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The Essence of the
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Edited by FRANK BOHN

Supporting evidence for the statements contained herein
may be found in the official documents, engineers' reports,
charts, maps and other authoritative and official information compiled in a more comprehensive form and entitled:

BOULDER DAM

ELEVEN POINTS
The following pages contain the facts as to the proposals urged in Congress for the development of the
Colorado River at National expense. There are many
angles, and the documents are voluminous, but the
principles involved may be summarized in a few
paragraphs.
1. There is danger of property loss in the Imperial
Valley in California from Colorado River floods. Flood
protection is essential to the well-being of the people
of that valley.
2. Boulder Dam is not primarily for flood control. It has three great purposes for which it is alleged
a high dam is essential: First, storage of water for irrigation in the Imperial Valley; second, the furnishing of
a domestic water supply for the city of Los Angeles,
and third, the development of electric power.
3. Flbod control on the Mississippi has been carefully worked out. It has been studied for years. The
Army Engineers will present to Congress at its next
session a comprehensive plan based upon detailed investigation. The situation on the Colorado is exactly
the opposite. There is no study, no report, no complete
plan. No one knows what the right way is. We have
merely the suggestion that Boulder Dam would serve
the purpose.
4. The reason for this anomalous situation lies in
the fact that, when the appropriation was passed
authorizing the Army Engineers to determine methods
of flood control on the Mississippi and other rivers of
[3]

the United States, the advocates of the Los Angeles
project were able to write in a provision that no part
of the funds could be used for investigation of flood
control on the Colorado River. They themselves prevented Congress from obtaining the information on
which to act intelligently.
5. There have been a few reports on the engineering features of Boulder Dam, as distinct from the river
as a whole, notably a voluminous one of eight volumes
by the Reclamation Service, but nothing directed
specifically to the ascertainment of the best method of
flood control.
6. Obviously, the first step in providing flood
control on the Colorado should be the ascertainment of
the facts and the determination of proper methods.
7. It has been frequently asserted that flood
danger can be eliminated from the Colorado at a cost
of $1o,000,000 or less, in contrast with the $125,000,000
estimated under the Los Angeles plan. Investigation
will demonstrate whether the statements are true.
8. Disregarding flood control, the other purposes
of the project represent merely local improvements for
Southern California to be made at National expense.
The bill is properly called "The Los Angeles Water and
Power Bill." There seems no reason why the taxpayers
of Virginia, or Kansas, or any other state, should furnish municipal water for that city. If it be said that the
funds are merely advanced, and that it is expected that
the sale of electric power will reimburse the Federal
government, the answer is that the United States has
never heretofore entered into the business of financing
municipalities, and that if it is now to undertake that
new activity, there will be no end. Los Angeles is not
the only ambitious city in the country, nor the only
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one willing that the Nation would assume its financial

burdens.
9. Boulder Dam is to be constructed with an above
surface height of about 600 feet. Its foundation will be
127 feet lower down, at bed rock. The total height
will therefore be about 7 co feet, twice as high as any
dam in the world. The dam would contain nearly four
million yards of concrete, three times as much as the
Assuan Dam in Egypt. No such mass of masonry has
ever been thrown together in engineering history.
Excavations for the foundations will amount to more
than a million cubic yards of material, equivalent to the
space occupied by two city blocks solid with ten-story
buildings, and must be done between flood stages of the
river. Wholly novel engineering problems must be solved.
Yet it is proposed to enter upon this stupendous undertaking merely upon the advice of the Reclamation Service of the United States, seriously questioned by many
engineers, and which presents what the Secretary of the
Interior has himself declared to be an insufficient basis.
Here again thorough study is indicated before action.
10. The present proposal authorizes the Secretary
of the Interior, in his discretion, to build and operate a
power plant in connection with the dam, and to sell the
current produced. It would thus put the Government
directly into the business of generating and selling electric power. It is directly contrary to the principle
controlling in National affairs, that the government
should confine itself to governing and not enter the field
of business, which belongs to the individual. The proponents of the measure openly state that this is merely
the opening gun in the campaign for government
ownership and operation of public utilities. Apparently, they are threatened with the same baptism of
[5
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fire which the railroads suffered and from which they
finally emerged alive but badly burned. Nothing could
be worse for the American people than to paralyze their
present efficient service by the dead hand of government.
11. The attitude of the public should be complete
support for any sane plan for flood control, absolute
opposition to any scheme for putting the government
into private business.
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FOREWORD
This simplified review of the Swing-Johnson bill has been
created for the use of the taxpayer, the editor, the legislator or
Federal official, who may desire to see the matter stripped to the
bare bones of basic facts.
This statement has been the work, not of one, but of many
persons. Some are engineering experts. All are careful investigators.
Let there be no mistake; this brief, though it will set forth the
case of those who favor the legislation, is partisan in the sense
that it opposes the legislation. To carry conviction it will depend
upon accuracy and clearness of statement only.
It appears to be a fact—an amazing fact—that while the
organized forces of minorities seek to extend disastrous government ownership to railroads, insurance, telephones, telegraphs,
water powers, gas and electric enterprises and to coal mines and
oil fields, there is in existence no national militant organization to
combat these forces. A nation in which public sentiment is overwhelmingly against socialism, against Federal interference with
local interests, and against an extension of bureaucracy, has no
national organization ready to protest against this insidious policy
which sets the Government up in business. There is no national
public organization to take the mask off the Boulder Dam Bill.
This review must fill the void.

II
Every literate mind among us should now know that the unparalleled progress and prosperity of America has been produced,
first, by our genius for invention, and second, by management
applied to vast economic undertakings.
But the one fact which distinguishes our civilization from any
other is the remarkable extent to which we have transformed
economic society.
We press a button, thrust in a switch, pull a lever, and
machines, driven by electrical power, do our bidding.
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For every wage earner in the United States there are at our command more than 40 mechanical servants. "Ind this does not count
the mechanical servants engaged in pulling goods and persons about
on the vital network of our railways.

No other country approaches us in the use of machinery. The
United Kingdom, with its concentrated industrial population,
commands less than 25 such units per worker. Italy, which in the
past has leaned on state socialism and government ownership,
commands less than one mechanical slave per wage earner.
Germany, with all her reputation for industrialism, can summon
less than fifteen.
Today the measure of prosperity and progress is the
at the disposal of the workers.

amount of electrical power

And what the cost? The cost of electric service to the American home and factory is less today than it was in 1913. In the
face of rising costs for labor and material, of a dollar shrinking in
value, of a greatly improved service, the electric industry under
private management has so efficiently handled its business that
electricity is the only major commodity consumed today that can
be purchased for less than the pre-war prices.
Electricity in the home today is 15 percent less than it was
in 1913. Thus the home electricity dollar is now worth $1.18 as
against the general cost-of-living dollar in the home, which is
worth but 65 cents today.
That achievement of improved service and decreased cost was
not accomplished by government ownership. It is the result of
our American industrial system. That system has been the
fruitage of our entire national experience. Our magnificent
success has placed us on top of the world. Shall America turn
its back upon its past—upon its experience, upon its training?
Shall we carry the economic assets of a hundred millions of people
into a gambling den?
Senator Borah has said: "The Government is the poorest
business man in America." There is no escaping this truth.

The American people do not wish to rock the boat of their
prosperity.
They do not wish the Government to plunge into the give and
take of business enterprise.
That is precisely the course mapped out for the Government
by the opening wedge of the Boulder Dam Bill.
Let us not take the leap without first taking a look.
The main proposal of the Boulder Dam Bill—the proposal
[8]

back of two-thirds of the investment—is for the Federal Government, under cover of other undertakings requiring only a third
of the investment, to engage in the development and local marketing of electric power.
It is pretended that 66% of the investment is a "by product"
of one-third of the investment!
In their able letter of March 24, 1924, condemning the
Boulder Canyon project, Secretaries Weeks, Work, and Wallace,
as members of the Federal Power Commission, united in the following statement:
. . . . Flood control and irrigation storage are presumed
to be the primary purposes for which it is proposed to construct
the dam at Boulder Canyon. While there are differences of
opinion with respect to the amount of storage actually required
for these purposes, it is agreed that 8,000,000 acre-feet is the
maximum required, and it is probable that 4,000,000 feet would
be reasonably adequate. The nearer the reservoir is installed to
the lands to be protected or irrigated, the more satisfactorily
will it serve the purposes of flood control and irrigation. Information recently made available indicates that a reservoir of sufficient
capacity to serve all the needs of flood control and irrigation could
be located on the river some 100 miles nearer the lands to be served
and at a cost of not more than one-half that of the proposed high
dam at Boulder Canyon. If this is correct, the location of the
dam at Boulder Canyon and its construction to the height proposed
must be justified, if at all, wholly from the standpoint of the
development of electric power.
. . . In so far, at least, as the project proposed exceeds
the requirements of flood control and irrigation, the bill proposes
that the United States undertakes a new national activity, namely
the business of constructing facilities for production of electric
power for general disposition, an activity which if logically pursued has possibilities of demands upon the Federal Treasury in
amounts far beyond those now involved in reclamation and highway construction combined. While the United States has heretofore constructed power developments in connection with irrigation projects, these developments have been merely incidental to
the projects, have been of a few thousand horsepower only, and
have been primarily for use on the projects themselves. The construction of a reservoir having a capacity of from four to eight
times the need of irrigation and flood control and of a power
development twenty times in excess of the probable power needs
ti
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of the irrigated lands and adjacent communities is a complete
departure from former policies. The only undertaking by the
United States at all comparable in magnitude with the proposals
at Boulder Canyon is at Muscle Shoals, and this project was undertaken to furnish munitions in time of war. In so far as it was
to serve the needs of peace, it was to furnish an essential commodity for all sections of the United States and was not for the
special benefit of a limited area. . . ."
(This factual and able report should have ended the matter.
But special and local interests were too strong.)
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ANALYSIS OF THE BOULDER DAM
PROPOSAL
There are four distinct major undertakings proposed by the
Boulder Dam (the Swing-Johnson) Bill. Let those who supported
the bill in the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the
House of Representatives tell the story. We have added comments in parentheses:
"The works to be authorized are:
"(1) A dam 550 feet in height at Boulder or Black Canyon
where the river forms the boundary between Arizona and Nevada.
Not only do these canyons furnish a wonderful natural dam site
but here is an equally natural reservoir site where there will be
impounded 26,000,000 acre-feet of water. The estimated cost of
the dam is $41,500,000 or but $1.62 per acre foot of storage."
(As will be shown later this is the largest and highest dam by 200
feet of any ever built. It is as high as the Washington Monument.
Leading engineers doubt its safety, question its cost and cannot see
what will be done with the river during construction.)
"(2) Power plants to utilize the water power created at the
dam. The construction of plants is left optional with the Secretary
of the Interior. He may, instead, lease the water power."
(This takes the regulation of water power out of the hands of the
Federal Water Power Commission and sets a precedent for attacking,
evading, and limiting the Water Power Act of 1920. It would place
control of water power under some future cabinet officer who may be
committed to the policy of government ownership. Again upon this
point Secretaries Weeks, Work, and Wallace said in their letter of
March 21, 1921: " . . In 1920, after many years of consideration, Congress adopted a general national policy with respect to
power development on sites under Federal control. That policy
has been attended with marked success. Millions of horsepower
are being constructed under the terms of the Federal water power
act. These sites are being held in public ownership under public
control, with every essential public interest protected. There is no
occasion for going outside of the terms of that act to secure the
production of all the electric energy required at terms fair both to
the developer and the user. Under such circumstances we do not
[ 11 ]

deem it desirable to enact special legislation modifying the established policy by giving to any individual, corporation, or community special privileges not accorded to all. . . . Congress,
also, in the Federal water power act, created a single executive
agency for the administration of all water powers under Federal
ownership or control. The plan thus adopted is proving eminently
satisfactory. We believe any change in such method of administration is undesirable, and therefore, whether the Boulder Canyon
dam or some other be built and whether at public or private expense, we believe the disposition of any power developed should be
handled by the Federal Power Commission under the general
terms of the Federal water power act and not as proposed in the bill.
All interests of the Department of the Interior will be adequately
met through the membership of the Secretary of the Interior on
the commission.")
Let us quote again from the House Committee:
"Five hundred and fifty thousand firm or constant horsepower will be available, or 1,000,000 horsepower on a 55 percent
load factor."
(There is no immediate market for this power and engineers
who know are inclined to believe that the increased efficiency of steam
to generate power may put off the demand until doomsday.)
"The estimated cost of installing plants of 1,000,000 horsepower
capacity is $31,500,000 or $31.50 per installed horsepower while
the cost of both dam and plants is but $73."
(It is of no consequence what a horsepower costs if it cannot be
sold after transmission, miles away, in competition with other power,
and every water power enterprise has learned that there is never anything certain about estimates except that they are never too high. The
Reclamation Bureau of the Department of the Interior has on its
records miscalculations on the disappointment side which throw
doubt on its present estimates for Boulder Dam. Even the Secretary
of the Interior warned Congress against accepting these estimates
without adding a margin for safety.)
"(3) An all American canal from the river to the Imperial
Valley. The estimated cost of the canal is $31,000,000."
(The basis for the Federal government making this investment
of national money in a locality is the Reclamation /let and the theory
of the act has been that the local lands benefited would pay back the
money invested. In practice the government has failed to collect
millions of dollars advanced for improvement to other localities. What
has appeared as a loan has turned out to be fat from the federal pork
barrel.)
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The advocates' report goes on:
"This project is wisely shaped to accomplish a variety of
purposes:
"First. It will end the flood menace of the lower river. The
great reservoir will catch and hold the flood waters until they can
be released at a rate which the river channel can accommodate
with safety. The plans of the Government contemplate that
8,000,000 acre-feet of the capacity of the reservoir will be set
aside for flood control purposes."
(Since the total proposed storage is 26,000,000 acre-feet, then
18,000,000 acre-feet are for silt storage. This requires only 100,000
acre-feet per annum. The balance is for power purposes—to put the
Federal Government into the business of creating and selling, if it
can sell electric power. The major purpose is, therefore, government
ownership and it is no "by product" of the project. Furthermore the
8,000,000 feet empty storage reserved for flood control are the top
8,000,000 feet for which a dam 550 feet high is proposed. Here is
the folly of combining a flood control with a power dam. The ilmerican taxpayer will pay dearly for that sky high flood control storage.
zit the top of that 550 feet,flood control costs no one knows how many
times more than it would cost if provided by a flood control dam alone
down at another site where it belongs. Flood control and power
generated by water fall are a combination like that of a kitchen stove
and a refrigerator. Water flowing over the dam makes power but
also makes floods. Water held back stops floods but also stops power.
Every one recognizes that it would be a boon to the Imperial Valley
to create a flood control system; but the property to be protected is
worth somewhat less than even the estimated cost of the Boulder Dam
project; and it is by no means certain that any reservoir is the solution
of this flood problem.
The representation that the menace of floods in the Imperial Valley will be wiped away to save human life in quantity is the most arrant
demagogic nonsense heard in congress for a long time. The reason:
First, because the shortest possible time to build this dam for flood
control is seven years and it may take fifteen! Second, because there
is no chance whatever of the loss of human life from any lack of flood
control. The flow through broken levees, as was discovered in 1905,
1906, and 1907, when for a year and a half water ran into the Imperial
Valley is so slow and is so well taken care of by the Salton Sea—the
sink which it must fill before it covers the valley—that not months but
years would pass before extended damage was done. Moreover, it is
the Gila River which enters the Colorado nearly 300 miles below the
proposed dam which caused the levee breaks of 1905!)
[ 13 I

"Second: It will end an intolerable situation which now
exists in Imperial Valley. This valley now secures its sole water
supply by a canal which runs for some 60 miles through Mexico.
The all-American will furnish a substitute for this and at the same
time carry the water at an elevation to irrigate additional land,
mostly public, lying about the rim of the cultivated area. Storage
at the dam will provide sufficient water for the irrigation of
Imperial Valley and these additional lands. At present, Imperial
Valley is subject to serious water shortages during the low flow of
the river."
(It is true that some 400,000 acres could be reclaimed—much for
growing cotton which will compete with the cotton growing of the
Southern States. It is doubtful if a new irrigation canal is feasible of
construction because of the difficulties of constructing it through miles
of shifting sand hills. It is doubtful if the Imperial Valley lands can
stand the additional burden of this construction cost even if it can be
constructed within the estimates. Owners of a great part, if indeed not
most, of the land in Imperial Valley do not want this canal because of
its impracticability and cost. The Boulder Dam proposed in this
bill is not essential to this canal. All that is needed so far as a dam is
concerned is one which will give a regulated flow to the river. The canal
is therefore just as feasible or just as infeasible with any other dam as
with this one.)
"Third: Flood waters will be conserved at the dam and reservoir which beside providing for irrigation needs below will provide
for a much needed and urgent domestic water supply for rapidly
growing cities of Southern California."
(These "cities" are unnamed. It is true that propaganda serving
some powerful political groups in Los Angeles has made an issue of
this need for water. The truth is that Los Angeles would take the
"needed" water from the river 200 miles below the dam! This fact
has been so well hidden by those who wish to enlist the people of
Southern California in a campaign of pre-election pressure on this
administration that little is heard of it. A reservoir one-fourth the
size and a small fraction of the cost, built at another place, would
serve all the supposed need for water supply. Congressman Leatherwood of Utah shows statistically by engineers' figures that the proposal
is to raise water 1500 feet in order to get it over the mountains and that
the power bill at 3 mills a kilowatt hour for the energy required would
be nearly $21,000,000 a year for the maximum supply asked by Los
Angeles! And, Los Angeles without going to the Colorado has a
supply for at least 4,500,000 people or four times the present popula[ 14

tion. It comes from Owens V alley and Nono Lake by a system
finished a few years ago.)
"Fourth: The dam and reservoir will incidentally create a large
amount of hydro-electric power from the disposal of which the
project will in large part be financed."
("Incidentally!" 4 dam six times larger than needed for any
of the purposes called primary is to be built to develop water power
under Government ownership. A' reservoir of 26,000,000 acre-feet
is to be made to serve the primary purposes, to wit: I—To build a
flood control storage to prevent imaginary danger to human life at
least seven years hence! 2—To build a reservoir costing ten, fifteen
or twenty times the cost of a reservoir sufficient to serve the imaginary
needs of Los ilngeles when it has grown to five and ten times its present
population! Eight million acre-feet of storage will care for both these
"projects." Of course, the real intent of the project is the "incidental"
feature. What is wanted by some of its advocates is to push the Federal
Government by organized minority propaganda and political lobbying
into the water power and electric business. Even cabinet members
have surrendered. They are found in advocacy of a dam which
perhaps cannot be built, to generate power which cannot be sold, at a
cost to the general taxpayers of the United States of a figure which
cannot be estimated.)
Here is Government ownership, horns and all. It is astounding
that in the year of 1927 there could invade Congress or insult the
intelligence of the American taxpayer such a gross concealment
of the pork barrel. It is a proposal to have the pockets of all the
taxpayers tapped to put down—perhaps in waste and certainly
in departure from national policy—tens and perhaps hundreds of
millions of dollars, to put the Federal Government's hand into
business and its nose into state's rights, and to set a precedent
for running by inefficient government ownership our heretofore
supremely successful national development of power.
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WHAT ABOUT MEXICO?
The Colorado River is an international stream. Mexico is at
the lower end of it, and water in the stream must therefore flow
into Mexico after it leaves the United States. There are hundreds
of thousands of acres of fertile land in the Colorado River delta in
Mexico which will use water almost as fast as it is made available.
This Mexican land will certainly be brought into cultivation much
faster than the lands in the Upper Colorado River Basin—in the
states of Wyoming, Colorado, Utah and New Mexico.
What happens when Boulder Dam is built? Power is to pay
for the dam; power to be salable at the estimated price must be
constantly available; 550,000 constant horsepower it is said will be
available and sold the year round, day in and day out. To generate
this 550,000 horsepower, there must be a constant, never-ceasing
discharge of some 12,000 to 14,000 cubic feet of water per second.
That is much more water than can be used for all purposes below
the dam in the United States.
What happens? This water flows into Mexico, is there in the
course of a few years appropriated, and put to beneficial use, and
when the development in the United States reaches the point
where that water will be required, Mexico as a matter of international comity protests against the turning of her land back to
desert to benefit proposed new developments in the United States.
There is no escaping this situation if a dam of this size is
provided without a re-regulating dam or reservoir below, which
will prevent the uniform and constant flow into Mexico. A huge
government expenditure results then in storing water for Mexico—
to develop Mexican agricultural products, particularly cotton, to
compete with American farm products. It creates a situation
which threatens future development in states of the United States.
Such are the results of the transformation of a flood control project
into a power project. A flood control reservoir or a smaller
regulating reservoir could be so operated as to avoid this difficulty.
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THE ENGINEERING FOR THIS
PROJECT IS WHOLLY
INADEQUATE
Proponents of the Swing-Johnson bill often represent that no
project ever came before Congress so well supported by authoritative engineering; that the plan for this high dam at Boulder Canyon
is the result of the "composite" engineering studies of many
leading engineers who have examined and reported upon the plan.
The engineers most frequently alluded to in these representations
are F. E. Weymouth, and other engineers of the Reclamation
Service—a board of six Government engineers appointed by
Secretary Work; engineers employed by the Los Angeles Bureau
of Power and Light, Gen. George W. Goethals and Secretary
Herbert Hoover.
An analysis of the facts reveals that these representations are
grossly misleading, and that the facts are:
First: The engineering plan for this proposed dam at Boulder
Canyon, and the estimates of cost and time required are endorsed
only by engineers of the U. S. Reclamation Service and in part
supported by engineers of the Los Angeles Bureau of Power and
Light. All of these engineers are employees of "interested parties."
Cost estimates by Reclamation Service engineers admittedly are
usually too low, and experience shows they are often only one-half
or one-fourth of what they should be.
Second: The Board of six Government engineers appointed
by Secretary Work did not recommend the construction of the
dam proposed in this bill, and were only able to agree that as a part
of a plan for development of the Colorado, a dam at or near
Boulder Canyon of some height should be constructed at some time.
They further strongly indicated the advisability of investigation
of an alternative site—the one at Topock in Mohave Canyon.
Third: Two of these six engineers appointed by Secretary
Work, one the chief engineer of the Federal Power Commission,
the other representing the Geological Survey, criticised essential
parts of the "high dam" scheme. One of these engineers definitely
condemned it; the other pointed out that the outstanding fact
was that insufficient data was available from which to arrive at
any definite plan.
[ 17 ]

Fourth: Neither Gen. Goethals nor Secretary Hoover has
examined the engineering plans or attempted to pass upon the
estimates. Secretary Hoover has expressed approval of the
general plan to construct a high dam, but has not attempted to
pass upon the engineering. Gen. Goethals has suggested the
advisability of another kind of dam and expressed doubt as to
the strength of a masonry dam such as is proposed. He expressly
stated that he had not examined the cost estimates. He therefore not only has not passed upon the engineering for this dam, but
has advocated the construction of an entirely different kind of dam.
Fifth: Secretary Work, in submitting the Reclamation
Service's plan for a high dam at Boulder Canyon, suggested to
Congress the necessity for further study before appropriating
Government funds for an undertaking of such magnitude.
Sixth: The only further study made of the Colorado development problem since the submission of the Reclamation Service's
report to the Congress was made by the Geological Survey, which
in 1925 published as Water Supply Paper 556, a full and careful
study of the lower Colorado River and submitted a plan of development which did not include the high dam at Boulder Canyon.
The chief author of that report, Mr. E. C. La Rue, Engineer of the
Geological Survey, who has spent fifteen years studying the river
and possible damsites thereon, and who admittedly knows the
river better than any other living man, condemns the plan for the
dam proposed in the Swing-Johnson bill, and does not recommend
the building of any dam in Boulder Canyon.

[
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THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S

FINGERS ALREADY BURNED
If any American citizen wants to know what has been the
Federal Government's experience in business, in public ownership, and in investments in local improvements, let him consider:
1. The Railway Administration. It nearly wrecked the
national transportation system, and left so bad an impression on
the public mind that even the former advocates of government
ownership of railways are very quiet now.
2. The Government development at Muscle Shoals.
3. The Hetch-Hetchy development.
4. Various reclamation projects.
When local interests, seeking money from the United States
Treasury for development of resources in their own districts, lay
their schemes before Congress, the American taxpayer should at
least rise to remark: "If you are going to take my money, and the
money of my fellow taxpayers of all the states of this nation, to
use for your own local development, if you are going to use this
money of ours in a manner contrary to the long-established policies
of keeping the government out of business and having the federal
government attend only to national, not local, matters, then, at
any rate, please don't waste it."
These proposals to have the federal government go into business are always brought forward with bright-eyed promises of
great profits, but a few years later are invariably found to lead to
new, unpredicted demands for money, and more money, and to
vast expenditures never at first contemplated.
If promoters of private enterprises solicited the funds of investors with the same kind of representations and promises made
by advocates of some government-ownership projects, they would
run a risk of getting into trouble with the law. The investor has
learned to scan closely schemes presented for the use of his funds.
He can investigate the facts and protect himself. But when his
money is first taken from him in taxes, and then lost through investments in ill-considered projects for the supposed benefit of
others, as to which he has neither interest or information, he is
plucked by the organization which exists for his protection. His
contribution is involuntary, his loss beyond his control.
[ 19 ]

The lack of faith in parliamentary and legislative governments
in Europe, which is now so strong that parliamentary powers are
being suspended or superseded to the complete humiliation of
democracy, arose from this same putting of government in business.
The property of the many was passed around so long as there was
anything left on the platter, for the benefit of a group, a locality,
or an organized minority, which could exercise political blackmail
upon parliamentary or legislative representatives. And an accompanying tendency, as any one with common sense can see,
was to involve governments deeper and deeper in management,
unknown future obligation, and government ownership.
Fortunately until now, we have been fairly free of proposals
which combine not only the scope but the nature of the Boulder
Dam project.
But this water power project is six times the size of the Muscle
Shoals project!
It would push the Federal Government with both feet into
the slough of government ownership of power development.
The results would be appalling in the smashing of our settled
policy and in nullifying the Federal water power act which kept
the government out of business and yet kept the national and
natural resources of power, its development and sale by private
enterprise under control of the Government.
The results might be appalling in the fraud committed upon
the taxpayers who have to stand all the losses.
And the Government in business does lose.
Take Muscle Shoals. There the Wilson Dam and water power
plant and steam plant, were built as a war measure, but intended
to make fertilizer in times of peace. It cost $58,900,000. During
1926, its net profit was $749,209. What kind of return did the
Government make on its business venture—on its investment of
nearly $60,000,000. It made one and one-third percent!
That is not nearly equal to the taxes that would be paid by
private ownership !
No one doubts that the Federal Government in business has
made a gigantic botch.
In his message to Congress on December 8, 1925, President
Coolidge said with reference to Muscle Shoals:
"If anything were needed to demonstrate the almost
utter incapacity of the National Government to deal
directly with an industrial and commercial problem, it
has been provided by our experience with this property.
We have expended vast fortunes, we have taxed every[201

body, but we are unable to secure results which benefit
anybody. This property ought to be transferred to
private management under conditions which will dedicate it to the public purpose for which it was conceived."
Muscle Shoals is one-sixth the size of the Boulder Dam
project. It has a better possible market for power and compared
with Boulder Dam it was a children's engineering problem. But
now the American taxpayer is asked to plunge again—but plunge
deeper and harder on a darker horse.
In the Hetch-Hetchy development, the Federal Government
was drawn in because the development affected the public lands.
No appropriations were made but the same flowery pictures were
painted as are now painted by the government-ownership water
power agitators of Boulder Dam. One of them is making speeches
now as he did then. Passages from them are illustrative of the
difference between oratorical anticipation and grim reality. The
gentleman said on December 6, 1913, nearly fourteen years ago :
"Mr. President, there are hundreds and thousands of horsepower going to waste in this valley. In this age, when men are
toiling and sweating and when corporations are charging for water
and for heat and for light enough to make a profit, perhaps on
watered stock, when we have an opportunity to put into competition with such a thing as that the development of a power that will
not cost the Government a cent, but will reach out and relieve, in
the course of years, millions and millions of honest men, it seems
to me almost a sin not to do it.
_r. President, the passage of this bill means to li hten the
burden of every' mâ hSeoils1tariy Of 67E PETE cities. It me ns
relief to every woman who works and toils. It means that the
woman who breaks her back over the washtub will be able to do
her washing with electric pow It means that the citizen who
has to buy electric light by means of which to educate himself and
his children will have the price cut in two. It means that the street
railways of San Francisco and other cities will be operated by
this power. It means a three-cent fare to the poor of San Francisco
on their street railways. . . .
"Pass this bill and you relieve the burden of every man on
that Coast who earns his living by the sweat of his face. Pass it
and you give relief to every woman who toils, to every child who
suffers. You start countless wheels revolving that will relieve
humanity of its present burdens and make them lighter. You
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give the people cheaper power, cheaper light, cheaper heat,
cheaper transportation, and abundance of pure water.
"I believe the Congress of the United States has never had
an opportunity to pass a bill that will do more good than this bill
along the line of putting to work the forces of nature. . . .
Pass this bill and its ultimate effect is going to reach way beyond
the lives of any men now living. . . . Pass this bill, sir, and
millions of children yet unborn will live to raise their tiny hands
and bless your memory.
"I do not think anything to compare with this matter in
importance has been before the country recently at least."
Fourteen years have passed since this statesman envisaged
the lightening of the toil of millions and the raising of the tiny
hands of millions of unborn children in blessing upon the memory
of himself and his colleagues who supported the bill, and in those
fourteen years neither the water nor the cheap power which he
and his colleagues then said were so urgently needed has been
provided through the bill. The burdens of no women and the
sweat of the brows of no men in the City of San Francisco or its
environs have, so far as investigations disclose, been affected by
this great boon to mankind which he was so anxious that the
Congress should confer.
On the Hetch-Hetchy water and water power project the
estimate—oh, these estimates !—was $45,000,000. Already there
has been spent $54,500,000.
And what is the estimated cost to complete? Bless us! The
cost to complete is $221,820,000.
No drop of the water which San Francisco was represented as
wanting to save a dire situation has gone more than one-fourth
the way to San Francisco! Nor does San Francisco after fourteen
years need this water.
No rates for power or light have been "cut in half" in San
Francisco and indeed there has been no reduction in cost of power
or light which is out of line with the general reduction trend of
the whole national privately managed industry!
Such are government ownership projects as they appear
with their accompaniment of the brass band, and such as they are
later in the ruthless light of reality.
It is not difficult to obtain estimates; it is difficult to obtain
results. Take the case of the foremost expert who has testified
as to the "great need" of the power proposed as an "incident"
of the Boulder Dam water power scheme. Dr. William F. Durand,
of Stanford University, testified five years ago as to the future
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market for power to be generated by the hazards of the Federal
taxpayer's money. He said:
"As far as we can in any way humanly forecast the situation,
it is very sure that the future power developments within the next
six or eight years are going to run far short of the requirements in
that period so that at the time the Boulder Canyon project shall
be completed and ready for service there will be a very large void
for power ready to be filled up promptly from that source."
(Hearings on H. R. 11449, part I, page 65, June 21, 1922.)
Five of the six years covered by the expert's estimate have
now elapsed. The Boulder Dam water power scheme has not been
developed. In spite of that, there is no void. Southern California
now boasts of its plentiful supply of cheap power. In this year,
1927, principal electric companies in Southern California have
again reduced their domestic rates, in order to "stimulate demand"
for their plentiful supply of electricity. If there were a void, the
price of power would have tended to rise; instead it has gone down.
Steam generated power has increased its efficiency so that it is
doubtful as to how valuable long distance transmission of electric
energy from water power plants will be in the future.
And if the Federal Government had gone into the power
business when the expert testified it would have had an elephant
on its hands. The "great achievement" would have been an
engineering experiment with the risks of trying to build a sensational dam and the development of power which, if it were to be
sold at all, would have to be sold at less than cost. Wild cat
government activity in the water power business would spell
ruin and paralysis to our successful national policy of creating
this great industry by private capital and initiative.

Who Would Pay the Losses?
1.—The taxpayer would pay the losses. How? The Treasury
pocket book is his pocket book—one and the same.
2.—The States would pay the losses. They would lose property
rights in this water and on top of them they would lose their
ability to tax marketable water power developed by private capital.
3.—The Federal Government would pay the losses. It would
pay by departing from its policy of controlled and regulated private
investment and it would pay in being obliged to open up the pork
barrel to satisfy the claims of the politicians for their local districts
who ask that price for support of the Boulder Dam Bill.
4.—The nation would pay the losses. It would pay the gigantic
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losses of allowing government ownership, operated at less than
cost and drawing on the taxpayers to keep itself solvent, to
compete with the forces of capital, brains, and spirit which have
made America by furnishing more mechanical horsepower per
human worker than the world has ever dreamed of before.
No one knows better than President Coolidge and his official
family that those are the bearers of government ownership losses.
The President's comments on Muscle Shoals are worth reading
again.

The Legal Snarl
On top of the engineering doubts, on top of the evil of encouraging other raids on the Federal Treasury, on top of the bad
business judgment, on top of the vice of a disguised purpose by
which a proposal to push the nation into government ownership
of business, on top of the other repulsive features which forecast
loss to the taxpayer:—
There is the legal snarl with all the precedents involved, all
the political pulling and hauling which will be bred by this project,
all the litigation, delay and bickering certain to ensue.
Three main questions must be decided:—
1.—The Constitutional right of the Federal Government to
engage in the Boulder Dam water power hazard, even with its
three false beards—flood control, water supply, and irrigation.
Without raising the question as to the right of the Government to irrigate public lands or engage in flood control, especially
when the latter is woven into the needs and services of navigation,
it may be stated flatly enough that the moment the Government
enlarges the project, goes to an ill advised place and makes an
investment in a dam to generate water power on a river which
knows no commerce, the only way to support its right to do so is
by legal fiction and subterfuge.
The right claimed will be under the Interstate Commerce
Clause of the Constitution, which has been interpreted beyond
question as giving the Federal Government the right to control
interstate commerce and this includes dealing with navigation
on navigable rivers.
Legal hairsplitters will come along saying that the Boulder
Water Power Dam can be built under the Commerce Clause.
The advocates of the Boulder Dam Water Power Bill, to the amusement of many, already have spoken of how the Dam will provide
facilities for "motor boats and other small craft." Children, if
[ 24 ]

they ever go to Boulder Canyon, can of course sail their toy boats
on the water power reservoir and canoeists may find pleasure in
these barrens. But the Government is not building pleasure parks
for swan boats under the Commerce Clause. The motor boat
owners mentioned, if they are to carry imaginary passengers or
imaginary parcels up and down the Colorado River, will be amazed
to learn that the great Government in Washington has aided
navigation by cutting the lower and upper river in two by a water
power dam high enough to discourage both boats and birds.
When the Federal Government invokes the Commerce Clause
to build Boulder Dam it embarks on an absurd fiction. It begins
a pretense which could, without stopping place, finally say that
navigation extends to the taxpayer's bath tub and that the more
navigation is interrupted by insuperable obstacles, the more it is
improved.
These may not be the conclusions of serious legal minds, but
they should give weight to the consequences of creating precedents
and fiction tending to centralize government, to take functions
belonging to states away from them, to engage in subterfuge
which, if not against sound law, is at least an insult to sound sense.
2.—The second legal snarl will arise in adjusting the rights
of the Federal Government with the state's rights. Seven states,
California, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada,
Wyoming, have been engaged in an endeavor to apportion their
rights in the water and uses of the Colorado River. The agreement, not ratified by Arizona, nor unconditionally ratified by
California, and without ratification by Utah, because Utah withdrew ratification, is known as the Colorado Compact. There is
good hope that the states concerned will come to an agreement.
Except to permit such an agreement, the Federal Government is
today not Involved. Such interstate agreements will undoubtedly
become a great relief to the Federal Government. In several
instances Western States have through this means settled water
rights in interstate streams. Colorado, for instance, has negotiated
three such treaties—one each with New Mexico, Nebraska and
Kansas. The States of New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania,
are dealing to adjust their populations' needs for domestic water
in the same way.
Just why the Federal Government, in light of these considerations, should step into the Colorado River situation, is difficult
to discern. Just why the Federal Government, instead of allowing
the states interested to have a full chance to work out one of these
wholesome interstate solutions of interstate problems should
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involve itself where it must either do injustice or submit to litigation, and to the pulling and hauling of political pressure, no one
can clearly say. A mere glance at the Boulder Dam Bill indicates
that California, and not the nation or the six other states, would
probably take away the bacon, even if the Federal Government
should allocate the rights to water among the states concerned.
A mere glance shows that Arizona might be deprived and that
what amounts to prior right to the waters of the Colorado may be
set up against the other states when the Federal Government
begins to spend the first $20,000,000, which must be spent merely
to see whether the water power dam can be built or cannot be
built.
Just what interest the taxpayers of the nation have for investing in an intrusion of the Federal Government into the field
of local and zone concern cannot be stated unless it be to satisfy
one group of politicians who have been saving their political
places by dazzling their people with promises of the impossible.
3.—There are in addition many legal implications and
tangles which would follow the entry of the Federal Government
into the water power business at the proposed Boulder Canyon
water power development. One of these is that the states would
lose all power to tax the other developments which its creation
would render impractical. A second is involved in the dangerous
hazard of taking control of water powers from the Federal Power
- Commission as set up by the Water Power Act of 1920 and
( sowing it like chickweed among cabinet officers and their subordinates. Singleness of policy and responsibility would be lost. The
same misconceptions which afflicted superior officials in the Tea
Pot Dome and other cases are encouraged.
After all, what is this? It is a bill for the benefit of California.
The people of the United States as a whole are asked to help Los
Angeles provide herself with a water supply which she does not
need and California to stake a claim on a supply of electricity
which she does not need. California contributes not one drop of
water to the Colorado. The areas of California asking this boon
from the taxpayers of the United States are not even riparian to
the Colorado River. Yet California is asking her sister states
which contribute the water to jeopardize their futures, and is
asking the United States to take the risk and pay the bill.
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WHAT SHOULD BE DONE
No proposal of the magnitude of the Boulder Dam project
is lacking in some sincere advocates. They may be led astray
from the field of good sense by shrewd or selfish political sheepherders. But they are sincere and it is owed to them at least to
add suggestion to criticism:
First—Congress and the Administration officials who deal
with the Boulder Dam project owe to the nation, first of all, this
service: that they place the vital issue which has arisen squarely
before the public. The public has the right to demand that it
should have presented to it a free choice between—
A. A government ownership scheme of great cost, of great
risk, which proposes to put the Federal Government into the water
power and electric business.
B. Flood control provided at a fraction of the cost and risk
without the Government-in-Business feature of the present bill.
Second—Public opinion has the right to demand and should
demand that no vague statement of estimates of cost or even of
the practicability of the plan should be submitted. The public
should demand a report by competent engineers who are out of
politics and are detached from any but a patriotic interest in the
Colorado River water power development. If this Administration is thinking of going into a vast government ownership experiment, it is common sense for it to obtain estimates and directing engineering opinion from engineers other than those engaged
by partisan interests, and government engineers who naturally
desire to enlarge their own field of activity. The engineering
problems presented are comparable to those faced in digging the
Panama Canal. But President Roosevelt assembled an international commission of the world's ablest engineers to advise the
Government before starting work at Panama.
Third—The Government owes it to the states concerned,
and indeed to all the states of the nation, to inquire into their
opinion on the question of the desirability of its intrusion into
their business of controlling their own water power resources and
of depriving them of the power to tax substantial properties.
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