boats, but they could be

even more helpful by providing safe and cheap passage for needed war

materials. This argument was further augmented by examples of the

productive inland waterway systems of European nations such as France

and especially the enemy, Germany. By using this information, a

$100,000 appropriation was made for the Norfolk-Beaufort Waterway in

the late 1917 Rivers and Harbors Act and $5,000 was appropriated to

begin purchase of the second link in the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway,

the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal.

John Small introduced two other rivers and harbors bills during

his chairmanship; these were sound bills which took into consideration

the war conditions and did not include any project not recommended by

the Army Corps of Engineers. Consequently, neither of the three bills

introduced during Small's chairmanship was defeated or even cut from the

original recommendations set forth by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.
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In 1918, an additional $500,000 was designated to the Norfolk-Beaufort

Waterway; likewise, in 1919 the Rivers and Harbors Act gave $750,000 to

the Norfolk-Beaufort project, $3,000,000 for the purchase of the

Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, and authorized more detailed surveys

of the Beaufort-Cape Fear link of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway.

Even with these accomplishments during his several years in

Congress, Small did not see the first link of the Waterway completed

before he was defeated in 1920. The Norfolk-Beaufort link, in which

Small had always shown a special interest, was nearing completion

by 1921 and progress was beginning on the Chesapeake and Delaware

Finally Small's efforts were beginning to bear fruit.section. For

twenty-two years in Congress and many years afterwards, he advocated,

testified, wrote, and spoke for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway.

He was determined to accomplish a minor step towards the completion

of his dream of a safe and profitable inland waterway route along

Fortunately, Congressman Small lived to see mostthe Atlantic Ocean.

of the links in this waterway system completed before his death in

June, 1946. Today this enduring monument not only provides a safe

and profitable commercial route; the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway

also furnishes a sheltered route for fishing boats and yachts as the

section becomes increasingly preoccupied with travel and recreation.
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TABLE A

DISASTERS ON THE NORTH CAROLINA COAST: A

FOURTEEN YEAR SUMMARY1

July 1, 1890 to June 30, 1901

80Number of Disasters
Vessels Totally Lost
Number of Lives Lost

Property Involved
Property Lost

41
42

$5,562,405
$2,294,900

July 1, 1901 to December 31, 1904

31Number of Disasters
Number of Vessels Totally Lost
Number of Lives Lost

Property Involved
Property Lost

13
11

$1,560,750
$ 699,375

TABLE B

CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE IN CHARGE OF

RIVERS AND HARBORS BILLS2

SenateHouseCongress

William Frye, Me. (R)
William Frye, Me. (R)
William Frye, Me. (R)
William Frye, Me. (R)
Duncan Fletcher, Fla. (D)
Wesley Johnes, Wash. (R)

Warren Hooker, N. Y. (R)
Theodore Burton, Ohio (R)
DeAlva Alexander, N. Y. (R)
Stephen Sparkman, Fla. (D) •
John Small, N.C. (D)
Charles Kennedy, Iowa (R)

55th
56th - 60th
61st
62nd - 64th
65th
66th

Congressional Record, XXXIX, 3082.

Cross, "Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Bills," 291.
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TABLE C

DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR RIVERS

1
AND HARBORS WORK, 1890-1931

$472,984,507
104.903.905
104.487.905
8,221,374

515,954,872
163,303,189

Mississippi System
Intracoastal Canal and other Waterways
Operation and Care of Canals
Examinations and Surveys
Seacoast Harbors and Channels
Great Lakes Harbors and Channels

$1,369,855,762

TABLE D

STATISTICS FOR THE INLAND WATERWAY FROM NORFOLK TO

2
BEAUFORT INLET, NORTH CAROLINA

Calendar Year Short Tons Value Passengers

1916
1917
1918
1919
1920

$4,044,446
7,404,681
5,882,588
4,386,898
7,360,574

141,029
148,134
132,143
177,870
118,187

6,296
6,851
3,887
4,119
5,876

■^Pross, "Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Bills," 291.
2
United States, Department of the Army, Annual Report of the Chief of

Engineers, 1921, 600.



124

TABLE E

STATISTICS FOR THE INLAND WATERWAY FROM NORFOLK TO BEAUFORT

1
INLET, NORTH CAROLINA FOR THE SEASON OF NAVIGATION, 1914

ValueTons

$73 29,900
90,428
109,933
10,446
147,687
97,720
84,660
6,115

1,343,760
24,760
8,295

139,392
56,149
84,800
12,466
3,020
12,100
2,000
2,080

Beverages
Brick
Canned goods
Cement
Coal
Corn
Cotton
Cotton Products
Fertilizer
Fertilizer Material
Fish
Flour
Gasoline
Groceries
Grain
Gravel and Sand

Hay
Hides
Ice
Junk
Laths

Logs
Lumber

Lime, Building
Lime, Agriculture
Merchandise, General
Oats
Oils

Oysters
Packing-house Products
Poultry
Peanuts

Potatoes

Piling
Salt

Shells, Oyster
Shingles
Staves

Stock, Live

1,453
549

1,044
34,378
2,448

705
30

44,792
1,238

553

2,323
1,403
1,060

311

1,510
605

5
208
163 978

7,602
395,894

1,466,189

1,720
51,214
249,014

83 834
746 5,122

201,500
1,935
43,055
24,435
142,200
1,266
1,018

251,763
244,962
70,800
22,093
26,373
121,802
126,000

2,015
645

1,255
2,433

358
73
10

71,597
48,303
7,088
7,418
1,927
5,070

160

1
Congressional Record, LIII, 5463.
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TABLE E (Continued)'

ValueTons

$ 95,940
17,239
1,894
61,477
3,188

2,257,740
59,196

799Sugar
Ties, Railroad
Wheat

Wood, Fuel
Wood, Pulp
Miscellaneous

Props, Mine

2,258
56

35,242
2,045
69,888
41,839

$ 7,815,773Total: 603,307



TABLE F

1
CHESAPEAKE AND DELAWARE CANAL

Net Earnings Since 1899Canal Tolls Since 1899Canal Tonnage Since 1899

$135,522.99
150,096.18
133.918.67
129.274.46
127.778.22
142,861.05
149.664.64
176,353.56
142.773.65
160,174.79
162,773.41
173.681.22
175,507.95
164,570.98
186.940.68
177,024.86
183,435.74
187.187.47
175.447.48
175,039.51

-$ 4,897.57
+ 8,732.29
- 10,250.40
- 10,986.86
- 15,119.93
- 5,515.90
- 2,911.77
+ 9,486.32
- 16,317.75

681.37
+ 3,851.58
+ 9,523.76
+ 12,005.13
+ 4,879.51
+ 14,210.16
+ 2,555.65
+ 8,052.20

268.37*
- 10,400.43*

617,798
639,547
589,490
663,016
615,045
671,292
699,924
759,866
591,232
658,948
730,352
842,821
862,206
802,471
908,594
845,695
893.883
888.883
746,770
655,995

1899
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918

1899
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918

1899
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918

NOTE: * = War Conditions

1
1918, 34-36.Hearings on Chesapeake and Delaware Canal,

N)
ON



TABLE G

SOUTHERN TRANSPORTATION COMPANY: BARGE TRAFFIC TO SOUTH ATLANTIC THROUGH THE INLAND WATERS

1
OF NORTH CAROLINA AND BEAUFORT INLET (JANUARY, 1915 TO OCTOBER, 1915, INCLUSIVE)

Acid
Lumber Coal Phosphate Cement Plaster Gravel

Fertilizer

Piling Material
Steel
Rails

(Feet) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons) (Tons)

1,635 1,675Januanry

2,535 1,741February

954,808 1,714 2,614March

1,441,127April 871 2,592 1,7501,719

486,191 2,600 862 812 875857May

3,239,289 1,623 829 822 857 875June

980,877 3,379July

1,938,646 3,331 875August

1,458,158 5,882 815September 1,750

1,480,716 2,4361,705October 868 8251,750

11,979,812 21,026 9,378 4,080 1,634 7,788 7,875TOTAL: 868 825

1
Hearings, Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, 1915, 32.

M
N>
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TABLE H

1
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY

SUMMARY

The following are the sections of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway

route as now recommended by the enginners:

. $ 251,726.75St. Johns River, Fla., to Fernandina, Fla., 7 feet depth
(Work under way.)

Fernandina, Fla., to Savannah River, Ga., 7 feet depth .

(Work under way.)
Savannah River, Ga., to Charleston Harbor, S. C., 7 feet
depth (Work partly under way.)

Charleston Harbor, S. C., to Winyah Bay, S. C., 7 feet.
depth (Construction recommended.)

Winyah Bay, S. C. , to Little River, S. C., 7 feet depth
(Construction recommended.)

Little River, S. C., to Cape Fear, N. C., 7 feet depth.
(Construction recommended.)

Cape Fear, N. C. to Beaufort, N. C., 7 feet depth . . .

(Construction recommended.)

195,000.00

427,400.00

. 1,227,800.00

. 5,677,800.00

. 3,724,219.00

. 2,872,111.00

Total southern section Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway,
St. Johns River, Fla., to Beaufort Inlet, N. C., in
round numbers 14.400.000.00

Beaufort Inlet, N. C., to Norfolk, Va., 12 feet depth . .

(Project approved by Congress; work partly completed.
Chesapeake and Albemarle Canal purchased. Much of
the route lies in Pamlico and Albemarle Sounds,
natural waterways requiring no improvement.)

Norfolk, Va., to head of Chesapeake Bay, Md.
(Natural waterway requiring no improvement.)

Chesapeake Bay to Delaware River, 12 feet depth
(Recommended for immediate action, including purchase
or condemnation of existing Chesapeake and Delaware
Canal.)

Delaware City, Del., to Bordentown, N. J. Route follows
channel of the Delaware River, for which present depth
is sufficient over the entire distance, assuming a
12-foot project.

5,400,000.00

8,000,000.00

^Hearings, Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. 1915, 32-34.
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TABLE H (Continued)

Bordentown, N. J., to South Amboy, N. J., 12 feet depth .

(Immediate construction recommended.)
South Amboy, N. J., to New York Bay (and thence to Hudson
River and Long Island Sound.)

Natural waterways requiring no improvement for a 12 feet
project.

.$20,000,000.00

Total northern section Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway,
Beaufort Inlet, N. C. , to New York Bay, in round
numbers 33,400,000.00

Total coast Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, as recom-
mended by the Army Engineers $47,800,000.00

LENGTH OF CONNECTING CANALS, ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY

Length of excavation, miles

1. New Jersey Canal (new project)
2. Chesapeake and Delaware (existing canal to be enlarged) . . . .

3. Chesapeake and Albemarle (project adopted; existing canal
being enlarged)

4. Albemarle and Pamlico, Alligator River and Rose Bay (project
adopted)

5. Beaufort Cut (project adopted; existing canal to be enlarged) .

6. Beaufort to Cape Fear River, N. C., new project (about) . . . .

7. Cape Fear River to Little River, S. C., new project (about) . .

8. Little River, S. C., to Winyah Bay, S. C., new project (about).

33.7
13.7

11.4

26.3
6.0
5.0
20.0
15.0

Total Intracoastal Waterway links 131.1
Miles.

Total length of continuous navigation made possible by above
canals connecting existing waterways (about)

Mileage of 148 rivers interconnected by Intracoastal Waterway . .

New York Barge Canal System, including Central Lakes
Total length of Great Lakes which will connect with Intracoastal
Waterway

Lake Champlain, 126 miles; Richeliu River, 65 miles
St. Lavrrence River (about)
Canadian Inland Waterway (Georgian Bay Canal)

1,800
5,365

500

1,489
191

1,000
400
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TABLE I

1
RIVERS AND HARBORS SURVEYS

The number of rivers and harbors surveys ordered between 1902 and

1917 was 1,934. Of these, 1,723 were examined, 637 reported favorably,

1,066 reported unfavorably, and 231 were yet to be considered in late

1917. Consequently, these figures indicate that only 36 or 37% of the sur-

veys ordered by Congress during these years met with favorable action at

the hands of the Engineers.

OrderedAct Favorable Unfavorable %FavorableReported

June, 1902
March, 1905
June, 1906
March, 1907
May, 1908
March , 1909
June, 1910
February, 1911
July, 1912
March, 1913
March, 1915
July, 1916

170 118 30.6
42.0

170 52
176 176 74 102

2 2 1 1
200 200 108 54.092

1 11 • • • •

274 274 154 43.8
33.7
31.5
32.5
36.5
15.8
20.0

120
187 63 124187
90 89 28 61

226 215 14570
122 42115 73
219 24152 128
128 45 1

Resolutions

1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917

13 813 5
6 6 4 2
4 4 31

26 26 13 13
47 7 3

14 14 5 9
15 15 7 8

429 9
5 35 • • • •

2 612 12
14 14 5 2
4 4 1 3

6 28 1
12 2

Total: 1,934 637 1,0661,723

^Congressional Record, LIV, Appendix, 420.
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