
1951 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-. SENATE 5913 
PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and ref erred as follows: 

298. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Fred
erick H. Burke, clerk, Cambridge, Mass., rel
ative to the vote to sustain the low-rent 
housing program, and favoring passage of 
H. R. 3880; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

299. Also, petition of P. H. Spaak, presi
dent, Consultative Assembly of the Council 
of Europe, Strasbourg, France, relative to 
problems of common concern to the United 
States and Europe; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, MAY 29, 1951 

<Legislative day of Thursday, May 17, 
1951) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the fallowing 
prayer: 

Our Father God, we turn to Thee at the 
noontide hour when, from the Nation's 
beginnings, our fathers have paused to 
seek Thy face. Commissioned to be 
peacemakers in a contending world, we 
first need a peace within our own hearts 
far deeper than the world can give. 
Amid the confusion and clamor of strife 
without may our hearts be garrisoned by 
the peace which is the gift_of Thy grace. 

Defeat the doubts within bur minds 
that battle for the supremacy of our wills. 
Quicken· our faltering faith with the 
strength of Thy eternal purpose which 

· cannot · be · ultimately defeated. Trans
form our wavering-aims into strong and 
sacrificial endeavor set toward building 

. the kingdom of Thy love and justice. In 
this forum of deliberation and debate, 

. amid the din and clash of differing hu
man opinions, may we unite in keeping 
always an altar of prayer where a con
stant sense of the eternal may save us 
from ·spiritual decay, from moral coward
ice, and from any betrayal of the highest 
public good. In the dear Redeemer's 
name, we ask it. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. McFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
May 28, 1951, was dispensed with. 
MF.SSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT-

APPROV AL OF BILL AND JOINT 
RF.SOLUTION 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced that 
the President had approved and signed 
the fallowing act and joint resolution: 

On May 28, 1951: 
s. 77. An act for the relief of Mircea. Grossu 

and his family. 
On May 29, 1951: 

s. J. Res. 35. Joint resolution to permit the 
board of supervisors of Louisiana State Uni
versity and Agricultural and Mechanical Col
lege to transfer certain lands to the Police 

Jury of the Parish of Rapides for use !or 
holding livestock and agricultural exposi
tions. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-ENROLLED 
BILL SIGNED .. 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced· that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill <H. R. 3842) making supple
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1951, and for other pur
poses, and it was signed by the Presi
dent pro tempore. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

On his own request, and by unanimous 
consent, Mr. McCLELLAN was excused 
from attendance on the sessions of the 
Senate until Monday next. 
COMMIITEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 

SESSION 

On request of Mr. HOLLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committees on 
Armed Services and Foreign Relations, 
sitting jointly, were authorized to meet 
this afternoon during the session of the 
Senate. 

On request of Mr. SMATHERS, and by 
unanimous consent, a subcommittee of 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare was authorized to meet this 
afternoon during the session of the 
Senate. 
NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINATION OF 

JOE WARREN SHEEHY TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE, EASTERN 
DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Committee on the Judici
ary, and in accordance with the rules 
of the committee, I desire to give notice 
that a public hearing has been scheduled 
for 9:30 a. m., Tuesday, June 5, 1951, 
in room 424, Senate Otllce Building, upon 
the nomination of Joe Warren Sheehy, 
of Texas, to be United States district 
judge for the eastern district of Texas, 
vice Hon. Randolph Bryant, deceased. 
At the indicated time and place all per
sons interested in the nomination may 

· make ·such representations as may be 
pertinent. The subcommittee consists 
of the Senator from Nevada CMr. Mc
CARRANl, chairman; the Senator from 
North Carolina CMr. SMITH]; and the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICK
SON]. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, :t 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 
permitted to transact routine business, 
without debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

PETITION 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate a resolution adopted by 
representatives of major national vet
erans' organizations, organized labor, 
municipal officials, private construction 
interests, and housing officials of the 
New England area, at Boston, Mass., re
lating to the low-rent housing program, 

. which was ref erred-to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, 

RESOLUTIONS OF NORTH DAKOTA 
ASSOCIATION OF RURAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVES 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I pre
sent for appropriate reference, and ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD, some excellent resolutions 
adopted by the North Dakota Associa
tion of Rural Electric Cooperatives. 
These resolutions are very timely as they 
deal with amendments to the Interior 
Department Appropriation bill now be
ing considered by the Senate Appro
priations Committee. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tions were referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, · as follows: 
RESOLUTIONS OF NORTH DAKOTA ASSOCIATION 

OF RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVES 

RESOLUTION 1 

Whereas the eighteenth meeting of the 
North Dakota Association of Rural Electric 
Cooperatives held in Bismarck, N. Dak., this 
17th and 18th of May 1951 has discussed 
and explored various phases of the many 
problems confronting farm fam1lies living 
on North Dakota farms with a view to im
proving the living conditions and the secu
rity on the land of these farin families, not 
only by providing abundant electric power 
available to every farm, but also by maki:p.g 
rural telephones available on an area-wide 
basis, and by protecting and improving our 
State and our homes, both rural and urban, 
through a comprehensive and intelligent 
and complete development of the Missouri 
Valley area; and 

Whereas we have observed recently a dis
tinct trend on the part of Congress to cur
tail and reduce necessary appropriations ur
gently needed now in order to carry out · a 
coordinated program of development, gen
eration, and transmission of power; and 

Whereas it is a recognized fact that agri
culture ls one of our most important de
fense· industries and anything which assists 
the American farmer to produce more food 
and fiber directly assists in our defense ef
fort: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved., That we commend our Senators 
and Congressmen for their efforts . to date 
and ask them to exert every effort and in
:ftuence against the attempts being made to 

. curtall and defeat our own right to. generate 
and transmit power by reduction of appro
priations or otherwise, and we further urge 
their continued support of a complete and 
coordinated development of the Missouri 
yauey. 

RESOLUTION 2 

[n order to encourage the fullest use of 
power for a more abundant rural life, we 
recognize tha,t power must be provided to 
the farm at the lowest possible cost. To fa
cilitate this, we urge Congress to act favor
ably upon hydropower developments or oth
er low-cost power-generation developments 
and we insist that wherever necessary to 
provide lower-cost distribution of said pow
er high-voltage transmission grids be pro
vided, either cooperatively or publicly 
owned. - · · · 

RESOLUTION 3 

Whereas we recognize that rural tele
phones are an impo:·tant part of a farm
er's equipment; and 

Whereas in most areas of our State, tele
phone service ls highly inadequate; and 

Whereas we further recognize that the 
task of providing all of the farmers of our 
State with telephone service is an enormous 
undertaking which will require the fullest 
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cooperation from many segments of our RESOLUTION• 
population and from our Governments Whereas the United States House of Rep-
Therefore be it ' resentatives has recently passed several 

Resolved, That we respectfully invite and · amendments to the Department of the Inte
request the cooperation of our National Con- _

1 
rior appropriations bill which would seri

gress, of the Rural Electrification Adminis- ; ously cripple the programs of the Depart
tration, Extension Service, Public service ment's power agencies; and 
Commission, farm organizations, other civio Whereas these amendments, particularly 

~ organizations, and the existing telephone in· the Kea.ting amendment, threaten to destroy 
dustry in developing our rural telephone the long-established Federal policy of trans
program. We ask Congress specifically to · mitting electric power produced at Federal 
appropriate the necessary funds for such a dams to rural electric systems and other 
program and that the various material allo- ; preference customers; and 
cation boards give favorable consideration · Whereas the Keating amendment endan
to adequate allocations of necessary materials gers the basic right and ab111ty of rural elec
tor telephone construction. We further tric systems in North Dakota and throughout 
recommend that rural telephone coopera-·' the country to obtain over self-liquidating 
tives in our State be organized large enough Bureau of Reclamation transmission lines 
to insure feasibility of service to all people electric power produced at Federal dams: 
in the area. Now, therefore, be it 

RESOLUTION 4 Resolved, That we, the representatives of 
The state association reaffirms the posi- 60,000 farm family members of rural electric 

tion taken at the annual meeting last No- systems in North Dakota, do hereby urge our 
vember in requesting the various manufa.c- Senators and Representatives in the Congress 
turers interested in carrier current telephone of the United States to reject the Keating 
equipment or any other new development in amendment to the Department of the Inte
telephone research install test installations rior appropriations bill and any other 
at several points within the State for re- amendments that seek to destroy our Na
search and experimental purposes, and we tion's established Federal power policy and 
further request that the Rural Telephone program. 

RESOLUTION 10 Administration at Washington give every 
assistance in the RTA development in our 
State. · 

RESOLUTION 5 

Whereas labor, agriculture, and industry 
are interdependent on each other, therefore 
we urge :that REA cooperatives, not only in 
our State but nationally, support labor. In 
addition, we recommend that organized labor 
give careful thought and study to the par
ticular labor problems of REA cooperatives. 

RESOLUTION 6 

, Be £t resolved by the North Dakota Asso
ciation of Rural Electric Cooperatives assem
bled in convention at the Patterson Hotel, 
Bismarck, N. Dak., May 17 and 18, 1951, That 
the Electrification Research Division, Depart
ment of Agriculture, Washington, D. C., be 
requested to continue financial support to 
the rural electrification research now being 
conducted at the department of agricultural 
engineering, North Dakota Agriculture Col
lege, Fargo, N. Dak., it being pointed out 
that results of research at this point are 
applicable to problems in North Dakota, 
South Dakota, and Minnesota. - · · 

RESOLUTION 7 

Whereas the National Tax Equality Asso
ciation st111 appears to be viciously active · 
in their endeavors to confuse Congress and 
the public in general regarding the issue of 
taxation of cooperatives; and 

Whereas testimony before competent con. 
gressional committees has shown that coop
eratives are carrying and always have carried 
their fair share of the tax burden: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we respectfully request our 
congressional delegation to be alert and vigi
lant in their opposition to any proposals or 
measures designed to impose an unjust and 
unfair tax burden upon cooperatives; be it 
further 

Resolved, That we strongly urge all our 
REA cooperatives, the NRECA, and Rural 
Electrification Administration to use all in
formation devices available to distribute as 
widely as possible the true facts relating to 
taxation of cooperatives and regarding 
NTEA's attacks. 

RESOLUTION 8 

Be tt resolved, That we express our ap
preciation of the efforts of our power-use 
committee and urge their continued and ex. 
panding efforts in bringing the program to 
~omplete devel0pment. 

Be it resolved by the North Dakota Asso
ciation of Rural Electric Cooperatives, in con
vention assembled thts 17th and 18th of May 
1951, in Bismarck, N. Dak., That we hereby 
express our sincere thanks to the city of Bis· 
marck, the Patterson Hotel, the Corps of 
Army Engineers, to our visitors and speakers 
and all others who have helped to make this 
meeting a success. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. McCARRAN: 
S. 1557. A bill to provide for the care of 

members of the Coast Guard and their de
pendents in naval hospitals in certain casesi 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MCCARRAN when 
he introduced the above blll, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. IVES: 
S. 1558. A bill for the relief of Alex Har• 

fenist; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MAGNUSON: 

S. 1559. A bill to provide transportation on 
Canadian vessels between Skagway, Alaska, 
and other points in Alaska, between Haines, 
Alaska, and other points in Alaska, and be
tween Hyder, Alaska, and other points in 
Alaska or the continental United States, 
either directly or via a foreign port, or for 
any part of the transportation; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Oom· 
merce. 

S. 1560. A bill for the relief of Camilia 
Pintos; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and 
Mr. LANGER) ; 

S. 1561. A bill to provide for the appoint
ment and compensation of counsel for im
poverished defendants in certain criminal 
cases in the United States district courts; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHAVEZ: 
S. 1562. A bill for the relief of Harvey Mar

den; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. O'CONOR (for himself, Mr. 

KEFAUVER, Mr. HUNT, Mr. TOBEY, and 
Mr. WILEY): 

S. 1563. A bill to provide for the licensing 
of certain persons engaged in the dissemina
tion of information concerning horse or dog 
racing events and betting information con
cerning other sporting events by means of 
l11terstate and foreign communications by 
wire or radio, and for other purposes; and 

S. 1564. A bill to make unlawful the trans
mission in interstate commerce of gambling 
information concerning a sporting event 
which is obtained without consent of the 
person conducting such sporting event; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. O'CONOR when 
he introduced the above bills, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

CARE OF MEMBERS OF COAST GUARD AND 
THEIR DEPENDENTS IN NAVAL HOS· 
PITALS IN CERTAIN CASES 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
send· to the desk for appropriate refer
ence a bill which will authorize the 
peacetime treatment and care of Coast 
Guard personnel and certain of their de
pendents in naval hospitals in accord
ance with joint regulations to be issued 
by the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Secretary of the Navy. 

There appears to be no provision in 
the existing law or regulations whereby 
dependents of Coast Guard personnel 
may be hospitalized in any Government 
hospital in the Washington, D. C., area. 
Such dependents are not accepted for 
treatment in either Walter Reed Hos
pital or Bethesda, but most go to private 
hospitals where they pay the usual rates 
and are treated by medical personnel of 
the Public Health Service free of charge. 

It is provided in section 253 (b) of title 
42 that such dependents shall be fur
nished medical advice and out-patient 
treatment by the Public Health Service 
in its hospitals and relief stations and 
they shall also be furnished hospitaliza
tion at hospitals of the Public Health 
Service, if suitable accommodations are 
available, at a per diem cost which is 
prescribed from time to time by the 
President. 

Title 24, section 32, provides for the 
hospitalization of dependents of naval 
and Marine Corps . personnel at naval 
hospitals, and in section 36 of the same 
title, it is provided that dependents of 
Coast Guard personnel may be hospital
ized in naval hospitals when the Coast 
Guard is operating as a part of the Navy. · 

Since the Coast Guard has, by statute, 1 

become a "military service" I see no rea
son why the facilities available to them 
in naval hospitals in wartime should 
not, under reasonable conditions, be also 
made available in peacetime. 

The bill <S. 1557) to provide for the 
care of members of the Coast Guard and 
their dependents in naval hospitals in 
certain cases, introduced by Mr. Mc
CARRAN, was read twice by its title and 
ref erred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 
LICENSING AND DISSEMINATION OF IN

FORMATION CONCERNING SPORTING 
EVENTS 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, on be- . 
half of myself, the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. HUNT], the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY], and the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY], I 
introduce for appropriate reference two 
bills; the first to provide for the licens
ing of certain persons engaged in the 
dissemination of information concerning 
horse- or dog-racing events and betting· 
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information concerning other sporting 
events by means of interstate and for
eign communications by wire or radio, 
and for other purpos~s. and the second to 
make unlawful the transmission in in
terstate commerce of gambling infor
mation concerning a sporting event 
which is obtained without consent of the 
person conducting such sporting event. 
I ask unanimous consent that the bills, 
together with a statement by me may be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bills will be received and appropriately 
ref erred, and, without objection, the bills 
and statement will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill <S. 1563) to provide for the 
licensing of certain persons engaged in 
the dissemination of information con
cerning horse- or dog-racing events and 
betting information concerning other 
sporting events by means of interstate 
and foreign communications by wire or 
radio, and for other purposes, intro
duced by Mr. O'CONOR <for himself, Mr. 
KEFAUVER, Mr. HUNT, Mr. TOBEY, and Mr. 
WILEY), was read twice by its title, re
ferred to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Communica
tions Act of 1934 is amended by inserting 
a!ter section 606 a new section as follows: 
"DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION CONCERNING 

HORSE AND DOG RACING EVENTS AND" OTHER 
SPORTING EVENTS 
"SEC. 606A. (a) It shall be unlawful for any 

person who is engaged in disseminating in
formation concerning horse racing or dog 
racing events or betting information con .. 
cerning any other sporting event to dissemi• 
nate any such information by means of any 
interstate or foreign communication by wire 
or radio unless such person has a valid license 
for such purpose granted under the provi· 
sions of this section. 

"(b) The Commission shall grant to any 
applicant therefor a license to disseminate 
information concerning horse racing or dog 
racing events or to disseminate betting in• 
formation concerning any other sporting 
events by means of interstate and foreign 
communications by wire or radio, if such 
applicant shows to the satisfaction of the 
Commission that such information will not 
be disseminated primarily for use in facm .. 
tating gambling activities which constitute 
violations of the laws of the States in which 
such information will be dissemtnatetl, unless 
the Commission determines that the public 
interest will not be served by the granting 
of such license or unless the Commission 
finds that the applicant ls not of good moraJ 
charaoter (or in the case of a corporation, 
that one or more of its oftl.cers, directors, or 
principal stockholders are not persons of 
good moral character). In any case 1n which 
it appears that the applicant will dissemi
nate such information to any person who will 
further disseminate such information, or any 
portion thereof, such applicant shall show 
the purposes for which such information, or 
portion thereof, to be further disseminated 
will be used, and the Commission shall take 
such purposes into consideration in deter
mining whether the information which will 
be disseminated by the applicant wm not be 
disseminated primarily for use in facilitating 
gambling activities which constitute viola-· 
tions of the laws of the States in which such 
information will be distributed. 

"(c) A license granted pursuant to sub· 
section (b) shall be valid for 1 year from the 

date of issuance (unless sooner revoked by adding at the end thereof a new section r..s 
the Commission pursuant to subsection ( d) , follows: 
but such license may be renewed from year , 
to year, upon application made therefor in '§ 1084. Transmission of certain gambling 
compliance with the provisions of subsection information by telephone, tele-
(b). graph, or radio. 
· "(d) The commission may revoke any "(a) Whoever knowingly sends or trans-
llcense issued under this section 1f it ts mits, or causes to be sent or transmitted, in 
shown to its satisfaction- interstate or foreign commerce by means of 

"(1) that any material statement or alle· telephone, telegraph, or radio any gambling 
gation in the application for a license, or information concerning any horse or dog 
in any hearing held upon such application, racing ev~nt or other sporting event which 
was false or misleading; or has been obtained surreptitiously or through 

"(2) that subsequent to the granting of ste.alth and without the permission of the 
the license, the holder of the license has person conducting such horse or dog racing 
engaged in activities which would disqual· event or other sporting event shall be fined 
1fy him for issuance of a license under the not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more 
provisions of subsection (b); or than 1 year, or both. Each sending or trans-

"(3) that the public interest ts no longer mission shall constitutJ a separate offense. 
being served by the continuation of such "(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
license. term 'gambling information' means infor-

" ( e) An appeal may be taken, in the man- mation intended to be used for illegal gam
ner provided by subsections (c), (d), (e), bling purposes, including, but not limited to, 
and (f) of section 402, from decisions of information as to bets or wagers, betting 
the Commission to the United States Court odds, changes in betting odds, probable 
of ·Appeals for the District of Columbia _by starting line-ups, scratches, jockey changes, 
(1) any applicant whose application for a weights, probable winners, or probable re-
license under this section ls denied or (2) suits." 
any person whose license-granted under this SEC. 2. The analysis of chapter 50 of title 
section is revoked. 18 of the United States Code ls amended by 

"(f) It shall be unlawful for any person inserting at the end thereof the following: 
to lease or otherwise obtain from a common ''1084. Transmission of certain gambling tn
carrier or other supplier a communications formation by telephone, telegraph, or radio." , 
facmty to be operated for or in connection • The statement presented by ;Mr, 
with the dissemination of information con- 1 
cerning horse racing or dog racing events or O'CONOR is as follows: 
of betting information concerning any other STATEMENT BY SENATOR O'CONOR 
sporting event by interstate or foreign com. ~ it In its study of the techniques and pro- · 
munications by wire or radio unless such 4 aedures of crime syndicates in the profitable 
person files with such carrier or other sup- ~eld of race-track gambling, the senate 
plier an aftl.davit that the facility to be Committee To Study Organized Crime in 
obtained ls to be used for such purpose. Interstate Commerce soon became convinced. 
fs.ny such affidavit on file shall be open to that the race-wire services were the very life 
inspection by appropriate local, State, and J;>lood of Ulegal gambling operations. Fur
Federal law-enforcement agencies. Each ~hermore, the disclosures in many areas 
common carrier or other supplier shall : made it clearly apparent that bookmaking 
maintain a list of the terminal points and ' pn a national scale could not exist without 
drops (receiving and sending) on any com• : t 
munication facility leased or otherwise fur- i he transmission of up-to-the-minute 1nfor-
nished to any person to be operated for the · inatlon of racing results and other informa
dissemination of information concerning . tton. 
horse racing or dog racing events or of bet .. 1 fg Consideration of legislative proposals to 
ting information concerning any other , combat large-scale racketeering and gam-

bling found the committee unanimous in 
sporting event by interstate or foreign com.. agreement that prohibition of the transmis-
municatlons by wire or radio, including the ston of information about racing through 
address of each such terminal point and the. channels of interstate commerce would 
drop, and such list shall be open to inspec• be the most completely effective move. We 
tion by appropriate local, State, and Federal were convinced that such prohibition would 
law-enforcement agencies. ·i be in the public interest because it would 
· "(g) As used in this section, the term 'eliminate the present huge profit incentive 
'disseminating information' shall not in• 'involved in the control of such wire services, 
elude publication in any newspaper of gen- an incentive that has attracted the worst 
·era.I circulation, or broadcasting to the pub- type of hoodlum and racketeer. 
lie over any duly licensed radio station, or .. It was felt to have been clearly proven 
the collection or transmission of news for that such wire services are maintained and 
such publication or broadcasting; and this 'operated only by and for gamblers, and 
term 'betting information concerning any in k ttl 
other sporting event' includes information a e li e or no contribution to other types 

of business. Further, they are a perfect 
as to bets or wagers, betting odds, changes example of the type of problem that only 
in betting odds, probable winners, and prob- Federal authorities can reach, since they 
able starting line-ups in connection with involve networks which extend beyond the 
any sporting event other ~han a horse or jurisdiction of any State or local body. 
dog racing event." These wire services thus would appear to 

The bill (S. 1564) to make unlawful be the most vulnerable spot in the Nation
the transmission in interstate commerce wide gambling structure for attack on the 
of gambling information concerning a. Federal level, and the legislation herewith 
sporting event which is obtained without proposed to outlaw them ts intended to be, 

and we are convinced will be, if approved, 
the consent of the person conducting a death blow to such interstate operations. 
such sporting event, introduced by Mr. In dratting the proposals which are aimed 
O'CONOR (for himself, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. so directly at the heart of the gambling 
HUNT, Mr. TOBEY, and Mr. WILEY), was system, the committee kept definitely in 
read twice by its title, referred to the mind its responsibility to avoid injury or 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign inconvenience to the many legitimate news
Commerce, and ordered to be printed in papers, press services, radio stations, etc., 

which handle some such information in the 
the RECORD, as follows: regular course of their operations. We were 

Be it enacted, etc., That chapter 50 of title of the opinion that the dissemination of 
18 of the United States Code is amended by ordinary news about sporting events through 
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these legitimate channels should not be bur
dened with the requirement of obtaining 
an an nual license. Accordingly, newspapers, 
news services, radio st ations, etc., are to be 
specifically exempted from the licensing re
quirements of the bill. 

In cases where licenses are to be required, 
applicants will have the burden of showing 
that the information they propose to dis
seminate is not primarily intended for the 
use of gamblers. Applicants who cannot 
m ake this showing (or who fail to show 
good moral character or a reasonable rela
t ionship between their activities and the 
public interest) will be barred from all chan
nels of interstate commu nication, as to the 
prohibited types of information, by this new 
law. 

The second bill int roduced today st rikes 
at the other most vulnerable point of t he 
wire services and the gambling empires 
which depend on them. In almost all juris
dictions, the race tracks and other public 
places where sporting events · are held have 
sought the cooperation of local aut horities 
to prevent the surreptitious transmission of 
information about such events to the gam
blers. Obviously, if such information is cut 
off at its source (without, of course, af
fecting the legitimate news reporting which 
is done with the permission of the track 
owners), it would greatly impair the effec
t iveness of the gambling wire services. This 
is also an area in which only the Federal 
Government can act effectively, because it 
involves direct use of the channels of inter
state commerce. 

The present bill has . therefore been so 
drawn as to make it a Federal offense for 
any person to transmit gambling informa
tion obtained surreptitiously or by stealth 
through any channel of interstate commerce 
or communication. 

THE CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. KNOWLAND <for himself and 
-Mr. NIXON) submitted amendments in
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill <S. 75) authorizing the con
struction, operation, and maintenance of 
a dam and incidental works in the main 
stream of the Colorado River at Bridge 
Canyon, together with certain appurte
nant dams and canals, and for other 
purposes, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

Mr. McFARLAND <for himself and Mr. 
HAYDEN) submitted amendments in
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to S. 75, supra, which were ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. · 
WAIVING OF REQffiREMENT OF PERFORM-

ANCE AND PAYMENT BONDS IN CON
NECTION WITH COAST GUARD CON· 
TRACTS-CHANGE OF REFERENCE 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
Committee on the Judiciary has pending 
before it H. R. 2394, to amend the act of 
April 29, 1941, to authorize the waiving 
of the requirement of performance and 
payment bonds in connection with cer
tain Coast Guard contracts, which was 
ref erred on April 3, 1951. On Febru
ary 22, 1951, S. 948, a bill similar to H. R. 
2394 was ref erred to the Committee on 
Armed Services, where it is now pending. 

In 1941 a bill was introduced to amend 
the act of August 24, 1935---Forty-ninth 
Statute, page 793-the so-called Miller 
Act by granting discretionary power to 
the Secretary of War or the Secretary 
of the Navy to waive the furnishing of 
performance and payment bonds by con
tractors. This bill was ref erred to and 

reported favorably from the Committee 
on Military Affairs and was enacted into 
law on April 29, 1941-Fifty-fifth Stat
ute, page 147; Title 40, United States 
Code, section 270e. 

During the Eighty-first Congress, 
H. R. 9229, similar to the present H. R. 
2394, passed the House of Representa
tives and following its referral, the Com
mittee on the Judiciary was discharged 
from further consideration, and the bill 
was ref erred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

The Committee on the Judiciary has 
considered H. R. 2394 of the present 
Congress and is of the opinion that it 
comes within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Armed Services in view of 
the history of previous similar legisla
tion granting discretionary power to cer
tain branches of the military service to 
waive the furnishing of performance ~nd 
payment bonds. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on the Judiciary be dis
charged from further consideration of 
H. R. 2394 and that it be referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Nevada? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 
ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 

PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 

On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 

· ordered to be printed in the Appendix, 
as follows: 

By Mr. WHERRY: 
An article entitled "Theater on the Hill," 

written by Hon. HOWARD BUFFETT, Repre
sentative in Congress from the Second Dis
trict of Nebraska, and published in Human 
Events for May 22, 1951, dealing with the 
Office of Price Stabilization. 

By Mr. BYRD: 
An address entitled "The Tax Education of 

Mr. Jones," delivered by Irving S. Olds, chair· 
man of the board of the United States Steel 
Corp., before the annual meeting of the 
Chamber of Commerce of the state of New 
York. 

By Mr. McMAHON: 
An editorial entitled "Cold War Counter

attack,'' published in the New York Times 
of May 28, 1951, commenting on broadcast to 
the Russian people by the Secretary of State. 

. By Mr. SMATHERS: 
An . article entitled "Financing America 

Needs Know-How," from the Jacksonville 
American for May 1951, dealing with the 
need for skill in handling Government 
finance. 

AffiPORT PROJECT, PALMER, ALASKA 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may address 
the Senate for 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MUNDT. Last week the, Senate 
Investigations Subcommittee filed a re
port on an investigation of an airport 
project in Palmer, Alaska. Our report 
shows that an attempt has been made to 
defraud the Government and the Federal 
taxpayers in connection with this project. 

As a result of the investigation, the 
Clvil Aeronautics Administration has 
now taken steps to tighten up its han
dling of the people's money and doubt
less certain officials, both Federal and 

Territorial, who were involved in the 
· scheme have learned that such mishan
dling of a public trust will not be toler

. a ted by the Congress. 
In connection with this investigation 

I believe certain accolades should be 
made. In the first place, Senators should 
realize that this investigation was 
brought into the open last July as a di
r ect consequence of stories published by 
the Fairbanks <Alaska> Daily News
Miner, the farthest north daily news
paper published under the American flag, 

After that it was brought to the at
tention of the Senate by the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER], ranking 
Republican member of the Senate Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Afiairs, 
and following that, under the courageous 
leadership of the chairman of the Inves
t igations Subcommittee of the Commit
tee on Expenditures in the Executive De
partments, the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HOEY], the investigation was 
carried out to a successful conclusion. 

The investigation has now been com
pleted, and the report is now available 
to the public. 

It was following the resolution sub
mitted · by the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. BUTLER] that the investigation was 
made possible. 

· The deal, as the investigation has 
shown, amounted to a conspiracy to 
place an inflated value on several parcels 
of land to be used for a new airport, to 
be financed in part by Federal funds. 

A higher valuation was placed on the 
land, thereby enabling the Territory to 
claim an increase in the amount of the 
Federal grant-in-aid from $94,750 to 
$150,125. 

This has now been blocked. The facts 
of the case will be reviewed by the Comp
. troller General before any money what
soever is paid on the project, and I think 
we can depend upon the Comptroller 
General, Lindsay Warren, to see to it 
that the public funds are not misused in 
·that connection. -

As has been stated, new regulations 
put into effect by the CAA since the start 
of the investigation will prevent recur
rences of this type of dealing in the fu
·ture. The Investigations Subcommit
tee has served notice on the Agency that 
further checks will be made to assure 
proper administration of Federal funds 
allocated for these purposes. 

The action of the Fairbanks News
Miner and of the other Alaska newspa
pers which undertook to inform their 
readers of the deal victimizing taxpay
ers, shortly after its consummation, is in 
keeping with the highest traditions of 
the American free press. 

There were elements in Alaska public 
life who did not take kindly to having 
their manipulations thus exposed to pub
lic view. The Alaska newspapers who 
published this story were attacked bit
terly for their performance of this pub
lic service. 

Those elements now have their answer 
in the report of the subcommittee, again 
demonstrating that an alert and unfet .. 
tered press remains an irreplaceable 
guardian of the public interest. 

Mr. President, I salute that newspaper, 
I salute the Senator from Nebraska for 
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having brought the matter to the atten
tion of the committee, and I salute the 
committee which has now corrected the 
situation. 

T. L. MORROW 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing its 
disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H. R. 1424) for the 
relief of T. L. Morrow, and requesting a 
conference with the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
is a private relief bill which passed the 
House for $5,000 and which the .senate 
reduced to $2,500. The House has dis
agreed to the Senate amendment and 
asked for a conference. 

I move that the Senate insist on its 
amendment, agree to the conference re
quested by the House, and that the Chair 
appoint conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
KILGORE, Mr. MAGNUSON, and Mr. WILEY 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

HARRY C. GOAKES 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing its 
disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H. R. 1822) for the 
relief of Harry C. Goakes, and requesting 
a conference with the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this is 
a private relief bill which passed the 
Senate with an amendment reducing the 
amount of the award. The House ap
proved the bill for $3,194. The Senate 
accepted the recommendation of the Ju
diciary Committee to reduce this amount 
to $208. The House has disagreed to 
the Senate amendment, and has request
ed a conference. 

I move that the Senate insist on its 
amendment, agree to the conference re
quested by the House, and that the Chair 
appoint the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
O'CoNOR, Mr. KEFAUVER, and Mr. JENNER 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF 
CERTAIN ALIENS 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 1s 
there a message on the desk relating to 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 12, favor
ing the suspension of deportation of cer
tain aliens? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is advised that such a message is 
not at the desk. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
now understand that Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 12 has been referred to a con
ference committee. Will the Chair 
kindly advise me as to that point? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is advised that the Senate has 
asked for a conference. That request 
has gone to the House, and the House 
has not yet acted on it. 

XCVII-373 

THE CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 75) authorizing the con
struction, operation, and maintenance of 
a dam and incidental works in the main 
stream of the Colorado River at Bridge 
Canyon, together with· certain appurte
nant dams and canals, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
untlnished business, S. 75, deals with the 
central Arizona project. During the 
course of my remarks, I desire to go 
into some of · the very basic fallacies 
in the proposed legislation, but because 
of the fact that a number of the Mem
bers of the Senate from time to time 
have indicated an interest in the back
ground of the Colorado River and the 
controversy which confronts the Senate 
at this time, I thought it might be- help
ful, for the RECORD, to discuss some of 
the background before going into the de
tails of the bill. 

One-twelfth of the land area of the 
United States is drained by the Colorado 
River. Down from the highest western 
mountains, across great plateaus of for
est and desert and through the deepest 
canyons of the continent, the Colorado 
River flows 1,600 miles to its delta in the 
Gulf of California. Compared to some 
other American rivers, however, the Col
orado is not big; but no other river in this 
country has been the subject of more 
legal and political controversies, and no 
other river means more to the people it 
serves. 

The population of the Colorado River · 
Basin States in 1950 was as follows: 
Arizona________________________ 745,295 
California---------------------- 10,490,070 Colorado _______________________ 1,318,048 

Nevada------------------------ 158,283 New Mexico _________________ .,:__ 677, 152 

Utah--------------------------- 686,797 
Wyoming--------------·-------- 288, 800 

Agriculture, industry, and both rural 
and urban households in seven immense 
Western States depend upon the water 
and power that come from the Colorado 
River. These basic needs have created 
complicated disputes and lengthy argu-
ments. · 

The Colorado River controversy has its 
roots in history, yet it rages today in the 
legislative halls, the city offices, and the 
country stores of the Colorado River 
Basin States, as well as in the United 
States Congress, where it has been de
bated frequently over more than a quar
ter of a century. 

The Colorado River controversy is 
more than a fight over water and hydro
electric power that might conceivably be 
settled by common agreement. It is a 
fight over American economic policy. 
Involved are principles and doctrines, 
conceptions and theories, out of which 
have come fundamental programs for 
the expansion and development of the 
western half of the United States. It is 
a fight waged by millions of people for 
their homes and shops,. their schools and 
churches, their own security and that of 
their children. 

In fact, hundreds of men in the arid 
West have died fighting to preserve their 
precious water rights. · 

THE "WORTHLESS" LAND 

It was in 1857 that a brave explorer 
but a· poor prophet, Lt. J.C. Ives, took a 
small Government steamboat 400 miles 
up the lower Colorado from the Gulf 
of California and reported to the War 
Department: 

The region is altogether valueless. • • • 
It seems intended by nature that the Colo· 
rado River along the greater portion of its 
lone and majestic way shall be forever un
visited and unmolested. 

Today, along the lowe~ Colorado stand 
Hoover Dam, tallest in the world; Davis 
Dam, Parker Dam, Imperial Dam, and 
other monuments to American engineer
ing genius. Across the lone and ma
jestic Colorado the greatest migration 
in our history has moved westward to 
the Pacific coast within the last 11 
years. In southern California alone 
nearly 4,000,000 people live in areas now 
served by water from the Colorado Riv
er. In the six other States of the basin 
other hundreds of thousands are de
pendent for their very existence on 
water from the Colorado system. 

THE COLORADO RIVER COMPACT 

In a state of nature few American 
rivers were more violent, more unpre
dictable, · more devastating in both 
drought and flood than the Colorado. 

It was imperative that the early de· 
velopers and leaders of the basin States 
should seek to reach an agreement for 
the use and division of the waters of the 
river, without which all progress would 
be legally menaced and all investments 
would be insecure. Control of the river's 
ravaging floods had to be achieved, and 
that meant the building of great dams 
costing millions of dollars. Dependable 
r -1d indestructible diversion systems were 
necessary if the rich but arid lands were 
to be cultivated successfully and grow
ing communities were to be supplied. 
That meant many costly projects. 

The first question was, How was the 
water to be divided? 

It was in 1921 that men from the seven 
basin States finally sat down together to 
work out ? compact to govern the entire 
Colorado River system. The Federal 
Government participated. Herbert Hoov
er, then Secretary of Commerce, became 
Chairman of the Colorado River Com
mission. 

For nearly 11 months the Commis
sioners talked, wrangled, and finally came 
to terms. In Santa Fe, N. Mex., on No
vember· 24, 1922, the ·Colorado River 
compact, which is still the basic law of 
the river, was signed. It was an historic 
day, memorable in the annals of west
ern development, and especially a vital 
milestone in the advancement of recla
mation. 

But as remedial and progressive as the 
compact was, it did not bring peace to 
the Colorado River. 

Chiefly the compact divided the river 
basin into two parts-an upper and a 
lower basin-and apportioned waters to 
each basin. Still remaining was the all-
1mportant task of dividing the water 
among the individual States in each 
basin. 

Only in 1949, a quarter of a century 
later, were the States of the upper 
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basin-Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, New 
Mexico, and Arizona, the latter with a 
very small interest in the upper basin 
and a larger in the lower basin-able to 
reach an agreement satisfactory to them
selves. 

LOWER-BASIN CONTROVERSY 

In the lower basin-California, Nevada, 
·and Arizona-the controversy over divi
sion of the waters continues with mount
. ing fervor. It rests on the fact that Cali
fornia and Arizona interpret differently 
the series of documents and statutes 
that have come to be known as the law 
of the river. 

There are three main issues in the con
flict between Arizona and California, and 
more than 26 years have been spent in 
futile attempts to reach an agreement on 
all or any one of them. 

Faced with this apparent stalemate, 
California and Nevada, two of the three 
lower-basin States, have proposed that 
all the issues be placed before the United 
States Supreme Court for final settle
ment. Legislation to accomplish this has 
been introduced in both Houses of the 
Eighty-second Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks Sen
ate Joint Resolution 26, which was spon
sored by the two Senators from Nevada 
and the two Senators from California. 

There being no objection, the joint res
olution <S. J. Res. 26) granting the con
sent of Congress to joinder of the United 
States in suits in the United States Su
preme Court for the adjudication of 
claims to waters of the Colorado River 
system available for use in the lower 
Colorado River Basin, was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

! Resolved, etc., That consent is hereby given 
to the joinder of the United States of Amer
ica as a party in any suit or suits commenced 
in the Supreme Court of the United States 
by any of the States of the lower Colorado 
River Basin, as defined in the Colorado River 
compact, for the adjudication of claims of 
right asserted by such State or States, or by 
the United States, with respect to the use of 
waters of the Colorado River system avail
able for use in the lower Colorado River 
Basin. Such suit or suits must be com
menced within 1 year from the effective date 
of this resolution, and process therein may 
'be served upon the Attorney General, · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Because the Fed
eral Government is a necessary party to 
the proposed court litigation, California 
and Nevada must obtain permission of 
Congress to carry the controversy before 
the highest Federal tribunal. That is 
the purpose of the joint resolution intro
duced in the Senate, and the several 
similar joint resolutions which have been 
introduced in the House of Representa
tives. Arizona is fighting passage of any 
of them on the grounds, first, that there 
is no justiciable issue involved; second, 
that despite California's contracts with 
the Federal Government, California has 
no right to the water California claims; 
.third, that the water in question belongs 
to Arizona, and that Congress can settle 
the whole controversy simply by giving 
the . water to Arizona. 

I may say that over a number of years, 
as I mentioned in my remarks of yester
day, the Governor of California, re pre-

senting that State, and the Governor of 
Nevada, representing that State, have 
written communications to several of the 
Governors of Arizona, suggesting that 
the matter be negotiated or arbitrated, 
Both those suggestions have been de
clined by the Governor representing the 
people of Arizona. I have no quarrel 
with his decision. Representing .. a sover
eign State, he, of course, had the right 
to make· such decision if that was his 
desire. But, as I pointed out yesterday, 
when it is impossible to negotiate and 
bring about an agreement to arbitrate, 
under our constitutional system, when 
the dispute is betw~en sovereign States 
of the Union, the only way for the ques
tion to be settled is to submit it to a 
court of comp~tent jurisdiction. In this 
particular case that means the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

CALIFORNIA'S FEDERAL CONTRACTS 

California has signed contracts with 
the Federal Government calling for de
livery of 5,362,000 acre-feet of Colorado 
River water annually in the lower basin. 
This water is allocated by the contracts 
among the southern California projects 
in this way: 

For lands, principally agricultural, in 
the Imperial and Coachella Valleys, in 
the . Palo Verde district, and for the 
Yuma project, a total of 4,150,0UO acre
feet. 

For the metropolitan water district, 
a group of 32 southern California cities, 
1,212,000 acre-feet. As Senators know, 
an acre-foot is the amount of water nec
essary to cover an acre of land with water 
1 foot deep. 

THE ISSUES 

The three main issues of the contro
versy are not difficult to understand, 
even for those unfamiliar with tech
nical water problems. Yet, settlement 
of them is vital to future development 
and meantime an insurmountable bar
rier to progress is before the basin States 
because of the existence of these un
resolved arguments. 

ISSUE NO. 1 

Under article 3, paragraph A, of the 
Colorado River compact signed in 1922, 
the lower basin States of the Colorado 
River watershed are apportioned in 
perpetuity the exclusive beneficial con
sumptive use of 7,500,000 acre-feet of 
river water a year. 

The States of the upper basin receive 
a similar amount under the compact. 

This is known as three-A water. 
Article 3, paragraph B, of the compact 

states: 
In addition to the apportionment of para

graph A, the lower basin is hereby given the 
right to increase its beneficial consumptive 
use of the Colorado River waters by 1,000,000 
acre-feet per annum. 

This is known as three-B water, and 
this million acre-feet is in controversy. 

A million acre-feet is a great deal of 
water. It would cover a million acres of 
land 1 foot deep. It is sufficient for the 
irrigation of about a quarter of a million 
acres of arid land, or it would serve all 
the needs of about 5,000,000 city dwellers. 

Arizona refused to ratify the compact 
when it was created, but the six other 
basin States did ratify, Under the law, 

· that was a sufficient number of ratifica
tions to put the compact into operation, 
provided . that the State Legislature of 
California also enacted a limitation act. 

The California State Legislature 
swiftly passed the required limitation 
act. This is .;rhat it says: 

California agrees to limit its use of Colo
rado River water to 4,400,000 acre-feet of the 
waters · apportioned to the lower basin by 
paragraph A, plus not more than one-half 
of any excess or surplus waters. 

Thus, California agreed to take 4,400,-
000 acre-feet of three-A water and not 
more than one-half of the excess or 
surplu.s waters unapportioned by the 
compact. California maintains that the 
term "excess or surplus" includes all 
three--B waters. 

The question to be settled here is: 
Does California share equally in this 
million acre-feet of three-B water? 

California says ''Yes." Arizona says 
"No." 

This is a matter of interpretation of 
the California Limitation Act and the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act, which the 
Supreme Court should be asked to settle. 

ISSUE NO. 2 

In a state of nature, the Gila River in 
Arizona was a "wasting" tributary of 

. the · Colorado. Especially in the last 100 
miles before it joins the Colorado, its bed 
is wide, sandy, flat, and subject to the 
intense heat of the desert. 

The Bureau of Reclamation estimates 
that in a state of nature the Gila emptied 
approximately 1,100,000 acre-feet of 
water into the Colorado per year. The 
Gila River is a main tributary of the 
Colorado, a part of the system, and 
drains into the main stream a few miles 
above the Mexican border. 

Water from the Gila is used chiefly 
now in the Phoenix area of Arizona, and 
there about 2,300,000 acre-feet of water 
are taken each year from this stream 
and used up-consumed. 

The di:ff erence between these figures, 
or about 1,200,000 acre-feet, was, before 
development of the Phoenix area, lost by 
evaporation, deep seepage, and other 
causes, as the Gila flowed in its course 
from the Phoenix area to the main Colo
rado River. 

The words "beneficial consumptive 
use," as they are used in the compact, 
are important in this phase of the con
troversy, as the compact apportions 
water for "exclusive beneficial consump
tive use.'' 

Arizona contends that Arizona should 
be charged only for 1,100,000 acre-feet 
of Gila River watJr, the amount that it 
is estimated emptied into the Colorado 
from the Gila in a state of nature, before 
development of irrigation in the Phoenix 
area and other places. 

California contends, that Arizona ac
tually takes, uses, and ''beneficially con
sumes" 2,300,000 acre-feet of water from 
the Gila, and therefore should be 
charged with that amount. All of this 
2,300,000 acre-feet of Gila River water 
that Arizona takes is being beneficially 
and consumptively used in Arizona. 
California does not question Arizona's 
right to use this water. 
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Therefore, the second question to be 

·answered by the Supreme Court is: 
Where and how must Arizona measure 

the amount of water it uses from the 
Gila River? 

California says this water must be 
measured where it is actually benefi
cially · consumed. Arizona says this 
water must be measured where the Gila 
River empties into the main Colorado. 

But the Gila does not even flpw into 
the main Colorado as it did in prehis
toric days. Today the Gila is all used 
up-"bene:ficially consumed''-in the 
Phoenix area. 

ISSUE NO. 3 

Lake Mead is the immense reservoir 
behind Hoover Dam. 

Under the Project Act California lim
ited itself to taking 4,400,000 acre-feet 
of three-A water, plus not more than 
one-half of the excess or surplus, of 
which California claims the three-B 
water is a part. California's contracts 
with the Federal Government for water 
of both categories total 5,362,000 acre
feet. 

There are large evaporation losses in 
Lake Mead, as thee are in other reser
voirs of the basin. 

Arizona .says that California must de
duct these losses from its apportioned 
water. 

California says that the quantity of 
three-A water to which California has 
limited itself is a net quantity of 4,400,-
000 acre-feet. 

The question to be answered here by 
the Supreme Court is: 

Is the amount of three-A water to 
which California is entitled a net quan
tity, or is it subject to reduction by rea
son of evaporation and other losses in 
Lake Mead and elsewhere? 

A CASE FOR THE SUPREME COURT 

After many years of attempting to 
agree with Arizona on these problems 
California turned to the United States 
Supreme Court. California asks strict 
enforcement of the compact and Boulder 
Canyon Project Act. California is not 
asking for more water from the Colorado 
River. It only seeks to protect and pre
serve the water it believes was awarded 
to it by the Federal contracts. 

Under the Constitution, when two or 
more States are unable to agree through 
negotiation or arbitration, the only 
course of action available is in the high
est Federal court. 

That is the American way, and that is 
the fair way. California urges this way 
of settlement. Arizona opposes it. 

ARIZONA'S RECORD ON THE COLORADO RIVER 

The State of Arizona for nearly 30 
years has consistently refused to permit 
peace on the Colorado River, refused to 
negotiate, refused to arbitrate, but the 
State of Arizona has steadfastly held to 
its demands that only on its own terms 
will the problems of the river be re
solved. 

Today the State of Arizona is continu
ing to use each and every means it can 
to prevent a settlement of problems 
which have kept peace from the Colo
rado River Basin for more than a. 

· quarter of a century. 
Today, at the same time, while pur.

suing a course of obstruction, the State 

. of Arizona is attempting to take water 
from the Colorado River to which Ari· 
zona has no legai right-water which 
Arizona desires for a multi-million-dol
lar project. 

These are not idle charges. They are 
founded upon historical facts, they are 
substantiated in the records of the Con
gress and the courts of the land, and 
they are supported by events transpir
ii::.g at this very time. 

Let us look at the record. 
There are seven States in the entire 

basin of the Colorado River. They are 
Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, New Mexico, 
Nevada, Arizona, and California. The 
first four named form the upper divi
sion, the last three the lower division. 

In 1921, delegates from the seven 
States began a series of meetings in an 
effort to formulate an agreement which 
would permit the development of the 
Colorado River on a sound and secure 
basis. For months these delegates dili
gently worked, and at last they found 
themselves in accord on a fundamental 
compact. This historic document, the 
Colorado River compact, was signed on 
November 24, 1922, by the authors and 
was then submitted to their respective 
State legislatures for approval. 

The compact was unconditionally ap
proved in 1923 by all the States of the 
basin, except Arizona. Arizona remained 
out of the compact. 

By this action, Arizona blocked de
velopment and peace on the Colorado 
River, just as these long-sought goals 
were in sight. 

The compact could not become opera
tive without ratification by all seven 
basin States and approval by the Con
gress. 

But the six States which had ratified 
the compact were not do be thwarted by 
the attitude of one State. Therefore, 
machinery was set in motion to have 
the compact given life as a six-State 
agreement; that is, without Arizona. 

It took 6 years to accomplish this, with 
Arizona a disrupting force throughout 
the long negotiations. At last Congress, 
in 1928, after Arizona had blocked action 
in four sessions of Congress, passed the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act, which au
thorized construction of the largest dam 
in the world, provided, however, that six 
of the basin States, including Calif or
nia, ratified the compact and that Cali· 
fornia enacted a limitation act. 

The States of Colorado, Utah, Wyo
ming, Nevada, New Mexico, and Cali
fornia quickly ratified the compact, and 
California swiftly enacted the required 
limitation act, which pertains to the 
amount of Colorado River water Cali
fornia may use. 

on· June 25, 1929, President Herbert 
Hoover proclaimed the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act effective, and so the Colo· 
rado River Compact also became opera
tive. 

Arizona's efforts to block the compact 
had failed. The compact was now the 
basic law of the river. 

But Arizona had not given up the fight. 
The Secretary of the Interior at that 

time, Ray Lyman Wilbur, was faced with 
"the problem of allocating the electric 
power to be produced by Boulder-now 
Hoover-Dam. Contracts for the power 

had to be secured for users, and under 
the law these contracts, guaranteeing full 
repayment to the Government of the cost 
of the project, had to be signed before 
Congress appropriated the first money 
to build Hoover Dam. 

I may paint out at this time, Mr. Presi
dent, that in some quarters there is quite 
a misconception relative to the construc
tion of Hoover Dam. In the case of 
many, if not most, of the projects 
throughout the country, the Congress 
goes ahead and authorizes them and 
appropriates funds; and afterward, un
der the obligations the parties at inter
est have undertaken, the funds are ·to 
be repaid-both principal and interest 
in the case o-f a power project, and prin
cipal in the case of an irrigation project. 
As we know, the general reclamation 
law provides a period of 40 years, with 
an additional period of 10 years, making 
it, in effect, a period of 50 years, in which 
the cost of the project should be paid 
back. 

I may say that the proposal now be
fore us would not be measured by the 
yardstick of the Reclamation Act, 
namely, a period of 50 years, but accord
ing to the admission of the proponents 
themselves, would extend the period to 
at least 73 years; and many of us who 
are opposing this proposal believe we 
can show that it is more likely to be a 
period of SO or possibly 100 years. 

The facts in the RECORD, I think, are 
inllisputable: that unless certain other 
dams are built in the upper reaches of 
the Colorado River, this dam will be 
:filled with silt within 30 to 40 years, so 
·it would not be able to pay back the 
cost unless a number of other projects 
were added, upstream. We think that 
under those conditions this proposal is 
uneconomic and unsound. 

As to the Hoover Dam, again I call 
attention to the fact that before the 
contracts were let and before the dam 
was built, it was required that firm con
tracts be signed with various agencies, 
largely in southern California, including 
the Bureau of Light and Power, the Met
ropolitan Water District, the Southern 
California Edison Co., and other units 
and other areas in southern California, 
to pay back the entire cost of the con
struction before it was undertaken. So 
far as Hoover Dam is concerned, the in· 
terest was first at 4 percent, and later 
was generously reduced to 3 percent. 

So when we discuss the question of 
interest, we feel that as a matter of sound 
business, the Senate of the United States 
should be interested in the fact that the 
central Arizona project, while it in
cludes both powe~ and irrigation, by 
virtue of the long period of years before 
it could possibly pay back the cost-and 
we do not believe it coulC.: ever pay back 
the original amount-would mean that 
the Federal Government would lose in
terest in an amount exceeding $2,000,
ooo,ooo. 

(At this point Mr. KNOWLAND yielded 
to Mr. McCARTHY, who addressed the 
Senate on the subject of the Loyalty 
Board. On request of Mr. McCARTHY, 
and by unanimous consent, his remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of Mr. KNOWLAND's 
speech.) 

I 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. The Secretary of ernment failed to show that construc

the Interior called hearings. All major tion of Parker Dam was authorized by 
parties interested in Hoover Dam power statute. However, Congress subse
were present, except Arizona. quently reauthorized the construction 

Arizona remained adamant, ignoring of the dam, work was resumed, and the 
all pleas of the Secretary and the other dam was completed. 
basin States. Arizona maintained its The foregoing is only a partial recita
hostile attitude despite the fact that 18 tion of Arizona's record in the years 
percent of Hoover Dam Power was re- when the people of six great Western 
served for Arizon's use at any time within States were struggling to progress, to 
50 years. develop their God-given natural re-

At last the Secretary proceeded to sign sources, to make secure their homes and 
the power contracts with the communi- shops and farms, and to build on a solid 
ties and companies that would use it. foundation for the security of their chil-

The way now was cleared for Con- dren. 
gress to make the first appropriation for Let us look at events of the moment. 
building Hoover Dam. This amounted The Colorado River controversy still 
to $10,660,000. rages in the lower basin. On one side 

Again Arizona rushed out to do battle, stands the State of Arizona, still de
opposing the appropriation. Arizona manding settlement on its own terms, 
fought in Congress and filed its objec- or none at all. On the other side the 
tions with the United States Comptroller other two States of the lower division, 
General. But progress was not to be California and Nevada, stand together, 
halted. The appropriation was passed still struggling for the peace that will 
by Congress. let development proceed in an orderly 
' Still determined to prevent the build- and legal way. They have offered to 
fng of the dam, which was so vital to the negotiate or to arbitrate. Arizona has 
growth of the lower basin, Arizona now refused. 
turned to the courts. In the face of this stalemate, Califor
~ On October 13, 1930, Arizona filed suit nia and Nevada have now proposed that 
,fn the United States Supreme Court the issues of the controversy be placed 
against the Secretary of the Interior and before the United States Supreme Court 
the six States of the Colorado River for final settlement. 
·Basin to stop construction of Hoover Will Arizona agree to this? Arizona 
Dam. Arizona also asked the Court to will not. Arizona. still says these issues 
'declare the Colorado River compact and will be settled her way, or not at all. 
the Boulder Canyon Project Act uncon- So California and Nevada have in-
·stitutional. traduced joint resolutions in the Con .. 
r What did the Supreme Court tell Ari- gress asking permission to carry the con
zona? 'Ib.e Court said this: troversy before the high Court. The 

(a) Authority to construct Hoover Dam permission of Congress for this litiga .. 
was a valid exercise of congressional power. tion is necessary, because the United 

(b) The Boulder canyon Project Act did States Government must be a party to 
not abridge the water rights of Arizona. the action, and the United States can 

(c) There was no threat to Arizona by be made a party only with the consent 
·Secretary Wilbur or the six basin States. of congress. 
~ The Arizona suit was dismissed. These resolutions are affected not at 
I: Twice more did Arizona appeal to the all by poiitical considerations. Califor
·highest tribunal of justice on other nia's Representatives, Democrats and 
.phases of the controversy, and twice Republicans, and Nevada's Representa
more Arizona's suits were denied. tive, have introduced identical meas-

1~ Still determined to stop progress on the . ures. The Senators from California and 
Colorado River, Arizona adopted · des- Nevada have introduced a joint resolu
perate means. Arizona threatened the tion of the same kind. 
use of military force. With every force at its command Ari-

'< At this time-1934-35-Parker Dam zona is :fighting to prevent passage of 
was being built, 155 miles downstream these joint resolutions. 
·from Boulder Dam. Parker Dam ere- . What else is Arizona doing today? 
·ates the reservoir-Lake Havasu-from As it :fights passage of the Supreme 
. which water begins its long transdesert Court resolutions, Arizona is asking 
·'journey through the great Colorado Congress to authorize construction of 
·River aqueduct to Los Angeles and 31 the $788,000,000 central Arizona project 
other cities some 400 miles away on the to "rescue" some 200,000 acres of pri
coastal plain of southern California. vately owned land in central Arizona. 
. This dam was built with money con- Arizona, the State that fought to pre
tributed to the United States by the vent the authorization and construction 
MetroPolitan Water District of Southern of Hoover and Parker Dams and develop
California, a publicly owned enterprise. ment and progress on the Colorado River, 
1 Arizona apparently did not want these now wants to take an additional 1,200,
thirsty cities to have this river water, 000 acre-feet of water from the Colorado 
and so Arizona physically prevented con- .for this proposed central Arizona project. 
tinuance of Parker Dam construction. It wants water stored by Hoover Dam 
She sent her .militia, with machine guns, and wants to divert it from Parker Dam's 
to stop construction, and they · did so. reservoir. 
:Work ground to a stop. Flurthermore, it wants the American 
{ In January 1935, the United States taxpayers in all States to foot the bill. 
.Government brought action in the Su- °.The cost to taxpayers if Congress should 
preme Court to halt Arizona in these approve s. 75 and · H. R. 1500 is shown 
acts of violence, asking an injunction. in a table which I ask unanimous con
l The court did not grant the injunc- sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
_tion because the complaint of the Gov- -~ _this point, as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MONRONEY in the chair). Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

The table is as follows: 
Cost to Nation's taxpayers, by States, of 

central Arizona project 

State 

Alabama:_---------------- __ 
Arizona __ -----------_-------Arkansas ____ ---- ___________ _ 
California __________________ _ 
Colorado ___ ------- ____ ------
Connecticut.~-------------
Delaware. __ ----------------Florida _______________ .: _____ _ 

Georgia.--------------------Idaho_------ _______________ _ 
Illinois _____________________ _ 
Indiana.---- _______________ _ 
Iowa _______________________ _ 

Kansas.----- __ -- -- --- • --- • --Kentucky _______________ ~ __ _ 
Louisiana.----_. ________ •• __ 
Maine. __ -------------------Maryland __________________ _ 

Massachusetts. ___ ----------
Michigan. __ ----------------

~ifil~~~i:::::::::::::::::: Montana ___________________ _ 

Nebraska._-----------------Nevada. ___________________ _ 
New Hampshire ___________ _ 
New Jersey ________________ _ 
New Mexico _______________ _ 

New York __ ----------------North Carolina ____________ _ 
North Dakota ______________ _ 

Ohio. __ ---------------------Oklahoma __________________ _ 
Oregon _____________________ _ 
Pennsylvania ______________ _ 
Rhode Island ______________ _ 
South Carolina _____________ _ 
South Dakota ______________ _ 
Tennessee _____ ._---- ___ • ___ _ 
Texas._---------------------
U tab _____ --- ----_ ---_ ----- __ 

~I;=~~:::::::::::::::::::: Washington ________________ _ 

~f;Jo~:Ji~~::::::::::::::: Wyoming __________________ _ 

St~~~ Er Cost to tax· 
total i payers 2 

1.17 
.37 
. 72 

8. 32 
.80 

1. 67 
.40 

1.29 
1.40 
. 32 

7. 59 
2. 29 
I. 58 
1.15 
1. 20 
1. 22 
.44 

1. 68 
3.40 
4. 71 
1.86 

• 71 
2. 53 
.35 
.86 
.13 
.29 

3.29 
.28 

14. 67 
1. 59 
.34 

5. 78 
1.17 
1.04 
7.62 
.56 
• 76 
.36 

1.37 
4.38 
.34 
.18 

1.49 
1. 65 
.92 

2.10 
.18 

$24, 286, 000 
7, 680, 000 

14, 945,000 
172, 701, 000 
16, 606, ()()() 
34, 665, ()()() 
8, 303, 000 

26, 777, 000 
29, 060, ()()() 

6, 642, 000 
157, 548, 000 
47, 534, 000 
32, 797, 000 
23,871, 000 
24, 909,000 
25, 324, 000 
9, 133, 000 

34, 872, 000 
70, 575, 000 
97, 767, 000 
38, 609, 000 
14, 738, 000 
52, 516, 000 

7, 265, 000 
17, 851, 000 
2, 698,000 
6,020,000 

68, 291,000 
5,812,000 

304, 509, 000 
33, 004,000 
7,057,000 

119, 977, 000 
24, 286,000 
21, 588, 000 

158, 171,000 
11,624,000 
15, 776, 000 
7,473,000 

28, 438,000 
90, 917,000 
7,056,000 
3, 736,000 

30,928,000 
34, 250,00Q 
19,097,000 
43, 590,000 

1. 48 District of Columbia.~------ } Hawaii and Alaska _________ _ 

3,"736, 000 
30, 7?1,000 

·~~~-··~~~~ 
United States totaL __ 100. 00 2, 075, 729, 000 

i Percentages of total tax burden that each State will 
bear were computed by the Council of State Chambers of 
Commerce, Washington, D. C. 

2 Cost to the Nation's taxpayers of $2,075,729,000 is an 
official estimate of Oscar L. Chapman, Secretary of the 
Interior. It is based on the provisions of S. 75 (central 
Arizona project bill) and the following specified condi· 
tions: Construction cost estimate of $708, 780,000 made 
by the Bureau of Reclamation (8. Rept. No. 832, 81st 
Cong., 1st sess.); an interest rate of 2~ percent; an 8-year 
construction period; and a 75-year financing period. 

The Secretary's statement appears in his 
letter dated June 28, 1950, to J. Hardin Peter
son, chairman of the House Public Lands 
Committee. The statement was approved by 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

These figures prove that the central Ari
zona project will not be self-supporting, as 
clair.:ed by its promoters. Actually, it will 
cost taxpayers of all the States billions . 
Spending this huge sum will not help the 
current national defense effort in any way. 
Instead, it would divert and use up man
power and large supplies of steel, cement, 
copper, and other critical materials. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
connection with the table I have just 
placed in the RECORD, I wish to say that, 
since the original estimate of the Sec
retary of the Interior of a loss to the 
Nation's taxpayers of more than $2,000,
·ooO,OOO, the Reclamation Bureau has in
creased the estimated construction cost 
of the central Arizona project from ap
proximately $708,000,000 to $788,000,000, 
an increase of $80,000,000 in construction 
cost. .That, of course, means an even 
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greater total cost to the taxpayers of all 
States. 

Mr. President, President Truman has 
stated that the proposed central Arizona 
project is not in accord with the admin
istration's program at this time. The 
President also has called for prompt set
tlement of the California-Arizona con
troversy. 

The Bureau of the Budget, the Depart
ment of Agriculture, the Federal Power 
Commission, and other departments and 
high officials have expressed opposition 
to the proposed Arizona project. The 
Department of the Interior and its Bu
reau of Reclamation have admitted that 
until the lower basin controversy is set
tled there can be no assured water supply 
for the project. 

In the face of ·this situation, Arizona 
is continuing to fight for the costly cen
tral Arizona project, and Arizona's Rep
resentatives have introduced measures 
in Congress asking for its authorization. 

Mr. President, following is how the cost 
of the Arizona project is broken down 
by the Reclamation Bureau: 
Power (interest bearing)------ $266, 070, 000 
Irrigation (interest free)------ 415, 343, 000 
Municipal water supply (inter-

est free)------------------- 17,871,000 
Flood control (at Government 

expense)------------------- 6,489,000 
Fish-wildlife (at Government 

expense)------------------- S,007,000 

Total-------------------- 708,780,000 
But, as I pointed out, since that first 

breakdown was made available, the Rec
lamation Bureau has now estimated the 
construction cost at $788,000,000. 

In addition to enormous pump lifts-
requiring immense amounts of power
subsidiary dams, reservoirs, and hun
dreds of miles of tunnels and canals, the 
Arizona project plan calls for the build
ing of Bridge Canyon Dam, located sev
eral hundred miles from the land to be 
irrigated. 

This would be a power dam. It is not 
needed to regulate the flow of the Colo
rado River. It is included in the project 
only to supply free power for the pump 
lifts and to bring in revenue by selling 
power. 

LARGE LANDOWNERS ARE FAVORED 

The proposed Arizona project would 
give benefits of more than $500,000 each 
to a select 400 large landowners. 

This unprecedented favoritism is re
vealed by facts contained in the official 
Bureau of Reclamation report on the 
project: 

Under present reclamation law, $415,343,000 
would be allocated for irrigation features of 
the project. 

Deeply buried in the Reclamation 
Bureau's report are to be found these 
statements: 

An estimated 6,000 farms are in the project 
area. 

Seven percent of these farms are 500 acres 
or larger in size. 

The 7 percent contain 55 percent of the 
irrigated land. 

Seven percent of 6,000 farms is 420 
farms. 

As these 420 privately owned farms con
tain 55 percent of the irrigated land, they 
therefore would get 55 percent of the benefits 
of $415,343,000 that would be spent for irri
gation features of the project. 

That amounts to $228,438,650, or an 
average of $540,000 for each farm. 

The other 5,580 farms in the project 
would get only 45 percent of the irriga
tion benefits. This is unequaled class 
legislation. 

The entire $2,000,000,000 interest cost 
of the Arizona project would be an obli
gation of all the taxpayers of the United 
States. The electric-power users of var
ious States also would be called upon to 
repay most of the construction cost. 
Through these outside sources the Ari
zona landowners would get the great 
development virtually for nothing. 

CALIFORNIA'S STAKE IN THE RIVER 

California has a great deal more at 
stake in the Colorado River than has 
Arizona, and California would suffer far 
more than Arizona under an adverse po
litical settlement of the controversy be
tween the two States. That is because 
California has invested immense sums of 
money in Colorado River developments 

. and Arizona has invested comparatively 
small sums. California has 15 times 
more people needing power and water 
and has more industry and agriculture 
entirely dependent on the Colorado 
River. 

More than 4,000,000 people have mi
grated to California since 1940. There 
are more than 10,000,000 residents in the 
State. The Colorado does not serve the 
northern part of the State, but the 5,000,-
000 living in southern California are 
dependent on it. 

Only because of the foresight and de
termination of the people of California. 
do the millions of new residents in the 
State, the new industries, and the vast 
national defense plants have a depend-

. able supply of water today. 
INVESTMENT f>F THE PEOPLE 

Altogether, the people of southern 
California have invested or incurred ob
ligations aggregating more than half a 
billion dollars in projects to bring Colo
rado River water and power to their 
farms, homes, and industries. These 
projects include the Hoover Dam, the 
Metropolitan Aqueduct, the All-Ameri
can Canal, and many others. 

Contrast the California developments 
with the plan for the central Arizona. 
project. California has paid its own 
way, the people putting up their own 
money to bring water to their farms, 
their homes, their industries-on sound 
and fair business principles. Southern 
California has borrowed large sums of 
money from the Federal Government, 
but only under firm contracts to repay 
it, with interest. The people of southern 
California have not asked the Govern
ment, or the people of other States, to 
pay for these projects. 

Arizona, however, wants the biggest 
single reclamation and power project in 
history, wants the Government and the 
people of other States to pay for 99 
percent of it, and wants to leave the tax
payers of the Nation holding the bag. 
The original cost of the Arizona project 
would be more than has been spent for 
reclamation projects in 17 Western 
States, including Arizona and California, 
in the 11-year period from 1939 to 1949. 

The Colorado River controversy now 
before the Congress involves questions 
and problems that must be resolved if 

western development is to go forward 
on a sound basis, without special privi
lege to politically selected areas, and 
without taxing the many to benefit the 
favored few. 

For all these reasons S. 75 and its com
panion bill, H. R. 1500, which are twin 
bills, should be oppvsed and defeated. 

Mr. President, as I pointed out yester
day, the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Mairs, by a bipartisan vote 
of 16 to 8, determined that the project 
should not be approved until after the. 
Supreme Court had an opportunity to 
act on the question. Hearings were held 
for a period of many weeks. The pro
ponents and opponents had ample oppor
tunity to present the facts to the House 
committee. 

On that committee are representatives 
of many of the western reclamation 
States, as well as representatives of other 
States of the Union. After hearing the 
testimony and weighing it carefully, by a 
vote of 2 to 1, the committee determined 
that it was not advisable to go ahead with 
such a project until the water rights of 
the lower basin States had been deter
mined. I submit that it is a most un
usual procedure, in connection with leg
islation calling for a project which would 
cost the Federal taxpayers, in the ulti
mate result, well over $2,000,000,000, to 
report such a bill from the Senate com• 
mittee this year without even a hearing. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at this 
point as a part of my remarks a number 
of communications which I think will be 
of interest to the Senate and to the 
country. 

The first is a letter from Mr. Oscar 
L. Chapman, Secretary of the Interior, in 
reply to a previous communication from 
me in which I had requested information 
regarding what tribal or other Indian 
property would have to be utilized if 
S. 75 were enacted into law. 

The next is a letter which I received 
from the Federal Power Commission in 
response to a communication which I 
had addressed to it under date of April 2. 

Then follow a series of communica
tions, the first one a letter addressed to 
Mr. Oscar Chapman, Secretary of the In
terior, by my colleague, the junior Sen
ator from California [Mr. NIXON], and 
myself, asking for certain information 
from the Secretary; his first acknowl
edgment of that letter, dated February 
14; a communication which we addressed 
to him under date of February 13, and 
the latter two of which letters appar
ently crossed in the mails; his reply of 
March 2, 1951; and finally the answers 
to the questions, which were received 
under date of May 2, 1951, after going 
through the Bureau of the Budget. The 
last letter is signed by Mr. Oscar L. Chap
man, Secretary of the Interior. 

There being no objection, the cor
respondence was ordered to be printed in 
the REconD, as follows: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 2, 1951. 

Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senate. 

MY DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: Your letter 
of February 9, 1951, requesting information 
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regarding what tribal or other Indian prop
erty would have to be utilized if S. 75 were 
enacted into law has been received. 

The central Arizona project, as formulated 
by this Department, would involve acquisi-. 
tion or inundation of lands within several 
Indian reservations. The majority of the 
Indian lands affected are of little value, and 
no established communities are expected to 
be adversely affected. There follows a break
down of the areas which would need to be 
acquired or for which we will need flow ease
ments or rights-of-way over Indian lands tf 
S. 75 were enacted. 

BRIDGE CANYON DAM, RESERVOIR, AND POWER 
PLANT 

Some 9,600 acres of land within th~ Huala
pai Indian Reservation would be acquired. 
This entire area is practically worthless and 
inaccessible land in the canyon bottoms. 
No organized grazing is possible; only oc
casional strays ever get down to the area. 
No established communities exist, and we 
know of no habitation of any kind which 
would be affected. · In addition to the above, 
approximately 1,500 acres of land on. the 
canyon rim would be needed for such mci
dental facilities as access roads, power sub
stations and terminals, camp · sites, etc. 
This area includes some good grazing lands, 
but no established community would be af
fected and few, if any, habitations would 
need to be relocated. 

GRANITE REEF AQUEDUCT, LAKE HAVASU TO 
GRANITE REEF DAM 

Right-of-way for this aqueduct would be 
required through comparatively small areas 
of Indian lands. 

M'DOWELL CANAL, GRANITE REEF DAM TO 
M'DOWELL DAM 

Right-of-way for this short canal would 
be required over Salt River Indian Reserva
tion lands. The total area involved is not 
large, and most of it is undeveloped desert 
land. 

M'DOWELL DAM AND RESERVOm 
The reservoir basin at this site lies partly 

within the Salt River Indian Reservation. 
The Indian lands affected are primarily low
value grazing lands, although small areas in 
the Verde River bottom are irrigated. Im
provements consist of fences, wells, and a few 
scattered dwellings of the one- or two-room 
adobe type. The majority of the area is simi
lar to adjacent national forest lands which 
are leased for grazing purposes at 5 or 10 
cents an acre. 
. The only other Indian areas which would 

be affected under the provisions of S. 75 are 
small areas of land required for distribution 
works, most of which would benefit Indian 
lands, and rights-of-way for transmission 
lines and other operating facilities, which 
would have little effect upon use of the land. 
We anticipate no relocation problems for 
Indians because of this project, and the 
amount and value of Indian lands used will 
be greatly outweighed by the benefits accru
ing to other Indian lands. 

Essentially all the information available 
in this office on this subject is contained in 
the foregoing statements. If you desire more 
detailed information on any of these mat
ters, the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs will be glad to 
l?rocure any such data available from their 
field offices. 

Sincerely yours, 
OSCAR L. CHAPMAN, 

Secretary of the Interior. 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington, April 30, 1951. 

Hon. Wn.LIAM F. KNoWLAND, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: . Further refer

ence is made to your letter of April 2 in 
regard to S. 75, a bill to authorize the Bridge 
Canyon project and certain appurtenant 

dams and canals. The several questions 
which you have asked with respect thereto 
are discussed below. 

1. Please refer to House Document 136, 
Eighty-first Congress, first session, page 105, 
where the "Letter of Comment from the 
Chairman of the Federal Power Commis
sion," dated May 21, 1948 has been repro
duced. With reference to that letter: 

1 (a). Would there be any substantial 
change in the comments made by the Com
mission as applied to the present bill (S. 75) 
which omits Bluff Dam and the gravity tun
nel? 

Referring to above-mentioned letter on the 
report of the Secretary of the Interior on the 
central Arizona project, there would be no 
substantial change in the comments made 
by the Commission as applied to the present 
bill (S. 75) which omits Bluff Dam and the 
gravity tunnel. 

· 1 (b). With reference to page 108, first 
paragraph, of House Document 136, under 
the present bill would there be any physical 
relationship between Bridge Canyon project 
and the diversion project. 

Under the present bill there would be no 
change in the Commission's view that the 
Bridge Canyon project has no essential phy
sical relatiom,tip with the central Arizona 
diversion project. 

1 (c). In regard to the comments in the 
fourt h and fifth paragraphs on the same 
page (H. Doc. 136, p. 108): 

1 ( c) 1. On the basis of the new cost esti- · 
mates what would be the cost of Bridge Can
yon power if divorced from the irrigation 
project and what would be the subsidy to 
irrigation at the rate of 5.17 mills now pro
posed by the United States .Bureau of Recla
mation? 

On the basis of the new cost estimates
understood to mean the estimates in the re
port on S. 75, Eighty-second Congress, first 
session, being the 1947 estimates less the 
Bluff Reservoir-the staff estimates the cost 
of power at about 3.9 mills. This compares 
with 4.1 mills on page 108, and is 1.27 mills 
less than the 5.17-mill rate stated in your 
letter. 

1 (c) 2. As a matter.of policy, should not 
the power be sold on the basis of its cost 
without the irrigation burden? 

The Commission's position. with respect to 
Federal power projects has consistently been 
that power should be sold on the basis of 
the recovery of its cost to the United States. 
1'he question of whether power from recla
mation projects should be sold at some rate 
in excess of its cost in order to assist in de
fraying the cost of other project purposes is 
one of policy that has to be considered in 
re'.ation to the particular problem, circum
stances, and improvement at hand. 

1 (c) 3. What rate do you consider in the 
class of low-cost power? 

Firm energy delivered to load centers in 
southern California at a price of from 4 to 
4.5 mills can be considered as low-cost energy. 
For the Arizona area a price of from 4.5 to 
6 mills can be considered as low-cost energy, 
depending upon the location of the load cen
ters to which it is delivered. 

1 (d). With the elimination of Bluff Dam, 
ts it not even more important that Glen 
Canyon and Bridge Canyon Dams be con
structed at the same time? (See H. Doc. 
136, p. 109.) 

The Commission's view is that with or 
without Bluff Reservoir the Glen Canyon 
Reservoir should be initiated very soon after 
the Bridge Canyon project ts constructed. 
The elimination of Bluff serves to emphasiZe 
the need for Glen Canyon. 

2. Without construction of upstream stor
age for reservoir regulation and sediment 
control, what is the estimated useful life of 
the Bridge Canyon Reservoir and · power 
plant? 

The matter of useful life must be con
sidered ( 1) in relation to storage capacity 
at Bridge Canyon, and (2) to the power 
plant at that dam. The staff advises that 

without construction of upstream storage, 
the storage capacity of Bridge Canyon would 
probably be filled with silt in about 30 years. 
Knowledge and techniques have not yet ad
vanced to the point of exactness in such esti
mates and, under extremely adverse condi
tions, the storage capacity might be filled in 
less than 30 years. 

The usefulness of the power plant would 
not cease with the filling of the reservoir, 
under which circumstance it would probably 
operate satisfactorily as a run-of-r.iver plant. 
The efficiency of the equipment would prob
ably be reduced somewhat and the advantage 
of the regulatory storage at Bridge Canyon 
would be lost and the firm power reduced. 

3. Without construction of upstream stor
age, what would be the annual firm power 
prod·1ction of Bridge Canyon power plant? 

With r_espect to this and other questions 
relating to firm power production at Bridge 
Canyon, the Bureau of Reclamation's esti
Mat e (with which the Commission staff sub
stantially agrees) of annual firm energy un
de• initial conditions of 4,675,000,000 kilo
watt-hours is based upon adverse stream 
flows, with regulation from Bridge Canyon 
and Bluff Reservoirs. As further upstream 
regulation takes place there will be deple
tions of flow resulting in loss of firm power 
production at Bi"idge Canyon as indicated in 
the Bureau's estimates. On the basis that 
your question, then, is directed to the elimi
nation of Bluff Reservoir, the staff reports 
that as a maximum, under conditions of the 
adverse year, the firm output at Bridge Can
yon would be reduced, possibly to 3,370,000,-
000 kilowatt-hours. The above discussion is 
not directed to questions of siltation but of 
stream flow regulatic.n. 

4. What is the estimated cost of the up
stream storage, if any is necessary, to assure 
production of firm power at the Bridge Can
yon Dam and power plant in the annual 
amounts estimated in House Document 136, 
Eighty-first Congress, first session? 

Based upon the above answer to question 
3 the cost of the upstream storage, Bluff 
Reservoir, using July l, 1947, prices, is $29,-
628,000 according to estimates Qf the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

5. Could long-term contracts be made for 
sale of Bridge Canyon power without provi
sion for upstream storage? 

No reason is seen why long-term contracts 
could not be made for sale of Bridge Can
yon power without provision for upstream 
storage. Such contracts, of course, would 
have to have regard for the situation as it 
exists initially and as it will be in the future 
when sedimentation begins to reduce the 
effectiveness of the active storage at Bridge 
Canyon for regulation, until finally without 
upstream storage it would become a run-of
river plant. 

6. What is the commercial value of the 
power to be used for project pumping? 

The energy used for project pumping 
pumping would be firm energy. If the bal
ance of the firm energy (after pumping) 
could be disposed of at the rate of 5.17 mills, 
mentioned in your letter, the probabilities 
are that all project firm energy could be 
disposed of at the same rate. 

7. What would be the annual firm power 
output of Bridge Canyon power plant, with
out use of any downstream capacity to firm 
up Bridge output, and without upstream 
reservoir storage in operation for river reg
ulation and sediment control? 

Very preliminary estimates by the Com
mission staff indicate that when Bridge 
Canyon is first constructed the average out
put through the critical period (of from 10 
to 20 months, depending upon drawdown), 
considered as firm, assuming independent 
operation, would be about 2,900,000,000 kilo
watt-hours per year. Under conditions of 
the reservoir being completely filled with 
sediment the average output in the minimum 
month of July 1934 would be about 78,000,000 
kilowatt-hours, or at the annual rate of 
about 940,000,000 kilowatt-hours when con-



1951 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5923 
sldered on a firm basis. The aggregate out
put during the minimum 12-month period 
would be about 2,500,000,000 kilowatt-hours. 

8. What would be the annual firm power 
output of the Bridge Canyon power plant 
with Glen Canyon Reservoir, as currently 
proposed, constructed, and in operation? 

Studies are not now available of the direct 
effect, measured in terms of firm power out
put, of Glen Canyon upon Bridge Canyon. 
Considering the two projects alone, they 
should and probably would be operated for 
the best total power at the two projects, 
consistent with meeting the requirements 
of the Colorado River compact and the 
treaty with Mexico. As pointed out, the 
chief value of Glen Canyon to Bridge Can
yon would be the prevention of loss of firm 
power due to siltation. 

9. In view of the Secretary of the Interior's 
statement that no sediment should be al
lowed to enter Bridge Canyon Reservoir that 
can be prevented, and of the recognized de
pendence of Bridge Canyon power develop
ment upon Glen Canyon Reservoir for sedi· 
ment control as well as necessary river regu
lation, should not Glen Canyon Reservoir be 
constructed and placed in operation concur
rently with the Bridge Canyon Dam and 
power plant? 

As stated in answer to 1-d, Glen Canyon 
should be initiated very soon after Bridge 
Canyon ts constructed in order to protect 
the downstream reservoir from serious re
duction in efficiency from· sedimentation. 
Glen Canyon need not necessarily be con
structed concurrently with Bridge Car.yon 
but the latter should not be undertaken un
less it has been determined to follow it 
shortly thereafter with Glen Canyon. 
, 10 (a). How much increase in the installed 
capacity of steam generating plants by utili
ties in Arizona 1S anticipated within the next 
20 years? 

There were 228,500 kilowatts of steam 
capacity in Arizona in 1950. At present only 
30,000 kilowatts of additional steam-electric 
capacity is reported as scheduled by utilities 
in the State. Based upon past growth of 
power usage in Arizona, and the fact that a 
considerable amount of hydroelectric capac
ity is available for development in and near 
Arizona, it ls estimated that by 1970 the in• 
stalled capacity of steam plants in that 
State will be about 500,000 kilowatts. 

10 (b). Will not such increase be required 
1n any event for auxmary and stand-by pur-
poses? · 

It is a reasonable assumption that by 1970 
the estimated 500,000 kilowatts of steam
electric capacity in Arizona will be operated 
In coordination with hydroelectric capacity 
much in the same ratio and manlier as the 
hydro and steam are being coordinated . in 
that State today. 

11. In your opinion, could Arizona absorb 
by 1960, as claimed by Mr. K. S. Wingfield, 
Arizona Power Authority spokesman, all t~e 
output of Bridge Canyon power plant as . 
estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation, in 
addition . to the Arizona allotment!:! from 
Hoover and Davis power plants and the re
quired auxmary steam capacity? 

Electric utilities operating in Arizona had 
total sales of electric . energy in the State of 
approximately 1,831,000,000 kilowatt-hours 
1n 1950. If transmission and distribution 
losses, company uses, and energy deliveries 
without charge are added to the energy sales, 
the State's requirements for 1950 total about 
2,400,000,000 kilowatt-hours. These require· 
ments are exclusive of industrial establish:
ments which have their own power supply. 
Under normal load growth it is estimated 
the load will increase about 1,300,000,000 kilo
watt-hours during 1950 to 1960. The addi
tional power to be available for use in Ari· 
zona from the Davis and Hoover power plants 
and from new steam-electric plants should 
supply a substantial part of this load growth. 
In view of this situation, the total output 
of the Bridge Canyon project could not be 
used in Arizona until sometime after 1960. 

However, availability of electric power is a 
prime consideration in the location of cer
tain types of large power consuming indus
tries, and it is entirely possible that the 
Bridge canyon project might attract such in
dustries to the extent that a large part of its 
total output would be absorbed by 1960, 
The extent to which Mr. Wingfield's esti
mates include these types of loads ls not 
known. 

12. Would it be practicable to operate 
the Bridge Canyon power plant under the 
head proposed with water of high silt con
tent? 

The staff believes that it would be prac
ticable to operate the Bridge Canyon power 
plant under the head proposed with water 
of high silt content. It ls assumed that you 
refer to the condition under which the stor
age capacity would be silted up and the plant 
would operate as run · of river, with water 
of high silt content, especially under high 
stream-flow conditions. Under those as
sumptions, which are severe, there would 
undoubtedly be wear on the turbine run
ners, even with stainless-steel construction, 
and a maintenance problem with the gates 
and seal liners. 

13. Do you know of any hydro pl_ants oper
ating satisfactorily and economically with 
w~ter of .high abrasive silt content at heads 
comparable to the proposed Bridge Canyon 
project? 

The staff is not directly fam111ar with any 
projects operating under the conditions as
sumed above for Bridge Canyon. However, 
Francis-type units are reported as now being 
installed in Colombia, South · America, of 
capacity of 35,000 horsepower each, to oper
ate under 1,000-foot head and under sllt
problem conditions. The Bridge River de
velopment in Canada, with 62,000 horsepower 
Impulse turbines, operates under a head of 
1,118 feet with water that carries a large 
quantity of fine abrasive silt. The staff be
lieves that the continuing advances being 
made in design and improvement of mate
rials should make it possible satisfactorily 
to design and operate power-generating fa
cilities ~t the Bridge Canyon project under 
the assumed severe conditions. 

14. Does the Federal Power Commission 
favor, as a matter of policy, the utillzation 
of the interest component of power revenues 
to repay capital costs? · 

The Commission has consistently taken 
the position that all costs of power, includ
ing the interest component of power reve-

Hon. OscAR L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: We are informed 

that the chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs has requested 
you to submit a report on the bill S. 75, 
lfilghty-second Congress, first session, which 
was introduced by Senator McFARLAND on 
January 8, 1951, and referred to that com
mittee. 

Although differing in some respects, the 
bill above referred to is substantially the 
same as a bill, S. 75, which was passed by 
the Senate on February 21, 1950. It would 
authorize the so-called central Arizona 
project. 

The only report on this proposed central 
Arizona project by the Department of the 
Interior is that submitted to the Congress 
on September 16, 1948 (Project Planning 
Rept. No. 3-8b, 4-2, dated December 1947), 
which was subsequently printed in part in 
House Document No. 136, Eighty-first Con
gress, first session. The bill S. 75, now pend
ing and referred to you for report, would 
authorize a project which is different in cer
tain important respects from that presented 
in the Department's report above referred to. 

The reports which you have heretofore 
submitted on the bill S. 75 pursuant to pre
vious requests, viz, letter of March 18, 1949, 
to chairman of Senate Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, and letter of April 20, 
1950, to chairman of the House Public Lands 
Committee, have not presented any facts and 
figures on the project which the bill would 
authorize under the terms provided therein. 
The result is that neither the committee nor 
the Congress Jn considering this legislation 
have had the benefit of a feasibility report 
by the Secretary of the Interior on the proj
ect which the bill S. 75 would authorize. 

Attached hereto ls a list of questions with 
respect to the proposed central Arizona proj
ect. It ls respectfully suggested that answers 
to these questions be incorporated in your 
report on S. 75, Eighty-second Congress, first 
session. It ls requested, in any case, .that 
you furnish us with specific answers to the 
questions sufficiently in advance to the Sen
ate hearings so that we will be fully prepared 
to discuss the problem before the committee. 

Respectfully, 
WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 
RICHARD M. NIXON. 

nues, should be returned to the Federal QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATORS KNOW-
Treasury, . LAND AND NIXON TO THE SECRETARY OF THE 

15. Does the Federal Power Commission INTERIOR WITH RESPECT TO CENTRAL ARI• 
approve the utilization of power revenues to ZONA PROJECT AS PROPOSED To BE AUTHOR• 
subsidize irrigation features of a multiple- IZED BY s. 75, EIGHTY-SECOND CONGRESS, 
purpose project to the degree proposed for FIRST SESSION (ACCOMPANYING LETTER OF 
the central Arizona project by House Docu- JANUARY 20, 1951) 
ment 136, Eighty-first Congress-that ls, re- 1. (a) What features, works and facil-
llef of the water users from payment of any lties would be authorized by the bill S. 75, 
part of the capital costs of irrigation fea- and in what particulars do these differ from 
tures, plus relief from payment of more than those proposed in the Department's report 
90 percent of the cost of the distribution on the central AriZOna project (H. Doc. 136, 
works? 81st Cong., 1st sess.)? (Specify and de-

The Commission, in acting upon rates for scribe all features.) 
the disposal of Bonneville and Fort Peck (b) What specific works and facilities 
projects power, and of power from projects would be authorized under the general au
under the co~trol of . the Secretary of t~e thorizations provided in the bill, including 
Army, has consistently been ~u.ided by leg1s- _.: page 2, lines 12 and 13, and lines 19 to 21, 
Iation of the Congress prescribmg the wide- ··.' Inclusive, and on page 3, lines 5 to 11, lnclu
spread use of power at the lowest possible sive? 
rates consistent with the return to the 2. What are the estimated construction 
Treasury of the cost of producing and trans- costs (at current prices) of the entire proj
mitting the electric energy, including th~ ect and the individual units thereof, that 
amortization of the capital investment allo- would be authorized by S. 75? 
cated to power. The C.ommission has not 3 What are the estimated annual costs 
had occasion to consider the policy question (at' current prices) of operation, mainte-
as to w_hether power rat_~s of a reclatmation nance and reserve for replacement (by units 
project should be fiXed high enough o con-
tribute toward the cost bf irrigation features, and in total) ? 
In addition to returning to the Government 4. What are the estimated allocations of 
the investment, with interest, allocated to construction costs and of anr..ual costs (by 
power. _ 

Sincerely yours, 
. THOMAS C. BUCHANAN, 

Acting Chairman. 

units and functions) ? 
5. What are the amou ... ~te of power output 

and wat er supply that woula oe furnished 
,by the project (by units) ? 
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6. What are the. estimated revenues of 

the project, separat<;,ly for power, irrigation, 
municipal water supply, or other sources, 
and the bases and derivation thereof? 

7. What are the financial aspects as to 
repayment ability of the project? (Please 
furnish detailed financial analyses.) 

8. In the hearings on S. 75 (8lst Cong., 
1st sess.) before the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, Senator McFAR
LAND made the following statement (printed 
hearing, page 35) : 

"According to the report, if this water 
supply is made available for the project, 
73 500 of the 105,790 acres formerly irrigated 
b~t now idle for lack of irrigation, can 
be irrigated. In addition to this amount, 
as shown in table B-5 of the report, it 
would be possible to sustain irrigation of 
an additional 152,520 acres which would 
otherwise have to be retired from irriga
tion. This would mean a total of 226,020 
acres, which would otherwise be compelled 
to remain forever idle, could be maintained 
in production by this project." 

(a) Does Senator McFARLAND'S statement 
correctly and accurately summarize the 
statements and figures appearing in the 
report of the Bureau of Reclamation (Proj
ect Planning Report No. 3-8b, 4-2, dated 
December 1947) on the central Arizona 
project, including tables B-5, B-23 and B-24 
and pertinent statements in the text? 

(b) Based upon the Bureau's estimates, 
what is the construction cost of the cen
tral Arizona project allocated to irrigation, 
per acre, on the 226,000 acres of land that 
would be maintained in production by the 
project? 

9. In accordance with the statements and 
figures submitted in the report of the Bu
reau of Reclamation on the central Arizona 
project, viz, pages C-41 and C-48 of the 
ar: endixes of the report (not printed) and 
page 140 of House Document No. 136 ( 8lst 
Cong., 1st sess.), what is the reasonable value 
of general crop farming land in the project 
area with a full irrigation supply? 

10. Based upon the figures set forth in the 
Bureau's report on the central Arizona proj
ect, which show (table B-24 and p. B-85, 
appendices) that water would be made avail
able by the project for the irrigation of 73,000 
acres of lands "formerly irrigated but now 
idle for lack of water," in the amount of 
418,000 acre-feet, or about 39 percent of a 
total of 1,070,000 acre-feet a year that would 
be furnished by the project for irrigation, 
what is the amount of the project construc
tion cost allocated to irrigation that is at
tributable to the 73,000 acres, and the corre
sponding cost per acre? 

lr. What part of the construction cost al
located to irrigation is to be paid by the 
irrigators? 

12. How much of the construction cost is 
to be repaid from revenues from sale of 
commercial power? 

13. How much of the cost allocated to irri
gation features is to be repaid by the use of 
the interest component on cost of power 
features? 

14. Under section 5 of the bill, would the 
same rate for irrigation water be charged to 
areas now possessing distribution systems as 
to those areas for which distribution systems 
must be constructed, or would the farmers 
for whom distribution systems would be con
structed have to pay an additional charge 
over the $4.75 rate per acre-foot shown in 
the Secretary's report on the project? 

15. Does S. 75 provide for repayment by the 
farmers of the construction cost of distribu
tion and drainage systems under repayment 
contract s as required by the reclamation law? 

16. What is the estimated construction 
cost, and the annual cost (including amorti
zation, annual carrying charges, operation, 
maintenance, and replacement reserve, and 

all other costs) in total and per kilowatt
hour, for the power to be used for project 
pumping delivered at pumping plants? 

17. What is the commercial value of the 
power to be used for project pumping? 

18. How is the power to be used for project 
pumping to be financed or paid for? 

19. Without upstream storage for river reg
ulation and sediment control, what is the 
estimated useful life of the Bridge Canyon 
Reservoir and power plant? 

20. What would be the annual firm power 
output of Bridge Canyon power plant, with
out use of any downstream capacity to firm 
up Bridge output, and without upstream res
ervoir storage in operation for river regula
tion and sediment control? 

21. What would be the annual firm power 
output of the Bridge Canyon power plant 
with Glen Canyon Reservoir as currently pro
posed, constructed, and in operation? 

22. In view of the Secretary's statement 
that no sediment should be allowed to enter 
Bridge Canyon Reservoir that can be pre
vented, and of the recognized dependence of 
Bridge Canyon power development upon Glen 
Canyon Reservoir for sediment control as well 
as necessary river regulation, should not Glen 
Canyon Reservoir be constructed and .placed 
in operation concurrently with the Bridge 
Canyon Dam and power plant? 

23. Will you please submit a financial anal
ysis of the irrigation, power, and other fea
tures of the project that would be authorized 
by S. 75, conforming to the recommendations 
in the report of the President's Water Re
sources Policy Commission? 

24. Will you please state the amendments 
to S. 75 which would be required to bring it 
into conformity with the recommendations 
of the President's Water Resources Policy 
Commission? 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., February 14, 1951. 

Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: Plearn reier 

to your and Senator NIXON'S letter of Janu
ary 20 with which was enclosed a list of 24 
questions relating to S. 75, a bill "authorizing 
the construction, operation, and mainte
nance of a dam and incidental works in the 
main stream of the Colorado River at Bridge 
Canyon, together with certain appurtenant 
dams and canals, and for other purposes," 
which was introduced by Senators McFAR• 
LAND and HAYDEN. 

Although I am advised that S. 75 has 
already been reported out by the Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
you may be assured that answers to your 
questions will be furnished as soon as the 
necessary information can be assembled. 

Sincerely yours, 
OSCAR CHAPMAN, 

Secretary of the Interior. 

FEBRUARY 13, 1951. 
Hon. OSCAR L. CHAPMAN, 

Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: On January 20 I 
wrote you in regard to S. 75, the central Ari
zona project, enclosing a list of questions 
which Senator NIXON and I directed to the 
Department asking for specific answers. 

Inasmuch as the Bureau of the Budget has 
been extremely interested in this I would 
appreciate your sending your answers to the 
questions to me through the Bureau of the 
Budget so that any comments they wish to 
make can be included in the final reply to 
the correspondence. 

Yours very truly, 
WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND. 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 2, 1951. 

Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: This is in 

response to your letter of February 13 in 
which you refer to the list of questions di
rected by Senator NIXON and yourseif to the 
Department relative to the central Arizona 
project. 

In accordance with your request, our re
plies to ~ he questions will be transmitted to 
the Bureau of the Budget for comments be
fore sending them to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
OSCAR L. CHAPMAN. 

Secretary of the Interior. 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., May 2, 1951. 

Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: In response 

to your and Senator NixoN's letter of January 
20, 1951, relative to Senate hearings on the 
central Arizona project, I am enclosing an
swers to 22 of the 24 questions submitted 
therein. It has not been possible to supply 
answers to questions No. 23 and No. 24 re
garding the effect which adoption of the 
recommendations of the President's Water 
Resources Policy Commission would have 
on the financial and legislative aspects of 
the propect. To do so would require me to 
make assumptions with respect to certain 
recommendations of the Commission, and 
their application to the central Arizona proj
ect. The report of the Commission, however, 
is directed to the President, who has not as 
yet indicated his position with respect there
to. The conclusions of the Commission are 
now being studied by this Department, as 
well as by other agencies within the execu
tive branch of the Government. In the light 
of these considerations, I do not feel pre
pared to answer questions No. 23 and No. 24 
at the present time. 
· The questions and answers we have pre
pared, follow: 

1. QUESTION 
(a) What features, works and facldties 

would be authorized by the bill S. 75, and 
Jn what particulars do these differ from those 
proposed in the Department's report on the 
central Arizona project (H. Doc. 136, 8lst 
Cong., 1st sess.)? Specify and describe all 
features. 

(b) What specific works and facilities 
would be authorized under the general au
thorizations provided in the bill, including 
page 2, lines 12 and. 13, and lines 19 to 21 
inclusive, and on page 3, lines 5 to 11 inclu
sive? 

ANSWER 
(a) The Department believes that S. 75 

would authorize the construction of the fol
lowing features, works, and facilities: 

1. Coconino Dam, a silt- and flood-control 
dam on the Little Colorado River near 
Cameron, Ariz., would impound 22 percent 
of the silt load of the Colorado River at the 
Bridge Canyon Dam site. 

2. Bridge Canyon Dam and power plant 
would be located on the Colorado River 117Y:! 
miles upstream from Hoover Dam. Energy 
generated would be used for project pump
ing and for commercial sale. 

3. Havasu pumping plants would lift Colo
rado River water from Lake Havasu behind 
Parker Dam to the Granite Reef aqueduct. 

4. Granite Reef aqueduct would consist of 
approximately 241 miles of concrete-lined 
canal extending from Lalrn Havasu to Granite 
Reef Dam. 
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ft. McDowell pumping plant and canal, lo

cated near Granite Reef Dam, would raise 
aqueduct deliveries which were temporarily 
1n excess of demands and deliver them to the 
reservoir formed by the ·potential McDowell 
Dam. 

6. McDowell Dam and power plant would 
be located just below the con:fluence of the 
Salt and Verde Rivers to provide terminal 
storage for the Granite Reef aqueduct. 
Available head developed would be used for 
the generation of electrical energy. 

7. Horseshoe Dam, an existing dam on the 
Verde River, would be enlarged to regulate 
occasional :flood :flows now escaping from the 
area. A power plant would also be installed 
at this location to generate electrical energy. 

8. Salt-Gila aqueduct would deliver Salt 
River water diverted from the existing 
Stewart Mountain Reservoir to lands in the 
fiood plain of the middle Gila and lower 
Santa Cruz Rivers. It would consist of a 
concrete-lined canal having a length of ap
proximately 74 miles. 

9. Buttes Dam and power plant would be 
constructed on the Gila River about 62 miles 
below Coolidge Dam to conserve fiood . fiows 
entering the Gila below Coolidge Dam and to 
generate electrical energy. 

10. Charleston Dam, on the San Pedro 
River, would regulate the erratic flows of 
that stream, provide fiood control, and fa
cilitate the diversion of water '\;O lands 
downstream and to the city of TUcson. 

11. TUcson aqueduct would consist of ap
proximately 70 miles of closed conduit 
through which water would be conveyed 
from the reservoir formed by Charleston 
Dam to the city of Tucson. 

12. The Safford Valley improvements 
would function to conserve and utilize the 
existing water supply of that area by con
solidating and improving the existing dis· 
tribution systems. · 

13. Hooker Dam on the Gila River near 
Cliff, N. Mex., would regulate stream fiows 
and provide fiood control and silt retention 
for the benefit of downstream 1rrigators. 

14. An irrigation distribution system 
would be required to supplement the present 
system which, upon the construction of the 
project, would in some cases be inadequate. 

15. A drainage system for salinity control, 
consisting of wells, pumps, ·and open drains, 
would be required to prevent waterlogging 
and excess salinity of lands lying in the 
lower portions of the project. 

16. The power transmission system would 
be required to convey power from the proj
ect power plants to the pumping plants and 
to commercial load centers. 

The above features in no way differ from 
those proposed in the Interior Department's 
report on the central Arizona project (H. Doc. 
136, 8lst Cong., 1st sess.). One feature origi
nally considered, Bluff Dam, would be elim· 
inated under the terms of S. 75. 

(b) Much of the language referred to in 
question lb provides only general author
izations and does not refer to specific fea
tures. The principal works contemplated to 
be constructed by the Department of the In
terior unU.er those general authorizations or 
under provisions of section 1 of S. 75 are 
those described in the answer to question 
la. It is assumed, of course, that the bill's 
employment of general authorizations will 
permit the construction of incidental .works 
or minor revisions in plan which are fre
quently associated with the construction 
and operation of any large projects. In no 
e·:ent, however, do we understand those au
thorizations to provide for the construction 
of Glel\ Canyon Dam, Marble Canyon Dam, 
Marble-Kanab power diversion or the tunnel 
route from Bridge Canyon Reservoir to cen
tral Arizona. 

2. QUF.sTION 

What are the estimated construction costs 
(at current prices) of the entire project and 
the individual units thereof, that would be 
authorized by S. 75? 

ANSWER 

Answers to questions 2, S, and 4 are pro
vided in tables I and II, attached. These 
tables give construction costs, annual opera• 
tion and maintenance costs, and the annual 
reserves for replacements, set out by units 
and functions. 

3. QUESTION 

What are the estimated annual costs (at 
current prices) of operation, maintenance, 
and reserve for replacement (by units and 
in total)? 

ANSWER 

See tabler I and II. 
4. QUESTION 

What are the estimated allocations of con
struction costs and of annual costs (by units 
and functions) ? 

ANSWER 

See tables I and II. 
5. QUESTION 

What are the amounts of power output 
and water supply that would be furnished 
by the project (by units)? 

ANSWER 

Over a period of 75 years (a period equal 
to the repayment period), it is estimated 
that the weighted average annual firm power 
output generated at project power plants 
would be as follows: · 

Million 
Kilowatt-hours 

Bridge Canyon.--------------------- 4, 301 
liorseshoe___________________________ 40 
l\ticDowen___________________________ 20 
Buttes------------------------------ 35 

Total •••• --------------------- 4,396 
New water which would be developed un

der the central Arizona project is summar
ized, by average annual amounts, in the fol
lowing table: 

Acre-feet 
Colorado River __________________ 1, 200, 000 
Less aqueduct losses____________ 250, 000 

Developed on Verde River by 
liorseshoe Dam enlargement __ _ 

Developed on Gila River Buttes 
Dam·-------------------------Upper Gila area ________________ _ 

Developed on San Pedro River by 
Charleston Dam ______________ _ 

950,000 

42,000 

64,000 
19,000 

83,000 

7,000 

Total new water developed. 1, 082, 000 
6. QUESTION 

What are the estimated revenues of the 
project, separately for power, irrigation, 
municipal water supply, or other sources, 
and the bases r,nd derivation thereof? 

ANSWER 

The estimated annual revenues of the 
project are: 

(a) Power: Based on an average power 
rate of 5.171 mills per kilowatt hour, the 
average annual revenue from power would be 
$13,921,600 or $1,044,120,000 in the 75-year 
period. The average power rate would pro
duce sufficient revenues to cover the cost of 
operation and maintenance, reserve for re• 
placement, and capital costs allocated to 
power amortized in 75 years with interest 
at 3 percent. 

(b) Irrigation: Based on the irrigators' 
ability to pay, the value of irrigation water 
is taken as $4.75 per acre-foot at the farm 
head gate or (assuming 30-percent losses) 
$3.30 at the main canal head gates. Prob
able deliveries of irrigation water at the main 
canal head gates are taken as averaging 
961,670 acre-feet annually based on an aver
age delivery of 907,500 acre-feet for 50 years 
and 1,070,000 acre-feet for 25 years. Com
puted on these bases, the annual revenue 

from irrigation water would amount to 
$3,173,500 or $238,012,500 for the 75-year 
period. 

(c) Municipal water supply: Based on a 
price of $0.15 per thousand gallons and a 
delivery of 10,800 acre-feet (12,000 acre-feet 
less 10 percent loss) annually, the annual 
revenue would be $527,900 or $39,592,500 in 
a 75-year period. 

7. QUESTION 

What are the financial aspects as to repay
ment abillty of the project? (Please furnish 
detailed financial analyses.) 

ANSWER 

All project capital costs, except those ap
portioned to the nonreimbursable functions 
of :flood control and fish and wildlife conser
vation, would be repaid by revenues derived 
from the sale of irrigation water, municipal 
water, and hydroelectric energy. In this 
connection it should be noted that the por
tion of the project capital costs incurred for 
the construction of irrigation features would 
be repaid largely through the application of 
the interest component of commercial power 
revenues. All reimbursable project opera
tion, maintenance, and replacement · costs 
would be repaid by revenues derived from 
the sale of irrigation water, municipal water, 
and hydroelectric energy. None of these 
latter costs would be repaid through the use 
of the interest component of commercial 
power revenues. 

A summary indicating the ri>1ntionship of 
project costs and anticipr revenues 
follows: 

Construction costs 
Reimbursable: 

Power·----------·-------
Irrigation ________ -------
Municipal water supply •• 

Subtotal _____________ _ 

Nonreimbursable: 
Flood control -----------Fish and Wildlife _______ _ 

Subtotal _____________ _ 

T o t a 1 construction 
costs---------------

OPERATION, :MAINTENANCE, AND 
REPLACEMENT COSTS, 75-YEAB 
PERIOD 

Reimbursable: 
Power-------------------Irdgation _______________ _ 
Municipal water supply •• 

Total reimbursable 
operation, mainte
nance, and replace-
ment costs _________ _ 

$306,732,000 
450,056,000 

21,585,000 

778,373,000 

6,830,000 
3,062,000 

9,892,000 

788,265,000 

269,595,000 
236,437,500 

8,802,500 

509,835,000 

Total project expenditures ••• l, 298, 100, 000 
Less nonreimbursable con-

struction costs (see sub-
total above) -------------- 9, 892, 000 

Total reimbursable project 
expenditures _____________ _ 

PROJECT REVENUES, 75-YEAR 
PERIOD 

(The bases and derivation 
of these revenues are in
cluded in the answer to ques
tion 6.) 
Power.--------------·-------Irrigation __________________ _ 
Muni<'.ipal water supply _____ _ 

1,288,208,000 

1,044,120,000 
238,012,500 

39,592,500 -------
Total project revenues. l, 321, 725, 000 

Anticipating that substantial values would 
accrue to the community at large as well as 
to the project irrigators, the Department of 
the Interior in its project plan bas proposed 
that such indirect beneficiaries be reached 
through the formation of a local agency of 
the conservancy-district type with power to 
tax all properties within the project-service 
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area. It has done so in the belief that, in 
addition to the direct and obvious benefits 
of the project to the individual landowners, 
through furnishing them with a supple
mental water supply and through the main
tenance of a favorable salt balance in their 
ground-water supply, there will also come 
correlative benefits to farm labor, to mer
chants, to lending institutions, and to 
others, and that it is proper that these bene .. 
ficiaries should bear, in part, a share of the 
cost of the project. However, the amount 
of the revenues which could be obtained 
through taxes imposed by an agency of the 
conservancy-district type is indeterminable 
at the present time, and, hence, is not in
cluded in the estimates of project revenues 
stated above. 

8. QUESTION 
In the hearings on s. 75 (81st Cong., 1st 

sess.) before the Senate Committee on Inte
rior and Insular Affairs Senator McFARLAND 
made the following statement (printed hear
ing, p. 35}: 

"According to the report, if this water sup
ply is made available for the project, 73,500 
of the 105,790 acres formerly irrigated but 
now idle for lack of irrigation, can be irri
gated. In addition to this amount, as shown 
in table B-5 of the report, it would be pos
sible to sustain irrigation of an additional 
152,520 acres which would otherwise have to 
be retired from irrigation. This would mean 
a total of 226,020 acres which would other
wise be compelled to remain forever idle 
could be maintained in production by this 
project." 

(a) Does Senator McFARLAND'S statement 
correctly and accurately summarize the state
ments and figures appearing in the report of 
the Bureau of Reclamation (Project Plan
ning Rept. No. 3-8b.4-2, dated December 
1947) on the central Arizona project, includ
ing tables T-5, B-23, and B-24, and pertinent 
statements in the text? 

(b) Based upon the Bureau's estimates, 
what is the construction cost of the central 
Arizona project allocated to irrigation, per 
acre, on the 226,000 acres of land that would 
be maintained in production by the project? 

ANSWER 
(a) Senator McFARLAND'S statement directs 

attention to certain of the project benefits 
outlined in the report, but does not sum
marize them in their entirety. Actually as 
also stated in the report, an irrigated area of 
640,000 acres would be directly benefited by 
the project by reason of the fact that sup
plemental water would be provided for that 
area. ·without the provision of this water, 
losses and aistress to individual farmers will 
be large. Industries and business houses 
dependent upon farming enterprises will also 
suffer, and the Federal, State, and local gov
ernments will be confronted with a reduc
tion of tax revenues. 

(b) The central Arizona project is con
sidered by the Department of the Interior as 
a means of restoring and stabilizing a re
gional agricultural economy rather than as a 
project designed solely to maintain 226,000 
acres of land in cultivation. The economy of 
Arizona has largely an agricultural base and 
this economy has deteriorated because of di
minishing water supply and the lack of fa
cilities for the drainage of saline waters from 
the project area. Any subsantial reduction 
of the cultivated acreage in the State would, 
as pointed out in the answer to question 
8 (a), result in losses not only to the indi
vidual farmers, but also to the economy of 
Arizona as a whole. The central Arizona 
project has been designed to avert this 
threat to the region by the provision of a 
supplemental water supply to the entire proj
ect area of 640,000 acres. It should also be 
noted that the obligation to repay irrigation 
construction costs that are within the abil
ity of the water users to repay, and to pay 
irrigation operation, maintenance, and re
placement costs, would be borne by the 

farmers throughout this entire area. In 
view of the widespread local benefits, to
gether with the additional benefits that will 
accrue beyond the boundaries of the State 
of Arizona, and in view of the distribution of 
the repayment burden among all users of 
supplemental water from the project, it is 
deemed inappropriate for us to attempt to 
develop a relationship between the project 
costs allocated to irrigation and an acreage 
that represents only a portion of the area to 
be served with, and to be charged for, the 
project water supply. 

9. QUESTION 
In accordance with the statements and 

figures submitted in the report of the Bureau 
of Reclamation on the Central Arizona Proj
ect, viz, pages C-41 and C-48 of the Ap
pendices of the report (not printed}, and 
page 140 of H. D. No. 136 (81st Cong., 1st 
sess.), what is the reasonable value of gen- · 
era! crop farming land in the project area 
with a full irrigation supply? 

ANSWER 
Land in the project area having an average 

water supply and used for general farming 
purposes is now selling for about $400 an 
acre. If this land had a full water supply, 
its value would be considerably greater. In 
general, lands in the Salt River Project have 
a more stable water supply than other lands 
within the potential Central Arizona Project. 
These lands, when sold for general farming 
purposes, bring $600 per acre. Acreages con
taining developed citrus groves or which are 
particularly valuable for specialized· crops 
have sold for more than $2,000 an acre. Very 
few farms within the project boundaries 
have a full and stable water supply. With 
such a supply, land values would substan
tially exceed those now prevailing. 

10. QUESTION 
Based upon the figures set forth in the 

Bureau's report on the Central Arizona Proj
ect, which show (table B-24 and p. B-85, 
appendices) that water would be made avail
able by the project for the irrigation of 
73,000 acres of lands "formerly irrigated but 
now idle for lack of water," in the amount of 
418,000 acre-feet, or about 39 percent of a 
total of 1,070,000 acre-feet a year that would 
be furnished by the project for irrigation, 
what is the amount of the project construc
tion cost allocated to irrigation that is at
tributable to the 73,000 acres, and the 
corresponding cost per acre? 

ANSWER 
This question is apparently predicated on 

the assumptions that the 73,000 acres re
ferred to can be treated as a readily identi
fiable and separate part":el or parcels of land, 
and that the only water that will be available 
to irrigate these areas will be that provided 
by the central Arizona project. Neither of 
these assumptions is correct. 

The 73,000 acres are not an integral block 
or blocks of land which have been taken out 
of cultivation on a more or less permanent 
basis. An example is offered to illustrate 
this point. A farm operator with 100 acres 
in the Salt River Valley requires about 450 
acre-feet of water for a full supply-a rate 
of 4.5 acre-feet per acre. That farmer can 
anticipate, under average existing circum
stances, a delivery of 300 acre-feet. On this 
basis he will probably elect to cultivate 85 
acres by applying 3.5 acre-feet per acre, 
thereby realizing less than a full crop on 
that land. The remaining 15 acres would be 
consigned to idleness as a result of the exist
ing water shortages. From time to time this 
15 acres probably would be rotated, and so 
would not be the identical parcel year after 
year. The 73,000 acres referred to in the 
question are the aggregate of all these indi
vidual parcels which, in an average year, are 
left out of production in order to permit the 
farmers to adjust their cultivated acreages 
to their short water supply, 

It must be emphasized that these lands 
will not, and cannot be treated as if they 
will receive their entire water supply from 
the central Arizona project. In operation 
under the project the individual farmer de
scribed in the preceding paragraph who owns 
basic water entitlements for the whole of 
his :.:-arm would spread his basic water supply 
over all of his land and purchase sufficient 
project water to round out a full supply. 
Each acre in his farm would receive both new 
water and water from the supply to which 
the farmer is currently entitled. 

Since the assumptions upon which the 
question appears to be based are untenable, 
it is considered inappropriate for us to attrib
ute any specific portion of the project water 
supply or capital cost to these 73,000 acres. 

11. QUESTICN 
What part of the construction cost allo

cated to irrigation is to be repaid by the 
irrigators? 

ANSWER 
In 75 years the total payment by the irrl

gators, based on a water charge of $4.75 at 
farm head gates, would be approximately 
$238,012,000. During this period the annual 
costs of operation, maintenance, and re
placement incurred for irrigation purposes 
would approximate $~36,438,000. The differ
ence between these two figures-$1,574,000-
would re paid by the irrigators toward the 
construction costs allocated to irrigation. 

12. QUESTION 
How much of the construction cost ts to 

be paid by revenues from the sale of com
mercial power? 

ANSWER 
Commercial power revenues would be ade

quate to amortize the capital costs allocated 
to power in 75 years at 3 percent interest and 
to pay the annual costs of operation, mainte
nance, and replacement incurred for power 
purposes. Costs allocated to power include 
the costs of project features devoted exclu
sively to the production and transmission 
of commercial energy, plus commercial pow
er's proportionate share of the costs of proj
ect facilities used jointly by various project 
functions. As an example, the costs of 
Bridge Canyon power plant would be allo
cated between irrigation and commercial 
power on the basis of the proportionate use 
each of these functions made of the power 
plant. · 

During the 75-year repayment period con
struction costs directly paid by power would 
amount to the portic::i of the total project 
capit<:tl costs properly allocable to commer
cial power or $306,732,000. In addition, the 
portion of the interest component of com
mercial power revenues used to defray the 
costs of other reimbursable project functions 
would amount to as much as $448,482,000, or 
as little as $43-1,277,000, depending upon dis
position of revenues from municipal water 
in excess of those required for operation, 
maintenance, replacement, and capital costs 
allocated to municipal water. 

13. QUESTION 
How much of the costs allocated to irriga

t:on features is to be repaid by the use of the 
interest component on the cost of power 
features? 

ANSWER 
During the 75-year repayment period, com

mercial power revenues would include inter
est, computed at 3 percent on the unamor
tized capital costs allocated to power, in 
the amount of $467,793,000. Of the $450,-
056,000 of construction costs allocated to ir
rigation, this interest component of power 
revenues would be called upon to assume 
payment of as much as $448,482,000 or as 
little as $434,277,000 depending upon disposi
tion of revenues from municipal water in 
excess of those required for operation, main
tenance, replacement, and capital costs all0-
cated to municipal water. 
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14. QUESTION 

Under section 5 of the bill, would the same 
rate for irrigation water be charged to areas 
now possessing distribution systems as t·o 
those areas for which distribution systems 
must be constructed, or would the farmers 
for whom distribution systems would be con
structed have to pay an additional charge 
over the $4.75 rate per acre-foot shown in 
the Secretary's report on the project? 

ANSWER 

The :financial analyses provided in these 
responses assume a uniform charge for water 
at the main canals equal to the irrigators' 
repayment ability, without regard to whether 
a distribution system must be provided for 
any specific irrigator or group of irrigators. 
Those irrigators for whom a distribution 
system would be provided could not be as
sessed additionally for that system without 
the total charges exceeding the repayment 
ability of the irrigators. 

15. QUESTION 

Does S. 75 provide for repayment by the 
farmers of the construction cost of distri
bution and drainage systems under repay
ment contracts as required by the Reclama
tion law? 

ANSWER 

Our repayment analysis does not assume a 
breakdown between distribution, drainage, 
and supply works. The estimated returns 
from the sale of irrigation water would pay 
all of the annual costs of operation, main
tenance and replacement incurred for irriga
tion purposes. Such costs include not only 
the annual costs of faci11ties used solely for 
irrigation, such as distribution and drainage 
systems, but also the share allocated to ir
rigation of the annual costs of facilities used 
jointly for irrigation and other purposes, 
such as Bridge Canyon Dam and power 
plant. The remaining revenues from the 
sale of irrigation water, amounting to about 
$1,574,000, would be applied toward the re
imbursement of capital costs allocated to 
irrigation, including the costs of distribu
tion and drainage works. 

16. QUESTION 

What is the estimated construction cost 
and the annual cost (including amortiza
tion, annual carrying charges, operetion, 
maintenance and replacement reserve, and 
all other costs) in total and per kilowatt
hour for the power to be used for project 
pumping delivered at pumping plants? 

ANSWER 

The portion of project construction costs 
that can properly be assigned to the produc
tion of energy for irrigation pumping 
amounts to $133,179,000. It is estimated that 
the energy requirements for project pump
ing delivered at the pumping plants would 
average about 1,370,000,000 kilowatt-hours a 
year. The annual charges necessary to meet 
all capital and other costs of the power fea
tures allocated to irrigation pumping, com
puted on the interest-free basis established 
for irrigation facilities, are as follows: 
Amortization of construction 

costs (repayable in 75 years 
without interest)------------- $1, 775, 700 

Operation and maintenance • ..:.... 789, 800 
Replacement reserve____________ 486, 800 

Total-------------------- 3,052,300 
Project pumping energy, delivered at the 

pumping plants, would cost about 2.2 mills 
per kilowatt-hour, under the foregoing com
putations. 

1 7. QUESTION 

What is the commercial value of the i:;ower 
to be used for project pumping? 

ANSWER 

On the basis of current construction costs, 
firm elect:cical energy produced by the cen
tral Arizona project for commercial sale could 

be made available at load centers at a rate 
of 5.17 mills per kilowatt-hour. Inasmuch 
as this is believed to be a competitive rate, 
it can be said to be one measure of the value 
of any new energy developed in the market 
area. 

It is important to note that the costs of 
the energy which would be used for irriga
tion pumping, as computed in the answer to 
question 16, reflect all out-of-pocket expenses 
incidental to generation of project energy, 
but do not include interest on the cost of 
that part of the electrical plant devoted to 
irrigation pumping. This exemption from 
interest represents an application of the long
standing congressional policy to provide for 
the repayment without interest of invest
ments in irrigation fac1lities. If the irriga
tion pumping energy were to be diverted to 
commercial sale, the procedures currently in 
use under the Federal reclamation laws would 
require that the energy rates be sufHcient to 
return interest on capital costs in addition 
to all out-of-pocket expenses. 

18. QUESTION 

How is the power to be used for project 
pumping to be financed or paid for? 

ANSWER 

Energy used for project pumping would 
come from the hydroelectric plants con
structed under the central Arizona project 
and their interconnections. The generating 
facilities and the necessary transmission sys
tem would be employed for the production 
and conveyance of energy used in project 
pumping, as well as for that sold commer
cially. The dams, of co~rse, would serve 
sever!tl purposes in addition to the produc
tion of power. All capital costs of power 
features, and the related costs of operation, 
maintenance and the provision of a reserve 
for replacement, would be allocated to the 
separate functions served in accordance with 
the proportionate uses made of the power 
features by these separate functions. 'rhat 
part of the capital costs of the power facili
ties appropriately apportioned to irrigation 
pumping purposes would be repaid from 
revenues derived through the sale of irriga
tion water, and from the interest compo
nent of commercial power revenues. 

Operation, maintenance, and replacement 
costs allocable to irrigation pumping, in
cluding an appropriate share of the costs of 
dams and related power plants, and of trans
mission lines, would be paid out of revenues 
derived from irrigation water sales. 

All of the foregoing items of cost with 
respect to irrigation pumping are included 
in the reimbursable irrigation costs stated 
in tables I and II and in the answers to 
questions 7, 11, and 13. Similarly, the por
tion of the interest component of commer
cial power revenues which would be applied 
against the capital costs of irrigation pump-. 
Ing power is included in the figure of $448,-
482,000 stated in the answers to questions 12 
and 13, and would not constitute an addi· 
tional burden on commercial power revenues. 

19. QUESTION 

Without upstream storage for river regula
tion and sediment control, what is the esti
mated useful life of the Bridge Canyon 
Reservoir and power plant? 

ANSWER 

The Bridge Canyon Reservoir is relatively 
small and its useful life as an effective stor
age reservoir is particularly dependent upon 
its .protection from exce5sive sediment in
fiow. Sound congervation principles demand 
that no sedime?f t be · allowed to flow into 
Bridge Canyon Reservoir that could practi
cably and economically be withheld in larger 
reservoirs or in those of little or no other 
economic value. It was for this reason that 
Bluff Dam on the San Juan River and · 
Coconino Dam on the Little Colorado River 
were included originally as features of the 
central Arizona project. 

It has always been assumed that Bluff Dam 
would not be constructed 1f there were assur
ance that construction of Glen Canyon Dam 
would be undertaken within a reasonable 
time after the completion of Bridge Canyon 
Dam. All of those familiar with Colorado 
River problems have recognized that a major 
reservoir and power development at Glen 
Canyon would be economically attractive in 
itself and imperative in any plan for the full 
development of the upper basin of the Colo
rado River. Construction of Glen Canyon 
Dam is a definite part of the Department's 
recommended program for the Colorado 
River, as has been brought out in our report 
No. 4-8a.81-0 entitled "Colorado River 
Storage Project and Participating Projects." 

The provisions of S. 75 are so drafted as to 
preclude the construction of Blu.ff Dam. The 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs also excluded Blu.ff Dam from the 
scope of S. 75 of the Eighty-first Congress. 
In explanation of this action the committee, 
in its report to the Senate, stated: 

"The Glen Canyon Dam, in the opinion of 
the committee, should and will be author
ized and constructed at an early date." 

If Glen Canyon is constructed in accord
ance with this statement, it is apparent that 
silt from the main stem of the Colorado 
River would not flow into Bridge Canyon 
Reservoir for any appreciable period. Based 
upon the assumption, however, that neither 
Bluff Reservoir nor Glen Canyon Reservoir 
would be available for river regulation and 
sediment retention, it is estimated that 
Bridge Canyon Reservoir would be essentially 
filled with sediment within 35 to 45 years. 
Thereafter, Bridge Canyon power plant could 
in the opinion of the Department, be oper
ated as a run-of-the-river plant, contribut
ing indefinitely to the firm energy output of 
the Colorado River system. 

20. QUESTION 

What would be the annual firm power out
put of Bridge Canyon power plant, without 
use of any downstream capacity to firm up 
Bridge output, and without upstream res- , 
ervoir storage in operation for river regula
tion and sediment control? 

ANSWER 

Based on a strict interpretation of the 
term "firm power output" and using the 
lowest water supply year of record ( 1934) 
Bridge Canyon power plant would produce 
about 2,500,000,00" kilowatt-hours a year 
under the terms stated in the question. We 
estimate that at the end of the 35- to 45-year 
period, when the reservoir would be filled 
with sediment as outlined in the answer to 
question 19, an annual energy output of 2,-
500,000,000 kilowatt-hours a year could still 
be expected under these same terms. Run
off for 1934 amounted to only 30 percent of 
the 1906-47 average, while the second lowest 
year of record (1931) produced a flow equal 
to 44 percent of the 1906-47 average. If 
the 1931 runoff were to be used as the basis 
of computation, the firm power output would 
substantially exceed that stated above. 

The Department, moreover, wt.shes to em
phasize that coordinated operation of hydro
electric plants on the Colorado River pro
duces the largest possible amount of firm 
energy for use in the power market area. 
Under this system plants with small reser
voirs generate considerably more energy 
during periods of high runoff than they do 
in low runoff periods. Concurrently, plants 
with large storage capacity reduce their out
put durinb periods of high stream flow to 
conserve water for use during low runoff 

• periods. This system of operation makes 
possible the generation of considerably more 
system firm energy than would be the case 
1f all plants were operated independently. 
For this reason, it has never been the inten
tion of the Department that the Bridge 
Canyon power plant would be operated as an 
isolated plant to serve an independent load. 
_Coordinated operation of Bridge Canyon 
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power plant with downstream power plants 
would increase the firm energy output of 
the former, even if all storage capacity in 
Bridge Canyon reservoir should be lost 
through siltation, to about 3,000,000,000 
kilowatt-hours a year. 

21, QUESTION 

22. QUESTION 

ln view of the Secretary's statement that 
no sediment should be allowed to enter 
Bridge Canyon reservoir that can be pre
vented, and of the recognized dependence of 
Bridge Canyon Power development upon 
Glen Canyon reservoir for sediment control 
as well as necessary river regulation, should 
not Glen Canyon reservoir be constructed 
and placed in operation concurrently with 
the Bridge Canyon Dam and power plant? 

taken concurrently with the construction 
of Bridge Canyon Dam, nor would it be neces
sary that this protective capacity be located 
specifically at the Glen Canyon site. 

In response to your request, the fore
going answers have been submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget for its consideration. 
The comments received from the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget are quoted below: What would be the annual firm power out

put of the Bridge Canyon power plant with 
Glen Canyon Reservoir, as currently pro· 
posed, constructed, and in operation? 

"This office has reviewed the answers to 
the questions and finds that they are in 
general conformity with the information 

ANSWER cleared by this office on June 27, 1950, and 
ANSWER As explained in the answer to question 19, submitted to the House Committee on Public 

Under the assumptions given in the ques- Bridge Canyon reservoir, without upstream Lands last year. In view thereof and since 
tion and also assuming that there would be sediment detention facilities, would be es- our position on the relationship of Senate bill 
integration with other Colorado River power sentially filled with silt in 35 to 45 years. 75 to the program of the President has not 
plants, the firm power production at Bridge The best planning would, of course, require changed, we have no further comm~nts to 
Canyon power plant under initial conditions that upstream protective capacity be in- make at this time and there would be no 
would be 4,675,000,000 kilowatt-hours an- stalled as early as possible, and, in any event, objection to the submission of your proposed 
nually. Under the same assumptions, the considerably before the end of this 35- to 45- letters to Senators KNOWLAND and NIXON 
weighted average firm power production at year period. However, in view of the facts and Congressman ENGLE of California." 
Bridge Canyon power plant over a period given in the answers to questions 19 and 20, Sincerely yours, 
of 75 years would be 4,301,000,000 kilowatt it would not be essential that the construe- OSCAR L. CHAPMAN, 
hours annually. tion of such upstream capacity be under- Secretary of the Interior. 

TABLE I.-Summary of costs-Allocations based on project repayment period of 75 years and Senate revisions of S. 75-CentraZ Amona 
project 

[Costs based on unit prices as of January 1951; 1,200,000 acre-foot diversion] 

Feature 
Total 

Coconino Dam and Reservoir •.. ---····-----·-·····------------------------- $8, 491, 000 

!~!!:ugp:~l~?J~i~~~~~~~;;:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
2

~~: ill: 5 
Granite Reef aqueduct ..•• ----------·-···----------------------------------- 133; 335, 000 
McDowell pumping plant and canal·-··------------------------------------ 3, 691, 000 
McDowell Dam and Reservoir ..••••• --------····-·-----·-·-------------·-·- 17, 481, 000 
McDowell power plant·--------------------------------------·--------····-- 1, 195, 000 
Horseshoe Dam (enlargement) and Reservoir •• ·------------------------ --·- 7, 244, 000 
Horseshoe power plant. ••••••••••••• -------------- ----··- ------------ --- ---- 3, 031, 000 
Salt-Gila aqueduct .• ------------···----------------------------------------- 35, 154, 000 
Buttes Dam and Reservoir .••••••• --------·------ --------------------------- 33, 287, 000 

~~!~~~s¥g:~t~~!<i iieseivciii::: ::::::::: :: : :::::::::::::::::::::: ::: : : ::: 1~: gg~; g~~ 
Tucson aqueduct·-----·------· ··-----------------·-------------------------- 8, 352, 000 
Safford Valley improvements.·····----------··------·--···--------------·-- 4, 203, 000 
Hooker Dam and Reservoir •.••••••• ---- ---------------·-------------------- 17, 994, 000 
Irrigation distribution system.------····-------·--------------------------·- 57, 300, 000 
Drainage system for salinity control.. ••••.....• --------------------··------- 10, 611, 000 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~· 

Construction costs 

Allocation 

Power, interest Irrigation, in· Municipal, In· Flood control, Fish and wild· 
bearing terest free terest free nonr:~burs· lift:,1!1"~1:1· 

$5, 557, 000 
147, 920, 000 
68, 652, 000 

$2, 828, 000 •••••••••••••• ,. --------···--··· $106, 000 
75, 265, 000 • •.•••.• • •••••.. ----·····-·····~ 1, 419, 000 
23, 567, 000 ··--·····----··- ----············ -·-···--·-·····-
30, 248, 000 

133, rn1, ooo :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: ········-144,-cioo 
······4;105;000· ~: ~~~: ~ :::::::::::::::: ·····i3;14o;ooo· ·········143;000 

890, 000 305, 000 
2, 322, ooo •, 684, ooo :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: ·········2.1s;ooo 
2, 256, 000 775, 000 

······7;934;000" ~~; ~~~: ~~~ :::::i;;i6~;666: ::::::~;6;~;~= ·········;~~:888 

------~:~~~:~~~- 3J~~: ~~ ····--fl~~;ggg· ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ . 
:::::::::::::::: '- ·····3;1ss:ooo· ······-···------ 418, ooo _______________ _ 
---------------- 17, 458, 000 ------··· - ------ 421, 000 115, 000 
··--- ... ----------- 57, 300, 000 ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

-· · --65; 4si; ooo · 10, 611, 000 ---------------- ---------------- -··············· 
22, 478, 000 ---------------- ---------------- ----········-·-· Power transmission system .• ·--·--·-····-·-------------·-·····--·-----·----- 87, 959, 000 

1-~--~-1~~~~~-1-~~~~~-1-~~~~-l-~~-~~1-~~-~-

TotaL................................................................ 788, 265, 000 306, 732, 000 450, 056, 000 21, 585, 000 6, 830, 000 3,062, 000 

TABLE II.-Summary of annual costs-Allocations based on project repayment period of 75 years and Senate revisions of S. 75-CentraZ 
Arizona project 

Feature 

[Costs based on unit prices as of January 1951; 1,200,000 acre-foot diversion] 

Operation and maintenance 

Allocation 

Total 
Power Irrigation Municipal {o~0t~~l Fish and 

wildlife 

Total 

Replacement reserve 

Allocation 

Power Irrigation Municipal !~t~~l F;~Mft: 
---------------1-----1-----1-----1-------------------------------- ..---.-
Coconino Dam and Reservoir............. $16, 100 $10, 500 $5, 400 
Bridge Canyon Dam and Reservoir....... 24, 500 16, 100 8, 200 
Bridge Canyon power plant............... 1, 174, 800 874, 600 300, 200 
Havasu pumping plants................... 324, 100 --··------- - 324, 100 
Granite Reef aqueduct.................... 377, 300 ····-·------ 376, 900 
McDowell pumping plant and canal...... 31, 200 31, 200 
McDowell Dam and Reservoir............ 508, 900 .... 165;iioo· 334, 100 
McDowell power plant.___________________ 36, 000 26, 800 9, 200 
Horseshoe Dam (enlargement) and Reser· 

$200 
200 

400 

·-------·- --·u:200· ----5;000-

$2, 400 
76, 200 

930, 600 
221, 300 

23, 000 
15, 200 
23, 100 
9, 700 

$1, 600 
50, 200 

692, 800 

7, 300 
7, 200 

$800 
25, 500 

237, 800 
221, 300 

23, 000 
15, 200 
14, 800 

2, 500 

:::::::::: :::::::::: ·····-$500 

-·-------- ---·-$800" ·······200 

voir.-----·----------------------·------- 6, 600 2, 100 4, 300 ---------- .••••••••. 200 2, 100 700 1, 300 •••••••••. •••••••••• 100 
Horseshoe power plant.................... 58, 000 43, 200 14, 800 --------·- ---------- --···----- 21, 700 16, 200 5, 500 ---------- .••••••••. -·--------

~~~t~ill:i:iti~:~gckeservofr:::::::::::::::: rn: ~gg -···- ·4;300· 
7~; ~ ·--u:ooo· ··-Tioo· ---·-·200· ----~~~~~- :::::::::: ----~~~~~- :::::::::: :::::::::: :::::::::: 

~g!~~~s¥g:i)t:~~<i iiese1~voii::::::::::: ~:: -----~~:~~- 1g: ~ -~··a:soo· ---·- ·500· ······400· ---~~:~~- ----~::~~- ----~:~. :·::::::::: :::::::::: :::::::::: 
§~cg~g ~~Yi~~u!'Prciv·e-illeilis.-:::::::::::: !~: ~~ :::::::::::: ··-··42;000· 

38
' 

400 
-·-·4;100· :::::::::: ----~~~~- :::::::::: :::::::::: ---~·-~- :::::::::: :::::::::: 

Hooker Dam and Reservoir______ __ _______ 10, 900 --··-------- 10, 600 200 100 ----- - ·- - · ---------- -·-------- ---------- ---·------ ···-------
Irrigation distribution system............. 272, 200 ------------ 272, 200 ---------- ---------- ••••••••.. 28, 400 -------·-- 28, 400 ---------- ---------- ···-------' 
Drainage system for salinity control....... 159, 4.00 ------------ 159, 400 -·-------· ---·-····· •••••••••• 18, 100 ---------- 18, 100 ------·--- ••.••••••• -·--------
Power transmission system................ 1, 383, 700 1, 030, 100 353, 600 ---------- ---------- ---------- 813, 300 605, 500 207, 800 ---------- -------··- ----------

1-----1-----1·-------------------------------
Total............................... 4, 610, 000 . 2, 204, 800 2, 341, 600 46, 200 10, 700 6, 700 2, 206, 800 1, 389, 800 810, 900 4, 500 800 800 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
addition to the other communications 
which I have asked to have printed in the 

RECORD at this point, I also ask that there 
be printed in the· RECORD a letter dated 
January 20, 1951, addressed to Mr. Law-

ton, Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
by my colleague and myself together with 
a copy of his reply of March 28, 1951. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FREAR 

in the chair). Without objection, the 
letters may be printed in the RECORD. 

The letters are as follows: 
JANUARY 20, 1951. 

Mr. FREDERICK J. LAWTON, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR MR. LAWTON: On.January 8, 1951, 

a bill, S. 75 (82d Cong., 1st sess.), was intro
duced in the Senate, which would authorize 
the so-called central Arizona project. This 
is substantially the same as the bill S. 75, 
which at last year's session of Congress 
passed the Senate but failed to receive favor
able action in the House Public Lands Com
mittee. 

We are informed that the chairman of 
the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Com
mittee has requested the Secretary of the 
Interior for a report on this bill. It ls pre
sumed that the Secretary's report, before 
transmittal, will be referred to you for con
sideration and comment. 

The most recent communication of the 
Bureau of the Budget with respect to S. 75 
and the central Arizona project appears to 
be your letter of April 19, 1950, to the chair
man of the House Public Lands Committee. 
In that letter you state: 

"The Budget Director has commented on 
the central Arizona project in previous let
ters-to the Secretary of the Interior on 
February 4, 1949; to the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs on February 11, 1949; and to the Sec
retary of the Interior on April 20, 1949. 
Copies of these letters are attached for con
venient reference. These letters raised two 
main questions about the project. 

"The first question raised was whether 
there ls enough water in the Colorado River 
available for use in Arizona to satisfy the 
needs of this project on a. permanent basis. 
The President has stated many times that he 
would like to see a definitive settlement of 
the rights of the various States to waters of 
the Colorado River system in order that deci
sions on projects to be developed in the 
public interest may be made on a firm basis 
with respect to water rights. The President 
consistently has indicated his unwillingness 
to take any position favorable to authoriza
tion of the central Arizona project until set
tlement of the water-rights controversy has 
been brought about. 

"S. 75, in its present form, ls intended 
to prevent one means by which this contro
versy might be settled. I am unable to ex
:r;>ress to the committee at this time any 
views concerning the efficacy of the bill for 
this purpose. 

"The second question raised in the previ
ous letters of the Budget Director, particu
larly the letter of February 4, 1949, related to 
the economic feasibility of the project as out
lined in the report of the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

"S. 75, as passed by the Senate, would au
thorize a project which is different in cer
tain respects from that outlined in the 
Secretary of the Interior's report on the cen
tral Arizona project. The b111 provides for a 
tunnel and canal between Bridge Canyon 
and Cunningham Wash, and omits authori
zation for construction of a dam at the Bluff 
site on the San Juan River. It omits certain 
nonreimbursable cost allocations. Taking 
thesa changes into account, the comments on 
economic feasibility made in the previous let
ters of the Budget Director still apply to the 
project which would be authorized by s. 75." 

The Budget Director's letter of February 4, 
1949, contains the following statement: 

".From an examination of the report, of the 
comments of the affected States, and of the 
remarks of other interested Federal agencies, 
it is apparent that there are a number of im
portant questions and unresolved issues con
nected with the proposed central Arizona 
project. The provision of adequate water 

supply, if found to be available, is admitted· 
ly a high-cost venture which is justified in 
the report essentially on the basis of an 
urgent need to eliminate the threat of a seri
ous disruption of the area's economy. Even 
so, the life of certain major parts of the proj
ect is appreciably less than the recommended 
78-year pay-out period. The work could be 
authorized only with a modification of exist
ing law or as an exception thereto. Further
more, there is no assurance that there wm 
exist the extremely important element of a 
substantial quantity of Colorado River water 
availaole for diversion to central Arizona for 
irrigation and other purposes. 

"The foregoing summary and the project 
report have been reviewed by the President. 
He has instructed me to advise you that au
thorization of the improvement is not in 
accord with his program at this time and 
that he again recommends that measures be 
taken to bring about prompt settlement of 
the water-rights controversy." 

It would be greatly appreciated if you 
would inform us whether the views of the 
Bureau of the Budget, as expressed in the 
foregoing, still apply to the project proposed 
to be authorized by the pending bill, S. 75. 

In your letter of April 19, 1950, to the 
chairman of the House Public Lands Com
mittee, you also refer to the President's Wa
ter Resources Policy Commission and the 
President's position in his budget message to 
the Congress in January 1950 as affecting au
thorization of projects involving basic policy 
questions. Will you please advise us wheth
er, in your opinion, the report of the Presi· 
dent's Water Resources Policy Commission 
changes the views of the Bureau of the 
Budget in regard to economic feasibility of 
the central Arizona project as proposed to 
be authorized by S. 75 ( 82d Cong., 1st sess.) ? 

There is enclosed a copy of our letter to the 
Secretary of the Ihterior, stating several 
questions with respect to this project. We 
suggest that the subject matter of these 
questions be covered in the Department's re
port on S. 75. Whether that is done or not, 
we request that the Secretary furnish us with 
specific answers to these questions. It would 
seem appropriate that his reply be routed 
through the Bureau of the Budget, in view 
of the previous connection of your office with 
this problem. 

You will note that some of our questions 
are intended to bring about a presentation 
of the project which accords with the recom
mendations of the President's Water Re
sources Policy Commission. Consideration of 
S. 75 by the Congress would appear to be 
premature until the recommendations of 
that Commission can be translated into leg
islative proposals and the policy questions 
determined on a Nation-wide basis instead 
of by piecemeal-project legislation, as was so 
well pointed out in the President's budget 
message of a year ago. 

We would appreciate an early reply to our 
letter so that we will be fully prepared to 
discuss the problem before the Senate Com· 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Respectfully yours, 
WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND. 
RICHARD NIXON. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 

Washington, D. C., March 28, 1951. 
Hon. WILLIAM F. KNowLAND, 

Untted States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: Receipt is ac
knowledged of the letter from you and Sen
ator NIXON dated January 20, 1951, concern
ing S. 75, a bill which would authorize the 
central Arizona project. You inquire wheth· 
er (a) the views expressed in our letter of 
April 19, 1950, to the chairman of the House 
Public Lands Committee and our letter of 
February 4, 1949, to the Secretary of the Inte
rior apply to the project proposed to be au
thorized by the pending b111 S. 75, and (b t_ 

whether in our opinion the report of the 
President's Water Resources Policy Commis· 
sion changes our views in regard to the eco
nomic feasibility of the central Arizona proj
ect as proposed to be authorized by S. 75 
(82d Cong., 1st sess.). You also enclose a 
copy of a number of questions transmitted to 
the Secretary of the Interior, the replies to 
which you state it would seem appropriate to 
route through this Office. 

As stated in the attached copy of a letter to 
Senator O'MAHONEY, Chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
there has been no change in the relationship 
of the proposed legislation to the program of 
the President as outlined in our letters to 
the Secretary of the Interior dated February 
4 and April 20, 1949, our letter to the Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
dated February 11, 19~9, and our letter to the 
chairman of the Public Lands Committee of 
the House of Representatives dated April 19, 
1950. We also point out that pending a com
plete review within the executive branch ot 
the recommendations of the President's 
Water Resources Policy Commission we are 
unable to comment on their effect on the 
authorization contemplated in S. 75. 

The Department of the Interior's report to 
the Senate Committee on Interior and Insu
lar Affairs has been cleared without objec
tion. It is understood that Interior ls now 
preparing the answers to the questions en
closed with your letter to the Secretary. we 
have not received any information as to the 
contents of their proposed reply but it is 
assumed that we will receive copies of the 
answers to the questions and that they will 
be submitted to you in due course. 

Sincerely yours,. 
F. J. LAWTON, 

Director. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, one 
of the factors which I think is of con
siderable interest is that a considerable 
part of the crops in the proposed cen
tral Arizona project will be so-called 
field crops. As I think Senators know, 
from time-to-time the Federal Govern
ment has been obliged, by various means 
of subsidy, to allocate funds to help take 
care of some of our field crops. 

At this point I desire to have appear 
in the RECORD as a part of my remarks 
a Jetter which I received from Mr. Harold 
K. Hill, Deputy Administrator of the 
Production and Marketing Administra
tion of the United States Department of 
Agriculture, together with certain tables 
which are enclosed. The letter is brief, 
and I shall read it: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, D. C., April 12, 1951. 
Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR KNO\VL4ND: This is in reply 

to the telephone request from your office for 
the costs to the Government in the Depart
ment of Agriculture for the price-support 
program and for activities under section 32 
of Public Law 320, Seventy-fourth Congress. 
These data by commodity for the fiscal years 
1947 through 1950 are reflected on the at
tached schedules: 

(1) Commodity Credit Corporation-Anal
ysis of program results from October 17, 1933, 
through February 28, 1951. 

(2) Removal of surplus agricultural com
modities (sec. 32)-0bligations by commodi
ties-fiscal years 1947, 1948, 1949, and 1950. 

We trust that this information will :flll 
your needs. 

Sincerely yours, 
HAROLD K. HILL, 

Deputy Admi nistrator. 
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There being no objection, the tables were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

SCHEDULE 8.-Analysis of program results from Oct. 11, 1933, through Feb. 28, 1951 (realized gains and losses) 1 

Program and commodity 
Oct. 17, 1933, July 1, 1941, Fiscal year ended June 30 Fiscal year Oct. 17, 1933, 

through through i------:------,-------,..-----i 1951, through through Feb. 
June 30, 1941 June 30, 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 Feb. 28, 1951 28, 1951 

*$6, 326, 601 

:Price support program: 1 
Basic commodities: 

Corn----------················•····------------···- •$20. 078, 488 •$14, 336, 569 $278, 492 •$27, 030 *$17, 189, 119 *$66, 187 
Cotton:· 

Domestic----·······--··-·--·-············----- •21, 401, 798 218, 328, 306 
Puerto Rican----------------··-·-------------- --·----------- •126, 011 

4\>, 536, 525 •344, 914 •1, 023, 816 3, 419, 604 27, 698, 141 

•13. 7;~; m -------25:557· :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: ~~b'!/b~:[;~:i~_
2

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: .ii: 8~k ~~~ 
Peanuts._------·-------------------·------------·- -·----·------- -------------- ----·-727,-48i- ···•2:757:335- --•23,-794:9iii- ·-•4o;592;6iii- -·-•s:iss;i&~-
Rice _______________________________________________ --·----------- -------------- ---·--------- - ------------- - l, 786 *l, 293, 780 132. 818 
Tobacco ••• ---------------------------------------- •2. 107. 589 7. 074, 300 7, 437 59, qoo 115, 524 195, 495 196, 383 
Wheat----·---------------------------------------- •6, 199. 460 •11, 775. 173 601>, 1569 •11, 727 •a, 740. 016 *28, 384, 123 •rn. 354. 697 

TotaL---------- --------------------------------- *55, 78i, 335 182, c68, 944 34. 415, 902 *3, 055, 644 *28, 507, 649 *83, 844, 524 
Desipated nonbasic commodities: 

Milk and butterfat: 
Butter----------------- •• --------- - - - _______ --- ---- -- - ------- _ --------- _ -- _______ ---- ---- --·-- _. ------- __ ·--- --------
Cheese ____ ---- - - -- ------- -- -- ----------- -- - - - - - - - - - -- - -- - - - -- - - -- --------- - --- --- -- - - - - - - --- - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - --- - -

Hon~~:-~=~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: ______ :~~:~~:- •!6~: g~~ •!*8: m 
Potatoes, Irish a----------------------------- ------- -------------- •25, 197, 222 *62, 920, 977 *47, 405, 542 •203, 886, 603 
Tung oil.-----·-------------------------- ---------- -----·-------- -------------- ---- -- -- ------ *4, 747 *306, 844 Wool. •• ___________________________________________ *176 •15, 834, 163 *33, 484, 669 •19, 501, 357 •12, 707, 148 

Total·-------·------------------·---------------- *176 *41, 031, 385 *96, 418, 133 *66, 899, 715 •211, 221, 674 
Other nonbasic commodities: 

•4, 111, 861 
•1, 031, 078 

•14, 619, 145 

--;;75;595;315· 
30 

•10, 755, 942 
*105, 608, 311 

*5. o42, 114 

*35, 571, 535 
•22, 373, 823 
*33, 564, 707 

63 
•30, 128, 157 

•1, 841 
111, 774 

•121, 528, 226 

~:~1~l,-dry-edlbie:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: .;~&: ~~~ 50
' ~~ 2ig •615: ~: •2~~~: ~~~ =~: m: g~ 

Castor beans-------------------------------------- - --·----------- •111, 224 ---------- --- - 31 ___ -------------- ----------- ---
Cotton, American-Egyptian •• --------------------- -------------- *538, 573 37, 023 6, 577 ----- ---;2· -------------- 7, 788 
Cottonseed and products-------------------------- -------------- -------- ----- - --------- ----- -------------- -------------- *597, 728 3, 68ti, 998 
Eggs •- ------------------------------ -------------- -------------- *224, 002 •11, 532, 784 *25, 879, 017 *773, 476 *41, 622, 784 *53, 442, 172 
Flax fiber------------------------------------------ -------------- ------- --- ---- 6, 100 *179, 852 *155, 842 *67, 464 ---- ----------
Flaxseed and .linseed oil---------------------------- -------------- •22, 209 2, 727 40, 293 1, 163, 915 •3, 7ti5, 056 •23, 579, 539 
Fruit, dried: 

Apricots ______ .------------- ----- -- ------ - -- --- -- ------ --- -- - --- --- ----- -- - ----------- -• - -------------- 13, 368 -·------------ --------- -----
D ates.---------------------- ------ - - ----- - - - -- - ------- - - - - --- ---- ---------- ----- ------- -- -------------- •1, 297 _ ------------ - ___ ---------- -
Figs_------------ -- -•• ------ - - ------------- - - - - ------ - - - -- - - - ------- ------- ----- -- - - -- -- - -- ------------ 9, 304 _ -- ---------- - --- ---------- -
~;:~:s·-····---------------------------------- ---------- -- -- -------------- -------------- -··;;s-77i"s59" 25~' ~~ ----··23g;i92" --·····55;@6" 

Gra~a;~~~~:::::~:_=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: -----;;!~fl~r :::::::i6,=iii= •6: 
791

; ~i~ *3, ~gg; m *IO, 5~!: ~:~ •17, 8;~: ~:~ 
Grapefruit juice ____________________________________ -------------- -------------- -------------- •1, 732, 374 -------------- -------------- --------·-----
Hemp and hemp fiber •• ·-------------------------- -------------- •20, 201, 375 •1, 257, 169 •7, 702 8, 946 •gs *58 
Hops.--------------------------------------------- *162, 036 *7!l2, 164 ; ________ _____ -------------- -------- -- ---- -------------- --------------
Naval stores·-------------------------------------- •4, 435, 579 5, W7, 861 *460 *107, 063 •420, 567 *449, 795 •2, 368, 122 
Oats·------------------------------- ------ --------------------···-------------- 3,056 287 *45, 714 *413, 295 •122, 770 
Peas, dry edible _____________ ---------------------- -------------- •3, 012 648 -------------- 140 *658, 800 *357, 057 
Pecans---------------------- ______ ----- _____ ------- ----------- ___ •3, 751 ---- __________ -------- ------ -·-·---- ______ --·--- ________ ---··- _______ _ 
Rye .•••••• ·--------------------------------------- •4, 575 60, 751 14, 932 -------------- *2, 186 *223, 210 *42, 284 
Seeds·------------------------ --------------------- -------------- *148, 193 18, 660 *13, 731 *364, 337 *74, 026 *4, 969 

i~~:~~~~r~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:::::::::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: ::::;:;;~=~~: •11, 8~: n~ --·•4;5~~~~- ----~:~~:~~~- _____ :~~~:~~~-
Sweetpotatoes ________________________ __ ___________ -------------- -------------- 95 *138, 181 1, 985 --------i;453· ---------;;.773· 

~:~::;ies:-cannea.-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: -------•6;888- ·------i2;63i- •36,7~:1 *!~~ -------~:~~- ------~~~~~~-
Tot~L------------------------------------------- *4, 602, 190 •15, 944, 584 *9, 892, 605 *55, 401, 647 · *9, 032, 671 *59, 777, 004 *104, 426, 494 
Total price support·-·····--------------------·-- *60, 389, 701 125, 592, 975 *71, 894, 836 *125, 357, 006 *254, 761, W4 *249, 229, 839 *231, 796, 834 

iupply program: 1 
' · Cotton and linters.------------------------------------ ------------- - 1, 592, 551 24, 865 245, 904 12, 879 _ _ ____ --------------

Grains and seeds--------------------------------------- -------------- 23, 969, 000 23, 792, 977 19, 094, 280 4, 548, 038 ----2,"ii8i, 561 341, 834 
Oils (bulk)--------------------------------------------- -------------- 29, 937 67, 620 107, 442 291, 296 363, 692 55, 396 
Tobacco.---------------------------------------------- -------------- 4, 179, 335 588, 749 --------- __ -··----- _____ -------------- --------------
General commodities purchase a ________________________ -------------- ---·---------- 176, 701, 759 - 11, 127, 662 •342, 973 •1, 246, 411 *318, 041 
Processed imd packaged commodities e _________________ -------------- -------------- 26, 438, 161 10, 517, 533 1, 092, 093 752, 657 12, 426 

~~i!~:.1:~1_e~~-~~~~-~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: ---•3,"i2ii,"5i7" -----*420,"893- ----··494;6iii" -----*368,"475- ~~; &~i ----------~~-
Tot.al supply program·------------------------------ -------------·- 26, 650, 306 227, 193, 238 41, 587, 512 5, 232, 858 2, 886, 615 92, 276 

'Foreigp. purchase program: ' 

•$57, 745, 502 

267, 212, 048 
*130. 198 

•41, 361, 218 
11, 055, 451 

*74. 605, 518 
•1, 159, 176 
5, 541, 350 

·B.~, 859, 657 
39. 947, 580 

*39, 683, 396 
•23, 404, 901 
*47, 631, 017 

*874, 407 
*444, 628, 816 

*313, 402 
*92, 171, 681 

*648, 707, 620 

•5, 297, 755 
•9, 243, 002 

•111, 193 
*487, 187 

3, 089, 270 
•133, 474, 235 

*397, 058 
•26, 159, 869 

13,368 
.... .. •1, 297 

9,304 
9, 769 

•8, 218, 495 
*6, 693, 640 

•31, 534, 467 
*1, 732,374 

•21, 457, 456 
*954 200 

•1, 783: 725 
*578,436 

*l,018,081 
•3, 751 

•196, 572 
•586, 596 

4,398, 685 
23,830 

•16, 517, 269 
•135, 421 

8, 716 
11, 942 

*259, 077, 195 
*867, 837, 235 

1,876, lW 
74, 727, 690 

915, 383 
4, 768,084 

185, 921, 996 
38,812,870 

37,818 
•3, 417, 235 

303, 642, 805 

Cr,tton _________________________________________________ ------·------- 5, 439, 464 457, 029 •758 • __ --·----------- 5, 895, 735 
Fats and oils·------------------------------------------ ------·------- 22, 543, 441 17, 955, 560 •1, 491, 644 --····•53,-300· - -- -·1;524· •37, 417 38, 918, 158 
".!'oodstuffs.-------------------------------------------- -------------- 4, 620, 232 2, 441, 131 •1, 555, 187 102, 305 47, 482 11, 989 5, 667, 952 
Other-------------------------------------------------- -------------- *274, 627 18, 102 3, 089 -------------- -------------- 4, 681 *248, 755 
T~~fur~ppur~~-----------------------------~----------------------~_-~3-~~3-28~,-5~10-~--20~,~~-1-,~~-2-~-.-3-,~-~.~--~---4-~-~-9-~---4-9-,-00~6-~--.~20~,~7~4~7~--~50~,723~3~,~~ 

Commodity export program: 
Cottons-·--------------------------------------------- -------------- •1, 098, 694 •5, 490, ~ •8, 120 60, 632 1, 753 -------------- •12, 534, 929 
Wheat------------------------------------------------- -------------- •1, 209, 445 *618 -------------- -------------- ------------- - -------------- •1, 210, 063 

Total commodity export _______________ -------------_ i-_-__ -_-_-__ -_-__ -_-_-__ -i--.8....;.,-3-08....;.,-1-39-1·-.-5-, -49-1-, 1-1-8-l-...-----i-----i------i------l·-.,..-------

Btorage facilities program·--------------------------------- -------------- •10, 087, 438 721, 069 
.Accounts and notes receivable (charge-offs). ______________ - i=·=·:;;::- ·:::.::·=--;:::;·:::.::·::::;-·;;·:::·=-I :::;;;;:::;;:1:;::1,::;1=34;::l:=;::::;;::•:;4:;::70~, ~53:;;2;::I::::;:::::=:=== I'::;::::::;::~~=;:::: l=::;:::~~::;:::;;::l=::;:;;:;:=:::;:::;:::;;:::;;=I==:'=':=;;;~;;:;;:;: 

Total (excluding wartime consumer subsidy costs) 9 __ *60, 389, 701 166, 187, 348 170, 929, 643 
Wartime consumer subsidy program 10 ___________ •• __ ---··· i=·=· :;;::-·:::::·=- ·::::::·:::::·::::;-·::::::·:::-=-l :;:•2:;::':;:13:::::0:::::,58::==1:::,58==9 =l=:;;:;:22;::':;:3:;::64;::, :;:160:;:;:::l=:::::::====l=:;:::::::::::::;:=;:;:::i:::;:::::;::::::::::::;:::::::::::l=:.::::;:;:=:.:::;::::::::::::;::I:;::::=:;::::;::::;;:::;::::;.=:;; 

Grand totaL________________________________________ •60, 389, 701 •1,964,394,241 193, 293, 803 

*8, 120 60, 632 1, 753 -----· •20: 067" 
*13, 744, 992 

*133, 209 *438, 460 *91, 959 •10, 050, 064 
*106, 602 *138, 717 *86, 113 *91, 776 *882, 606 

*87, 061, 925 *24.9, 996, 682 *246, 470, 537 *231, 837, 148 *538, 639, 002 
4, 025, 128 2, 235, 782 *113, 351 *240,050 •2, 102, 309, 920 

*83, 036, 797 •241, 760, 900 *246, 583, 888 *232, 077, 198 •2, 640, 948, 922 
•Denotes loss. o During the period July 1, 1946, through June 30, 1949, activity under this program 
1 Allocation of losses and gains as between "Price-support program" and "Supply was reported as general supply program. 

program" for the period prior to the fiscal year 1947 was made on the basis of an analysis 1 Insofar as possible, operating results have been retroactively classified to correspond 
completed in April 1949. Since accounting records maintained prior to July 1, 1946, with current budgetary programs. In some instances, the accounts maintained prior 
did not provide for this segregation, it was necessary to analyze program results in to July 1, 1946, did not make possible a precise segregation of the results of foreign pro-
detail and in some cases make an estimate of the distribution between "Price support" curement operations. 
and "Supply" of the total operating result as shown by the accounting records. This s Includes export differential on exporters' cotton only. 
analysis was based on all known factors concerning the operations with respect to each 9 Includes losses totaling $56,239,432 on price-support commodities disposed of in 
commodity. accordance with Public Laws 389 and 393, 80th Cong., i.e., transferred to foreip assist-

2 Includes export differential on owned or pooled cotton only, Differential on ex• ance outlets at a price equal to price of a quantity of wheat having equivalent caloric 
porters' cotton included under "Commodity export program." value. The Corporation was reimbursed for these losses by the Secretary of the Treas-

3 Includes price support loss of $21829,639 on the 1943 and 1944 potato programs, ury. 
which was formerly included under tne general commodities purchase program. 10 Subsidy losses on corn for alcohol, wheat for alcohol , and wheat for feed are included 

' Includes price support loss of $11,956,386 on the 1944 egg program, which was formerly / on an estimated basis. For detail of subsidy costs by commodities by fiscal years, 
Included under the general commodities purchase program. see report of financial condition and operations as of June 30, IS49. 

6 Includes gain of $178,697,602 carried as "Special reserve, general commodities pur• 
cha!'e program" as of June 30, 1946, and transferred to income in May 1947. .Also see 
footnotes 3 and 4, 
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Removal of surplus agricultural commodities 

(sec. 32) 

OBLIGATIONS BY COMMODITIES, FISCAL YEAR 1950 

Program and com
modity Unit Quantity Value 

DffiECT DISTRIBU· 
TION 

D airy products: 
Butter___________ Pound ______ 19, 157, 499 $12,778,197 

~~~~· nonfat dry ______ do _______ 12, 069, 295 2, 801, 249 

Apples, fresh _____ BusheL ____ 3, 243, 385 7, 301, 242 
P ears, fresh______ Box_________ 834, 478 2, 676, 346 
Prunes: 

Dried_--------- Ton ________ _ 
Fresh __ --- - ---- BusheJ.. ___ _ 

R aisins, dried____ Ton ________ _ 
Honey______ _______ (1) 
Poultry products: 

390 
32, 586 
I, 613 

97, 938 
ll4, 560 
290, 601 
181, 337 

E ggs _------------ Pound______ 6, 149, 858 6, 598, 948 
Turkeys _______________ do._---- 8, 648, 473 3, 650, 380 

Veger.ables: 
B eans: 

Dry •••••••••••• Hundred
weight. 

Snap ___________ Bushel__ ___ _ 
Cabbage _________ 50-pound 

bag. 

5,689 

32, 222 
105, 472 

51, 027 

50, 113 
128, 972 

Irish potatoes____ Bushel _____ _ 3, 339, 758 4, 857, 430 
Spinach _-- - -- ---- _____ do ______ _ 50, 000 44, 459 
Sweetpotatoes _________ do.----- 56, 903 137, 228 

Total ________ -------------- xx x 41, 760, 027 

EXl'ORTATION 

Cotton_------------ Bale_------- 2, 600 260 
E ggs_ - ------------- Pound______ 5, 672, 511 3, 033, 833 
Flaxseed ___________ BusheL.... 320, 755 317, 741 
Fruits: 

Apples, fresh_---- _____ do______ 2, tel, 469 2, 566, 633 
Oranges, fresh____ Box_________ 1, 258, 167 2, 063, 176 
Orange juice: 

Ringle strength_ Case________ 72, 033 
Concentrated___ Gallon______ 4S, 600 

Pears, fre~h_______ Box_________ 132, 886 
Prunes, dried_____ Ton_________ 42, 364 
R aisins, dried ________ _ do______ 67, fi62 

Honey ___ ------ ~ --- Pound_----- 3, rro5, 920 Linseed oil _____________ do ______ 13, 358, 732 
P eanuts ______________ ___ do ______ 62, 032, 959 

WheaL------------ Bushel______ 6, 244, 853 

TotaL .••••••• --------------

DIVERSION 

Cotton............. Bale._-----
Fruits: 

Figs, dried ___ ---- Ton _______ _ 
Prunes, dried __________ do _____ _ 
Raisins, dried •••• _____ do ______ _ 

Sorghum grains _____ Hundred.; 
weigb,t •••• 

Tree nuts: 
- A1monds_________ Pound _____ _ 

Filberts __ -------- _____ do ______ _ 
Walnuts __________ ••••• do ••••••• 

Total ••••••••••• --------------

---
xxx 

---

1, 448 

192 
31,349 
19, 274 

ia, 520 

2,389,867 
4, 216, 018 
8, 497, 754 
---

xxx 

73, 590 
72,342 

166, 102 
3, 851, 379 
5, 677,000 

164, 956 
407, 851 

4, 559, 192 
2, 295, 025 
---
25, 249,080 
---

19, 900 

11, f.SO 
l, 869, 402 
1, 541, 920 

26,386 

760,870 
264, 453 

2, 949, 635 
---

7, 444, 146 

Tobl all pro- · ·"' -
grams ________ -------------- ---------- 74, 453, 253 

OBLIGATIONS BY COMMODITIES, FISCAL YEAR 1940 

DIRECT DISTRIBUTION 

Eggs, dried......... Pound.----~ 6, 190, 010 $8, 836, 193 
Fruits: 

Apricots, dried ••• -------------- ---------- 151, 430 
Apples: · 

Canned •••••••• -------------- ---------- 212, 980 
Dried __________ -------------- ---------- 155, 798 

Applesauce, -------------- ---------- ' 180, 361 
canned. 

~i;~'n~!edfuice:- =::::::::::::: ::::::::=: : ~t m 
canned. 

Peaches, dried •••• -------------- ---------
Plums, canned ••• -------------- ----------
Prunes, dried_____ Ton_________ 3, 381 
R aisins, dried _________ do_______ 4, 483 

Honey ____________ Pound ______ 11, 591, 304 
Nonfat dry milk _____ do _______ .13, 747, 391 

solids. 

1133, 675 
245,1S6 
806, 547 
925,864 

1, 715, 673 
1, 823, 099 

V'if~~~~s~--------- Bushel______ 10, 811 15, 064 
Cabbage__________ 5()-pound bag_ 121, 000 135, 831 
Irish potatoes_____ BusheL.... 5, 229, 520 10, 650, 193 
Sweetpotatoes ___ ••••• do....... 153, 117 293, 810 

Total ___________ -------------- x x x 25, 784, 646 

I Transportation costs on prior-year commodities. 
~ Transportation on prior year purchases. 

Removal of surplus agricultural commodities 
(sec. 32)-Continued 

OBLIGATIONS BY COMMODlTIES, FISCAL YEAR 
1940--Continued 

Program and com
modity Unit Quantity Value 

EXPORTA'rION 

Cotton_____________ Bale________ 18, 84.0 $1, 884 
Eggs _______________ Pound ______ 7,644,285 5,036, 707 
~~~~~~d____________ Bushel______ 4, 099, 379 4, 191, 686 

Citrusjuice, blend_ Case________ 656 328 
Grapefruit: 

Fresh ___________ Box_________ 212, 195 175, 192 
Canned ________ Case________ 1,600 1,325 
Juice_---------- ____ _ do_______ 7, 741 3, 626 

Oranges, fresh____ Box_________ 513, 719 582, 936 
Orange juice: 

Concentrated___ Gallon.----- 16, 329 14, 035 
Single strength_ Case________ 3, 870 2, 148 

Pears, fresh_______ Box_________ 48, 996 25, 080 
Prunes, dried_____ Ton_________ 48, 606 3, 294, 572 
Raisins, dried _________ do_______ 54, 008 3, 480, 594 

Peanuts ____________ Pound ______ 159,277,58010,167, 023 
------

Total._ _________ -------------- xx x 26, 977, 136 

DIVERSION 

Cotton_------------ B ale_ •• -----Figs________________ Ton ________ _ 
Pears, fresh_________ Box_ _______ _ 

10, 988 
2,583 

108, 357 

Total ___________ -------------- xx x 

Total all pro- _ 

233, 487 
193, 234 
48, 765 

475,486 

grams_------- -------------- ---------- 53, 237, 268 

EXPENDITURES BY COMMODITIES, FISCAL YEAR 
1948 

PURCHASES FOR 
DIRECT DISTRIBU· 

TION 

Eggs, dried _________ Pound _____ 9, 051, 109 $13,120,487 
Frui.ts: 

Apricots, dried.__ Ton......... 1, 415 552, 42Z 

A~~ed •••••••• Pound •••••• 1, 193, 760 108, UM 
Fresh __________ Box_________ 885, 844 2, 113, 003 
Dried ___ ------- Ton_________ 3, 703 1, 099, 114 

Applesauce, 
canned__________ Pound •••••• 18, 255, 842 1, 268, 585 

Figs, dried _______ Ton_________ 6,684 1,330,348 
Grapefruit juice, 

canned ________ _ Pound •••••• 73, 309, 368 3, 455, 269 
Orange juice, 

canned _________ Gallon •••••• 
Peaches, dried____ Ton ________ _ 
Pears, fresh_______ Box. _______ _ 
Plums, canned ••• Pound _____ _ 
Prunes, dried_____ Ton _______ _ 
Raisins, dried •••• _____ do _____ _ 

RoneY----------~-- Pound _____ _ 
Tree nuts: 

467, 213 
7, 331 

120, 404 
4, 107, 712 

7,967 
7,205 

5, 639, 780 

1, 398, 753 
1,884,888 

304, 802 
. 280,350 
1, 648, 852 
1, 332, 448 

822, 158 

Filberts _______________ do_______ 482, 160 223, 537 
Walnuts __________ ••••• do______ 1, 800, 000 910, 283 

Vegetables: 
Beans, snap ______ Bushel _____ _ 
Beets, topped ____ 50-pound 

bag. Cabbage ______________ do _____ _ 

Potatoes: 

67, 850 
8,681 

53,423 

117,098 
7, 160 

68, 342 

Irish ___________ Bushel_ _____ 5, 290, 25612, 390, 924 
Sweet •••• ~----- _____ do______ 496,293 989,312 

TotaL ••••••• ---------··--- - x x x 45, 426, 239 

EXPORTATION 

Cotton _____________ BaJe________ 973, 365 
Eggs _______________ Pound •••••• 37, 463, 534 
Fruits: 

Apricots, dried___ Ton_________ 1, 390 
Dates, dried ___________ do_____ 750 
Figs, dried ____________ do______ 6, 788 
Peaches, dried.. ________ do______ 1, 702 
Prunes, dried _________ do______ 35, 166 
Raisins, dried _________ do______ 11, 897 

Tobacco ___ ~-------- Pound •••••• 76, 255, 359 

2, 022, 263 
6, 592, 707 

143,663 
33, 777 

281,056 
102, 928 

1, 661, 146 
516,385 

8, 546, 500 

Total ••••••••• -----------~-- :x x x 19, 900, 425 

DIVERSION 

Ootton, insulation.. Bale._------ 16, 021 460, 319 
P ears, fresh.________ Box_________ 61, 640 27, 738 
Potatoes, Irish_____ BusheL_____ 6, 831, 151 7, 526, 922 

TotaL ••••••• -----·-------- x :x :x 8, 014, 979 

Total all pro- ---------~---- ---------- 73, 341, 643 
grams. 

Removal of surplus agricultural comr.iodities 
(sec. 32)-Continued 

ExPENDITURES BY OO:MM.ODITIES, FISCAL YEAR 
1947 

Program and co:in
modity 

PURCHASES FOR 
DffiECT DISTRIBU· 
TION 

Unit 

Beans ______________ BusheL ___ _ 
Beets__ _____________ 50-pound bag 
Cabbage ______________ do ______ _ 
Carrots ___________ _______ do ______ _ 
Onions __________________ do ______ _ 

Potatoes: 
Irish______________ Bushel__ ___ _ 
Sweet _____ . ____________ do ____ _ 

Spinach _________ ________ do ______ _ 
Canned citrus juice_ Pound.-----
Canned sauerkraut ______ do ______ _ 
Eggs_-------------- ____ do ______ _ 

Quant ity Value 

2,020 
140, 251 
119, 414 

20, 119 
246, 558 

$3, 221 
116,433 
114, 737 
17, 003 

264, 111 

4, 050, 340 4, 791, 497 
536 882 

179, 480 153, 024 
1, 278, 078 34, 062 

839, 266 15, 107 
8, 333, 633 10, 697, 769 

Total.~------- -------------- x x x 16, ID7, 846 

EXl'ORTATION =i= 
Cotton _____________ Bale _------- 1, 781, 077 32, 770, 280 
Potatoes____________ BusheL_____ 1, 063, 808 971, 745 

. Total. •••••••• -------------- x :x x 33, 742, 025 

, ·DIVERSION TO BY· 
PRODUCTS AND 
NEW USES 

Cotton insulation.... Bale_------- 45, 000 1, 688, 112 
Potatoes____________ Bushel. _____ 25, 802, 471 20, 068, 662 

Total _________ ------------·- x :x :x 21, 756, 774 
.==== 

Total, all pro- -------------- xx x 71, 706-645 
grams. 

Revised, Office of Budget, Sept. 20, 19{9. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point as a 
part of my remarks a copy of a letter 
.which I received from Mr. G. W. Line
.weaver, Acting Commissioner· of the 
·Bureau of Reclamation, furnishing cer
tain information relative to a number of 
projects, with respect to operation and 
'maintenance costs for irrigated acres. 

The reason I am asking to have this 
letter printed in the RECORD at this time 
is that it is our belief that some of the 
'operation and maintenance estimates 
:which have been used to justify the cen-
tral Arizona project are, in fact, much 
lower than they should be. While there 
are some minor exceptions to the general 
,tendency, generally speaking, operation 
and maintenance costs have been mov
ing upward, which is entirely natural 

' and to be expected in many circum
stances. In view of the fact that the 
original estimates of the time required 
to build the central Arizona project 
covered a period of 8 years, and in view 
·of the fact that we know that it would 
,be more likely to be 15 years, based upon 
;the experience in connection with many 
other projects, by the time we reached 
'the point where the project would be 
.actually constructed and operating, th~ 
costs of operation, with our inflated dol
lars and deficit spending, would . proba .. 
;bly be much higher than the estimates 
·which are presently shown. 

There being · no objection, the follow
ing letter was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 

Washington D. C., April 18, 1951. 
Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D . C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND! I am 
pleased to acknowledge receipt of your let
ter of April 3 relating to the increase of 
operation and maintenance costs in irri
gation and power since June 1, 1947. 

In estimating operation and maintenance 
costs for irrigation and power projects in the 
planning stage, an amount is determined 
which in our. best judgment will represent 
the average annual payments required dur
ing the amortization or repayment period. 
In arriving at this cost, consideration is giv
en to probable future devaloping trends as 
well as to increased efficiency and other fac

. tors which will tend to lower cost. Admitted-
."Jy, this extension of cost in the future may 
be subject to some error, but it should be 
pointed out that if future price trends cause 
a rise in operating cost above the estimated 
cost, commodity prices will rise also, thus 
producing a more or less equivalent increase 
in the repayment ability of the beneficiaries. 

The power operation and maintenance 
costs used for estimating purposes on pro
posed projects have not been increased since 
June 1, 1947, for the reason that a general 
increase in such estimating costs was made 
early in 1947 principally to allow· for esti
mated increasing wages of operating and 
maintenance forces. 

I am attaching a historical record of the 
cost of operation and maintenance per ir
rigated acre for some representative irriga
tion projects in the southwest. As you 
know, during the war, when labor and ma
terial were scarce, maintenance was de
clared on many irrigation projects. This 
resulted in more money being spent in the 
subsequent years wheu the deferred mainte
nance was performed. For this reason, the 
operation and maintenance costs shown in 
the table reflects factors in addition to the 
normal fluctuation in the cost of labor and 
materials during the years shown. 

I appreciate your interest in our program 
and if you should need additional informa
tion applying to any particular project, I 
would be pleased to furnish it. 

8in cP.relv yours, 
.G. W. LINEWEAVER, 

Acting Commission: r. 

Operation and maintenance cost per 
irrigated acre 

State and project (division or 
1947 1948 1949 district) 

----
Arizona: Salt River ______________ $9. 68 $11. 26 $14. 82 
Arizona-California: 

Yuma: 
Mesa division (auxiliary)_ 29.14 28.98 24.02 
Reservation division ______ 7. 98 8. 82 6.12 Valley division ___________ 7. 60 9.08 11.50 

California: 
All-American Canal (Im-

perial irrigation district) ____ 5.06 6.01 5. 66 New Mexico: Carlsbad ___________ 3.90 4.23 5.42 
New Mexico-Texas: 

Rio Grande: 
Elephant Butte irrigation 

district . ____ ____ __ ____ __ 4. 51 4. 71 5.30 
El Paso County water-

improvement district 
No. L----------- ----- -- 4.38 4. 77 5.02 

THE LOYALTY BOARD 

During the delivery of Mr. KNOWLAND'S 
speech, 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
~ · Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to permit 
.the Senator from Wisconsin -to make in-

sertions in the RECORD, provided I do 
not thereby lose my right to the floor. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that these inser
tions appear at the end of the remarks 
of the able Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ·ordered. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have inserted 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this 
point an article entitled "Anonymous 
Evidence in Loyalty Hearings," taken 
from the Washington edition of the Daily 

. Worker, namely, the Washington Post, 
dated May 12, 1951. The article was 
issued by the Americans for Democratic 
Action. It is an attack upon the attempt 
of the new Loyalty Board, headed by 
former Senator Bingham, to bring some 
order out of chaos in the loyalty pro~ 
gram. The article is signed by Francis 
Biddle and by Joseph L. Rauh, Jr. I ask 
unanimous consent that the entire . 
article be printed in the body of the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
A COMMUNICATION-ANONYMOUS EVIDENCE IN 

LOYALTY HEARINGS 

Americans for Democratic Action concurs 
in the statement in your May 6 editorial, Exit 
One Star Chamber, that "the administration 
should never have asked the courts to sanc
t ion star-chamber blacklisting even for the 
convenience of its loyalty boards. And now 
that a decision has been rendered it cannot 
act too quickly to substitute fair hearings 
and fair adjudication upon the evidence for 
the present arbitrary and unauthorized pro
cedure." 

But we in the ADA go further. We believe 
that the decisions in the Bailey and Joint 
Anti-Fascist Refugee cases. not only warrant 
but, indeed, in the interest of civil liberties, 
require the reconsideration by the adminis
tration of both the ex parte blacklisting of 
organizations and the basic loyalty proce
dures. 

The most significant thing about the Joint 
Anti-Fascist Refugee case was t h at four Jus
tices of the United States Supreme Court 
(Frankfurter, Black, Douglas, and Jackson) 
agreed that the Attorney General's action in 
listing subversive organizations without a 
hearing was a violation of due process of law. 

Mr. Justice Burton's opinion was not the 
cont rolling opinion, as your editorial indi
cated. His vote was controlling, as that vote 
was necessary to send t h e case back to the 
district court for further action. Otherwise, 
there would have been a 4-4 split as in the 
Bailey case and the court of appeals' ruling 
that no hearing was required would have re
mained in effect. 

But far more significant than who wrote 
the controlling opinion, is that four Justices 
of the Supreme Court of the United States, 
one of them a former Attorney General and 
all of them men with great experience in 
administrative procedures, held that the At
torney General's listing was a violation of the 
Constitution. 

In the Bailey case, the Judges divided 4- 4 
_and no opinion was therefore rendered in 
that case. But in their opinions in the Joint 

.Anti-Fascist Refugee case, Justices. Frank
furter, Black, Douglas, and Jackson made it 
abundantly clear that they considered the 
.Government action in the Bailey case a vio-
lation of due process by law. · 

Justice Douglas was the most outspoken 
in this respec·t. Referring to tlle fact that 

. the Loyalty Board acted on the statements 

of informants who not only were not sub
ject to cross-examination, who not only were 
not under oath, but whose identity was not 
even known: to the board, Justice Douglas 
wrote as follows: 

"Dorothy Bailey was not, to be sure, faced 
with a criminal charge and hence not tech
nically entitled under the sixth amendment 
to be confronted with the witnesses against 
her. But she was on trial for her reputa
tion, her job, her professi mal standing. A 
disloyalty trial is the most crucial event in 
the life of a· public servant. If condemned, 
he is branded for life as a person unworthy 
of trust or confidence. To make that con
demnation without meticulous regard for 
the decencies of a fair trial is abhorrent to 
fundament!tl justice." 

Eight Justices have spoken. (Justice Clark 
did not participate.) Four of them have 
spoken clearly and charged the administra
tion with a fundamental violation of due 
process of law. The question thus squarely 
presented to the administration is whether it 
should utilize its technical victory in the 
Bailey case and continue on its course of al
lowing findings of disloyalty to be based on 
unsworn, uncross-ex~ mined, and unidentified 
statements. 

Americans for Democratic Action urges the 
Attorney General to recommend to the Presi
dent a reevaluation of the entire loyalty pro
gram in the light of these decisions and the 
substitution of a system based on the essen
tial elements of fairness and decency. This 
is particularly important since the Nimitz 
Commission, appointed by the President to 
make such a reevaluation, is, for the present, 
at least, unable to function. 

This reexamination is particularly neces
sary at this t ime in view of the Executive 
order changing the test of disloyalty from 
"reasonable grounds" to "reasonable doubt." 
While there may not be too much difference 
in the legal significance of these terms, if 
the loyalty boards once feel that this change 
constitutes a directive to be "tougher," the 
program may well deteriorate into the "witch 
hunt" which the President is so anxious to 
avoid. 

A statement by the administration at this 
time that it is going to provide the "due 
process" safeguards demanded by Justices 
Frankfurter, Black, Douglas, and Jackson 
would do much to rebuild the waning morale 
of those who are subjected to the present 
unjust loyalty program. 

FRANCIS BIDDLE, 
Chairman, National Board. 

JosEPH L. RAUH, Jr., 
Chairman, Executive Committee, 

Americans for Democr ati c Acti on. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, in 
connection with having this article 
printed in the RECORD, I wish to call at
. tention to the fact that Mr. Rauh, who 
is chairman of the executive committee 
of the Americans for Democratic Action, 
was the attorney for William Reming
ton, the convicted Communist. 

I should also like to read into the 
RECORD parts of a statement which Mr. 
Rauh issued on January 30, 1950, after 
Dean Acheson made his famous state
ment about refusing to turn his back on 
.his dear friep.d Alger Hiss: 

We firmly believe that even if Secretary 
Acheson had avoided the subject and fili
bustered his views on Alger Hiss, the "yam
merers in our midst" and the Formosa-firsters 
would have been no more charitable toward 
his position. Indeed, one can venture the 

- hope that their knowledge of the depth and 
caliber of the man at whom they are "yam
mering" will give them pause in their strug
gle agai.qst him. 
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Then, going on to comment further 

on Dean Acheson's statement, Rauh had 
this to say: 

Dean Acheson has given inspiration to 
those who aspire to Government service and 
renewed faith to those already in the Gov
ernment service. 

We. can add no luster to his act of great
ness. Neither can his detractors sully it. 

That also appeared in the Washington 
edition _of the Daily Worker on the 30th 
of January 1950. 
'· Then, Mr. President, so as to give a 
better picture of Francis Biddle, who 
would protect Communists from the 
loyalty board, I should like to read very 
brie:fiy from an article which also ap
peared in the local Daily Worker on 
June 3, 1950, in which Mr. Biddle says: 

,. I was shocked by the announcement on 
May 27 that Secretary of Commerce Sawyer 
had called for the resignation of William W. 
Remington and Michael H. Lee, "in the 
interest of good administration in the 

, ~epartment." 

. It will be recalled that Remington sub
sequently was convicted of perjury in 
connection with his communistic ac
tivities. 

I read further from Biddle's signed 
statement: 

The Secretary has, so it seems to me, not 
only committed a cruel injustice against 
these two employees, but has seriously in

: Jured "good administration." 

I call this to the attention of the 
loyalty board, headed by former Senator 
Bingham, so they will better identify 
this man who attacks whenever it ap
pears they may do a good job. 

" I read further from the Biddle article: 
I suggest that the Secretary lacks courage, 

when courage is so needed in these days of 
McCarthyism and mass hysteria-the kind 
of courage that his predecessor, Averell Har
l'iman, displayed when Dr. Condon was un
der the same kind of attack from the Com
mittee on Un-American Activities. 

FRANCIS BIDDLE. 

In connection with Mr. Rauh, who is 
the secretary, and who also signed the 
article condemning the Loyalty Board, 
it should be noted that Rauh also wrote 
a very favorable review of Max Lowen
thal's book entitled "The Federal Bureau 
of Investigation." This also appeared 
in the local "Daily worker" on November 
26, 1950. In it, he praises to high heaven 
Lowenthal's smear upon the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

In connection with that, I should lilrn 
to have inserted in the RECORD a number 
of documents. I think they should ap
pear in connection with Biddle's accu
sation that the new Loyalty Board is in
dulging in a star chamber blacklisting 
of Communist fronts. I s~ .ould like to 
insert in the RECORD the confidential doc
uments covering the listing by Biddle 
early in 1942, of some 12 different Com
munist fronts-a very reluctant listing, 
it will be under.;tood. 

First, I ask unanimous consent to in
sert in the body of the RECORD the com
ments made by l'.~?,rtin Dies, appearing 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 88, 
part 6, page 7441. I believe this entire 
picture should appear in chronological 
order, in order that we may better assess 
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some of the attacks which have been 
made, and which will be made hereafter, 
if the Loyalty Board does a decent job. 
The remarks which I ask to have inserted 
appear in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 88, part 6, pages 7441 and 7442. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD• 
as follows: 

QUESTION OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE 
Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a question 

of personal privilege. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his 

question of privilege. 
Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, in a pamphlet pub

lished and widely distributed by the National 
Federation for Constitutional Liberties, the 
following charges were made: 

"For 4 years Dies and his committee have, 
through a vigorous campaign of di version 
and suppression, obscured the activities of 
the Nazi network, the fifth column in the 
United States. 

"Their tactics have been the ·tactics of 
Goebbels. 

"Their tactics have been the tactics of 
many of the seditionists, long sheltered by 
Dies and his committee, indicted last month • 

"Dies and his committee have shielded 
agents of the Axis. 

"Dies and his committee jeopardize na
tional unity. 

"Dies and his committee delay the day of 
victory. 

"The American people must learn the 
truth. 

"The activities of Dies and his committee 
1n relation to the 28 seditionists indicted 
last month and other Axis agents must be 
investigated by a Federal grand jury. 

"The National Federation for Constitu
tional Liberties is therefore making public 
the documents compiled from official publi
cations and the press and submitted by it on 
August 6, 1942, to the Department of Justice 
in support of a demand for a grand jury 
investigation of Martin Dies. 

"GEORGE MARSHALL, 
"Chairman, National Federation for 

Constitutional Liberties." 
The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the gen

tleman has proceeded far enough. 
Mr. DIES. I want to read one more excerpt: 
"Federal Bureau of Investigation exposes 

Dies' attack on 1,119 as fake." 
Mr. Speaker, I submit that both of those 

articles entitle me to the :floor. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recognized. 
Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, the newspapers of 

the country carried a story on September 8, 
1942, to the effect that the FBI had exoner
ated 1,100 Federal employees accused by the 
Committee on Un-American Activities of 
being linked to the Red movement in this 
country. I will read some of the headlines 
that appeared in some of the newspapers of 
the country. 

From the New Y.:>rk Times: 
"Feder;.i,l Bureau of Investigation exonerates 

Federal workers accused by Dies. Biddle tells 
Congress inquiry it ordered has brought only 
36 employee dismissals." 

In the New York Herald Tribune: 
"Biddle clears United States workers of 

disloyalty." 
I will not t ake the time of the House to 

read the headlines that appeared through
out the country. My purpose in reading this 
is to point out the fact that the general im
pression was given that our committee had 
accused 1,124 employees of being Commu
nists, that the Federal Bureau of Investiga
t ion had investigated the facts and had found 
that only 2 of them were Communists, and 
had been dismissed. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, what are the facts? The 
facts are that, under an amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Jones, the 
House instructed and directed the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation in the following lan
guage: 

"For personal services in the District of 
Columbia, $8,750,000, of which at least $100,-
00'> shall be available exclusively to investi
gate the employees of every department, 
agency, and independent establishment of 
the Federal Government who are members 
of subversive organizations or advocate the 
overthrow of the Federal Government, and 
report its findings to Congress." 

The language of this amendment is very 
clear. What the Congress was telling the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation was to in
vestigate the employees of the Federal Gov
ernment, determine who were members of 
subversive organizations, and report the facts 
to the Congress. As a matter of course, that 
mandate implied the necessity of determin
ing what organizations are subversive. It 
was, therefore, incumbent upon the Depart
ment of Justice to report the facts to this 
Congress with regard to the number of Fed
eral employees who belonged to subv~rsive 
organizations, and the names of the subver
sive organizations. 

I shall show you this afternoon that the 
Department of Justice has m~de no attempt 
to report these facts. I do not attack the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation because I 
believe it is one of the most efficient agencies 
of this Government. I do maintain, however, 
that the Attorney General, by his regulations 
and instructions in the beginning of the 
investigation, made it impossible for the Fed.:. 
erii,l Bureau of Investigation to carry out the 
mandate of Congress. 

Now, what did the Attorney General do? 
I have the report here of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. When the inyestigation 
was ordered by the Congress the Attorney 
General issued instructions to govern the 
FBI in the conduct of the investigation. In 
the instructions he told the FBI to forward 
all complaints to the heads of the employ
ing agencies and those agencies that wanted 
the employees investigated could then re.:. 
quest investigations from the FBI. The 
FBI would then, and only then, be author
ized to conduct the investigations, and hav
ing done so it could report the facts with
out any recommendation. For 3 months, 
according to the FBI report, the FBI sub
mitted 1,597 complaints to the heads of the 
employing agencies and received approxi
mately 193 requests for investigation. This 
is important in order to understand the at
titude of the employing agencies. In the 
first place, they were the men who em
ployed these people in the first instance. 
They were, apparently, not anxious to h ave 
an investigation. However, they should 
have been, because during a critical moment 
in our history it had been demonstrat ed 
that the Nazis had worked through fifth 
columns, and was it not a matter of the 
greatest interest to the heads of agencies 
when they received 1,597 complaints from 
the FBI to immediately request an investiga
tion of every complaint? But according to 
the FBI's report they did not receive more 
than 193 requests. They therefore lacked 
jurisdiction to proceed in accordance with 
the mandate of Congress. The At torney 
General ' :as then compelled to modify his 
order to require an investigation in the first 
instance by the FBI, but under the limit a
tions that had been made on the in vestiga
tions, the only thing the FBI could do was 
to submit to the heads of the employing 
agencies, some of whom belong to these 
very same organizations, the information 
and data collected by FBI agents, wit hout 
any recommendation or opinion, and trust 
to the men who hired these people in the 
first instance to discharge them upon re
ceipt of the information from the FBI. 

Now, let us understand the attitutde of 
some of these employing agencies. In 1938, 
when our committee exposed the American 
League for Peace and Democracy, whici1 had 
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approximately 565 Government employees a.S acquaint you, without undue burden of de
members of the organization, some of the tail, with the nature of the evidence which 
heads of the employing agencies denounced has appeared to warrant an investigation or 
the committee in the press of the country charges of participation. 
and went so far as to say that they were (It is assumed that each employe~'s case 
proud of their membership in the American will be decided on all the facts presented in 
League. They defied the committee. They the report of the Federal Bureau of Investi
said they intended to continue their ac- gation and elicited, where a hearing is or
tivities to recruit members for this organ- dered, by the board or committee before 
ization. This was publicly announced at the which the employee is given an opportunity 
time by some of the heads of these employ- to appear. 
·ing agencies. (Please note that the statement is marked 

In 1938 our committee had exposed be- "Strictly confidential,'' and is available only 
yond any question that the American League for use in administration of the mandate of 
for Peace and Democracy was dominated and Public, No. 135.) 
controlled by Communists, and our commit- AMERICAN LEAGUE AGAINST WAR AND FASCISM 
tee had also proved, by their own records, The American League Against War and 
that the American League had gone on rec- Fascism is the first of three organizations 
ord in favor of securing positions for its established in the United States in an effort 
members in defense industries so that in the to create public sentiment on behalf of a 
event of war they could sabotage our war foreign policy adapted to the interests of the 
etrorts. Soviet U:;:iion. Its successor, the American 

Mr. Speaker, all that the Department of League for Peace and Democracy, was estab
Justice has attempted to do in this report lished in 1937 and it, in turn, gave way in 
is to create a false impression throughout 1940 ·to the American Peace Mobilization 
the country-the impression that our com- which, since the German invasion of Russia 
mittee made some charges that were un- and the establishment of a prewar policy by 
founded. I shall show you by the confiden- Communists in the United States, has been 
tial memoranda of the Attorney General known as American People's Mobilization. 
what he should have reported to this House. A world congress, devoted to the founda
I have a photostatic copy of the confidential tion in each country of a league against war 
memoranda which was distributed by the and fascism, was held in Amsterdam in 
Attorney General to the heads of the re- 1932, under the aegis of the Communist In
spective departments, in which he branded ternational. It was at this time that Com-
12 organizations as Communist-controlled munists throughout the world were teaching 
organizations. I shall further make the that capitalist forces were about to make war 
statement that according to the FBI's own upon the Soviet Union. The danger that Hit
report, they did not investigate 1,124 sub- ler might soon come into power in Germany 
mitted by us to them, that they ~ctually accentuated this belief. The American dele
lnvestigated 601, and that they received re- gation to the congress was headed by H. W. L. 
plies from 501; and I here and now on my Dana, an avowed Communist, who called hls 
own responsibility make the positive asser- group a workers' delegation. In accordance 
tion that if the subcommittee . of the Com- with the resolutions of the. congress, organi
mittee on Appropriations which originated zations having as their stated aim opposition 
. this amendment will subpena. the records of to war atid fascism were founded in the coun.:. 
the ~I, they will find that the overwhelming tries in which the Communist International . 
majority of the 601 Government employees maintained sections. 
:were members of· these organizations. . The American League Against War and 

Mr. Speaker, permit me to read what the Fascism was formally organized at the First 
Attorney General, in the confidential memo- United States Congress Against War and 
randa, said about these _organizations that Fascism, held in New York City, September 
we were ridiculed throughout the country 29 to October 1, 1933. The manifesto of this 
in 1938, 1939, and 1940 for calling commu- congress called attention to the black cloud 
nists. Remember that Secretary Perkins of imperialish war hanging over the world, 
and some of the Cabinet officers were pub• and pointed to the National Recovery Admin
licly ridiculing us in the press of this coun,- 1stration, the Civilian Conservation Corps, 
try for suggesting that such organizations as and the other policies of the Roosevelt 
the American League · Against war and administration as indications of America's 
Fascism, the American League for Peace and preparedness for war and fascism. Only' in 
Damocracy, the _ American Youth congress, the Soviet Union, the -manifesto continued, 
the League of American Writers, and many has the basic cause of war-monopolistic 
others were Communist. When we made capitalism-been removed; the Soviet Union 
that statement in our reports, we were bit- alo:µe among the governments of the world 
terly assailed as being_ Red baiters. I am proposes total disarmament; only· by arous
going to read excerpts from the Attorney 1ng and organizing the masses within each 
General's memoranda and ask unanimous country for active struggle against the war 
consent that the entire document may be policies of their own imperialist governments 
included in this RECORD for the benefit of any can war be effectively combated. The pro
Member who has any doubt about these or- gram of the first congress called for the end 
ganizations, their nature, and their purpose • .. of the Roosevelt policies of imperialism and 

~<· for the support of the peace policies of the 
Mr. McCARTHY. I also ask unani- "' Soviet Union, for opposition to all attempts 

mous consent to have inserted in the -.. to weaken the Soviet Union, and for effective 
body of the RECORD at this point the con- international support to all workers and anti
tents of a document which is marked war fighters against their own imperialist 
, "'Strictly confidential.'' It is a listing of . governments. Subsequent congresses, in 
the American League Against War and 1934 and 1~36, reflected thE! same program. 
Fascism the American League for Peace The clos~ affiliation of the American 

' . League Agamst War and Fascism with the 
and Democracy as Commumst fronts. communist movement in the United states 

There being no objection, the docu- is manifest both in its program and in the 
ment was ordered to be printed in the statem_ents about it by Communist leaders .. 
RECORD, as follows: Earl Browder, general secretary and leader 

. of the Communist' Party, United States of 
{Strictly confidential} America, called the league a transmission 

THE AMERICAN LEAGUE AGAINST WAR AND FAS• belt of the Communist Party. He defined 
CISM-THE AMERICAN !£AGUE FOB PEACE AND a transmission belt as a •tactic by whlch the 
DEMOCRACY Communists attempt to reach the masses of 
(NoTE.-The following statement does not the · people. F'urther, he described it as an 

purport to be a complet e report on the or- outstanding -part- ·of tne united-front effort 
.ganization named. It is intended only to of the Communist Party. The united front, 

according to Browder, is a question of funda
mental strategy, a basic policy of struggle for 
class unity of workers against the bourgeoi
sie. Its program, he declared, is so clear and 
definite in facing the basic issues that to 
carry it out in fact entails clearly revolu
tionary consequences; it has never tried to 
avoid the issue of Communist Party partici
pation in this broad united front. Browder 
has stated that when the party was forced to 
go underground on the west coast in 1934 
it stood up well, for already on August 1 in 
San Francisco the party broke through the 
terror, holding an open public meeting 
under the auspices · of the American League 
Against War and Fascism. 

The first head of the league, J. B. Mat
thews, who later renounced communism, has 
often written and testi11ed concerning the 
Communist participation in its establish
ment and program. Dr. Harry F. Ward, who 
succeeded Matthews as its chairman, de
clared its purpose to be to promote a wider 
understanding of the peace policies of the 
Soviet Union and to cooperate with other 
agencies to prevent an attack on the Soviet 
Union. Ward also stated that there was no 
way to organize peace constructively except 
by adopting throughout the world the basic 
organization on which the SoViet Union is 
founded. It was through Dr. Ward and the 
Methodist Federation for Social Action, of 
which he has long been a leader, that Earl 
Browder declared the league served the party 
as a contact with those church organizations 
which are for the destruction of capitalist 
society. 

At its ninth annual convention in 1936 the 
Communist Party, United States of America, 
resolved that it would work untiringly to help 
widen the basis of the league, especially 
among the trade-unions and farm organiza
tions. In this connection, Party Organizer, 
September 1935, the organ of the central 
committee ot the Communist Party, United 
States of America, stated that our party did 
its utmost at the beginning to build the 
American League, which must become the 
main instrument • • • for the defense 
of the Soviet Union. • • • We must 
show them [the masses} that we are the real 
driving force of the movement, and in this 
way, by our example, create new enthusiasm, 
new impetus for the masses to march 
forward. 

Communist affiliation with the American 
league was reflected in the membership and 
the leadership which installed Earl Browder 
as vice president and many Communist lead
ers on the executive board. Resolutions and 
manifestos of the league were printed in 
official Communist public:ations, and the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation reports from 
confidential sources that the league is among 
those organizations which received financial 
assistance from the Amtorg Trading Corp. 

Communist control of the peace movement 
outside of Russia was revealed in a report to 
the Seventh World Congress of the Commu
nist International held in Mo8cow in 1935 in 
which it was stated that Hwe must penetrate 
among the pacifist masses and carry out the 
work of enlightenment ampng them, using 
_forms of organization and action which are 
adapted to the level of consciousness .of these 
masses and which give them the possibility 
of taking the first step in the effective 
struggle against war and capitalism. We 
must take two things into account. The 
first is that the organization of the pacifist 
masses cannot and must not be a Communist 
organization; the second is that in working 
in this organization Communists must never 
give up explaining with the greatest patience 
and insistence their own point of view on all 
the problems of the struggle against war." 

AMERICAN LEAGUE FOR PEACE AND DEMOCRACY 
In accordance with the final statement of 

this report to the Seventh World Congress.-:. 
that the organization of the pacifist masses 
cannot and must not be a Communist organ;;. 



1951 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5935 
!zation-and in accordance with the so
called Trojan-horse policy, adopted at the 
same world congress, by which Communists 
seek to penetrate many organizations with
out revealing their identity, the American 
League Against War and Fascis:'ll at its fourth 
congress in 1937 became the American 
League for Peace and Democracy. It has 
been reported that the reason for the change 
in name may be found in the fact that the 
original organization :.iad become widely 
identified in the popular mind as a Commu
nist-controlled group. 

The .Program of the new league reflected 
the change in tactics. References to the 
Soviet Union were omitted. The first items 
in the program referred to the rights of 
labor and called for t he defeat of legislation 
attempting to compel incorporation of 
trade-unions or the inspection of union 
finances. Guaranties to Negro people and 
the foreign-born and the demand for an 
antilynching law followed. The program 
called for the promotion of the people's boy
cott of Japanese goods and for the remcval 
of restrictions on shipments to China and 
Spain. The same program was reflected at 
the fifth congress of the league, held in Jan
uary 1939, with the addition of a demand 
for the abolition of the poll tax, the 
strengthening of the Wagner Act, and oppo
sition to antisemitic propaganda. In all of 
these policies the league was following the 
Communist Party line. 

The American league was composed of na
tional and local organizations. The highest 
governing body was nominally the national 
congress operating through the national 
committee, representation on which was 
based on the membership in affiliated organ
izations. The national committee in turn 
was controlled by the executive board on 
which were several Communists. Funds were 
collected from members and affiliates and 
J.B. Matthews, former head of the American 
League Against War and Fascism, wrote that 
when the league could not secure sufficient 
funds in this way it would first call on 
someone like Corliss Lamont, the Communist 
"angel," and in the most extreme cases 
would call upon Earl Browder. 

Communists boasted of their control of 
the American League Against War and Fas
cism. The Communist Party, the Young 
Communist League, most. Communist-front 
organizations, and Communist leaders were 
operly affiliated with it. The American 
League for Peace and Democracy, on the 
other hand, was designed to conceal Com
munist control, in accordance with the new 
tactics of the Communist International. 
The adoption of a new name and the broad
ening of the program to include measures 
and policies calculated to enlist a wider sup
port in no way lessened the Communist 
control and direction of the league. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I also ask unani
mous consent to insert in the RECORD 
at this point another document marked 
"Strictly confidential," entitled ''Ameri
can Peace Mobilization, 'Now Called 
American People's Mobilization','' which 
is the listing of it as a Communist-front 
organization. 

There being no objection, the docu
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[Strictly confidential] 
AMERICAN PEACE MOBILIZATION (Now CALLED 

AMERICAN PEOPLE'S MOBILIZATION) 

(NOTE.-The following statement does not 
purport to be a complete report on the or
ganization named. It is intended only to · 
acquaint you, without undue burden of de· 
tail, with the uature of the evidence which 
has appeare? to warrant an investigation of 
char~es of participation. 

(It. is assumed that each employee's case 
will be decided on all the facts presented in . 

the report of the Federal Bureau of Investi
gation and elicited, where a hearing is or
dered, by the board or committee before 
which the employee is given an opportunity 
to appear. 

(Please note that the statement is marked 
"Strictly confidential" and is available only 
for use in administration of the mandate of 
Public, No. 135.) 

American Peace Mobilization was formed 
in the summer of 1940 under the auspices of 
the Communist Party and the Young Com
munist League as a "front" organization 
designed to mold Americau opinion against 
participation in the war against Germany. 
Its existevce terminated within a month 
after the German invasion of Russia when it 
became American People's Mobilization and 
adopted a program favoring complete assist
ance to Britain, Rueda, and China. Ameri
can Peace Mobilization attracted to its fold 
two types of members: The Commu!lists and 
fellow travelers ever ready to promote party 
interest or follow the party line and those 
Americans devoted to the maintenance of 
peace who were for the most part unaware, at 
least before the German invasion of Russia, 
of the Communist control of American Peace 
Mo biliza ti on. 

American Peace Mobilization had two 
predecernor organizations. The first, the 
American League Against War and Fascism, 
had its origin in 1932, when th...J Communist 
International, fearing a European war 
against the Soviet Union, directed its sec
tions throughout the world to stimulate 
peace movements in their respective coun
tries. Earl B::owder, general secretary and 
chief officer, testified before the Dies com
mittee that the Communist Party partici
pated actively in forming the league. When 
Russia began making a military alliance with 
France in 1935, these movements gradually 
were allowed to lapse throughout the world, 
and in the United States the American 
League Against War and Fascism was suc
ceeded by the American League for Peace 
and Democracy. Browder has characterized 
this second organization as a "transmission 
belt" of tl_e Communist Party. He defined 
a "transmission belt" as a technical term 
referring to the tactics whereby the Com
munists established their relations with the 
masses of people. Both tne League Against 
War and Fascism and the League for Peace 
and Democracy followed the customary Com
munist tactic of placing prominent non
Communists in titular positions, while Com
munists themselves took the controlling 
i::ositions. In addition to the Communists 
who supported them as a matter of party 
policy, both organizations attracted to their 
membership many unsuspecting persons. 

The American Peace Mobilization was by 
tts own definition open to everyone. It was 
formally founded at a meeting in Chicago at 
the end of August 1940, known as the Emer
gency Peace Mobilization. Although the 
Communist Party as such did not only par
ticipate in the propagandizing for and organ
izing of this meeting, its workers' schools in 
collaboration with the American Youth Con
gress and other Communist-front organiza
tions took a prominent part throughout this 
meeting. In addition, Am.erican Peace Mobil· · 
ization sponsored the march on Washington, -
January 25-27, 1941, when the delegates at
tempted to picket the Capitol and to see con
gressional and administration leaders. Later, 
on April 4 and 5, 1941, it sponsored the so
called American People's meeting in New 
York City. These meetings were dominated 
by leaders of Communist-front organizations 
and the programs and pamphlets issued in 
connection with these meetings contained 
advertisements and greetings of Communist
penetrated organizations. 

During its existence of less than a year 
American Peace Mobilization was concerned 
with keeping America out of the imperialist 
war. It directed its attention chiefiy to the 
Burke-Wadswor~h bill for conscription and 

the lend-lease bill. Its aims were not limited 
to this legislation, but included a number 
calculated to enlist wider support. It called 
for the eild of discrimination against Negroes, 
aliens, and Jews. It demanded a restitution 
of constitutional rights, the passage of anti
poll tax and social legislation, and it con
demned legal proceedings then pending 
against Harry Bridges and Earl Browder. It 
attacked the Dies committee and its investi
gation of such genuinely democratic groups 
as International Labor Defense and the 
Transport Workers' Union. It sponsored 
meetings in collaboration with such Commu
nist-penetrated organizations as the Ameri
can Youth Congress, Workers Alliance, and 
the National Negro Congress, and it collab
orated closely and sponsored meetings jointly 
with such an important Communist organi
zation as the International Workers' Order. 
It continually attacked the Churchill gov
ernment and the Tory imperialism of Britain. 
Each of the foregoing positions conformed 
exactly to Communist Party line. American 
Peace Mobilization numbereq among its offi
cers and sponsors several leading Commu
nists and the heads of several Communist
penetrated groups. 

The most conspicuous activity of American 
Peace Mobilization was the picketing of the 
White Haus~, which began in April 1941, in 
protest agamst lend-lease and the entire 
national defense program of the administra
tion. On Ju!le 17, 1941, Frederick V. Field, 
national secretary, who had called for the 
picketing of the White House, stated the aims 
of the organization once more. He said that 
there was widely propagandized in America 
a myth of two alternatives: That of a Nazi
dominated world or a victory of British
United States imperialism. The American 
Peace Mobilization program afforded a third 
possibility: Keep America out of Europe's 
war, improve the standard of living, retain 
and defend our constitutional liberties, and 
work for a people's peace. It was Field who 
had called the Selective Service and Training 
Act of 1940 a spearhead of the attacks on 
our democracy, and the national defense 
program a part of the march toward fascism, 
and who a week after the German invasion of 
Russia stated that in view of the new world 
situation America should give full aid to 
Britain, Russia, and China. 

Just · 4 days after Field had redefined the 
aims of American Peace Mob111zation, on the 
afternoon of June 21, 1941, he suddenly called 
off the picket line around the White House. 
Eight hours thereafter German armies had 
crossed the Russian frontier. Within 1 week 
American Peace Mobilization stated that the 
international situation had changed and that 
the national board of the organization had 
adopted a new program which called for aid 
to the Soviet Union against the forces of the 

_Nazi military machine. Three weeks later 
American Peace Mob111zation explained that 
to meet the needs created by the "new world 
situation"-a phrase which featured all offi
cial Communist literature of that time and 
since-American Peace Mobilization was 
changing its name to American People's Mo
bilization and henceforth was adopting the 
"V" slogan for "victory over fascism." At 
the same time, Field announced that arrange
ments were being made for an American tour 
by the dean of Canterbury, one of the lead
ing English sympathizers with the Soviet 
Union and author of The Soviet Power, which 
was widely distributed by the Communist 
Party. 

Ever since 1918, and before, there have 
been in existence in the United States or
ganizations devoted to peace and to the goal 
of keeping America out of war. Not one of 
these organizations, however, was formally 
represented as an organization in any way 
in American Peace Mooilization. These or
g~nizations devoted to antiwar activities 
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have been continuously ignored in the col- nist League is to be found in the admissions tions committee and printed by Prompt 
umns of the Daily Worker and other Com- of innumerable Communist speeches and Press, which prints the bulk of the lltera
munist publications. whereas these same writings. In an address before the Seventh ture issued by the Communist Party and its 
periodicals gave full support to American World Congress at Moscow in 1935, Otto affiliates and is reliably known to be owned 
Peace Mobilization. Kuusinen, who is a member of the executive by the Communist Party. 

Membership in American Peace Mobiliza- committee, its presidium, and secretariat of As indicated by its 1934 resolution, the 
tion cost only 50 cents, and for the unem- the Communist International, and one of the league opposed war and fascism. In com
ployed 10 cents. Through a Nation-wide most powerful figures in tee Communist mon with all communist organizations, it 
newspaper campaign calling on Americans to world, said: subsequently opposed the imperialist war 
contribute a dime and become "volunteers "Comrades, the Young Communist League and attacked the lease-lend bill, the Burke-
for peace," it has been estimated by the Fed- of the United States, headed by Comrade Wadsworth bill, which subsequently became 
eral Bureau of Investigation that American Green, went to the American Youth Con- the Selective service and Training Act, and 
Peace Mobilization numbered as members or gress and achieved a great success. The con- all legislation directed toward military prep-
contributors about 14,000,000 persons, the gress was transformed into a great united aration for defense. It participated in peace 
bulk of whom were undoubtedly unaware of front of radical youth, and when somewhat demonstrations and sponsored town meet
the Communist control of American Peace later a second general youth congress was 1ngs throughout the United States to oppose 
Mobilization. held, our young comrades already enjoyed a America's entry into the war. The chief of 

Mr. McCARTHY. I also ask unani- position of authority in it. The Communists these town meetings was held at Washing-
alone have been able to foster the radicaliza- ton, D. c., in February 1941. Subsequent to 

mous consent to insert in the body of tion of tbe youth in bourgeoisie organiza- the Nazi invasion of Russia in June l941, 
the RECORD at this point another docu- tion." however, the congress reversed its position, 
ment entitled "American Youth Con- The first American Youth Congress claimed and at its congress held at Philadelphia only 
gress," which is stamped ''Strictly con- to speak for 79 organizations having a total 2 weeks thereafter passed a resolution pledg-
fidential." membership of 1,700,000. Although essen- ing full support to the British and Russians 

There being no objection, the docu- tially dedicated to a program for youth, the il1- their fight against the Nazis. A second 
ment was ordered to be printed in the congress promptly declared "We do not be- resolution adopted at that convention voiced 

f 11 lieve that the fundamental problems before opcnosition to any appeasement toward Japa-
RECORD, as 0 ows: . 1 th bl bl l:' us are spec1a you pro ems, amena e nese aggression against China, proposed an 

[Strictly confidential] to solution by special youth demands alone. embargo on war materials for Japan, and at 
AMERICAN YOUTH CONGRESS We declare that they are the general problems the same time asked that all restrictions be 

( Th f 11 i t t t d t of the masses of the people • • •" and lifted on the purchase of war materials by 
NoTE.- e o ow ng s a emen oes no called for a "youth movement • • • to 

purport to be a complete report on the or- work for the building of a new social order• the Chinese . . 
ganization named. It is intended only to based upon production for use rather than The organization grew in strength, prob
acquaint you, without undue burden of de- for profits." It thereupon adopted a series ably reaching the peak of its influence in 
tail, with the nature of the evidence which of favoring resolutions substantially set- l.J)39 when it claimed to speak for over 500 
has appeared to warrant an investigation of ting forth the Communist Party program of national and local organizations. Due to its 
charges of participation. that day. communistic leadership and policies, how-

(It is assumed that each employee's case The congress likewise adopted a "resolution ever, a number of organizations thereafter 
will be decided on all the facts presented in against war and fascism." Its preamble ob- withdrew and at its 1940 convention only 177 
the report of the Federal Bureau of Investi- serves in part: organizations and 67 local and neighborhood 
gation and elicited, where a hearing is or- "Today, on the twentieth anniversary of councils were represented, many of which 
dered, by the board or committee before the last war, American youth again faces the were me.rely paper organizations which, if not 
which the employee is given an opportunity danger of a new war. • • • Hitler and completely nonexistent, consisted of a local 
to appear. Japan are trying to forge a united front for Young Communistic League member en-

(Please note that the statement 1s marked war against the soviet Union. • • • The deavoring to secure some sort of local spon
"Strictly confidential" and is available only events since the last war prove the futility sorship. Unquestionably, there were legiti
for use in administration of the mandate of of depending on statesmen and upon dis· mate, non-Communist delegates at the con
Public, No. 135.) armament gatherings to end war. The only ference, but there were equally as many 

The American Youth Congress is defined constructive proposal toward peace at these representing little more than themselves. 
by its 1940 constitution as a "nonprofit, edu- conferences have been offered by the Soviet The report of the credentials committee of 
cational association to serve as a cooperating Union. • • • The recent trend toward the 1940 congress claimed, notwithstanding, 
center and a clearing house for all youth fascism has been looked on with terror by to represent 5,159,499 young people in 
organizations, youth-serving agencies, local, all right-thinking sections of the people, America. 
State, and regional youth councils and as- • • • The last year has witnessed a grow- The report of the credentials committeB 
semblies, and organizations desiring to pro- ing trend toward fascism and preparation of the 1941 congress, held at Philadelphia, 
mote the welfare of youth." It originated in for war in the United States. • • • Many as reflected by the Washington Post of July 
1934 and since 1ts inception has been con- strikes have been met with the use of militia. 7, 1941, claimed a representation of 1,110 

. trolled by Communists and manipulated by Poison gas and rifles are frequently used as youth councils, student, religious, labor, 
them to influence the thought of American weapons to smash labor's rights; lynchings farm, social, and fraternal organizations hav-
youth. The process has been described by a have increased, as well as anti-Semitism. Ing 5,463,760 members. Such statistics, how-
high official of the Communist International, . Vigilantes' raids on strikes in San Francisco ever, are valueless because of the duplica-
referring speciflcally to the congress, as "the and the brutality of New York police With tion of representation and the exaggerated 
radicalization of the youth." Under such labor pickets indicates that the weapon of tabulating methods used whereby the mem-
leadership and in the guise of a youth pro- Fascist tendencies exists from coast tc bership of each attending local branch of 
gram, the force of opinion of the youth of coast." an organization is added to the total mem-
America, expressed in the proceedings and The congress, therefore, pledged itself tc ~ _ bership of the national organization which 
resolutions of the American Youth Congress, work for the abolition of all forms of m111- ; 1ncludes it; a representation chosen by a 
purporting to be representative of the Ameri- .. tary training ·in high schools and colleges, ' · packed minority at an underattended local 
can youth organizations which compose it, :~ the diversion of military funds for increased '. meeting is presumed to speak for an un
has been rallied to the support of every posi- :· educational and relief expenditures and fa- : verified total membership. 
tion taken by the Communist Party upon cilities, the abolition of the Citizens' M111- ~ The extent of Communist control is in
issues relating to the foreign and domestic tary Training Corps, opposition to the use of · dicated by the following facts relative to the 
affairs of the United States. the National Guard against labor organiza- - 1940 congress held at Lake Geneva, Wis. 

The concept of a nonpolitical "congress" of tions and activities, the freedom of all im- · Representatives included 15 known Com
American youth organizations originated prisoned in Fascist countri'es for their oppo- · « munist-controlled or led organizations, 7 
wtti;i one Viola Ilma and was inspired by a ,, sition to fascism and the defense of the , . similarly controlled or led labor unions 
similar gathering which she had attended , democratic rights gained by the masses of whose policies have followed every turn of 
in Europe in 1933. The first American Youth ;. the people, opposition to all forms of ex- · ·the Communist Party line, and a number 
Congress, held at New York in August 1934, :· {° ploitation and hatred directed against na- ; of fellow-traveler organizations. Its creden
was attended by delegates from a broad . ~- tional and racial minorities, especially Ne- : tials committee had a minimum Communist 
range of representative national organiza- i . groes, Mexicans, Japanese, Jews, etc., and the majority of 6 to 4; its constitution commit
tions. Prior to the congress and at its open- ~ : immediate withdrawal of all American armed~ tee a majority of 7 to 3; its nominations com
ing session, however, the Young Communist · forces from colonial countries such as China. , mittee a minimum of 8 to 7; its rules com
League in collaboration with certain social- · and the Philippines, and for the support of : mittee a majority of 4 to 1; and its resolu
ist and pacifist groups set in motion a series · the peace proposals of the Soviet Union for . tlons committee a probable majority of 10 
of maneuvers ·which resulted in the ouster complete disarmament. The record of each · to 8. The congress cabinet was controlled by 
of Miss Ilma and the establishment of Com- succeeding congress reflects a. similar con- the Young Communist League by 18 to 15. 
munist control which never has been relin· formity to Communist Party line; The poor representation of the non-Com-
quished. The above resolutions are to be found tn munist majority operated to strengthen 

Corroboration of the conquest of the Amer- a pamphlet , entitled "Program of American Communist control but at the same tim9 
lean Youth Congress by the Young Commu- _Youtp. Congress," published by its continua- rendered the congress less effective as a Com-
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:rnunist vehicle because of its greater ex
posure as a Communist Party front organiza
tion. For this reason, Communists are strug
gling to retain nonparty support and to con
tinue a sufficient number of non-Commu
nists in office to preserve a nonpolitical ap
pearance without sacrificing control. 

Throughtout its existence the officers of 
American Youth Congress unquestionably 
have included persons who were non-Com
munists. The majority of the officers, how
ever, have always been identifiable with Com
munist Party or known party affiliates. The 
congress publishes a magazine entitled "Win
ner," the editor of which is Barry Wood, Com
munist Party name for Jeff Kimbre, well• . 
1-mown party leader of · southern California. 
Officers of the congress individually have 
taken part in Communist Party functions 
regularly. This close association between the 
~ongress and the party and its affiliates has 
been notorious from the outset. 

' Mr. McCARTHY. I also ask unani
mous consent to insert in the body of 
the RECORD at this point another docu
ment, entitled "League of American 
Writers," stamped "Strictly confiden-. 
tial." 

There being no objection, the docu
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[Strictly conflden tial] 
LEAGUE OF .AMERICAN WRITERS 

(NOTE.-The following statement does not 
purport to be a complete report on the or
ganization nam~d. It is intended only to 
acqu_!:Lint you, without undue burden of de
tail, with the nature of the evidence whicn 
has appeared to warrant an investigation of 
charges of participation~ 
, (It' is assumed that each employee's case 

\Vill be decided on all the facts presented in 
the report of the FBI and elicited, where a. 
bearing is ordered, by the Board or commit• 
tee before which the employee is given an 
opportunity to appear. 
· (Please note that the statement ls marked 

"Strictly confidential" and is available only 
for use in administration of the mandate of 
Public, No. 135.) 

t · The League of American Writers, founded 
'1nder Communist auspices in 1935, for some 
1ears attracted to its fold many of the most 
prominent American writers, Communist and 
non-Communist. In 1939 the league began 

I openly to follow the Communist Party line 
' ~dictated by the foreign policy of the Soviet 
· -µnion, and at that time most of the non
! Communists disaffiliated themselves from it 
·and declared their opposition to its policy. 
~) The League of American Writers was 
founded at a congress of American revolu
tionary writers held in New York City, April 
26-27, 1935. The call for the congress was 
signed by members of the John Reed Club-, 
including such well-known Communists as 
Earl Browder, Isidor Schneider, John L. 
Spivak, and Michael Gold. The congress 
treeted Gold as the best-loved American 
?:evolutionary writer, and Gold in turn told 
~he gathering that "Our writers must learn 
that the working class which ha,s created a 
great civilization in the Soviet Union is 
capable of creating a similar civilization in 
this country." The leading speakers at the 
congress were all prominently identified with 
the Communist movement in the United 
States and featured such men as M. J. Olgin, 
editor of the Communist Yiddish daily, 
Morning Freiheit, Alexander Trachtenberg, 
head of the party's publishing house, Inter
national Publishers, Inc., and Clarence Hath
away, editor of the Daily Worker, whose 
masthead then proclaimed it the official 
9rgan of the Communist Party, United States 
of America, section of the Communist Inter
pational. The league was created, among 
ot her things, to enlist writers in a national 
cultural organization for peace and democ-

racy and against fascism and reaction, to disassociating themselves from it largely re
support progressive trade-union organiza- move all possible speculation as to the facts. 
tions and the people's front in all countries, 
and to cooperate with the progressive forces. Mr. McCARTHY. I also ask unani

mous consent to insert in the body of 
the RECORD at this point another docu
ment, entitled "National Committee for 
the Defense of Political Prisoners and 
National Committee for People's Rights," 
again stamped "Strictly confidential." 

There being no objection, the docu
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[Strictly confidential] 

Soon after the league was established, the 
Seventh World Congress of the Communist 
International in Moscow decided upon the 
Trojan-horse policy for Communist parties 
everywhere. By this policy Communists 
sought to infiltrate existing organizations 
without revealing their identity. Accord
ingly, it became necessary to conceal the 
Communist influence in the League of 
American Writers. The revolutionary slo
gans and resolutions were discarded. In 
the years from 1936 to 1939 the league made 
an effort to secure as members the leaders NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR THE DEFENSE OF 
of liberal thought among American writers. ; ' POLITICAL PRISONERS AND NATIONAL COM-
Although its Communist control was delib- :MI'ITEE FOR PEOPLE'S RIGHTS 
erately obscured, it sponsored a policy which (NoTE.-The following statement does not 
accorded with the Communist Party line in purport to be a complete report on the or
those years, including condemnation of the ganization named. It is intended only to 
Franco revolution in Spain and an inter- acquaint you, without undue burden of de
pretation of that revolution as presenting tail, with the nature of the evidence which 
.an issue of communism versus fascism. In has appeared to warrant an investigation of 
its congresses held in these years the league charges of participation. 
condemned fascism and praised the "Soviet (It is assumed that each employee's case 
peace policy." It sought to make its pro- will be decided on all the facts presented in 
gram attractive by sponsoring the Federal the report of the Federal Bureau of Investi
arts project and attacking those who were gation and elicited, where a hearing i'S or
opposed to any of the social legislation then dered, by the board or committee before 
being enacted in the United States which the employee is given an opportunity 

At the time of the Russo-German pact in to appear. 
August 1939 the League of American Writers (Please note that the statement is marked 
began once more to follow the Communist "Strictly confidential" and is available only 
Party line openly and without much attempt for use in administration of the mandate of 
at dissimulation. It was in this period that Public, No. 135.) 
most of the prominent non-Communist The National Committee for the Defense 
writers resigned from the league. Thomas of Political Prisoners is an organization 
Mann stated that the league "thinks too created ostensibly to support and defend civil 
much about politics and not enough about liberties. In January 1938 its name was 
literature." In 1940 and up until June 22, changed to the National Committee for 
1941, the league devoted its efforts princi• People's Rights although so far as known, no 
pally to keeping the United States out of substantial change was made in its set-up 
the "imperialist war." Its activities were or functions. At the present time it is re- , 
featured in the Daily Worker, and it in turn ferred to interchangeably under both names. 
complimented the Daily Worker for the rec- {¢~: Information regarding this organizq.tion is 
ognition it was giving to the league's anti- · Umited. It is not known when the National 
war program. Many leading Communists Committee for the Defense of Political Pris
were openly active in the league at this oners was formed but there is a record of its 
time. ~"' meeting as early as July 1921. At that time it 

On June 6, 1941, the league held its Fourth ' appeared to follow an anarchistic trend and 
Annual Writera' Congress in New York City. ~,' not to be connected with the Communist 
It condemned the "imperialist war," which K rarty. In fact, a meeting held at New Or
it called a war for world markets. Speakers :. leans in 1925 was reported to have been 
charged that the President was attempting broken up by communists when a speaker 
to lead the country into war, and condemned attempted to address it regarding "Political 
the administration for its action in sending Prisoners of Russia." Communist penetra
troops to quell the North American Aviation tion appears to have begun about 1926 when 
Co. strike and for its prosecution of Harry Elizabeth Gurley Flynn its then secretary 
Bridges. The American Peace Mobilization who was active in the futernational Worker~ 
and its picketing of the White House was of the world and the Peoples' council, a 
endorsed. Less than a month later the radical organization joined the Communist 
league issued a call to all writers and writ- Party. She is pres~ntly a member of the 
ers' organizations for "all immediate and party's national committee and one of its 
necessary steps in support of Great Britain outstanding leaders. 
and the Soviet Union." Information secured from confidential in-

Not only did the league follow the Com- formants, in a position to speak reliably, in
munist Party line in regard to foreign affairs, dicates that the National Committee for the 
but its program since 1940 has shown a close Defense of Political Prisoners is substantially 
parallel to the leading domestic issues sup- equivalent to International Labor Defense, 
ported by the party, including a campaign in legal arm of the Communist Party. Unlike 
behalf of Negro rights, opposition to what is International Labor Defense, however, which 
called political persecution in the United operates principally among the middle and 
States, and praise of the Soviet Union and its lower classes, the subject organization caters 
leaders. to financially and socially prominent liberals 

The League of American Writers maintains to attract the influence of their patronage 
an annual writers' school in New York City, and their contributions in support of civil 
featuring courses in labor journalism and liberties cases selected for defense. Its 
pamphlet writing taught by Communists. membership, which in 1937 was stated under 
Once each week it sponsors a "work in prog- oath by a southern official to number approx
ress" reading by some author. The Daily imately 150 persons, has never been sought 
Worker, in its regular reports of these read- to be increased substantially. It maintains 
ings, indicates that the majority of invited a national office in New York City and from 
readers are known Communists or fellow time to time has had branch offices at Boston, 
travelers. Philadelphia, Cleveland, and in northern and 

The overt activities of the League of Amer- southern California. The organization works 
1can Writers in the last 2 years leave little through local branch offices opened in the 
doubt of its Communist control. The resig- locality of an alleged "political persecution" 
nations of many writers who had affiliated selected for representat ion. Such local offices 
themselves with it in the era of the Trojan conduct publicit y campaigns through press 
horse and their stateme~ts .@.t the time of releases and solicit funds to defray the cos~ 
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of defending the alleged victims and of 
supporting their dependents during and after 
trial. 

Information of the confidential character 
referred to above ls to the effect that for a 
number of years past the NCDPP or 
NCPR has been infiltrated and controlled 
by the Communist Party. In one instance 
an informant reported that it received :finan
cial support from Amtorg Trading Co., the 
principal Soviet commercial agency in the 
United States, while another informant stat
ed that funds of the NCDPP has been, 
diverted to communist Party uses. These 
allegations are supported by substantial evi
dence. 

For years persons prominently identified 
with communism in this country have been 
associated with it, including members of the 
national committee of the Communist Party, 
Communist State omcers, a. present coowner 
of the Daily worker, and numerous fellow 
travelers who were also closely associated 
with various Communist-front organizations, 
contributors to Communist publications, 
and otherwise outstanding in Communist ac
tivities. A former national chairman of the 
NCDPP, a member of the Communist 
Party, United States of America is confi
dentially reported to have toured the coun
try with a German "political prisoner,'' lec
turing on conditions in Germany and raising 
considerable funds, a portion of which were 
diverted to Communist Party uses. The or
ganization has also collaborated with many 
other known Communist-front groups in 

, their activities. According to another con
fidential source, plans for agitation and or
ganization of the unemployed in the State of 
New York, leading eventually to the national 
hunger march of 1931, were partially formu
lated at its national office. It is significant 
that the cases selected for defense, so far as 
known, have, without exception, been those 
of Communists or cases publicized by the 
Communist Party. 

I The NCDPP figured prominently in 
demonstrations on behalf of the Scottsboro 
boys; vigorously protested the prosecution of 

' Angelo Herndon, presently a high Communist 
omcial; condemned the "persecution" of Wil
liam Schneiderman, California State secre
tary of the Communist Party, and Earl Brow
der, general secretary of the Communist 
Party, United States of America; came to the 
fore in defense of individuals prosecuted for 
soliciting recruit_s for armies of Loyalist 
Spain; defended those prosecuted for procur
ing forged signatures to a Communist elec
tion petition in Pennsylvania; organized the 
Oklahoma Committee to Defend Political 
Prisoners; and solicited funds and sought to 
obtain as much Nation-wide publicity as 
possible on behalf of Robert Wood, Okla
homa State secretary of the Communist Par
ty, and his Communist codefendants in the 
recent syndicalism trials in that State. 

I It also has followed the Communist Party 
llne in numerous instances, condemning the 
Dies committee and the methods of the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation, the use of troops 
in connection with the North American Avia
tion Co. strike in California in June 1941, 
and protesting the administration's foreign 
policy prior to the Nazi attack on Russia. 
Subsequent to the invasion it sponsored a 
people's meeting. 

The organization has also engaged in activ
ities which are not strictly civil liberties in 
character. In April 1938, for example, it co
operated with the Congress of Industrial Or
ganizations, the American Civil Liberties Un
ion, International Labor Defense, American 
League for Peace and Democracy, and Workers 
Defense League in staging a New Jersey Con
gress of Industrial Organizations organizing 
rally. In addition, it conducted an investiga
tion Of mining conditions in the States of 
Kansas, Missouri, and Oklahoma with partic
ular regard to the development of silicotic and 
tubercular conditions. In oonnection With 

this project a former Kansas Communist 
State omcial testified before the Dies com
mittee that the extensive correspondence be· 
tween himself and various governmental 
agencies on s111cosis in those States, intro
duced into evidence, had been prepared by 
the Communist Party headquarters in New 
York City and dispatched by him on behalf 
of the NCPR. Testimony before the Dies 
committee has characterized the NCDPP 
or NCPR as a. "transmission belt" or front 
for the Communist Party. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I also ask unani
mous consent to insert in the body of 
the RECORD at this point another docu
ment entitled "The National Federation 
for Constitutional Liberties," again 
stamped "Strictly confidential." 

There being no objection, the docu
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD. as follows: 

[Strictly confidential] 
THE NATIONAL FEDERATION FOR 

CONSTITUTIONAL LIBERTIES 

(NoTE.-The following statement does not 
purport to be a complete report on the or
ganization named. It ls intended only to 
acquaint you without undue burden of detail 
with the nature of the evidence which has 
appeared to warrant an investigation of 
charges of participation. 

(It is assumed that each employee's case 
will be decided on all the facts presented in 
the report of the Federal Bureau of Investi
gation and elicited, where a hearing is or
dered, by the board or committee before 
which the employee is given an opportunity 
to appear. 

(J;>lease note that the statement is marked 
"Strictly confidential" and is available only 
for use in administration of the mandate of 
Public, No. 135.) 

The National Federation for Constitutional 
Liberties, with headquarters in Washington, 
D. C., and affiliates throughout the United 
States, is part of what Lenin called the solar 
system of organizations, ostensibly having 
no connection with the Communist Party, by 
which Communists attempt to create sympa
thizers and supporters of their program 
among those who would never affiliate them
selves openly with the party. Membership in 
the national federation or its affiliates like
wise consists of those sympathetic to the 
stated aims of the organization, who may or 
may not be aware of its Communist control, 
as well as party members and fellow travelers. 

The National Federation for Constitutional 
Liberties was established as a result of a con
ference on constitutional liberties held in 
Washington, D. C., June 7-9, 1940. Sixty-one 
organizations are said to have participated in 
this conference. In a pamphlet issued by the 
national federation it is statec). that it was 
organized to coordinate several existing or
ganizations concerned with the preservation 
and further realization of democratic rights 
as guaranteed by the Constitution. It has 
affiliates or chapters in various parts of the 
country, such as the Oklahoma Federation for 
Constitutional Rights, the Michigan Civil 
Rights Federation, and the Washington Com
mittee for Democratic Action. Its method 
of operation, like that of International Labor 
Defense, the legal-aid arm of the Commu
nist Party with which it is closely affiliated, 
is the creation of special committees for 
specific cases. 

In one of its publications the federation 
states that it was founded because our con
stitutional guaranties are in danger, "as in
dividuals we are powerless, but all together 
we are strong." The program of the federa
tion seeks wider support by calling for the 
maintenance of the Blll of Rights, the pres
ervation of the Wagner Act and of the guar
anties to labor, the end of persecution of 
labor unions and aliens, and the repeal of 

poll-tax legislation. It demands the end of 
the "Gestapo activities" of the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation and the abolition of 
the Dies committee. 

The program of the federation parallels 
closely the Communist Party line of 1940. 
This adherence to the party line is illustrated 
by the opposition, contained in much of the 
federation's pamphlet literature, to compul-

. sory military training, which "would intro
duce dangerous major steps in the direction 
of Fascist control over the entire life of the 
community and especially over the labor 
movement." It was at this time that Com
munists were opposing conscription and the 
·entire national defense program. One of the 
tactics which they used to attack the pro
gram was the emphasis on the threat to civil 
liberties and the rights of labor and of mi
nority groups. Thus the National Federation 
the Constitutional Liberties served a useful 
function to Communists as it declared that 
"Ours is the task of true national defense." 

The national federation represents the 
principle of interlocking leadership common 
to Communist-front and penetrated organi
zations. Owen A. Knox, the national chair
man-resigned September 30, 1941-for ex
ample, is treasurer of the Michigan Civil 
Rights Federation and a member of the Na
tional Committee of International Labor De
fense and of the Citizens Committee To Free 
Earl Browder. Most of the national sponsors 
and most of the national executive commit
tee and many of the local heads of the fed
eration are leaders of Communist organiza
tions or are prominently identified with 
Communist activities. 

The activities of the national federation 
have been manifest chiefiy in the various 
committees specially created for the defense 
of certain individuals. The defenses of Com
munist leaders such as Sam Darcy and Robert 
Wood, party secretaries for Pennsylvania and 
Oklahoma, have been major efforts of the 
federation. Through pamphlet literature 
and by appearances of members before leg
islative committees, the federation has also 
been active in behalf of or in oppo'sition to 
legislation. It has led the recent fight against 
the continuance of the Dies committee, taken 
up by all Communist-front organizations 
throughout the country. In both these as
pects it has operated in close amuation with 
the International Labor Defense. The latter 
has now become clearly identified as a Com
munist organization and has thus lost much 
of its usefulness in attracting adherents. 
The National Federation for Constitutional 
Liberties is one of the equivalent organiza
tions set up to attract those who would not 
openly affiliate themselves with Communist 
groups if apprised of the facts. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I also ask unani
mous consent to insert in the body of 
the RECORD at this point another docu
ment entitlej "National Negro Con
gress," stamped "Strictly confidential." 

There being no objection, the docu
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[Strictly confidential] 
NATIONAL NEGRO CONGRESS 

(NOTE.-The following statement does not 
purport to be a complete report on the or
ganization named. It is intended only · to 
acquaint you, Without undue burden of de
tail, with the nature of the evidence which 
has appeared to warrant an investigation of 
charges of participation. 

(It is assumed that each employee's case 
will be decided on all the facts presented in 
the report of the Federal Bureau of Investi
gation and elicited, where a hearing ls or
dered, by the board or committee before 
which the employee is given an opportunity 
to appear. 

(Please note that the statement is marked 
"Strictly confidential" and is available only 
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for use in administration of the mandate of 
Public, No. 135). 

1 · The National Negro Congress is a feder
ated organization of affiliated National, State, 

I local, and community bodies which, accord
r lng to the preamble of its constitution, "seeks 
to unite the Negro people and all friends of 
Negro freedom for complete ·social justice and 
full citizenship for the Negro Americans." 
Its stated aims and purposes include the 
abolition of Negro discrimination and in
tolerance, promotion of trade-unionism, 

i ~roader employment opportunities, educa
tion and housing for colored people, and the 
s.pread of "truth regarding their traditions 
and contributions to American democracy." 
Earl Browder testified before the Dies com
mittee, however, that it functions as a "trans
µiission belt" for the Communist Party, and 
it has been characterized by James W. Ford, 
Communist Party Negro leader, as "a broad
ening of the people's front in America." 

· . The National Negro Congress was proposed 
in May 1935 by a "national sponsoring com
mittee," ostensibly unidentified with any or
ganization, which issued a call for a conven
tion, or congress, to be held at Chicago in 
February 1936. At this first congress A. 
Phillip Randolph, the president of the or
~anization, in a keynote address, condemned 
the "hard, deceptive, and brutal capitalist 

I order," and proclaimed that "the maneuver
•ng and disposing of the forces of Negro peo
ples and their sympathetic allies against 
their enemies can only be effectively worked 
out through the tactics and strategy of the 
united front." He denied that the National 
Negro Congress was dominated by Commu
nists or that he and John P. Davis, whom he 
described as "the moving spirit of .the con
gress and secretary," were Communists al
though he was "willing to go down fighting 
for the rights of any Negro to exercise his 
constitutional right as a free man to join the 
Communist Party or any other party he may 
choose to join." Davis in fact was a promi
nent Communist Party "front" organization 
leader. Subsequently, however, at the Third 
National Negro Congress in April 1940, Ran
dolph refused to be a candidate for the.pres
idency of the organization on the ground 
that it was "deliberately packed with Com
munists and Congress of Industrial Organ
izations members who were either Commu
nists or sympathizers with Communists. 

Commencing with its formation in 1936, 
Communist Party functionaries and "fellow 
travelers" have figured prominently in the 
leadership and affairs of the congress. One 
of the principal speeches before the first 
congress in 1936 was delivered by James W. 
Ford, the perennial Communist Negro Vice
Presidential candidate, who previously, in 
1935, had told the plenum of the central 
committee of the Communist Party that the 
National Negro Congress "promises to be 
one of the broadest movements ever organ
ized among the Negroes of this country," 
which "the Communist Party endorses." Ac
tive at this congress also were Benjamin 
Davis, Jr., and Louise Thompson, both mem
bers of the central committee of the Com
munist Party, and Edward E. Strong, the 
chairman of the presiding committee of the 
youth section of the congress, a leader of 
the Young Communist League. The Second 
National Negro Congress, held in October 
1937, was likewise addressed by leading com
munists or fellow travelers, including James 
W. Ford, Clarence Hathaway, former editor 
of the Daily Worker, Dr. Harry F. Ward, 
chairman of the American League for Peace 
and Democracy, Louise Thompson and her 
husband, William E. Patterson, also a prom
inent Communist leader and vice president 
of International Labor Defense. 

The National Negro Congress, throughout 
its existence, has closely followed the Com
munist Party lines, espousing causes and 
adopting issues sponsored by the party, and 
with regard thereto has sought to affiliate 
itself and form unit ed fronts with other-

organizations. It has characterized all legis- dered, by the board or committee before 
lation deemed a threat to the civil liberties which the employee is given an opportunity 
of Communists or any alien or minority to appear. 
group as repressive and Fascist and has (Please note that the statement is marked 
endorsed the defense of the Scottsboro boys, "'Strictly confidential," and is available only 
Angelo Herndon, and Tom M90ney. It is for use in administration of the .mandate of 
also actively engaged in the current cam- Public, No. 135.) 
paigns to free Earl Browder and for the dis- The Washington cooperative Book Shop, 
continuance of the Dies committee. In the under the name "The Book Shop Associa
field of American foreign policy it called tion," was incorporated in the District of 
for united a::tion on the part of the democ- Columbia in 1938 for the stated purposes of 
racies (including the Soviet Union) against providing a meeting place for persons inter
fascism prior to the Russo-German pact of ested in literary and cultural activities, pro
nonaggression, but after the signing of the viding for the cooperative purchase and re
pact assailed the imperialist conflict as hav- ·sale of literature and works of art for the 
ing nothing to do with saving and extending profit of its members as consumers, main
democracy. When the Nazis attacked Russia, taining a r -nting library and ticket service, 
however, the leaders of the congress advo- and fostering other activities of a literary, 
cated all-out aid to the Soviet Union and educational, and cultural nature. The asso
urged . immediate entrance of the United elation is a nonstock corporation operated 
States into the war on the side of Britain on the cooperative plan, with 9 trustees 
and the Allies. elected by the membership, which, accord-

In the fields of activity normally attrac- ing to its announcements, have numbered 
tive to Negro organizations, the National 1,000. It maintains a book shop and art gal
Negro Congress has been an agitational force lery at 916 Seventeenth Street NW., Wash
against lynching and all forms of so-called ington, D. C., where literature is sold and 
Negro discrimination, lobbying for or against meetings and lectures are held. 
legislation on such questions through mass Evidence of Communist penetration or con. 
demonstrations, picket lines, telegrams, let- trol is reflected ih the following: Among its 
ters, and petitions. In the field of organized stock the establishment has offered promi
labor it has assisted the unions in their nently for sale, books and literature identi
strikes and organizational work, and advo- fied with the Communist Party, and certain 
cates union membership for all Negroes. of its affiliates and front organizations, in
Presently it is in the forefront of the strug- eluding works on the Communist Party of 
gle, along with numerous other penetrated ,· the Soviet Union, reports concerning Ameri
or Communist-led Negro organizations, for can Youth Congress, literature of American 
increased employment of colored persons in Peace Mobilization, articles on the Young 
war industries, greater opportunities for the Communist League, and Communist periodi
Negro in the Army and Navy, and for addi- cals, such as New Masses. In this connec
tional civil rights. l tion the Washington News of May 22, 1941, 
· Throughout its existence, the congress has - 'reported that the Washington delegates to 

worked closely with other Communist-front - the People's Convention of the American 
organizations, all of which has been faith- - Peace Mobilization at New York City in that 
fully reported in the Communist press. Lead- year were advised that only at the Washing
ers of these groups are guests or speakers at ton Cooperative Book Shop could they buy 
functions of the congress or send their greet- · literature approved by that organization. 
ings and pledges of support, which, in turn, Information received from confidential 
are reciprocated by officers of the Negro con- sources indicates that certain of the officers 
gress. It frequently joins such organizations and employees of the book shop, including its 
in sponsoring meetings and demonstrations manager and executive secretary, have been 
and is affiliated with some of them, such as in close contact with local officials of the 
the American Council on Soviet Relations. Communist Party of the District of Colum
From time to time the National Negro Con- bia. One member of the association has re
gress has received financial aid from Interna- ported that he received literature, unsolic
tional Workers Orders, one of the strongest ited, from the Communist Party of the Dis
Communist organizations, and according to trict of Columbia, a circumstance which he 
A. Phillip Randolph, John P. Davis, secretary attributed only to his membership in the 
of the congress, has admitted that the com- association. In May 1941, Joseph Starobin, 
munist Party contributed $100 a month to one of· the editors of New Masses and a 
its support. teacher at the Communist Party Workers 

From the record of its activities and the School in New York City, lectured at the 
composition of its governing bodies there can book shop, reportedly following the Commu
be little doubt that it has served as what nist Pa:r,-ty line of that day, stressing the in
James W. Ford, elected to the executive com- vincibility of the Soviet Union, and criticiz
mittee in 193'?, predicted "an important ing the Roosevelt administration. A quan
sector of the democratic front," sponsored tity of literature of the type above described 
and supported by the Communist Party. was displayed near the entrance of the book 

shop on that occasion. 
Mr. McCARTHY. I also ask unani- In May 1941, the book shop desired to pro-

mous consent to have inserted in the mote a membership drive and solicited the 
body of the RECORD at this point another cooperation of the Cooperative League of the 
document entitled "Washington Cooper- District of Columbia. The league, having 

t· B k Sh ,, - receive~ reports that the book shop was Com-
~ IV~ oo O?, ,, agam stamped < munist-controlled, requested it to provide 
Strictly confidential. certain information. The information was 
There being no objection, the docu- not furnished and the book shop resigned 

ment was ordered to be printed in the from the league, stating it was doing so as 
RECORD, as follows: a result of unfavorable publicity attached 

to the incident. At about the same time the 
[Strictly co.nfidential] Washington press carried news items report-

WASHINGTON COOPERATIVE BOOK SHOP ing seizure by representatives of the Dies 
(NOTE.-The following statement does not committee of a membership list of the book 

purport to be a complete report on the or- shop allegedly initialed to indicate those 
ganization named. It is intended only to ;; members who were regarded as "St alinists." 
acquaint you, without undue burden of de- A meeting of the members of the book shop ' 
tail, with the nature of the evidence which denied Communist control, and thereafter 
has appeared to warrant an investigation of adopted a resolution disclaiming Commu
charges of participation. · .. ~ nist domination .and affirming adherence to 

(It is assumed that each employee's case the foreign policy of the administration. ~ 
will be decided on all the facts presented in In view of the nature of the enterprise. 
the report of the Federal Bureau of Inves- investigations of charges of participation in 
tigation and elicited, where a hearing is or- the Washington Cooperative Book Shop have 
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been restricted to exclude mere patrons or milltary trainin·g at the time that Commu
subscribers and to include only those fairly nists were opposing conscription and the en
charged with participation in its administra- tire national defense program. One of the 
tion. ·i) Communist tactics was to attack the pro- -

gram by emphasizing the threat to civil 
Mr. McCARTHY. Here is an interest- · , liberties and the rights of labor and of ml

ing document entitled "Washington . nority groups. In this way the national 
Committee for Democratic · Action," : federation served a useful function to the 

. which is stamped "strictly confidential." ' Communists. 
It is interesting to note that the then At- The national federation represents also the 
torney General, Francis Biddle, listed principle of interlocking leadership common 
this organization as a Communist front. to Communist-front and penetrated organi-

zations. Most of the national sponsors and 
This is the Washington Committee for leaders and many of the local heads of the 
Democratic Action, as distinguished from federation are prominent in Communist or
the Americans for Democratic Action, ganizations or closely identified with com-

1 although, under the leadership of Mr. munist activities. 
Biddle and Mr. Rauh, there appears to be As a local chapter of the national federa
but very little difference between the tion, the Washington Committee for Demo-

1,
Washington Committee for Democratic cratic Action is reportedly an outgrowth of 

part of the membership of the American 
'Action and the Americans for Demo- ·League for Peace and Democracy, which dis
cratic Action. I ask that this document, solved in the spring of 1940. The date of its 
entitled "Washington Committee for formation thus probably coincides approxi
Democratic Action," be printed in the mately with that of its parent organization. 
body of the RECORD at this point. Many of its members were also active in the 

There being no objection, the docu- league's successor, the American Peace Mo-
bilization. · 

ment was ordered to be. printed in the The program of the Washington commit-
RECORD, as follows: tee followed that of the national federation. 

[Strict ly confidential] National Communist leaders have addressed 
WASHINGTON COMMITl'EE FOR DEMOCRATIC its meetings, and conferences sponsored by 

ACTION it have been attended by representatives of 
(NoTE.-The following statement does not prominent Communist-front organizations. 

purport to be a complete report on the organ- It has actively supported the right of Com
ization named. It is intended only to ac- munists to meet whenever they please with-

out police intervention and has otherwise 
quaint you, without undue burden of detail, followed the line of the national federation 
with the nature of the evidence which has and of the Cor..imunist Party. 
appeared to warrant an investigation · of 
charges of participation. Just as µiembership in the national federa-

(It is assumed that each employee's case tion, or its affiliates, includes those sympa
will be decided on all the facts presented in thetic to the stated aims of the organization1 
the report of the Federal Bureau of Investi- who may or may not be aware of its Commu-

h h i i nist control, as well as Communist Party 
gation and elicited, w ere a ear ng s or- members and fellow travelers, so also some 
dered, by the board or committee before 
which the employee is given an opportunity members of the Washington Committee for 
to appear. Democratic Action may be unaware of its 

'Please note that the statement is marked Communist control. Ample opportunity to 
"Strictly confidential" and is available only observe this affiliation and control has been 
for use in administration of the mandate of present, however, throughout the commit
Public, No. 135.) tee's existence, and it is doubtful that many· 

active members remain unsuspecting. 
The Washington Committee for Democratic 

Action is the affil iate in the District of Co- Mr. McCARTHY. I also ask unani
lumbia of the National Federation for Con- mous consent to insert in the RECORD at 
stitutional Libert ies. this point the remainder of the remarks 

The National Federation is part of what of Mr. Martin Dies, appearing in the 
Lenin called "the solar system of organiza-
t ions," ostensibly having no connection with CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 88, part 6, 
the Communist Party but by which Com- beginning on page 7448 with the con
munists attempt to create sympathizers and eluding paragraph of the second column, 
supporters of t heir program among those who and ending on p age 7449, near the end 
would never affiliate themselves openly with of the third column, with the words 
the party. It was established at a conference "Constitutional liberties." 
of some 61 organizations held at Washington There being no objection, the matter 
June 7-9, 1940, and it operates through affil-
iates or chapters in various parts of the coun- was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
try. In a pamphlet issued by the federation as follows: . 
it is stated that it was organized to coordi- In discussing the American League Against 
nate several existing organizations concerned War and Fascism, and then the American- ! 
"with the present and future realization o! League for Peace and ·Democracy, the At· · 
democratic rights" as guaranteed by the Con- torney General, and the Interdepartmental 
stitution. Its method of operation, like that Committee established by him, confirmed all 
of the International Labor Defense, the legal of the findings of our committee and as a 
aid arm of t he Communist Party with which matter of fact in stronger language than we 
it is closely affiliated, is the creation of spe~ ever used, they branded them as Communist
cial committees for specific cases. controlled organizations. And remember, 376 

The program of the federation is made of these employees were members of the 
attractive by including the maintenance of American League, according to the member· 
t he Bill of Righ t s and the preservation of ship records obtained from the headquarters 
the Wagner Act and of the guaranties to of the organization in the city of Washing
labor, t he end of persecution of labor unions ton, and identified under oath by the chair• 
and aliens, an d the repeal of poll-tax leg- man of the organization who himself was a. 
1slation. It further demands the end of Government official, as representing the bona. 
the "Gestapo activities" of the Federal Bu- fide membership list of the organization. 
reau of Investigat ion and the abolition o! The American peace mobilization which suc
the Dies committee. ceeded the American League for Peace and 

This announced program of the federation Democracy and which was 100 percent a. 
shows a close parallel to the Communist.. Communist organization was also in equally 
Party. line of 1940. The adherence to the strong language branded by the Department 
party line is convincingly illustrat ed by the of Just ice as a Communist-cont rolled organ
opposition of the federation to compulsory ization. Then the National Federation of 

• 

Constitutional Liberties, which ls the organi
zation that published and distributed the 
pamphlet, excerpts from which I read a mo
ment ago, was disposed of by the Department 
of Justice in the following language: 

"The National Federation for Constitu
tional Liberties, with headquarters in Wash
ington, D. C., and aftlllates throughout the 
country, is part of what Lenin called the 
solar system of organizations, ostensibly hav
ing no connection with the Communist 
Party, by which Communists attempt to cre
ate sympathizers and supporters of their 
program among those who would not have 
affiliated themselves openly with the party. 
Membership in the national federation or its 
affiliates likewise consists of those sympa
thetic to the stated aims of the organization, 
who may or may not be aware of its Com
munist control, as well as party members 
and fellow travelers. The National Federa
tion for Constitutional Liberties was estab
lished as a. result of a conference on con
stitutional liberties held in Washington, 
June 7 to 9, 1940. In the pamphlet issued by 
the national federation, it is stated it was 
organized to coordinate several existing 
organizations concerned with the preserva
tion and further realization of democratic 
rights as guaranteed by the Constitution. It 
has affiliates or chapters in various parts of 
the country such as the Oklahoma Federa
tion for Constitutional Rights, the Michigan 
Civil Rights Federation, and the Washington 
Committee for Democratic Action." 

That is the organization that published 
this pamphlet, and the majority of the 
Washington, D. C., officials of that organ
ization are employees of the Federal Govern
ment, as I shall prove from their own letter
heads. Now, let us see what the Attorney 
General had to say about the Washington 
Committee for Democratic Action, which is 
the local branch of the National Federation 
for Constitutional Liberties: 

"Just as membership in the national 
federation, or its affiliates, includes those 
sympathetic to the stated aims of the organ
ization, who may or may not be aware of its 
Communist control, as well as Communist 
Party members and fellow travelers, as also 
some members of the Washington Commit
tee for Democratic Action may be unaware of 
its Communist control. Ample opportunity 
to observe this affiliation and control has 
been present, however, throughout the com
mittee's existence and it is doubtful that 
many active members remain unsuspecting." 

In the statement the Attorney General 
dealt with the question of whether or not 
the members of that organization could be 
innocent, and he stated in effect that this 
organization had been closely observed by 
the Government. that it was so openly com
munistic that he could not see how any ac-

, tive member cou.ld have any misgivings as 
to the control, nature, and purposes of t h e 
organization. I want to quote the exact lan
guage of the Department of Justice in or
der to hammer home the next point, which 
is that if the Attorney General, the Depart
ment and the Interdepartmental Comm it 
tee found as a result of their painstaking 
and careful investigation that this organi
zation was completely dominated by Com
munists, and that the Communist nature 
and purpose of it was so plain that few in 
it could m istake its purpose, then I want 
to address my inquiry to the Attorney Gen
eral, whose representative is in the gallery, 
"Why is it that you exonerated 19 Govern
ment officials who are officers and sponsors 
of this organization?" 

Under your own language, Mr. Attorney 
General, you have not only branded the or
ganization as a Communist organization, 
but you have gone a step further and you 
have said that there could be little dou bt 
about the nature of it, and yet when you 
come to report to the Members of Congrc::s 
you did not report the discharge of 19 Gov-
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ernment officials whose names and records 
I propose to read to Congress upon this oc
casion. You did not reprimand them, and 
as of September 15 of this year they are still 
on the Federal payroll. 

There are 78 leaders, officers, and sponsors 
of the National Federation for Constitution
al Liberties. Of that n~ber, 53 were also 
leaders and officers of the American Peace 
Mobilization. They were identified with 
every Communist movement that sprang 
into existence from the time of the Ameri
can League for Peace and Democracy, suc
ceeded by the American Peace Mobilization, 
and finally the National Federation for Con
stitutional Liberties. 
· Mr. Speaker, for the time being I will pass 
from the question of reading the names of 
these officers and sponsors, whose names ap
pear on the letterheads of the organization, 
to a discussion of the American Peace 
Mobilization. As I said a moment ago, 53 of 
the officers and sponsors of the National Fed
eration were also leaders of the American 
Peace Mobilization, the most completely 
Communist organization that was ever 
formed in the United States. This is the 
same organization that picketed the White 
House for 1,500 hours. It is the same organ
ization that provided services and advice for 
those who wanted to evade the draft law of 
the country. It is the same organization 
that instigated strikes in the defense indus
tries of our land. 
, For instance, I hold here a telegram sent 
by the Washington office of the American 
Peace Mobilization to the Congress of Indus
trial Organizations strike headquarters of 
the North American aircraft workers, in In
glewood, Calif.: 
. "The perpetual peace vigil of the American 
peace Mobilization now in its seven hun
pred and thirty-eighth hour supports you 
in your strike for decent wages. Today we 
put a sign on our picket line in front of the 
White House, "The right of labor to organ
ize and strike goes hand in hand with the 
right to work. Strikebreaking by the Amer
ican Army is Hitlerism." 
. This was the plant which the President 
or lered taken over by the Army after the 
Communist leadership of the union had 
halted production. 

Let me read from their ov·n files what they 
have to say about their purposes and inten
tions. For instance, in this folder from the 
American Peace Mobilization: 

"By now we know for sure that all aid 
short of war to England means war. Ad
mitted in 1917 the fiag follows the dollar and 
our stake in England is growing daily. But 
even if we do not approve of England's war, 
is not her side still preferable to Hitler's and 
isn't it better to fight to beat Hitler with 
England than without her? No. An English 
victory will result in the same sort of im
perialism and antidemocrati~ peace as will a 
Nazi victory. The basic questio'n is not 
which . side of the war is preferable, but 
what will happen to democracy in this world 
if w~ go to war. Democracy has long gone 
from Germany, is being blacked out fast in 
England, and is beinE.; strongly attacked here 
in the Unitec.". States. Spread the war to the 
United States and the black-out of democ
racy will be complete in all three countries, 
with only fascism, native and foreign, the 
victor." 

In the program they recommend opposi· 
tion to the Conscription Act. They held a 
meeting in New York at which thousands 
of delegates, including 600 from the District 
of Columbia attended. At that meeting they 
went on record denouncing the President of 
the United States as a tool of the warmongers 
of Wall Street. They issued pamphlets char
acterizing the President as a warmonger, de· 
termined to lead the American people to de• 
struction. 

In other words, this was the organization 
that, prior to Hitler's invasion of Russia, 

was engaged in a bold and deliberate attempt 
to sabotage our preparations for war and 
our defense measures. Notwithstanding that 
fact, here are these same Government em
ployees who are now active in the National 
Federation for Constitutional Liberties, who 
were active in the American Peace Mobiliza
tion and in its predecessor, the American 
League for Peace and Democracy. 

Permit me to read for you one song that 
they sang at the convention of the Ameri
can Peace Mobilization in New York: 
"C for conscription and C for Capitol Hill. 
C for conscription and C for Capitol Hill. 
It's C for the Congress that passed that 

g-- d-- bill. 
This here New York City water tastes like 

cherry wine. 
This here New York City water tastes like 

cherry wine. 
They tell me Army water tastes like turpen

tine. 
I'd rather be here at home and live in a 

hollow log; 
I'd rather be here at home and live in a 

hollow log; 
Than go to the Army, be treated like a dirty 

dog." 

Those excerpts will give you some idea of 
the true nature and purposes of this organi
zation. I need not dwell upon the facts. I 
again mention it briefly that the leaders of 
the National Federation, this organization 
that has undertaken to indict the Com
mittee on Un-American Activities, has had 
the effrontery to write to the Attorney Gen
eral and demand a grand jury investigation 
of our committee; this organization was per
mitted to picket for 1,500 hours at the White 
House, to do all within its power to sabotage 
our defense program. It was active in the 
strikes that were then going on in the de
fense industries of America. Not one time 
was the organization ever prosecuted in the 
United States. 

The same leaders were also prominent in 
other organizations: they were active in the 
American Committee for the Protection of 
the Foreign-Born. Among the 78 individuals 
making up the leadership of the National 
Federation for Constitutional Liberties a ma
jority have also been identified with the Am
erican Committee for the Protection of the 
Foreign-Born. Their leaders have also been 
active in the American Committee for De
mocracy and Intellectual Freedom. I need 
not go into further details, because, as I have 
said, the Attorney General himself and the 
Department of Justice have confirmed the 
:findings of our committee in branding this 
organization as Communist-controlled. 

Where, Mr. Speaker, does the National Fed
eration for Constitutional Liberties receive 
its funds? We recently investigated the 
funds of a foundation known as the Robert 
Marshall Foundation. Robert Marshall was 
at one time an important official of the Gov
ernment. He left a will under which he be
queathed $1,535,000 to be used for the educa
tion of the people of the United States of 
America to the necessity and desirability of 
developing an organization of unions of per
sons engaged in work or unemployed persons 
in the advancement of our American system 
in the United States based upon the theory 
of production for use and not for profit and 
other purposes. Among the trustees he 
named was Gardner Jackson, the same Gard
ner Jackson who confessed before our com
mittee that he paid the money which pur
chased the forged letters that ,attempted to 
link me with William Dudley Pelley. Mr. 
Jackson was later rewarded by a promotion; 
be is now the principal economist in the De
partment of Agriculture. I hold in my hand 
his telephone bills showing his active partici
pation in an effort by Communist organiza· 
tions to spread their propaganda to defeat 
the Special Committee on Un-American 
Activities. 

I also t ave the telegrams that were re
ceived from time to time by the National 
Federation for Constitution Liberties. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I also ask unani
mous consent t\> have printed in the 
RECORD at this point in my remarks a 
letter dated September 3, 1942, addressed 
to the Honorable SAM RAYBURN, Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, signed 
by Martin Dies. The purpose of this is 
to show the character of the man who is 
making the attacks upon the present 
head of the Loyalty Board, because of 
his attempt to get rid of some of the 
unusual people who have been cluttering 
the Washington scene. It will show 
that, even at that early date, Mr. Biddle 
was following the same pattern he fol
lcws today. It will show, for example, 
that he claimed that the FBI had cleared 
a considerable number of individuals 
who were named as Communists or fel
low travelers, and that he deliberately 
lied in so doing. It will show that the 
FBI did not investigate a sizable number 
of those individuals; that they were not 
investigated because Mr. Biddle had so 
provided in his orders in which he said 
"They shall not be investigated, unless 
the employing agency"-in other words 
the man who hired them-"has first 
asked the FBI to investigate." 

I ask that that letter be inserted in 
the body of the RECORD at this point. 
It appears in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 88, part 10, pages A3231-A3233. 
I believe that this will give the country 
as a whole, and perhaps some of the 
members of the Loyalty Board, a better 
picture of the man who is so disturbed 
now because the Loyalty Board has sent 
back the cases of some 896 persons for 
further investigation. It will also give, I 
believe, a fairly good picture to some of 
the members of the ADA of what the of
ficers of that organization are trying to 
do at this time. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SEPTEMBER 3, 1942. 
The Honorable SAM RAYBURN, 

Speaker, House of Representatives, 
The Capitol, 'Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The Attorney Gen
eral has placed before you a report on his in
vestigation of the membership of Federal 
Government employees in subversive organi
zations. I am compelled to charge· that the 
Attorney General has utterly failed to carry 
out the mandate of the Congress as expressed · 
in Public Law No. 135 of the Seventy-seventh 
Congress. Instead of fulfilling the mandate 
of the Congress, the Attorney General has 
issued a meaningless conglomeration of sta
tistics set in a framework of general conclu
sions which are either totally irrelevant to 
the issues involved or dangerous to the in
ternal safety of this country if applied to 
employment in the Federal Government. A 
brief analysis of the Attorney General's re
port will show wherein and in what manner 
he has failed to carry out his responsibilities: 

1. Public Law No. 135 of the Seventy-sev
enth Congress instructed the Department of 
Justice to investigate the employees of 
every department, agency, and independent 
establishment' of the Federal Government 
who are members of subversive organiza
tions or advocate the overthrow of the Fed
eral Government, and report its :findings to 
Congress. The Attorney General has not 
done this. What he did do was to write a. 
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letter on October 7, 1941, asking our com

.mit tee to send him a list of the employees of 
the Federal Government who were members 
of subversive organizations. Our list was 
compiled largely from membership records 
which the committee h ad obtained by sub
pena and were identified as such by the offi
cials of the organizations involved. Having 
received this list from us, it appears that the 
Attorney General set forth to discredit it 
rather than to make a thorough investiga
tion and report to Congress on the Federal 
Government employees who are members of 
subversive organizations. 

2. The device employed by the Attorney 
General in the attempt to discredit the list 
which we forwarded to him at his request is 
to announce that only two of those whose 
names we submitted have been discharged 
by their superiors, as a result his (the Attor
ney General's) investigation and his report 
to various departmental heads in the Govern
ment. The fact that their superiors have 
discharged only two persons whose names 
appeared on our list may mean several things 
other than a reflection upon the list itself. 
For example: 

( 1) It may reflect seriously upon the 
thoroughness or the sincerity of the Attorney 
General's investigation; 

(2) It may reflect upon departmental heads 
who refuse to discharge their subordinates 
no matter what the evidence of their pro
Communist activities may be. 

I call your attention, Mr. Speaker, to the 
fact that the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion's report to the departmental heads car
ried no recommendations whatever. Dis
charges were solely the responsib1Iity of the 
departmental heads themselves. Further
more, I am in possession of conclusive proof 
that some of those whose names we sub
mitted to the Attorney General were put 
under strong pressure to resign "voluntarily" 
many weeks before the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation ever began its investigations un
der the mandate of Public Law No. 135. For 
example, there was the case of a departmental 
head himself who was puplicly on record as 
advocating the violent overthrow of the 
.United States Government. A few days after 
we submitted our list to the Attorney General 
this departmental head vollllltarily gave up 
his $8,000 salary. According to the Attorney 
General's report, 97 of the persons whose 
names appeared on our list were "no longer 
employed by the Federal Government." The 
Attorney General's report does not state that 
they were not in the employ of the Federal 
Government at the time we submitted their 
names. Why and how they left their Govern
ment employment is a mystery so far as the 
Attorney General's report is concerned. But 
of two things I am sure, and for these things 
I can offer indisputable proof, they were on 
the Federal Government payroll at or about 
the time we submitted their names to the 
Attorney General, and they were all amliated 
with subversive organizations which were 
designated as such by the Attorney. General. 
Knowing, as I do, the case of the depart
mental head cited above who resigned volun
tarily, I cannot exclude the possibil1ty of a 
gigantic ruse in the form of forced "volun
tary" resignations of 97 persons whose names 
app~ared on our list, before their cases were 
ever considered by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation's investigators. ! 

3. I also call your attention, Mr. Speaker, ' 
to the fact that the Attorney General's report 
states that, in the cases of 100 of the persons 
investigated, the departmental heads have to 
date ignored the findings of his investigation. 
In the first place, this is a sad commentary 
on the cooperation which the administrative 
heads of Government agencies have offered 
in this investigation. Knowing, as I do, the 
strong disposition of some departmental 
heads in the Federal Governmen t to shield 
and favor their subordinates, r egardless of 

their subversive activities, I cannot exclude 
the possibility that these lCO cases include 
some of the most flagrant cases of employees 
who have worked long and hard for the Com
munist Party's "front organizations." Let 
the Attorney General provide the Congress 
With a list of the departmental heads who 
have thus thumbed their noses at this in
vestigation of their departmental subordi· 
nates. 

4. The Attorney General appears to think 
it a matter of noteworthy importance that 
out of a total of 501 cases on which he has 
reported to departmental heads, only two 
have resulted in dismissal from Government 
service. The Attorney General does not shed 
the smallest ray of light on what his report 
to these departmental heads contained in 
these 501 cases. Did he find that the em
ployees involved were indeed members of 
subversive organizations? There is no answer 
to that question in the Attorney General's 
report. On my part, I am prepared to charge 
and prove beyond any doubt that in sub
stantially all of the 501 cases the employees 
were affiliated with subversive organizations, 
and as a corollary to that proposition to 
level the indictment against these depart
mental heads that they do not care a two
pence how much their subordinates engage 
in the activities of the "front organizations" 
of the Communist Party. I can submit con
clusive proof that many of these 501 em
ployees have been amliated with three or 
more subversive organizations. I may point 
out in this connection that the hands of 
many departmental heads are tied. Their 
own Government Jobs would hardly be worth 
a nickel if they ordered wholesale dismissals 
on account of their subordinates' amliations 
with subversive organizations and thereby 
proved the truthfulness of our charges that 
the Communist Party has obtained many 
Government positions for its fellow travelers. 

5. One of the most important aspects of 
this whole problem has been entirely ig
nored in the Attorney General's report. 
Wholly apart from the guilt or innocence of 
the individual Government employee who 
has been aftlliated with the subversive or
ganizations of the Communist Party, there 
stands the all-important question of the de
gree to which the Communist Party and its 
front organizations have been able to pene
trate illto and influence the ranks of the 
Federal Government's personnel. If the At
torney General had said frankly in his re
port to the Congress that so · many Govern
ment employees have been aftlliated with 
this Communist front organization and so 
many with that, the Congress would have 
before it some indication of the magnitude 
of the problem of Communist influence i.n 
Washington. As the Attorney General's re
port stands, we have nothing that remotely 
bears on this question. 

6. In his very able decision on the case of 
Harry Bridges, the Attorney General had the 
following to say concerning ·the front or
ganizations of the Communist Party: "Testi
mony on front organizations showed that 
they were represented to the public for some 
legitimate refonn objective, but actually 
used by the Communist Party to carry on 
its activities pending the time when the 

· Communists believe they can seize powet 
i through revolution." Mr. Speaker, that is a 
: :&uccinct and altogether true statement con
'. cerning the sinister character of the :Cron t 
organizations of the Communist Party; 

. Holding that view of these organizations, 
:_ the very leasp which the Attorney General 
could have done in the report which he has 

; just submitted to you was to state what his 
!investigations disclosed as to the number of 
employees bf the Federal Government who 
have been affiliated with such sinister organ
izations. He has not ·done that. In fact, 
there is not one word of information on -that 
all-important point in his alleged investi
gation. , Unless and until the Attorney Gen-

eral conveys to the Congress the results of 
his investigation on this fundamental point, 
he has not made a report of his findings in 
any true sense of the word. As a matter of 
fact, the present report of the Attorney 
General which has been placed before you 
takes an altogether different tone concerning 
the front organizations of the Communist 
Party. In his Bridges decision, these or
ganizations are clearly described as the in
struments of the Communist Party for the 
ultimate overthrow by force and violence of 
the Government of the United States. In his 
present report to the Congress, these same 
organizations are so innocuous that member
ship in them is wholly consistent with the 
highest qualifications for employment by the 
Federal Government. 

7. In his decision on the Bridges case, the 
Attorney General did not hesitate to name 
the "front organizations" of the Communist 
Party which were in any way related to the 
Bridges matter. In that connection he 
named the Workers' Alliance, the Interna
tional Labor Defense, and the American 
League Against War and Fascism. In his 
present report to the Congress he indicates 
that certain organizations were designated 
by him as "subversive," but their names are 
withheld from the Congress. In view of the 
fact that the Attorney General has so clearly 
pronounced upon the dangerous and subver
sive character of the Communist Party's 
front organizations, and in view of the fact 
that h~ rightly holds that innocent persons 
are sometimes drawn into the activities of 
these organizations, it is strange that he 
should fall to communicate the names of 
these organizations to the Congress. such 
information would have contributed not 
only to the enlightenment of the Congress 
but also to the protection of the Federal Gov
ernment employees who unwittingly associ
afo themselves with subversive groups. I feel 
it incumbent on me to reveal the names of 
these organizations which the Attorney Gen
eral himself designated as subversive for the 
purposes of this very investigation upon 
:v:~iich he has now reported. 

The following is the Attorney General's 
own list of subversive organizations which 
fall in the category of front organizations of 
the Communist Party: 

American League Against War and Fas .. 
cism. 

American League for Peace and Democracy. 
American Peace Mobllization. · 
American Youth pongress. 
League of American Writers. 
National Committee for the Defense of 

Polltical Prisoners. 
National Committee for People's Rights. 
National Federation for Constitutional 

Liberties. 
National Negro · Congress. 
Washington Cooperative Bookshop. 
Washington Committee for Democratic 

Action. 
The foregoing organizations, 11 in number, 

together with the Communist Party itself, 
making 12 in all, are the subversive organi
zations referred to on pages 11 and 12 of the 
second section of the Attorney General's 
report . . 

8. I should like to point out that to my 
own knowledge .npproximately 400 of these 
Government employees who were allegedly 
investigated by the Attorney General know
ingly affiliated the:µu;elves with the American 
League for Peace and Democracy and the 
American Peace Mobilization, two front or
ganizations of the Communist Party which 
are somewhat familiar to the public generally. 
I should also like to remind you, Mr. Speaker, 
that the American League for Peace and 

~ Democracy is the same front organization 
, which had Earl Browder as its vice president 

and numerous other Communist function
aries on its national executive committee. · 
To give you a thorough insight into the 
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nature of this organization, I quote from the 
program of the league as follows: 
: "It (the American League) proposes a plan 
of action at the specific points where the war 
machine can and must be stopped. It builds 
,on the fact that the conduct of war depends 
upon many men and women-those who 
run the mines and factories, railroads, and 

, ships that manufacture and transport sup
plies for war, those who create and distrib
ute war propaganda in schools and press, in 
churches and on the air, the farmers who 
raise the food supplies, and the millions of 
men, women, and children in all walks of 
life who make it possible-or impossible
for a nation to wage war. By withdrawing 
their services and support, these masses of 
people-industrial, middle class, agricul
tural-can stall the war machine in its 
tracks." 

From the foregoing quotations, it is evident 
that this organization was not .only Com
munist but was engaged in treasonable ac
tivities. The same was true of the American 
Peace Mobilization which, you will recall, 
spent much time picketing the White House, 
opposing lend-lease and preparedness, setting 
up committees to instruct draftees how to 
avoid the draft, and engaging in other des
picable forms of sabotage of our prepared
ness program. This was all done upon direct 
instructions from the Communist Party. 
Now, the Attorney General's report com
pletely exonerates those Government em
ployees who were affiliated with these two 
organizations, and, as I review the Attorney 
General's report, I can come only to the con
clusion that what he has done in effect is to 
give a license to every Government employee 
to engage in any Communist subversive ac
tivity so long as he does not go to the extent 
of actually carrying publicly a paid-up mem
J:>ership card in the Communist Party. 

9. Included in the Attorney General's 
"Findings of Fact" in his decision on the 
case of Harry Bridges, is one which reads as 
follows: "That the Communist Party of the 
United States of America, from the time of 
its inception to the present time, is an or
ganization • • • advising, advocating, 
and teaching the overthrow by force and 
violence of the Government of the United 
States." In view of this unequivocal state
ment of fact by the Attorney General, it 
ls astonishing that he has not proceeded 
against the Communist Party. It is even 
more astonishing, if that be possible, that he 
now dismisses so fiippantly the fact that hun
dreds of employees of the Federal Govern
ment have been affiliated with numerous or
ganizations that are under the direct control 
of the Communist Party and, to use the At
torney General's own language, are "actually 
used by the Communist Party to carry on its 
activities pending the time when the Com
munists believe they can seize power through 
revolution. 
" 10. Finally, Mr. Speaker, I call your atten
tion to the fact that representatives of the 
Department of Justice appeared before the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations to urge 
the elimination from Public Law No. 135, of 
the provision calling for this investigation 
upon which the Attorney General has now 
reported. The Department of Justice has not 
at any time been in favor of this inquiry into 
the subversive activities of Federal Govern
ment employees. Now that the investigation 
has been almost completed, the Attorney 
General brands it as a sort of inquisitorial 
procedure. In view of this opposition, it is 
not strange that nothing but attempts to 
smear our committee has resulted from the 
Department's expenditure of $100,000. 

In view of the facts which I have cited, I 
respectfully urge that the Congress reject the 
report of the Attorney General as having 

failed utterly to fulfill the mandate given the 
Department of Justice under Public Law 
No.135. 

Respectfully yours, 
MARTIN DIES, 

Member of Congress. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the Sen
ator from California for having yielded 
to me. 

After the conclusion of Mr. KNow
LANn's .speech, · 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
· ask uhanimous consent that further pro
ceedings incident to the call of the roll 
be dispensed with and that the order for 
the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

junior Senator from California <Mr. 
NIXON) is recognized. 
SENATOR McKELLAR'S RECORD ON FARM 

LEGISLATION 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for a few min
utes? 

Mr. NIXON. Yes. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I must leave the 

Chamber, to attend a committee meeting 
at 2 o'clock, and I wish to speak for 5 
or 10 minutes on a subject entirely dif
ferent from the one the Senator from 
California is about to discuss. If he will 
yield to me for this purpose, I shall 
appreciate it very much. 

Mr. NIXON. I yield for that purpose. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I was 

born and reared on a farm. I believe 
I have done every kind of work that is 
done on a farm. Naturally, therefore, 
since I have been in the House and Sen
ate of the United States, I have been 
intensely interested in all legislation 
having for its purpose the welfare and 
protection of farmers. I have sought in 
every way to pass such legislation that 
would give them an even break with 
management, with l~bor, and all other 
interests of our great Republic. 

The place of the farmer in peace and 
in war, in tranquillity or in crisis, is clear. 
He is, and has always .been, indispensable 
in peace, and our national economy as 
primarily founded is dependent upon him 
and others who live and work with their. 
hands and by the sweat of their brows; 

When war comes, however, he is even 
more indispensable. An army cannot win · 
a fight on an empty stomach. In our na
.tional set-up it is the farmer's job to 
'supply the food and fiber to our own 
people, and especially to our Armed 
Forces, and to those who side with us 
in freedom's cause. The American 
farmer ha3 always performed this out
standing duty faithfully and well; not 
only that, but he has ever been ready 
.in peacetime to keep our own people well 
fed and to give aid to the people of other 
countries when famine came to such 
countries. 

In the past few years the position of 
the farmer in America has been greatly 
improved. This has come about not by 
accident but by well-considered plans 
which brought the farmer and the GoV'
ernment into a working team. Most of 
this legislation has been passed in the 
last 50 years. Indeed, in that time the 
progress of the teamwork has been re
markable. It has been of vast impor
tance to the Government itself and of 
'vastly more importance to the farmer. 
'Indeed, this partnership has worked for 
·the benefit of all of our citizens. For 
the most part it has given us an ade
quate food supply. During all these 
years it has given us a bountiful food 
·supply of the highest standard of nutri
tion in the world. ,, 

Under this dome of our Nation's Capi
tol, I have had the privilege for almost 
40 years to take an active part in the 
development of the legislation and of the 
partnership between the farmers and the 
Government. I have not been a leader 

,in this great work; I have only been a 
sincere and earnest worker in the great · 
cause. I have helped to advance many 
bills that have become laws-laws that 
help form the pattern which today has 
brought our agricultural index of pro
duction from 83 percent, when I first 
came to Congress in 1911, to 137 percent 
in 1950. I have worked to keep the part
nership between the farmer and the 
Government a going concern for the good 
of our country. I have advocated laws 
:that have helped the farmer bring pro
duction to the point where on a per 
capita basis 150,000,000 Americans to-· 
day are eating 11 percent more food than 
132,000,000 were 10 years ago. I have 
seen how the farmers met the challenge 
:of two wars, and have watched them 
year after year keep pace with the de
mands, normal and abnormal, put upon 
them by wars and world crises. · ·:~ 

So it is with pardonable pride, I hope, · 
that I look back over the last half century. 
of farm legislation-legislation that has 
aided the American farmers to attain 
these magnificent heights of production 
and well-being for themseives and the 
Nation-legislation in which I say with 
pride that I have had a continuing part.~ 
. · The act creating the Department of 
~griculture stated that its first purpose · 
was research and the dissemination of: 
information to all the p_eople. We have · 
·all lived to see this research of the De- · 
partment grow 10 blades of grass where · 
1 grew before. We have seen them bring 
forth miracles in insect and pest con
trol. We have seen our milk become 
:pure and richer, and our livestock pro
tected against epidemics such as the · 
hoof-and-mouth disease, Bang's disease, ' 
to the point where there is negligible loss 
from these once wanton killers. In fact 
we have seen our livestock become the 
most healthy and productive the world 
has ever known. 

The act creating the Department of 
Agriculture was passed on February 9, 
1889. This was the first great step taken 

·in the partnership between the farmers 
and the Congress. As I have said be
fore, the first purpose of that act was 



5944 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE MAY 29 
research and the dissemination or info:-.. 
mation to all the people. _This research 
also has been remarkable in its improve .. 
ment of our entire farm system. 

I have had my record looked up, and 
I have received great satisfaction in 
having had an opportunity to introduce 
or support and advocate bills which en .. 
couraged research resulting in the in· 

·creased production of our farms. 
Among such bills were: one for pro

viding for investigation and experi
mentation in the dairy industry; one for 
the inspection of contagious diseases· 
in animals and their prevention and 
'quarantine when necessary. Investigat .. 
ing the disease of hog cholera and its 
'control and eradication was another re
'search act I fostered that has paid divi .. 
dends in millions of pounds of healthy 
pork and fine litters of good pigs. 
D Other acts to encourage research 
which I aided in passing included one for 
'providing for investigation and experi
mentation in the dairy industry. An
, other was for the investigation and ex-
' perimentation in animal feeding and 
•breeding husbandry, includjng coopera-
1tion with State agricultural experiment 
'stations. And a third related to Jive· 
1stock which I advocated was one for in· 
vestigating animal tuberculosis and its 

1prevention, independently or in coopera· 
tion with farmers' associations and State 
1and county authorities. 

I also worked for a bill for the invest! .. 
·gation of plant diseases and another for 
. the investigation of insects affecting 
fruits, orchards, vineyards, and nuts. 
Still more research that I encouraged 
'was for the investigation of insects af
'tecting southern field crops, including 
insects affecting cotton, tobacco, rice, 
'and sugarcane; also a measure for con .. 
trol of insects affecting potatoes, sugar 
;beets, cabbage, onions, tomatoes, and 
peas. ,, I also advocated a bill for the in .. 
vestigation and improvement of cereals 
1
and methods of cereal production and 
the study of cereal diseases-and an· 
'other that provided for the investiga .. 
tion and improvement of grades of al· 
falfa, clover, and other forage crops. 

In the field of marketing research, I 
·aided in drafting the bill to establish the 
Bureau of Markets. giving valuable as .. 
>sistance and information to both pro: 
ducers and consumers. Among the many· 
'marketing bills I advocated was another 
'providing for investigating the prepf1.ra·1 

tion for marketing and grading, packing; 
'drying. - storing, transportation, and 
preservation of poultry and eggs. And 
in 1946 I advocated the passing of the 
Research and Marketing Act, which 
provided for continuous research to im .. 
prove the marketing, handling, storage 
processing, transportation, and distribu
tion of agricultural products. 

When the results of agricultural re .. 
search in the field and laboratory began 
to produce results in finding better ways 
of farming, another step was called for. 
,This was to find the best means of get
.ting this vital information to the farmer. 
1The knowledge of the scientist locked up 
in his own head of tourse is no good to 
the farmer unless it is transmitted to him 
'1n terms that enable him to put it to 
'practicable use. It was because of this 
Ergen~_ need that I advocated one of the 

first pieces of major legislation that had . 
as its aim getting to the farmer the re .. : 

' sults of research. ~ 
I gave my ardent support to the Agri .. -

. cultural Extension Act which was passed 
in 1914 and revol'qtionized the tech .. 
niques of bringing the best farming 
methods to the farmers in terms which _ 
they could utilize. This act authorized 
cooperative action with the land-grant _ 
colleges in giving instruction in agricul .. 
ture and home economics to persons not · 
attending State colleges. It brought the 
information to the farmer by means of 
establishment of county agent and home -
demonstration agents, who, working · 
with the land-grant colleges and the '. 
Department of Agriculture, took on to · 
every farm and into every home inf or .. 
mation in a. usable form on the latest 

·discoveries of the scientists. 
, There were many other informational 
·channels which I advocated opening to' 
the farmer-channels that brought to· 
him the knowledge which made possible 
: the record achievements of agriculture 
of which I have already spoken. There 
was a bill authorizing bulletins on hogs 
and cattle raising in the South which· 
I long ago worked for. I advocated and : 
aided in passing laws providing for the 
publication and distribution of farmers' _ 
bulletins which passed on to the farmer 
in simple terms the thousand practical , 
means of making his way of life better . 
and increasing his profits. _i 

Prior to 1914 there was dire need by . 
the farmer for information on the mar- : 
ket price of his products. Private chan- j 
nels had their own reports which were -
kept secret, but a farm.er had no way of. 
. knowing what other farmers were get- ' 
ting for a product of a type similar to '. 
that which he wanted to off er for sale. . ... j 

i- I advocated a bill which was passed 
for collecting and distributing by tele- -
graph and otherwise information as to 
supply, demand, commercial distribu .. 
tion, quality, and market prices of dairy · 
-and poultry products. I also worked for 
a. similar bill for collecting and dis .. 

' tributing information concerning market 
·prices and commercial movements of 
fruits and vegetables. 

,,, As a corollary of this assistance to the 
farmer, it was necessary that he also 

:have some standard grades by which he 
~·could determine whether the price of
t f ered was to his advantage or not. I 
1 therefore stood firmly for a bill for in
! vestigating, demonstrating, and pro .. 
moting the use of standards of the dif .. 
f erent grades, qualities, and conditions 

·of cotton, and for investigating the gin .. 
ning, grading, stapling, baling, market

, ing, compressing, and tare of cotton. 
1 ., I have believed throughout my legisla .. 
tive career that when the farmers are 
not receiving a reasonable return for 

·their labors, it is the function and duty-· 
of democracy, as I understand it, to see' 
that these inequalities of return are 
wiped out and the farmer is put on the 

· same basis as other classes of people. 
\ When this condition does not obtain 
·all our people suffer because the farmer, 
existing at a substandard of incomer 

i cannot buy the products o:f our mines, 
mills, and factories and in turn labor 
and the whole economic system finally 
pays the penalty, So it is that I have 

labored, worked, and fought to see the 
farmer secure his rightful place in the 
economy of our country. To this end I 
have initiated legislation and worked for 
legislation on literally thousands of bills 
which in some way or other affected the 
economy of the farmers. A few of the 
ot:tstanding ones I should like to recall 
· There was the first AAA which in the 
light of my basic precepts I supported. 

In 1933 with mounting surpluses and 
stagnant markets staring farmers in the 
face, the argument for production con
trol began to gain ground. Control leg .. 
islation was freely discussed in 1932, and 
prototypes heralding the coming Agri
cultural Adjustment Act in Congress 
during the winter of 1932--33. 
- In the. spring of 1933, the AAA, several 
times amended, was passed. This act 
was enacted to establish and maintain 
such balance between the production 
and consumption of agricultural com .. 
modities and such marketing conditions 
therefore as would reestablish prices to 
farmers at a level that would give agri .. 
cultural commodities a purchasing 
power with respect to articles which 
farmers buy equivalent to the purchasing 
power of agricultural commodities in 
the base period, namely, August 1909 to 
July 1914, except in the case of tobacco 
and potatoes for which the base pe-riod 
was August 1919 to July 1929. I played 
an active part in the passage of this 
legislation, offered five amendments to 
improve the provisions of this bill when 
it was before the Senate, and gave spe .. 
cial attention to the tobacco and cotton 
provisions of the bill. 

f: · • When the adjustment program was 
brought to a sharp halt by the Supreme 
Court in January 1936 I took a. part in 
shaping the .Agricultural Adjustment 
.Act of 1938 and the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Act of 1936. The SOU 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
.Act stressed as its objective, in addition 
to those present in the Soil Erosion Act, 
the preservation and improvement of 
soil fertility and the promotion of the 
economic use and conservation of lands. 
by the encouragement of soil-conserv
ing and soil-rebuilding- practices rather 
than the growing of soil-depleting com-· 
mercial crops. 

When the REA legislation was before 
the Senate I was not only very much 
in favor of it but also submitted a clar
ifying amendment to the bill. Rural 
Electrification Act of 1933 created and 
established the REA as an agency of 
the United States. The administrator 
1s authorized and empowered to make 
loans to persons, corporations, States, 
Territcries, subdivisions, and agencies 
thereof, municipalities, people's utility 
districts, and cooperatives, nonprofit or .. 
ganizations, and others for establishing 
systems for the furnishing of electric 
energy to persons in rural areas who are 
not receiving central station service. 
Loans are also authorized for the pur
pose of financing the wiring of premises 
of persons in rural areas and_ the acqui
sition and installation of electrical and 
plumbing appliances and equipment. 
We have all witnessed the fabulous 
achievement of this legislation in the 
form of electric lights and power ma-

, chinery on farms. 
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I voted for the Lend-Lease Act which 

passed the Senate March 8, 1941, and 
provided for the lease, loan, and so 
forth of war materials, including agri
cultural commodities or articles in the 
interest of the defense of the United 
States. Inadequate provision was being 
made for the American farmer for his 
all-out production to meet the war con
ditions and in defense of the farmer. 

I stated on the floor in 1941: 
Surely, if we are authorizing the Secre

tary of War to subsidize industrialists in 
order to get the materials of war, we cer
tainly have a right to subsidize the farmers, 
through the Secretary of Agriculture, when 
greater production of agricultural commod
it ies is needed for the same purpose. * * • 
It would not be honest for the Government 
to ask farmers to increase their production 
of corn, vegetables, and dairy products and 
then leave them in the lurch after the mat
ter is concluded. I do not believe the Con
gress ever has done that in our history. We 
pursued a plan similar to this during the 
last war of 1917-19, and I am sure that 
the Congress will pursue the same course 
at this time. 

I supported the so-called Steagall 
amendment of the act of July 1, 1941, 
which authorized the Secretary of Agri
culture to support a price for the pro
ducers of any nonbasic agricultural com
modity at 85 percent of the parity or 
comparable price therefor through com
modity loan, purchase, or other opera
tions, when he found it necessary to en
courage the production of such com
modity. By the act of October 2, 1942, 
the rate was increased from 85 to 90 per
cent. By tlie act of June 30, 1944, the 
rate on cotton was increased to 92% 
percent, and by the act of October 3, 
1944, the rate on cotton was again in
creased to 95 percent. 

I was happy that I was in the Senate 
to support the Bankhead-Jones Farmer
Tenant -Act at a time when conditions of 
farm tenants had reached its lowest ebb. 
The act provided for: First, loans to 
farm tenants and other eligible individ
uals to enable them to acquire farms; 
second, rehabilitation loans to eligible 
individuals for operating and subsistence 
needs; and third, a program of land con
servation and land utilization, including 
the retirement of submarginal lands. 

In commenting on this bill on July 1, 
1937, I stated: 
: I can conceive of no more desirable condi
tion of our country than that those engaged 
in farming should own the lands which they 
cultivate. Nothing, perhaps, contributes so 
much to independent citizenship as the 
ownership of land. A farmer who owns his 
land will rarely become a Communist or a 
Socialist or any other kind of improper "ist"; 
and, in my judgment, an ideal agricultural 
situation in this country would be for all 
farmers to own their farms and have no 
mortgages on them. 

' I also voted for the Federal Crop In
surance Act of 1938. This act was cre
ated as an agency of the Department of 
Agriculture, in order to promote national 
welfare by alleviating the economic dis
tress caused by wheat-crop failures, by 
insuring producers against loss of yields 
~nd to purchase, handle, store, insure, 
provide storage facilities for, and sell 
wheat, and pay any expenses incident' 
thereto in connection with crop insur-
ance ... 

I have steadfastly throughout the 
·years devoted my ef!ort to expending the 
credit facilities for farmers at reasonable 
interest rates. I was behind the Farm 

·Credit Act passed in 1933. This act au
thorized the Governor of the Farm Credit 
Administration to organize and charter 
production credit corporations and pro· 
duction credit associations for the pur· 
pose of providing short-term credit for 
general agricultural purposes. In ad
dition, this act authorizes the creation 
of "banks for cooperatives" to make loans 
to cooperative associations in order to 
aid them in financing the handling of 
readily marketable agricultural com
modities, and for other purposes. I 
found a great deal of satisfaction in aid
ing the passage of this legislation, since 
I had worked many years in Congress 
for adequate authority to provide loans 
for the production and marketing of 

·agricultural products. 
I voted for the Jones-Costigan Sugar 

Act of 1933 and have actively supported 
similar Sugar Acts of 1937 and 1948. 
These acts provide for making benefit 
payments to producers of sugar and 
quota allotments to restrict the amount 
of sugar imported as well as the amount 
moving in interstate commerce. 

The Agricultural Marketing Agree
ment of 1937, which I advocated, author
izes the Secretary of Agriculture to en
ter into marketing agreements and, in 
the case of certain specified commodi
ties, to issue orders regulating the han
dling of agricultural commodities by fix
ing the grade, size, or quantity of such 
commodities that may be shipped and in 
the case of milk, by fixing the minimum 
prices to be paid the producers. I sup
ported this legislation because it was 
another measure which sought to im
prove the quality and marketing of _ag
ricultural commodities and increased 
the farmers' income. 

The legislative work to which I have 
called attention, of course, represents 
but a few high lights in the vast and in
tricate pattern of our agricultural prob
lems and achievements over the past 40 
y~ars. It does point out, however, that 
the farmer today is not being called upon 
to do his part in the world crisis with
out the earnest and understanding help 
of his Government. 

·' As I said in the beginning, I was born 
and reared on a farm, planting cotton 
and corn and other products. I turned 
tl)e land, I planted the crops, constant
ly plowing and growing the crops. I did 
every other kind of work that is done on 
a .farm. I am proud of it. I am proud 
that I have had a hand in the passing 
of legislation that has made the work 
o~ the farmer more bearable, more lu
crative, and altogether more satisfying 
and gratifying to the farmers them
selves. 
~f ,All honor' to the farmers of America. I 
hope in the years to come the partner
ship between the farmers and the people 
of the world will be maintained and will 
continue to bring the wonderful results 
:Which were the fruit of the efforts which 
~ere begun by the Ji.(ouses of Congress 
:izi' the administration of President Wil
son and which have continued through 
Ltb.e. succee_Wng. ~dministration.s • .1 

Mr. Presic~ent, I thank my friend, the 
Senator from California [Mr. N1x0Nl 
very much for his kindness in permit
ting me to make this statement at this 
time. 

THE CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 75) authorizing the con
struction, operation, and maintenance of 
a dam and incidental works in the main 
stream of the Colorado River at Bridge 
Canyon, together with certain appurte
nant dams and canals, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. President, in the 
discussion of this project, I recognize 
that our friends from Arizona have pre
sented their case, both on the floor and 
of! the :floor, to other Members of the 
Senate in a very eloquent and persuasive 
fashion. I also know that one of the 
issues upon which they have seized par
ticularly is the issue referred to as 
justiciability-the necessity, in other 
words, of having the Congress approve 
this project, so that the water rights 
between Arizona, California, and Nevada 
may be settled through a Supreme. Court 
decision. 
· The argument runs somewhat like 

this: Clearly apart from whether the 
project is feasible from an economic 
standpoint, clearly apart from whether 
any project involving this amount of 
money should be approved at this time 
when we have so many expenditures 
which are required for military purposes, 
this project can be justified and can be 
supported solely on the basis that it is 
the only way by which we can obtain a 
determination of the rights of the States 
of California and Arizona to the water of 
the Colorado River. 

Mr. President, referring to the very 
technical and also very important issue 
of justiciability, I think it would be well 
to set forth in the RECORD, at this point, 
the position not only of those from Cali
fornia who oppose this proposed legisla
tion, but also the position of many within 
the legal field who have studied this 
problem. 

The contention of Arizona is that the 
controversy between the States of the 
lower Colorado River Basin is not now 
justiciable and that to make it justici
able a project must, be authorized in or
der to create a threat to injure the other 
States. Hence, say its proponents, S. 
75 should be passed. I may say, in
cidentally, this is a sharp reversal of 
the position taken by Arizona in the 
Senate hearings in the Eightieth and 
Eighty-first Congresses, in which she 
denied the necessity of, and opposed, a 
judicial settlement of the controversy. 
· A legal controversy. in varying form, 
has existed among the States of the 
lower basin for more than a quarter of 
a century. There seem to be only two 
methods of resolving it, either by inter-, 
State compact or by an action in the 
original jurisdiction, in the Supreme 
Court. The States have exhausted the1 

possibility of a compact and are unable
1 

to agree. A suit is the only alternative~1 
1. The Supreme Court has square!~ 
held-Arizona v. California (298 U. S ' 
558, 1936)-that the United States, by, 
reason of its manifold interests in the) 
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E'..lbject matter, is a necessary party to 
any interstate litigation on the lower 
Colorado River. It cannot be sued with
out its consent. The only function of 
Congress in the matter is to determine 
whether, in view of the grave importance 
of the controversy, it should exercise its 
authority and consent that the United 
states be made a party to the suit, in 
order· that the existing deadlock among 
the States may be resolved. It is not 
the function of the Congress to decide 
the controversy. That is the function 
of the court. Accordingly, I shall not 
undertake to make any extended state
ment on the merits of the legal ques
tions which are involved. It is suffi
cient to say that the controversy is real, 
it is substantial, and it has for many 
years beclouded the rights of the States. 
More important to u.1 in the Congress, 
it creates a situation which plainly for
bids the authorization of a new project 
for the use of waters of the lower basin. 
. Thus, the Secretary of the Interior has 

said in his report entitled "The Colorado 
River"-House D-0cument 419, Eightieth 
Congress, first session, page 5 : 
f That further development of the water 
resources of the Colorado River Basin, par
ticularly large-scale development, is seri
ously handicapped, if not barred, by lack 
of a determination of the rights of the in
dividual States to utilize the waters of the 
Color.ado River system. 

Since the date of this report, the mak
ing of the upper Colorado River Basin 
compact has clarified the rights of the 
upper basin States. No change has taken 
place as to the lower basin. 
, Commenting on this report, the Di
rector of the Budget in a letter of July 
23, 1947-hearin~s on S. 75, Eighty-first 
Congress, first session, page 127-stated: 

The authorization of any of the projects 
inventoried in your report should not be 
considered to be in accord with the program 
of the President until a determination is 
made of the rights of the individual States 
to utilize the waters of the Colorado River 
system. 

In 194 7 hearings were h~d by the 
House Committee on Public Lands on a. 
bill reauthorizing the Gila project, near 
Yuma in Arizona. It was pointed· out by 
California witnesses that the block of 
water intended for the Gila project, 600,-
000 acre-feet, was the last noncontro
versial water available for use in Arizona. 
California suggested that Arizona should 
choose whether that block of water 
should be used on the vacant public lands 
in the Gila project, or should be reserved 
for the central Arizona project, which 
was then in the planning stage. The 
House committee, in its report-hearings 
on S. 75, Eighty-first Congress, first ses-. 
sion, page 127-stated: 
' The committee feels the dispute between' 
these two States on the lower Colorado River 
Basin should be determined and settled by 
agreement between the two States or by ' 
court decision, because the dispute between1 

these two States jeopardizes and will delay) 
. the possibility of prompt development of anyj 
further projects for the diversion of water 
from the main stream of the Colorado River, 
1n the lower Colorado River Basin. , 
). Therefore the committee recommends that1 

Immediate settlement of this dispute by a 
,compact or arbitration be made or that the_ 

Attorney General of the United States 
promptly institute an action in the United 
States Supreme Court against the States of 
the lower basin and other necessary parties 
requiring them to assert and have deter
mined their claims and rights to the use of 
the waters of the Colorado River system 
available for use in the lower Colorado River 
Basin. 

It was then that California permitted 
the Gila bill to pass both Houses on the 
consent calendar. 

Thus it is plain that the committee put 
Arizona squarely on notice nearly 4 years 
ago that the controversy must be re
solved, or, failing that, further authori
zation of Arizona projects could not be 
expected. It is plain, also, that Arizona. 
made her choice, and knew, when she 
obtained the authorization of her public 
land project, that she would shortly be 
presenting to the Congress an impas
sioned and ostensibly desperate plea that 
that the Congress must rescue her 
whole economy by authorizing an addi
tional project, based wholly upon con
troversial water. Either the good sense 
or the good faith of such procedure is 
open to question. 

Nevertheless, in the Eightieth and 
Eighty-first Congresses Arizona strenu
ously opposed enactment of resolutions
Senate Joint Resolution 145 and Senate 
Joint Resolution 4-which would have 
consented to the joinder of the United 
States and thus opened the door of the 
Court. The Senate Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, however, saw 
that a determination of the issues was 
indispensable and approved certain 
amendments to the bill which we now 
have under consideration, which I shall 
discuss later. Arizona now reverses her 
position and claims that the great ob
jective of S. 75 is to furnish a basis for 
the commencement of a suit in the 
Supreme Court. 

Let us now examine this claim. The 
Supreme Court has jurisdiction to hear 
and determine interstate suits~ Arizona 
asserts that the Court will not exercise 
this jurisdiction unless the case is justi
ciable. Arizona says, further, that a 
case is not justiciable unless there is in
volved the element of either present in
jury to the complaining State, or a 
threat 'Of imminent injury. Next, she 
says that unless a project is authorized 
which would take water from the river, 
and thereby threaten the rights of other 
States, there is no injury, nor threat of 
injury. Hence, says Arizona, it is essen
tial that the Congress adopt such a bill 
as S. 75, in order that a justiciable case 
may be presented to the Court. Paren
thetically, as I have said, this now seems 
to be the main immediate purpose of s. 
175, for its author, the Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. McFARLAND], in the committee 
report on the bill-Report No. 163, page 
15-frankly says: -
r- Section 15 of the b111 provides that no 
construction shall be begun so long as mate
'rials or labor necessary for construction of 
ithe project are needed for national defense . 
,'.l'his section wm probably mean no part of, 
1the project will be constructed for years, but 
:inasmuch as the project is authorized it will 
1constitute a threat sufficient to make a justi·' 
'ciable issue for the courts and the issues 
can be litigated during the present emer-. 
.ge_ncy. , - -

How far is Arizona's argument valid 
and what are its weak spots? It is true 
that the Supreme Court will not take a. 
case unless it is justiciable. It is true 
that in some types of cases, of which the 
chief example is an injunction case, it 
is necessary that there be shown either 
injury or threat of injury, or the case is 
not justiciable. This, however, is by no 
means a universal rule. In other cases, 
such, for example, as a quiet title case, 
there need be no injury nor threat of 
injury. The plaintiff in a quiet title case, 
as all la wYers will recognize, need simply 
allege that there is an invalid adverse 
claim made against his property, and 
that is enough to entitle him to a hear
ing and, if proved, to a judgment. 

Next, it is not true that it has ever 
been held that it is necessary to show 
that a project has been authorized in 
order to make an interstate water case 
justiciable. There is simply no author
ity for that statement. It rests in pure 
assertion on Arizona's part, assertion so 
often repeated that it seems to have sub
stance. This is the weak link in her 
argument. It will not support the weight 
she puts on it, and the chain falls apart. 

Not only has the Supreme Court never 
held that the authorization of a project 
is essential to make a case justiciable. 
It has directly held the opposite in the 
last great water suit between States 
which it has decided. That was the case 
of Nebraska v. Wyoming and Colorado 
(325 U. S. 589), decided in 1944. In that 
case, Nebraska originally sued Wyoming 
alone, complaining that existing diver
sions of water from the North Platte 
River in Wyoming were presently inter
fering with Nebraska's ability to get 
water she needed downstream on that 
river. Also mentioned in that phase of 
the case was the fact that Congress had 
authorized construction of the Kendrick 
project in Wyoming, which would further 
prejudice Nebraska's ability to get water. 
In Nebraska's ·complaint-page 592 of the 
Court's opinion-the Court said: 

The prayer was for a determination of the 
equitable share of each State in the water 
and of the priorities of the appropriations in 
both States, and for an injunction restrain
ing the alleged wrongful diversions. 

Wyoming, mindful of the facts that 
some upper headwaters of tributaries of 
the North Platte extended from Wyo
ming into the northern Colorado moun
tains and knowing that Colorado had 
some plans for new diversions from these 
tributaries, desired that all parties be be
fore the Court, so that it would have all 
the phases of the North Platte problem 
before it and could deal with the river 
system as a whole. Accordingly, Wyo
ming impleaded Colorado as a defendant. 

Now let us note that the Kendrick 
:Project lay on one part of the river sys-
1tem, namely the main stream of the 
·North Platte. It was, therefore, an im
'portant element in the issues between 
Nebraska and Wyoming, but only in a 
·most indirect way was it a factor in any 
issues between Wyoming and Colorado. 
'on the other hand, Colorado's inchoate 
'plans for development related to a dif .. 
ferent part of the river system, namely, 
the headwater tributaries in Colorado. 
:colorado's plans afiected directly the 
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issues between Colorado and Wyoming, 
in fact were the crux of those issues, but 
only remotely, if at all, affected the 
issues between Wyoming and Nebraska. 
There were, in effect, two lawsuits in 
one, with separate subject matters, con
solidated because geographically Wyo
ming was in the middle. 

With this background, what did Colo
rado do and what did the Court hold? 

As the Court says-page 592: 
Colorado argues here that there should be 

no affirmative relief against her and that 
she should be dismissed from the case. 

I Page 607: 
~- As we have noted, Colorado moves to dis
miss the proceeding. She asserts that the 
pleadings and evidence both indicate that 
she h as not injured nor presently threatens 
to injure any downstream user. 

~ ' And that is the precise test which Ari
zona would apply to the justiciability of 
the case in the lower basin of the Colo
rado River. 
~ . Colorado supported her motion by ar
guments which Senators will recognize 
as being exactly those which Arizona 
now advances-page 608: 
~ i. The argument is that the case is not of 
such serious magnitude and the damage is 
not so fully and clearly proved as to war
rant the intervention of this Court under 
our established practice. (Missouri v. Illi
noi s (200 U. S. 496, 521; 50 L. Ed. 572, 579; 26 
s. Ct. 268); Colorado v. Kansas (320 U. S. 383, 
393, 394; 88 L. Ed. 116, 123, 124; 64 S. Ct, 

:176).) The argument is that the potential 
threat of injury, representtng as i,t does only 
~ possibility for the indefinite future, is no 
'basis for a decree in an interstate suit, since 
we cannot issue declaratory decrees. (Ari
zona v. Cali fornia (283 U. S. 423, 462-464; 75 
L. Ed. 1154, 1169-1171; 51 S. Ct. 522) and 
cases cited.) · 

We fully recognize those principles. But 
they do not stand in the way of an entry of 
a decree in this case. 

The factual situation, as described by 
the Court, was-page 608: 

The evidence supports the finding of the 
special master that the dependable natural 
flow of the ri\ er during the irrigation season 
has long been overappropriated. A genuine 
controversy exists. The States have not been 
able to settle their differences by compact. 
The areas involved are arid or semiarid. Wa
ter in dependable amounts is essential to the 
maintenance of the vast agricultural enter
prises established on the various sections of 
the river. The dry cycle which has continued 
over a decade has precipitated a clash of 
interests which, between sovereign powers, 
could be traditionally settled only by diplo
m acy or war. The original jurisdiction of 
this Court is one of the alternative methods 
provided by the framers of our Constitution. 

Every word of the Court's statement of 
the facts might have been written about 
the lower Colorado River. The facts are 
not only parallel, they are identical. The 
natural i!ow of the lower Colorado has 
long been overappropriated. A genuine 
controversy is admitted to exist. The 
States have not been able to settle it by 
compact. The area involved is arid. 
Water is essential to maintenance of vast 
agricultural enterprises which are estab
lished. Even the 10-year dry cycle-
1931-40-is identical. 

So the Court's comments on the fact 
that Colorado had certain "proposed 
projects," just as Arizona now has a pro-

posed project, have special significance. 
.The Court says-page 609: 

The claim of Colorado to additional de
mands may not be disregarded. The fact 
that Colorado's proposed projects are not 
planned for the immediate future is not 
conclusive in view of the present overappro
priation of natural flow. The additional de
mands on the river which those projects 
involve constitute a threat of further deple
tion. 

Senators will observe that the Court 
states that Colorado's proposed projects 
constituted a threat and does so entirely 
irrespective and ind~endent of the ex
istence of the Kendrick project. That 
fact the Court was, for the time, elimi
nating from its consideration of, and 
action on, the case. 

If the Colorado projects, which were 
"not planned for the immediate future" 
were a threat, how much greater threat 
is the central Arizona project, which is 
planned for immediate development. 
The Secretary of the Interior has filed 
with the Congress his project report
House Document 136, Eighty-first Con
gress, first session-and the pending bill, 
S. 75, is the vehicle for its implementa
tion. 

The Court summarizes the controversy 
in Nebraska against Wyoming thus
page 610: 

What we have then is a situation where 
three States assert against a river, whose 
dependable natural flow during the irriga
tion season has long been overappropriated, 
claims based not only on present uses but 
on projected additional uses as well. The 
various statistics with which the record 
abounds are inconclusive in showing the 
existence or extent of actual damage to Ne
braska. But we know that deprivation of 
water in arid or semiarid regions cannot 
help but be injurious. That was the basis 
for the apportionment of water made by the 
Court in Wyoming v. Colorado (259 U.S. 419, 
66 L. Ed. 999, 42 S. Ct. 552, supra). There the 
only showing of injury was the inadequacy 
of the supply of water to meet all appro
priative rights. As much if not more is 
shown here. If this were an equity suit to 
enjoin threatened injury, the showing made 
Nebraska might possibly be insufficient. But 
Wyoming v. Colorado, supra, indicates that 
where the claims to the water of a river 
exceed the supply a controversy exists ap
propriate for judicial determination. If 
there were a surplus of unappropriated 
water, different considerations would. be ap
plicable. Cf. Arizona v. California (298 U. s. 
558, 80 L. Ed. 1331, 58 S. Ct. 848). But where 
there is not enough water in the river to 
satisfy the claims asserted agaillst it, the 
situation is not basically different from that 
where two or more persons claim the right 
to the same parcel of land. The present 
claimants being States we think the clash 
of interests to be of that character and 
dignity which makes the controversy a jus
ticiable one under our original jurisdiction. 

So the Court held, again, in words that 
might have been written about the lower 
Colorado, instead of the North Platte, 
that the controversy was justiciable, and 
that the rights of the States to the water 
could be determined, even though the 
facts constituting the threat might not 
be sufficient in an injunction case. 

The Court clinches the point, after. 
discussing the case of Colorado v. Kan
sas <320 U.S. 383>, by saying in reference 
to that case-page 611: 

Moreover, we made clear (320 U, S., p. 392, 
note 2, 88 L. Ed. 123, note 2, 64 S. Ct. 176) 

that we were not dealing there with a case 
like Wyoming v. Colorado (259 U. s. 419, 66 
L. Ed. 999, 42 S. Ct. 552~ supra), where the 
doctrine of appropriation applied in each of 
the States which were parties to the suit 
and where there was not sufficient water to 
meet all the present and prospective needs. 

The Court's action is stated-page 
611-as follows: 

Colorado's motion to dismiss is accordingly 
denied. 

No amount of argument can distort 
what the Court thus did, nor the prem
ises upon wbich it acted. It plainly based 
its action upon a broad ground, which 
entirely disregards the existence of the 
Kendrick project. Nor can any amount 
of argument, based on generalities to the 
ef!ect that the Court will not issue de
claratory judgments nor advisory opin
ions, be convincing in the face of the ac
complished fact, the Nebraska-Wyoming 
decision. In fact, this thought is pointed 
up by the dissenting opinion of Mr. Jus
tice Roberts. He said-page 657: 
· I am sure that, on the showing in the 

present case, none of the States is entitled 
to a declaration of rights. 

Yet, that is exactly what the Court 
held should be done, and that is the law 
of the United States. 
. One more quotation from the decision 

in the Nebraska case in which the Court 
discusses the fruitless efforts of the 
States in that case to arrive at an inter
state compact. In the case of the lower 
Colorado, the States have failed to make 
a compact after scores of intense efforts, 
running over nearly 30 years. The 
Court said-page 616: 

There is some suggestion that if we under
take an apportionment of the waters of this 
interstate river, we embark upon an enter
prise involving administrative functions be
yond our province. We noted in Colorado v. 
Kansas, supra (320 U. S., p. 392, 88 L. Ed. 123, 
64 S. Ct. 176), that these controversies be
tween States over the waters of interstate 
streams "involve the interests of quasi
sovereigns, present complicated and delicate 
questions, and, due to the possibility of 
future change of conditions, necessitate ex
pert administration rather than judicial im-. 
position of a hard and fast rule. Such con
troversies may appropriately be composed 
by negotiation and agreement, pursuant to 
the compact clause of the Federal Constitu
tion. We say of this case, as the Court has 
said of interstate differences of like nature, 
that such mutual accommodation and 
agreement should, if possible, be the me
dium of settlement, instead of invocation 
of our adjudicatory power." But the efforts 
at settlement in this case have failed. A 
genuine controversy exists. The gravity and 
importance of the case are apparent. The 
difficulties of drafting and enforcing a de
cree are no justification for us to refuse to 
perform the important function entrusted 
to us by the Constitution. 

I have laid before the Senate the de
cision of the Supreme Court in the 
Nebraska case so thoroughly because-

First. It is one of the most important 
and most exhaustively considered de
cisions of the Court in an interstate 
water rights case; 

Second. It is the most recent such 
case; 

Third. It is the most recent important 
decision on the question of justiciability; 

Fourth. It is based on facts which 
could hardly be more precisely identical 
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with the situation in the lower Colorado 
River Basin; and 

Fifth. The court, 1f it had so chosen, 
might have decided the case on the 
ground which Arizona now so vigorously 
asserts to be the law. It did not do so, 
but elected to hold the opposite. 

So much for the decision in the Ne
braska case. What other support is 
there for the view that the present con
troversy in the lower basin is justiciable? 
The Secretary of the Interior has ad
vised the Senate of his opinion, and it 
is unequivocal. After analyzing the le
gal questions which are in controversy he 
states-hearings, House Committee on 
Public Lands on H. R. 934 and 935, 
Eighty-first Congress, first session, page 
1150: 

The bare statement of these questions, the 
knowledge that there is disagreement be
tween Arizona and California about the an .. 
swers to be given them, and the fact that, 
if the contentions of either State are ac• 
cepted. in full and if full development of 
the upper basin within the limits fixed b1 
the Colorado River compact is assumed, 
there is not available for use in the other 
State sumcient water for all the projects, 
Federal and local, which are already in ex
istence or authorized would seem to 1ndi· 
cate that there exists a justiciable contra· 
,versy between the States. 

It is true that he added-page 1150 :: 
Should the Congress, however, entertain 

doubt about the existence of such a contra• 
versy, it could dispel that doubt by author• 
!zing the construction of the central Ari• 
zona project, a report which has been pre· 
pared by this Department and has been sent, 
pursuant to the provisions of section 1 of 
the Flood Control Act of 1944, to the States 
of the Colorado River Basin and to the Sec
retary of the Army for consideration and 
comment. 

But the Secretary either did not in .. 
tend that suggestion seriously-the 
Budget Bureau frowned on it in a letter 
dated May 7, 1943. idem., page 1154, and 
reported the project not to be in accord 
with the program of the President in a. 
letter dated February 4, 1949, idem., page 
1156-or else he was offering that sug
gestion as a hedge in case the proposed 
suit should be cast as an injunction 
action; for he followed at once with this 
language: 

It is probably true that, in view of the 
existing physical water supply in the lower 
basin-a supply which is as ample as it is 
chiefly because the upper basin States are 
using far less than the 7,500,000 acre-feet 
apportioned to them by the compact-the 
situation is not such that the Court would 
be warranted in granting an injunction 
against either California or Arizona if' it 
were found to be using more water than it is 
entitled to use. The controversy, neverthe· 
less, appears to be the sort that would 
justify the Court's determining the rights 
of the parties and definitely adjudicating 
their respective interests in the waters avail
able to the lower basin. It matches in 
every particular the requirements for a case 
or a controversy in the constitutional sense 
of these words as those requirements were 
spelled out by the Supreme Court in Aetna 
Life Insurance Company v. Haworth (300 U. S. 
227, 240 ( 1937) ) . "A 'controversy' in this 
sense," the Court said, "must be one that is 
appropriate for judicial determination.• • •. 
The controversy must be definite and con· 
crete, touching the legal relations of parties 
having adverse legal interests. • • • It 
must be a real and substantial controversy 

admitting of specific relief through a de
cree of a conclusive character, as distin
guished from an opinion advising what the 
law would be upon a hypothetical state of 
facts. • • • Where there is such a con
crete case admitting of an immediate and 
definitive determination of the legal rights 
of the parties in an adversary proceeding 
upon the facts alleged, the judicial function 
may be appropriately exercised although the 
adjudication of the rights of the litigants 
may not require the award of process or 
the payment of damages. • • • And as it 
is not essential to the exercise of the judicial 
power that an injunction be sought, allega
tions that irreparable injury is threatened 
are not required." 

This positive opinion of the Secretary 
of the Interior is ref erred to in a later 
letter of March lQ, 1949, to the chairman 
of the Senate committee-h~arings on 
S. 75 and Senate Joint Resolution 4, Sen
ate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs-in which the Secretary says
page 9: 

A report of this Department upon those 
resolutions was presented to your committee 
1n a letter dated May 13, 1948. In that letter 
it was pointed out that the United States is 
an indispensable party to any litigation that 
may be brought to decide the dispute which 
now exists among the States of the lower 
ba.sin of the Colorado River and that that 
dispute appears to have the elements of a 
justiciable controversy. There is, therefore, 
no need for me to elaborate on these matters 
here. 

Thus Arizona, in order to convince the 
Senate that the present controversy is 
not justiciable, must not only overcome 
the decision of the Supreme Court in a 
strikingly similar case, but must show the 
Senate that the same Secretary of the 
Interior who has filed his project report 
with the Senate holds an opinion as to 
the justiciability of the present contro· 
versy, which is :flatly wrong. 

If Arizona cannot convince the Senate 
that both the Secretary and the Supreme 
Court are wrong, her house of cards 
falls. 
THE CONTROVERSY IS JUSTICIABLE UNDER ARI• 

ZONA'S OWN CRITERIA 

There is another major reason why 
there is no need to authorize a billion
dollar project in order to permit the 
Supreme Court to entertain the case. 
This reason does not depend upon the 
controlling force which the Court set 
upon purely prospective projects in the 
Nebraska case. Testimony of responsi
ble witnesses before congressional com
mittees shows that there is already 
a deficit of several hundred thousand 
acre-feet a year in the water supply of 
the lower basin, compared with the de· 
mands upon that supply to serve existing 
projects, projects already authorized and 
those for which other commitments 
exist-hearings on S. 75, Senate Com .. 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
page 265; letter from Commissioner of 
Reclamation to Senator McCARRAN, Sen
ate Document 39, Seventy-first Congress, 
page 8. 

The Secretary of the Interior has 
found the facts in slightly different 
terms-hearings on H. R. 934, House 
Committee on Public Lands, Eighty-first 
Congress, first session, page 1152: 

The water which California projects, Fed
eral or other. now in extstence or under con-

struction will require when they are in full 
operation is a great deal more than the 
amount which that State is entitled to use 
if all of Arizona's contentions are taken to 
be true. Similarly, the water which Arizona 
projects now in existence, under construc
tion, or authorized, will require when they 
are fully developed is much more than the 
supply available to that State, 1f all of Cali
fornia's contentions are taken to be true. 

Put in this way, it is clear that one 
State or the other has already invaded 
the other's water entitlement. It makes 
no difference which State has done so, 
the fact is that the water supply is al
ready overencumbered. This, too, with
out including the proposed central Ari
zona project. The conclusion is ines
capable that the controversy is now 
justiciable under the very tests and cri· 
teria of justiciability for which Arizona 
contends. 
WHAT IS WRONG WITH SECTIONS 12 AND 13 

OF S. 75 

I now come to comment on the pro .. 
visions of sections 12 and 13. They 
read as follows: 

SEC. 12. If any State or States within 6 
. months after the effective date of this act 

shall begin a suit or suits in the Supreme 
Court of the United States to determine the 
right to the use of water for diversion from 
the main stream of the Colorado River 
through aqueducts or tunnels to be con
structed pursuant to this act for beneficial 
consumptive use in Arizona, and to adjudi
cate claims of right asserted by such State 
or States or by any other State or States, 
under the Colorado River compact, the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act (45 Stat. 1057), 
the California Self-Lim_itation Act (Cal. Stat. 
1929, ch. 16), and the Boulder Canyon Proj
ect Adjustment Act ( 54 Stat. 774), consent 
is hereby given to the joinder of the United 
States of America as a party in such action 
or actions. Any State of the Colorado River 
Basin may intervene or be impleaded in such 
suit or suits. Any such claims of right af
fected by the project herein authorize~ and 
asserted by any defendant State, impleaded 
State, or intervening State under said com
pact and statutes, or by the United States 
may be adjudicated in such action. In any 
such suit or suits process directed against 
the United States shall be served upon the 
Attorney General of the United States. 

SEC. 13. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of any moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this act: Provided, That no 
moneys appropriated under the authority of 
this act shall be expended for the construc
tion of works authorized by this act which 
are required solely for the purpose of divert
ing, transporting and delivering water from 
the main stream of the Colorado River for 
beneficial consumptive use in Arizona, dur
ing the period of 6 months after the enact
ment of this act and during the pendency 
of any suit cir suits in which the United 
States shall be joined as a party under and 
by virtue of the consent granted in section 
12 of this act. The pendency of a motion for 
leave to file a bill of complaint shall be con
sidered pendency of a suit or suits for the 
purposes of this act: Provided further, That 
power sales contracts shall be made with a 
view to the reservation of generating capac
ity sufilcient for the operation of all fea
tures of the project and that rates for power 
shall be fixed in accordance with the Fed
eral reclamation laws; and that revenues de• 
rived from the sale of power shall be credited 
in accordance with the provisions of the a~ 
of May 9, 1938 (52 Stat. 291, 318). 



1951 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5949 
(At this point Mr. NIXON yjelded to 

Mr. GEOR~E, who submitted the con
ference report on H. R. 1612, the Trade 
Agreements Extension Act of 1951, 
which, after debate was agreed to. On 
request of Mr. GEORGE, and by unani
mous consent, the debate and proceed
ings on the conference report were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD fol
lowing Mr. NIXON'S remarks.) 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. President, referring 
again to sections 12 and 13 of the bill, 
these sections and their provisions are 
now pointed to by Arizona as the prime 
objective of S. 75. In the words of 
Representative MURDOCK, of Arizona, 
in the hearings recently held in the 
House Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, of which he is chairman. 
speaking on March 1, 1951-volume m. 
report, transcript, page 251: 

1 On this matter of a suit in the Supreme 
Court, I want to tell you that as author of 
the bill, it is my first and prime objective to 
get authorization which will make it possible 
to have a final determination of this suit in 
the highest court of the land. 

Again Mr. MURDOCK declared, on 
March 16, 1951-volume XIV, report, 
transcript, page 1276: 

I hope I have made myself clear to the 
committee, but one further word: I would 
give my right arm if we could get the 
highest court of the land to tell us within 
the briefest possible time, "Arizona, you 
have so much water coming to you," or even 
if we have not water coming to us, I would 
like to know that. 

Arizona thus seems to accept the suit 
as inevitable and desirable, although 
from 1947 to 1949 she vehemently de
nounced the idea as a red herring cast in 
her way for the sole purpose of delaying 
the consummation of the central Arizona. 
project. The sincerity of her conversion 
may be open to question, as I shall later 
i>oint out, but she has high authority for 
the necessity of the suit. 

The Director of the Budget, in a letter 
of April 19, 1950, to Chairman MURDOCK, 
said: 

The first question raised was whether there 
is enough water in the Colorado River, avail
able for use in Arizona, to satisfy the needs 
of this project on a permanent basis. The 
President has stated many times that he 
would like to see a definitive settlement of 
the rights of the various States to waters . 
of the Colorado River system, in order that 
decisions on projects to be developed in the 
public interest may be made on a firm basis 
with respect to water rights. The President 
consistently has indicated his unwillingness 
to take any position favorable to authoriza
tion of the central Arizona project until set
tlement of the water-rights controversy has 
been brought about. 

S. 75, in its present form, is intended to 
provide one means by which this controversy 
might be settled. I am unable to express to 
the committee at this time any views con
cerning the emcacy of the bill for this pur
pose. ' 

Mr. President, I now wish to lay before 
the Senate some of the things that are 
wrong with sections 12 and 13. 

First. They are totally inequitable. 
Second. As a matter of policy, they are 

improvident, sham, and stultifying. 
Third. As a matter of law, they are 

unworkable. 
XCVII-375 

. Taking up my first point,. it is only sim
ple justice that Arizona should be re
quired to prove her right to sufficient 
water for the central Arizona project .. 
As the Director of the Budget indicates, 
the very first prerequisite of a sound irri
gation project is the existence of an ade
quate and permanent water supply. To 
take an every-day illustration, a man 
owns a lot and wants to borrow money 
on it to build a house. The lending 
agency asks for a title search. It dis
closes that there is on record in: the name 
of a third person an unreleased claim to 
the title of the lot. The borrower says 
the claim is bad. The lending agency, as 
a matter of course, insists that he bring 
suit to quiet title, or have no loan. 

That is exactly the position Arizona is 
in, except that Arizona has nothing as 
definitive as a plain record title to the 
water right she claims. Arizona wants 
to borrow $788,000,000 from the United 
States; that is, she wants the United 
States to advance that amount for her 
benefit, although she does not make any 
gesture toward binding herself to pay it 
back. It develops from the public rec
ords, indeed, it is a matter of common 
knowledge, that the claims of another 
State overlap Arizona's to such a great 
extent that, if the other State is correct, 
as the Secretary of the Interior says
House Document 136, Eighty-first Con
gress, first session, page 122: 

There will be no dependable water supply 
available from the Colorado River for this 
diversion. 

In common fairness, if Arizona wants 
the United States to advance the money,. 
she should assume the burden of proving 
first that she has the water right. That 
is, in the ordinary course of business, her 
natural obligation. The very fact that, 
after denying for years that any suit was 
necessary, she now is reluctant to go for
ward and prove her case, leads to the 
surmise that she has no confidence that 
she can prove her case. 

At any rate, it is wholly out of order, 
and inequitable, that California or any 
other State should be called upon, as sec
tions 12 and 13 require, to take the labor
ing oar and prove the negative fact that 
Arizona has no water right for the 
project. 

One of the early drafts of these sec
tions-Committee Print No. 1-expressed 
the correct theory. It provided that no 
appropriations should be made to carry 
Colorado River water to central Arizona. 
during the pendency of the suit: · 

Nor thereafter unless the Supreme 
Court • • • shall have held that water is 
available therefor. 

For another reason sections 12 and 13 
are unjust. Arizona's chief counsel, Mr. 
Charles A. Carson, testified before com
mittees of both Houses that, in his 
judgment, the bill as drawn would be 
susceptible of use, and he intended to use 
it, as evidence of the fact that Congress 
had, by approving the project, thrown 
the weight of the United States into the 
scales in favor of Arizona. It is incon
ceivable that Congress would so intend 
to affect a lawsuit between States. 

The present provisions of S. 75 are 
thoroughly unusual and totally inequi
table and indefensible. 

My second point is that the provisions 
of the bill are improvident, sham and 
stultifying. 

The bill purports to commit the Ur1ited 
States Treasury to an expenditure of 
$788,000,000, of which $450,000,000 is for · 
the irrigation scheme, and the rest is 
for power. To authorize the expendi
ture of nearly half a billion dollars on 
the assertion that it is necessary to get 
a lawsuit started, is more grandiose in 
conception than merely burning down 
a house to roast a pig. Why, it has 
been asked by a member of the House 
Committee in its recent hearings on the 
project, could not some $10,000,000 proj
ect be found in one of the States of 
the lower basin which would definitely 
overdraw the water supply and create 
a threat, if any threat is needed? The 
answer is, of course, that no new threat 
is needed to get the case into court. 
Arizona's theory is one that enables her 
to get her foot in the door, and that 
is the reason for its existence. 

The suit provision in sections 12 and 
13 are sham. The consent that the 
United States be sued is coupled with 
and based on an authorization of the 
Arizona irrigation scheme. That au
thorization is essentially so conditioned 
upon the court's degree that it is thor
oughly fictitious. What does it mean? 
At the outset, the authorization is, by 
section 13, one under which no expendi
tures may be made while the suit is 
pending. It is, therefore, one in sus
pended animation, having no present 
vigor or consequence. It is not what the 
chairman of the House committee, Mr. 
MURDOCK, has correctly declared to be 
necessary, an authorization that is real 
and bona fide. Hearings on House Reso
lution 1500, volume 13 of reporter's tran
script, 1143. Is there any reason to be
lieve that the Supreme Court, if it 
thought that a threat was material to 
the case, would regard such a floating 
and disembodied ghost of an author
ization as a threat? Or would it say 
that Congress certainly was not so care
less of the taxpayers' money as to in
tend to authorize a project whether it 
had a water supply or not? 

Looking forward, what is the inten
tion of Congress as to how the author
ization shall operate after the Court has 
rendered its decree? Proponents of 
S. 75 must admit that there is noth- , 
ing in sections 12 or 13 to suspend the 
authorization, the minute the Court has 
spoken. Unless Arizona wins 100 per
cent on every point in contention, there 
will not be water available to her suffi
cient to serve the project, as designed. 
But suppose that Arizona does not win 
100 percent. Suppose that Arizona loses 
100 percent and there is no water sup
ply at all for the project. Is Congress 
then to be understood as meaning that 
nevertheless the project shall be built, 
as a monument to its mistaken judg
ment? Of course not, I suppose propo
nents would say. No Appropriations 
Committee would do such a foolish 
thing. Would Congress then repeal the 
act and thereby admit that it had to 
stultify itself? 

The possibilities of an intermediate 
decision by the Court are endless. As the 
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Secretary of the Interior has said-hear
ings on H. R. 934, 935, House Committee 
on Public Lands, Eighty-first Congress. 
first session, page 1152: 

I have not attempted to examine the 
merits of the contentions made by the 
spokesmen for Arizona and California on 
tl1ese questions. Assuming, however, that 
there is some merit to both sides on all four 
of the major questions, it is obvious that 

· there are many answers, in terms of the 
number of acre-feet of water which Cali
fornia may use under section 4 (a) of the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act, th!J.t might con
ceivably be given. Using the long-run aver
age fiows shown in this Department's report 
on the Colorado River Basin as a basis for 
computations, the answers might range from 
as much as 6,250,000 acre-feet per year to ap
proximately 4,000,000 acre-feet. Likewise, 
there is a great range in the amount of water 
from the Colorado River system which might 
be found available for use in Arizo~a. The 
maximum might be somewhat over 3,500,000 
acre-feet, the minimum nearly as little as 
2,250,000 acre-feet. 

' \ Suppose the Court holds that Arizona 
has a right to only a third, or a half, of 
the 1,200,000 acre..:feet a year required to 
~erve the project, as designed. Would it 

·pow be taken as the intention of Con-
. ~ress that the full-size aqueduct be 
built? Or would it be taken as the in
tention of Congress that in such an 
~vent the canal, 'pumps and all other 
features would have to be redesigned 
and their feasibility and financial plan 
be reexamined and justified? Of 
course the latter is the only course that 
would 'be rational and I cannot believe 
that the courts would willingly interpret 
an act of Congress as being irrational. 
· If what I have said is true, what be-

comes of the authorization? It is plain
ly not a fixed and firm decision of the 
Congress. It seems to be nothing "real 
and genuine." In fact, it seems to be an 
act which Congress is asked to pass with 
its tongue in its cheek and with its fin
gers crossed. It is superficially a clever
ly designed stepping stone to the Court. 
The Court, however, is thoroughly ac
customed to looking through the super
ficial to the real. I cannot believe that 
it would be deceived by such a sham. 

Sections 12 and 13 are unworkable. 
They would not achieve the object which 
proponents of the bill profess to advo
cate. 

The rights of the five States in the 
lower basin of the Colorado, Arizona, 
California, Nevada, New Mexico, and 
Utah, to the use of the waters of the 
river, constitute an interrelated complex. 
The rights of any one State cannot be 
ascertained alone, but depend on defini
tion of their relation to the whole. The 
settlement of the controversy in the low
er basin can only be arrived at when 
the rights of each State, and all, are 
determined. It is such a settlement to 
which the suit should be directed, or it 
has failed to serve its purpose. 
~ Does Section l!e' consent that the 
United States be sued in such a suit? 
Definitely, no. such narrow limitations 
are cast about the suit that it may be 
doubted whether it will serve any pur
pose. 

Section 12 limits the suit to one "to 
determine the right to the use of water 
for diversion from the main stream of 

the Colorado River through aqueducts or 
tunnels to be constructed pursuant to 
this act for beneficial consumptive use 
in Arizona." Thus, it is at least argu
able that the suit is not an equitable ap
portionment suit, nor a quiet-title suit, 
in which there could be determined Ari
zona's total entitlement, and what com
mitments she has made from that en
titlement and what residue may remain 
for the project authorized by the act. 
Apparently it would be a suit to deter
mine only the narrow question of Ari
zona's right to take water for this one 
project. I presume Arizona would argue 
that it must be an injunction suit and 
subject to the limitations of that type 
of case. At any rate, the burden of prov
ing the negative of such a limited propo
sition as the right to water for one proj
ect should not be cast on any other State, 
as I have said. 

Section 12 provides-"and to adjudi
cate claims of right asserted by such 
State or States or by any other State 
or States, under" four specific docu
ments, the Colorado River Compact, the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act, the Cali
fornia Limitation Act, and the Boulder 
Canyon Project Adjustment Act. This 
language might be taken as opening the 
door to a full-scale investigatfon of the 
rights of all the States. It may not. In 
the first place the language ignores four 
significant pieces of the puzzle, first, the 
Mexican Water Treaty; seconti, the act 
of the Arizona Legislature of February 
11, 1944, by which Arizona recognized 
California's rights within the terms of 
her Limitation Act; third, the upper 
Colorado River compact; and, fourth, 
the appropriative rights in each of the 
states which existed before any of the 
statutes and compacts. It may be that 
the Court would choose to consider these 
elements. Certainly, however, section 
12 is not so drawn as to demonstrate 
that it should do so. 

The second reason why the clause of 
section 12 last quoted may be inadequate 
is that in the second sentenc·e following 
it is declared: 

Any such claim of right affected by the 
project herein authorized and asserted by 
any defendant State, impleaded State, or 
intervening State under said compact and 
statutes, or by the United States may be 
adjudicated in such action. 

Here I ask ·whether it is the . intent 
that the claims of the States shall only 
be adjudicated to the extent they are af
fected by the project. I_f so, is not the 
controlling clause of section 12 the fir.st 
one, which, as I have suggested, may be 
taken as limiting the scope of the action 
to the naked question whether Arizona 
has a water right for the one project? 

If the Court should hold as I have 
suggested, would it not hold that it is 
utterly impracticable and futile for it to 
examine into the water right for one 
project in one State, without having be
fore it the subject matter by wh1ch it 
could approach that result, namely, all 
the rights and all the present uses in all 
the five States? If so, the plan of sec
tion 12 is unworkable. It would not lead 
to any useful result. 

In order to let the Members of the 
Senate know why I am perhaps a shade 
skeptical of the real intent behind the 

drafting of section 12 and the uncer
tainties which I find in it, I should say 
that in the hearings held in March 1951, 
before the House committee the chief 
counsel for Arizona, Mr. Carson, dis
closed that in his opinion and judgment, 
California could never state a justiciable 
case of action, even though the central 
Arizona project was authorized, unless 
California could truthfully allege that 
Arizona was presently interfering with 
California's satisfying her rights to take 
water from the river. In view of the 
fact that there is now flowing down the 
river to the Gulf of California around 
5,000,000 acre-feet of water which be
longs to the upper basin under the Colo
rado River Compact, but which the up
per basin is not now using, and in view of 
the fact that this unused water may not 
be put to use by the upper basin for 25, 
50, or 100 years, and in view of the fact 
that during such a period the unused 
upper basin water would be physically 
present in the river and temporarily 
available to meet California's needs, I 
am led to wonder just what Mr. Carson 
means. Taking his statement at face 
value, and assuming he is correct, which 
I emphatically deny, then no justiciable 
cause of action could be stated by Cali
fornia, or any other State in this gen
eration, or perhaps the next. What be
comes, then, of the compelling necessity 
which the Arizona Senators allege, I as
sume in the utmost good faith, to au
thorize the central Arizona project in 
order to make the case immediately jus
ticiable? The sober truth is that sec
tions 12 and 13 are unworkable and Mr. 
Carson thinks he knows how to prevent 
them from working. 

Arizona's present excuse for authoriz
ing the central Arizona aqueduct is that 
it will make the controversy justiciable 
and permit. it to be settled by the Court. 
But we now discover that Arizona's chief 
counsel believes he can convince the 
Court that, notwithstanding the act, the 
controversy is still .not justiciable and 
will not he justiciable until some distant 
day when one State or another is unable 
to draw water from the river to satisfy 
her rights. 

If he should succeed in this dubious 
maneuver., the result is that, under sec
tion 13, as soon as the court dis_misses the 
suit, tlie authorization of the aqueduct 
becomes immediately and fully operative. 
Such a r€sult would not comport with 
the representations which · have been 
made to the Senate and cannot be 
squared with good faith. 

To sum up: 
First. Under the decision of the Su

preme Court in the case of Nebraska 
against Wyoming such a controvetsy as 
that existing in the lower basin of the 
Colorado River is now justiciable. 

Second. Under the opinion of the Sec
retary of the Interior, that particular 
controversy is now justiciable. 

Third. Independent of both opinions, 
the factual situation in the lower basin 
is that there is already a shortage of 
water supply to meet all lawful demands 
which may be made on it by existing and 
presently authorized projects and other 
commitments; hence, the case is now 
justiciable under the very criteria urged 
by Arizona. This statement does not 
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take into account the remarkable and 
revealing position of Mr. Carson. 

Fourth. Sections 12 and 13 of the bill 
are inequitable, improvident, sham, and 
unworkable. Indeed, if Mr. Carson were 
correct they would accomplish nothing. 

We ~re approaching the fourth anni· 
versary of the introduction of the first 
central Arizona project bill-S. 1175, 
Eightieth Congress; S. 75, Eighty
first Congress; S. 75, Eighty-second 
Congress. Through this period there 
have been pending before the Congress 
brief clean-cut resolutions introduced by 
all f~ur Senators from Nevada and Cali
fornia providing for joinder of the United 
States in an immediate suit in the Su
preme Court--senate Joint Resolution 
145, Eightieth Congress; Senate Joint 
Resolution 4, Eightieth Congress; Senate 
Joint Resolution 26, Eighty-second Con
gress. . l 

Arizona has vehemently opposed the 
California-Nevada resolutions. She 
originally opposed any provision for suit, 
but has now reversed herself, and insists 
that the suit must proceed, but only after 
she has obtained the ambiguous author
ization of her project provided for in 
s. 75. 
, While the debates have been running 
on in the political forum, the issue of 
justiciability could have been decided by 
the Court several times over. That issue 
lies at the threshold of the litigation. 
,'!'he Court is able to dispose of such a. 
preliminary question in a matter of 
months. We know this is true. In the 
three cases brought by Arizona against 
the other States in the basin-Arizona v. 
California et al. (283 U. S. 423) ; Arizona 
v. California et al. (292 U. S. 341) ; Ari-. 
zona v. California et al. (298 U. S. 558) 
issues of similiar legal character were 
presented argued, and determined with 
a prompt::iess which may be surprising. 
The actual elapsed time from the filing 
of the bill to the date of decision in those 
three cases was 5 months, 3 ¥2 months, 
and 8 months, respectively. 

I respectfully submit that had not 
Arizona opposed Senate Joint Resolution 
145 in 1947 and thereafter, any question 
as to the justiciability of the case could 
Jong since have been settled by the Court. 
The Senate could be relieved of this 
argument and could have gone about 
more pressing and productive business. 
TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OP' 

1951-CONFERENCE REPORT 
During the delivery of Mr. NIXON'S 

speech, 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from California yield to me so 
that I may present a conference report? 
I do not think it will provoke any con
troversy. 

Mr. NIXON. I am very glad to yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 

that all proceedings in connection with 
the conference report be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of the remarks 
of the distinguished Senator from Cali
fornia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
· Mr. GEORGE submitted the following 
report: ~ 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 

amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
1612) to extend the authority of the Presi
dent to enter into trade agreements under 
section 350 of the Tari:ff Act of 1930, as 
amended, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, and 8 and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to 
the same with the following amendments: 
On page 2, of the Senate engrossed amend
ments, strike out lines 12, 13, and 14, and 
insert the following: "imported into the 
United States in such increased quantities, 
either actual or relative, as to cause or 
threaten serious injury to the"; on page 3 
of the Senate engrossed amendments, strike 
out lines 12 and 13, and insert the following: 
.. increased quantities, either actual or rela
tive, as to cause or threaten serious"; on page 
4 of the Senate engrossed amendments, strike 
out lines 4, 5, and 6, and insert the follow
ing: "cession, being imported in such in
creased quantities, either actual or relative, 
as to cause or threaten serious injury to the." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 6: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree to 
the same with an amendment, as follows:. 
On page 6 of the Senate engrossed amend
ments, line 11, strike out "20" and insert 
''25." -~ 
· And the Senate agree to the same. 1 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment, insert the fol-. 
lowing: 1 

"SEC. 11. The President shall, as soon as 
practicable, take such measures as may be 
necessary to prevent the importation of 
ermine, fox, kolinsky, marten, mink, muskrat, 
and weasel furs and skins, dressed or un
dressed, which are the product of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics or of Commu
nist China." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
WALTER F. GEORGE, 
TOM CONNALLY, 
HARRY F. BYRD, 
E. D. MILLIKIN, 
ROBERT A. TAFT, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
R. L. DoUGHTON, 
JERE COOPER, 
JOHN D. DINGELL, 
w. D. Mn.LS, 
DANIEL A. REED, 
THOMAS JENKINS, 
RICHARD M. SIMPSON, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, as the 
conference report shows, the House re
cedes from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 1, 
2, 3, 4, 7 and 8. 1 

r In the case of amendment numbered 5 
the House recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate and 
agrees to it with the following amend-j 
ments: 
o~ page 2 of the Senate engrossed amend ,;o 

ments, strike out lines 12, 13, and 14 and 
insert the following: .. imported into the 
United States in such increased quantities, 
either actual or relative, as to cause or 
threaten serious injury to the"-

nen follows the language in the bill.l 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, w111 the 

Senator yield on that particular amend;J 
ment? .. -

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Oregon. • 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator ex
plain to the Senate what, in his opinion, 
is the difi'erenc.e between that section 
of the Senate bill and the section as 
amended by the conferees? 

Mr. GEORGE. The amendment as 
agreed to is in the nature of a clarifica
tion. It is intended to meet a situation 
which might not have been met by the 
language of the Senate bill. In the Sen
ate bill the language read: l 

Imported into the United States 1n such 
relatively increased quantities, measured by 
a prior representative period- j 

And so forth. In conference our at
tention was called to the fact, which I 
think persuaded our conferees, that dur
ing World War II some of our industries 
were virtually choked off, and new indus
tries were established, which had no 
comparative prior period to which the 
relatively increased imports might be 
compared. For that reason we thought 
it best to make it clear that whenever the 
articles were imported into the United 
States in such increased quantities, 
either actual or relative, as to cause or 
threaten serious injury to the domestic 
industry, the American industry should 
have the full advantage of the escape
clause provision in the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? I 

Mr. GEORGE. I am pleased to yield. 
I think the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] will verify our 
reason for making this change. · 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator permit 
me to make an observation, and then 
comment upon it, or permit the Senator 
from Colorado to comment upon it? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am pleased to yield. 
Mr. MORSE. Do the Senator from 

Georgia and the Senator from Colorado 
agree that I am correct in my interpreta
tion of the language which was adopted 
in the conference by way of modifica
tion of the Senate language, in that the 
new language strengthens and makes 
more effective the operation of both the 
peril-point and escape-clause principles? 

Mr. GEORGE. I think undoubtedly it 
does. I should be very glad to have the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado ex .. 
press himself on that point. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I will 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon that I think there is a strength
, ening of the escape-clause procedure, for 
~the reasons stated by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Georgia. We 
might arrive at a case in which there 
;was not a fair representative period 
prior to a concession. So since we are 
not only planning to take care of mat
ters now, but also requiring a new stand
'ard to be placed in the escape clauses in 
.the future, we thought this would tend 
to round out the subject in a better 
fashion. 
r Mr. MORSE. At the same time, 1t also 
makes more effective the operation of 
, the principle of the peril point, because 
ithe two cannot really be separated, can 
they? 
\ Mr. MILLIKIN. I think there is a. 
l!!eparation. In the first instance, we arej 
'trying to prevent the future occurrence1 
.Pf an inj!!!'Y under a particular standard.1 
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In the second instance we are trying to 
escape from injury if injury should 
occur. 
. Mr. MORSE. But to the extent that 
we have a procedure for handling the 
escape problem, we also serve notice 
upon the individuals who negotiate the 
reciprocal trade program that they 
:should continue to pay attention to the 
peril-point problem at the time of nego. 
tiation, and in the subsequent adminis· 
tration thereof. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think the Senator 
is entirely correct. If they pay proper 
attention to the rates when they make 
them, they will greatly minimize the 
need for the escape-clause procedure. 

Mr. MORSE. That is my point. 
Mr. GEORGE. On page 3 of the Sen· 

ate engrossed amendments, the same 
amendment is inserted; and on page 4, 
the new language which we have just 
discussed is again inserted. 

The Senate conferees agreed to these 
changes. 

In the case of amBndment No. 6, the 
House recedes from its disagreement to 
the amendment, and agrees to it with 
an amendment as follows: 

On page 6 of the Senate engrossed amend
ment, line 11, strike out "20" and insert "25." 

The Senate conferees agreed to this 
change. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
. Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the distin· 

guished Sena tor from Florida. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Is this portion of the 

report the one which deals with section 
8 (a) of the Senate bill? 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is cor· 
rect. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it correct to say 
that the House has accepted section 8 
(·a) of the Senate bill, with the excep. 
tion of the fact that the conferees 
changed the period of time in which the 
Tariff Commission must act from 20 days 
to 25 days? 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is car~ 
rect. The House conferees accepted 
section 8 (a) in its entirety, with this 
change, from 20 days to 25. The Tariff 
Commission, through its Chairman, ad· 
vised that 20 days was hardly ample, and 
the House conferees strongly insisted 
upon 30 days. The Senate conferees in· 
sisted upon 20 days. Finally it was com· 
promised by inserting 25 days. 
· It was strongly believed, and is 

strongly bt::lieved by the conferees on the 
part of both House and the Senate, that 
in the case of highly perishable fruits 
or vegetables the President himself will 
act without referring the matter to the 
~ariff Commission; but if he should refer 
it to the Commission and await action 
by the Commission, both the Commis
sion and the President must act within 
25 days. That is an over-all limitation 
upon the time in which they must act. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will . 
the Senator yield for one more question?. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. "~ 
Mr. HOLLAND. In the event that the 

President does send the matter to the 
Tariff Commission, after having received . 
the report and recommendation of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the President · 
may, notwithstanding the fact that he.: 

has sent the matter to the Commission, 
act at any time within the 25-day period 
without awaiting the report of the Tar· 
iff Commission, may he not? 

· 1 Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. As ·a. 
matter of fact, the bill contemplates that 
the Secretary of Agriculture will find the 
facts, that he will notify both the Presi· 
dent and the Tariff Commission, and 
that the President may aGt immediately, 
without awaiting the lapse of even 1 day, 
if he should determine to do so and think 
it wise to do so. I believe it should be 
worth something in the construction of 
the provision that the conferees, both 
on the part of the House and· on the part 
of the Senate, were of the opinion that 
in all ca.:.:s of highly perishable fruits 
and vegetables, to which injury or threat 
of injury was imminent, the President 
probably would act without awaiting ac· 
tion or recommendation by the Tariff 
Commission. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to add 

one thought. I believe the conferees 
were unanimous in the view that if the 
matter went to the Tariff Commission, 
the Tariff Commission should not always 
take 25 days, but should take action as 
rapidly as possible, and under no cir· 
cumstances take more than 25 days. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senators. In 
my judgment they have done excellent 
work in conference, because it seems to 

. me the House has substantially accepted 
the Senate amendment, which is de· 
signe• to help domestic producers of per· 
ishable commodities. Heretofore there 
has been no adequate machinery in ex· 
istence for their protection under the 
act. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I believe there was 

also general agreemen~ among the con· 
ferees that both the Tariff Commission 
and the Secretar:-; of Agriculture should 
do what is necessary to be done so as to 
be able to anticipate emergencies, and 
thus be able to expedite the procedure 
when requests for action are made. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin· 
guished Senator. 

Mr. GEORGE. In the case of amend· 
ment No. 9, the House recedes from its 
disagreement and agrees to it with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the 
following: 

"SEc. 11. The President shall, as soon as 
practicable, take such measures as may be 
necessary to prevent the impGrtation o! 
ermine, fox, kolinsky, marten, mink, muskrat, · 
and weasel furs and skins, dressed or un
dressed, which are the product of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics or of CommunisJ; 
China." 

i: It was the opinion of the conferees on 
the part of both the Senate and the 
·House that with this mandatory pro· : 
vision for action to prevent the importa· ': 

'.tion of the several named furs into the · 
~United States from the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and from Communist 
£.Pina the chief _ ~ource of supply of . 

these furs or of importation of them 
would be cut off. Not only that, but 
immediately upon the passage and ap
proval of this act, the fur producers of 
this country would have the complete 
right to proceed under the escape 
clause. It was believed by the conferees 
that the .matter inserted by the con
ference committee, with the remedy then 
available to the producers of furs, would 
give reasonable relief against the im
portation of the furs, from which they 
have undoubtedly suffered in the past. 

Mr. President, I should like to say that 
included in the amendment numbered 
one is the provisicm which relates to the 
effective date of the act and its dura
tion. The House conferees agreed with 
the Senate, and the act would be ex .. 
tended for 2 years only, from June 12, 
1951. 

Mr. President, I move the adoption of 
the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the conference report? 

THE FLOOR UNDER WAGES AND INVESTMENTS 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I should like to 
ask the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia if any language was inserted by 
the conference committee which would 
direct the President to take cognizance 
of the recommendations of the Tariff 
Commission in regard to any trade agree
ments about to be made under the peril· 
point provision, or if any language was 
inserted which would direct the President 
to take any action under the escape 
clause. 

ONL ~ FURS EXEMPTED 

Mr. GEORGE. There was no change 
made by the conference committee in 
either one of the provisions named, to 
wit, the peril point provision or the es
cape clause. The last amendment to 
which I have invited attention is an ex
press mandatory directive to the Presi
dent to take steps as early as practicable 
which will prevent the importation of the 
furs from the two countries named. 

Mr. MALONE. The- junior Senator 
from Nevada approves of the amendment 
as far as it goes. It covers one product 
out of several thousand. In other words, 
it covers only the furs named. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is per
haps correct. I do not know the number 
of products. It covers only furs. 

Mr. MALONE. That is correct. 
Mr. GEORGE. We were faced with 

the situation, as I am sure the Senator 
will appreciate, that, whether or not one 
agrees with the Trade Agreements Act 
and the agreements made thereunder, 
such agreements are international in 
character, and until appropriate steps 
are taken to escape from an agreement 
it is a rather high-handed piece of busi
ness on the part of any state a party to 
the agreement to disregard it. In the 
case of furs, it is absolutely necessary 
to provide for the termination, so to 
speak, of present arrangements and to 
prevent the importation of the furs, and 
then to leave the parties, whether they be 
producers of furs or producers of other 
commodities, free to act under the escape 
clause in the bill. The Senator is quite 
c9rrect in saying that no change bas 
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been mn.de in the language of the peril 

''".~'t '·· 
·make up in cash the trade-balance · r There being no objection, the report 

point or escape clause provisions on the 
point to which he directs attention. 

deficits of the other nations through was considered and agreed to. l 
Marshall plan and ECA. Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President •. I wi~h 

Much was made by committee mem- to thank the Senator from Callforma, 
bers of the promise of the Secretary of and I desire to express regret that so 
State that the International Trade Or- i.mch of his time has been consumed. ' 

' ALL PROVISIONS OPTIONAL WITH THE PRESIDENT 

l Mr. MALONE. In other words, to 
· keep the record straight no change has 
been made in the bill as first reported to 
the Senate by the Committee on Finance 

ganization would not be brought before Mr. NIXON. That is perfectly all 
the Senate again. .right. 

or as finally passed by the Senate which INTERNATIONAL TRADE ORGANIZATION COMPLETED 

would direct the President to do anything :. . Mr. President, but chapter 4 of the 
about any injury to a domestic business, ITO Charter, the commercial policy 
or direct the President to take action un- . chapter of the International Trade Or
der the escape clause after such business ganization, was adopted through the 
is injured. It is entirely optional with Ge~eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, 
the President as was categorically stated generally known as GATT, an arrange
by the junior Senator from Nevada dur- ment which was begun in Geneva and 
ing the Senate debate on the 21st, 22d, has been added to, from time to time 
and 23d of this month. until the holding of the Torquay Con-

Mr. GEORGE. We had considerable ference, where the job of setting the .. 
argument on the floor. The distin- stage for the adoption of the ITO was 
guished Senator from Nevada insists that practically completed. 
this matter is entirely optional. The The result has been that practically 
senior Senator from Georgia and others every commercial provision of the !n
on the Finance Committee do not think ternational Trade Organization-which 
it is entirely optional except in the sense was made a part of the CONGRESSIONAL 
that the absolute power to act is left with RECORD during the debate-will now be 
the President; but there are many limi- effective, except in the case of the points 
tations, which we think are highly per- which need approval by the Congress of 
suasive, upon the exercise of that power. the United States, and avenues are being 

However, the Senator is correct; the ~sed now to secure that approval. 
same issues were raised in the debate, In a release made at that time by the 
and there has been no change with re- Secretary of State, there was a warning 
spect to those issues, except in the case that that would be done. 
of furs. I think there is a slight change THE CUSTOMS SIMPLIFICATION BILL 

in that case, but otherwise there has been A very innocuous-looking bill, under 
no change. the heading "Simplification of Customs,'' 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, further is now before the Senate committee. 
to clarify the RECORD as to the provisions I have found six separate "sleepers'· 
of the bill actually agreed upon in con- in that bill. If the bill were passed by 
ferenc.e, let me say that the only product the congressJ the result would be that 
out of the several thousand products the job of adopting ITO would be prac
upon which there has been a change tically complete. 
is furs. I heartily agree about the ex- Mr. President, the bill as it now stands 
ception; it seems strange however that has been passed upon by the Senate. 
one product should be exempted from so, .for the purpose of the RECORD, I 
the operation of the act out of sev.eral ' say again that the bill simply extends 
thousand. for two more years the et!ective provi-

The point I wish to make is that noth· sions of the original bill 
ing in this measure directs the President Under this legislation, everything is 
to do anything. left to the judgment and discretion of 

This means that the President must the President of the United States and 
write a letter to Congress explaining his is the same free-trade bill passed in 
reasons if he disregards the report by 1934; and under which the cdministra
the Tariff Commission pointing out the tion has effectively removed the floor 
dang.er point for an existing industry. under wages and investments. 

Of course, Mr. President, in my judg- The President and the Secretary of 
ment, having had '4% years' experience state, if they so desire, may call another 
with the fantastic reasoning advanced by · Torquay Conference and can go through 
the President of the United States and a the same.procedure as the one they went 
distinguished but entirely discredited through .at Torquay, where several thou
Secretary of State, little attention will be sand products were either frozen at their 
paid to any suggestion by a tariff com- existing rates or lower tariffs imposed. 
mission. There is nothing in this measure to 

OBJECTIVES ALREADY ANNOUNCED prevent the continued raid upon Ameri-
The provisions amount only to sugges- can markets by foreign nations. 

tions-which would interfere with the IMPORT FEES NOW LARGELY EELOW PERn. POINT 

already announced administration ob- I would point out further, Mr. Presi
jectives. In the last 4 years, at least dent, as was proven on the :floor of. the 
once each year-four or five times- senate during the debate, that the great 
testimony by the Secretary of State or majority of the tariffs and import fees 
his assistants before congressional com- which have been tinkered with and 
mittees, has definitely stated that their manipulated during the last 18 years, · 
program is the division of the markets now are below the peril point. 
of the United States with the nations of Therefore, the peril-point provision-
the world. even if mandatory~ which it is not--

oux CHIEF EXPORT IS cAsH com~s after the tariff structure has been 
That is their announced program: it effectively destroyed. · 

is ·not something which is left to conjec- The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
ture by Coneress. We. know what the jection to the request for the present 
program is, and in the meantime we consideration of the conference report? 

STANDING COMMI'ITEE ON VETERANS' 
""'1 AFFAIRS 

\ After the conclusion of Mr. NIXON'S 
speech, 

Mr. FERG"G30N. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 

~ FLANDERS], myself, and 34 other Sena
to:·s, I am about to submit for appro
priate reference a Senate resolution to 
create in the Senate a standing Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, to consist of 
13 Senators. 

For the RECOR:;:>, I should like to read 
tht! name of each of the cosponsors who 
have joined the Senator from Vermont 
and me in offering th~s revision of the 
Senate rules: 

Mr. WHERRY, Mr. MORSE, Mr. GILLETTE, 
~r. KILGORE, Mr. O'CONOR, Mr. SALTON
STALL, Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. ECTON, Mr. 
HOLLAND, Mr. LODGE, Mr. WELKER, Mr. 
MUNDT,~~r.IvEs,Mr.MALONE,Mr. WILEY, 
Mr. CHAVEZ, Mrs. SMITH of Maine, Mr. 
McCARRAN, Mr. YOUNG, Mr. CASE, Mr. 
SMATHERS, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. BUTLER of 
Maryland, Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska, Mr. 
LANGER, Mr. MOODY, Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. 

: Nr:ELY, Mr. CARLSON, Mr. JENNER, Mr. 
DWORSHAK, Mr. MURRAY, Mr. HENDRICK
SON, and Mr. NIXON. 

Mr. President, tomorrow will be Me
morial Day. On ~he eve of that occasion 
it is entirely fitting that this bipartisan 
bi'OUP, comprising more than one-third 
of the Senate's membership, should pay 
tribu~e to the veterans of military serv
ice in this country by recognizing the 
essential importance of veterans' legis
lation in the business of the United 
States Congress. 

There are today in the United States 
. approximately 19,000,000 living veter
ans of military service. More are being 
added to the veterans' rolls daily. Ap
proximately $4,900,000,000, or· 7 percent, 
of the Federal Government's annual 
budget is devoted· to various phases of 
veterans' benefits and care. 

It is extraordinary that a phase of our 
national life so sweeping in its scope 
should not have the benefit of specialized 
committee attention in the United States 
Senate. A field of such broad legislative 
implications deserves specialized atten
tion for the full protection, not just of 
the veterans, but of the Nation as a 
whole. 

The field has such specialized atten
tion in the House of Representatives by 
virtue of its Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. We propose that a committee of 
identical jurisdictional authority be es
tablished in the Senate. It would assume 
jurisdiction over matters now handled 
pr incipally by two other standing com
mit tees, Finance, and Labor and Public 
Welfare. Under the terms of this reso
lution, the new committee would have 
jurisdiction over the following matters: 

First. Veterans' measures generally. 
8ecorui. Pensions of all wars of the 

United States, general and special. 
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Third. Life insurance issued by the 

'Covernment on account of service in the 
t Armed Forces. 

Fourth. Comp2nsation of veterans. 
Fifth. Vocational rehabilitation and 

·education of veterans. 
Sixth. Veterans' hospitals, medical 

care, and treatment of veterans. 
Seventh. Soldiers' and sailors; civil 

relief. 
Eighth. Readjustment of servicemen 

to civil life. 
Mr. President, this proposal for a 

standing Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
is not novel. A similar recommendation 
:came in 1946 from no less an authority 
.than the noted Joint Committee on the 
Organization of Congress. The bill em
.bodying the joint committee's recom
mendations, which was introduced in the 
Senate by former Senator La Follette, 
contained provision for just such a 
committee. 

In response to objections on the floor 
that the two-committee assignment rule 
would deprive the new committee of the 
long experience with veterans' affairs 
possessed by members of the Finance 
Committee which had had jurisdiction 
of such affairs since World War I, the 
provision for the new committee was 
stricken from the bill by Senator La 
Follette. 
~ At the time, however, Senator La Fol
,lette observed that a Veterans' Affairs 
~committee would have to be set up "in 
jthe near future in order to relieve the 
Finance Committee of a tremendous 
burden." A part of that argument by 
·senator La Follette may have been met 
by the subsequent division of veterans' 
'matters between the Finance, and Labor 
and Public Welfare Committees. At the 
same time that division of responsibility 
lessens the force of the argument which 
prompted Senator La Follette to drop his 
original recommendation for a standing 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 
· Mr. President, all the reasoning behind 
the recommendation for a veterans' 
committee in the original La Follette
Monroney report of 1946 remains valid. 
And there are even more impelling rea
sons today. 

The Korean war, the extension of se
lective service, and the possible advent 
of some form of universal military train
ing-all within the context of an accel
erated defense effort of perhaps limitless 
duration-point to a gradual accumula
tion rather than any lessening of vet
erans' problems in the future. It has 
also became increasingly clear that the 
proper conduct of the Veterans' Admin
istration is of such vital concern to the 
veteran and the public that Congress 
should have a single committee in each 
House to exercise the responsibility of 
pin-pointed overseeing. 
, I am pleased to say that the proposal 
I am bringing forth today bears the en
dorsement of the Veterans of Foreign 
,Wars, the Disabled Veterans of America, 
the AMVETS, and the American Legion. 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN
DERS] and I are indebted to each of these 
organizations for their counsel and sup
port in the preparation of this resolution. 

: Mr. President, there were some techni
cal .problems involved in the creation of 
!Ji new or sixteenth standing committee 

in the Senate. One problem was the up
set of committ-3e assignments and aline
ments which would occur with its intro
duction in the midst of any Congress. 
To a void any general disruption in other 
phases of the legislative process, we pro
pose that the new committee become 

·operative with the organization of the 
next Congress. 

Another problem was mathematical
to assure a full complement of Members 
on the new committee while observing 
the two-committee assignment rule. To 
solve that mathematical problem it was 
necessary to designate a third commit-

'. tee-we designated the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service-as a com
.mittee on which service would not count 
under the two-committee assignment 
rule. Also, in order to assure complete · 
committee representation and balance no 
matter what the party make-up of the 
Senate might be, it is provided that 18 
members of the majority 'and 6 of the 
minority shall come within the excep
tions to the two-committee assignment 
rule. 

These, however, are details. They 
have been worked out in consultation 
with authorities on congressional organ
ization, but we have no pride of author
ship in them and grant they may be sub
jected to revision upon further exami
nation. 

The important thing which this reso
lution represents, and which we urge 
upon the Senate for speedy action, is 
the creation of a specialized agency in 
this body for the handling of veterans' 
affairs. The American veteran and the 
American public deserve no less. 

Mr. President, I send the resolution to 
the desk and ask unanimous consent that 
·it be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. HoL-
LAND in the chair). Without objection 
the resolution will be received and ap
propriately referred. 

The resolution <S. Res. 148) submitted 
by Mr. FERGUSON, for himself and other 
Senators, was referred to the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration, as 
follows: 

ResolVed, That commencing with the 
Eighty-third Congress, rule XXV of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate (relating to 
standing committees) is amended by-

(1) striking out subparagraphs 10 through 
13 in paragraph (h) of section 1; 

(2) striking out subparagraphs 16 through 
19 in paragraph (1) of section 1; 

(3) inserting in section 1 after paragraph 
( o) the following new paragraph: 

"(p) Committee on Veterans' Affairs, to 
consist of 13 Senators, to which committee 
shall be referred all proposed legislation, 
messages, petitions, memorials, and other 
matters relating to the following subjects: 

"1. Veterans' measures, generally. 
"2. Pensions of all wars of the United 

States, general and special. 
"3. Life insurance issued by the Govern- · 

ment on account of service in the Armed 
Forces. 

"4. Compensation of veterans. 
"5. Vocational rehabilitation and educa

tion of veterans. 
"6. Veterans' hospitals, medical care, and 

treatment of veterans. 
"7. Soldiers and sailors' civil relief. 
"8. Readjustment of servicemen to civil 

life."; 

(4) striking out section 4 and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"(4) Each Senator shall serve on 2 stand
ing committees and no more; except that 18 
Senators of the majority party, and 6 Sena
tors of the minority party, who are members 
of the Committee on the District of Colum
bia, the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, or the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, shall serve on 
3 ·standing committees and no more. Dur
ing any period in which the minority party 
has a total membership of 15 Senators or 
less, such 6 Senators of such party who shall 
be members of 3 committees may be mem
bers of any 3 standing committees." 

WASTEFUL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, last 
.week, when we were discussing the 
fourth supplemental appropriation bill, 
I made passing reference to some truly 
amazing figures which appear in another 
bill, to provide luncheons for certain ex
change students coming to this country 
under the sponsorship of the Depart
ment of State. I want to discuss those 
figures further at this time, as they 
appear in the State Department's budget 
requests for fiscal 1952. 

In referring to these figures I want 
to make two points: 

First. This all-time record budget 
which has been submitted to us for 1952 
is overloaded with items which might 
find some justification in normal times 
but for which there can be no justifica
tion whatsoever in times when Govern
ment is taking every third dollar earned 
by an individual and when only the 
minimum conduct of essential govern
mental business can be justified as an 
expenditure superimposed upon our ter
rifying defense requirements. 

Second. I want to point out graphically 
as I can the impact which some of these 
nonessential expenditures have upon an 
average citizen's pocketbook. I am go
ing to show how many American f ami
lies it takes to support this particular 
State Department operation. 

The amount involved is small in num
ber of dollars, but I think it is significant 
as pointing out what will happen unless 
we are willing to screen, and very care
fully screen, the different appropriations. 

Mr. President, there is too little appre
ciation of the personalized consequences 
of governmental extravagance. Let us 
say we have a program whose wasteful
ness is proved beyond any shadow of 
doubt, and let us say it costs $1,500,000. 
Some might think that breaks down into 
only 1 cent for each person in the coun
try, and that does not amount to much. 
But multiply that single wasteful pro
gram, or the amount of waste in that 
program, and we see where our money 
goes. 

An even better way of figuring the 
effect of that waste is to compute how 
many individual taxpayers are paying 
for it. If an average wage earner's in
come tax payment is $250, then some
thing like 6,000 American families are 
paying for the hypothetical waste of 
$1,500,000 I mentioned a minute ago. 

In effect, that wasteful project be
longs to them-that particular 6,000. I 
should like to see how long those 6,000 
families would stand for the continua
tion of that waste if they could see that 
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it was their hard-earned money that was 
being poured down such a rat hole. 

I think such an approach to the sub
ject of governmental extravagance is 
what we need, Mr. President. We must 
impress upon every American taxpayer 
the personal interest that he h!).s in every 
dollar of governmental waste. I am 
very sure that waste would be eliminated 
once its cost becomes personalized, as it 
would be if, let us say, a community of 
6,000 taxpayers of average income as
sumed full responsibility for the hypo
thetical program I have mentioned. If 
the program was not worth the $1,500,-
000 being spent on it, it would not take 
those 6,000 families long to see to it that 
it was placed in the scrap pile where it 
belongs. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States has taken great pains to 
tell the American people about what he 
has called the "tight" budget he has sub
mitted for the next fiscal year. 

Some time ago when questioned by re
porters with reference to possible econ
omies to be effected in the 1952 budget 
as presented to the Congress, the Presi
dent replied that any reduction made in 
his budget would be a curtailment of 
absolutely necessary programs, and he 
actually dared the Congress to cut the 
budget. 

The President was unequivocal and 
most positive in stating that there was 
no ''water". in this budget. In other 
words, any cut at all would represent the 
curtailment of an absolutely necessary 
program. 

I believe the Director of the Budget, 
too, has since testified before the House 
Ways and Means Committee that the 
budget as submitted was not susceptible 
to reduction without seriously impairing 
absolutely necessary governmental serv
ices to our citizens. I emphasize the 
words "impairing absolutely necessary 
governmental services to our citizens." 

I invite the attention of the Senate 
to one minor item appearing in the budg
et for the Department · of State under 
the title "International Information and 
Educational Activities." My reason for 
mentioning this item at this time is that 
I ref erred to it in passing the other day 
on the floor of the Senate, and I think 
it deserves an explanation. The item ap
pears in the activity "exchange of per
sons." The 1952 estimate for the whole 
prograr-'.l is $10,652,960, an increase of 
$4,757,689, or 80.7 percent, over the 1951 
allowance of $5,895,271. That small 
item-I say "small" because we are ac
customed to speak of Government figures 
in terms of billions of dollars- repre
senting an increase of 80 percent, can 
be multiplied over and over. That is 
why the budget is increasing enormously 
from year to year. . . 

Justification for one item for which a. 
mere $31,875 is sought-an increase of 
$22,477 or 239.16 percent, over the 1951 
allowance of $9,398-appears on page : 
657 of the justifications furnished tha 
Committee on Appropriations. Imagin6~ 
the situation. This one item has gone uii, 
239 percent over the 1951 allowance of 
~3,398. . 

This item makes very interesting read
ing, and I quote it in full: 

The estimate will provide: (a) entertain
ment within the United States at an esti
mated cos~ of $24,875, and (b) transporta
tion (limousine and taxi service), newspa
pers, publications, and so forth, for orlen
tt.tlon and service centers at an estimated 
cost of $7,000 for a total of $31,875. 

Entertainment within the United States: 
The Department's experience over many 
years with the Latin American program, and 
the more recent experience with Eastern 
Hemisphere programs, has demonstrated the 
very real value of hospitality (official 
lt:ncheons, rec:iptions, etc.), given by the 
Department to leader grantees from other 
countries as a means of official recognition 
of a we!come to the grantee. 

Through these affairs, also, the grantee ls 
brought in contact under official auspices 
with prominent persons from American pub-
11(: and private life who may be interested in 
his visit and the inclusion of such persons as 
guests has had a definite public relations 
value to the exchange of persons program. 
Activities of this type are considered an im
portant element in the programs undertaken 
by foreign leaders visiting this country un
der the auspices of the Department. 

It ls requested that the appropriation 
limitation be increased for 1952 to provide 
for a substantial increase for expenses of 
official entertainment which has a very 
definite and positive effect in connection 
with the success of the program. 

It is estimated that 679 leaders and spe
cialists wm visit the United States during 
the fiscal year 1952. Of this number, it ls 
estimated that luncheons wlll be given for 
375. The breakdown ls as follows: 

Number of functions and estimated cost 
75 regular luncheons, 14 persons per 

luncheon at $125----------------- $9,375 
100 luncheons for 3 grantees each 18 

persons per luncheon at $155 ______ 15, 500 

Total ------------------------ 24, 875 
When one reads the language in the 

average budget message, one is inclined 
to be impressed with the great necessity 
for such a program, and the necessity for 
these expenditures. But let us break it 
down and look at it as it really exists. 

The number of functions is 75 regular 
luncheons, with 14 persons per luncheon, 
at $125, or $9,375. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMATHERS in the chair). Does the Sen
ator from Michigan yield to the Senator 
from Illinois? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. ·DOUGLAS. How much does that 
come to on the basis of each meal? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have it figured 
out. For the first item it is $8.93 for 
each meal served, and for the second 
item it is $8.61 for each meal. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. How many of such 
meals will be eaten by members of the 
State Department? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I will figure that 
out a little later. I shall try to obtain 
that figure. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator 
from Michigan propose a diet for these· 
gentlemen? · . ·~ 
- Mr. FERGUSON . ... I believe it is Mr_, 
Wheeler who is now writing in th.e news• 
papers about his . diet. It might be well 
,to give some of_ o~Sta.te ~epartmen~ 

representatives a copy of his diet book. 
It might help some. 

I am glad to have the Senator inter
rupt me, because I know that he is in
terested in some of these items. It may 
be said that we are talking about peanuts 
today, when we consider the amount of 
money involved. However, these items 
show what goes on unless we really dis
sect the budget and look underneath to 
see what is going on. 

I shall never forget what occurred one 
day as we were coming out of the Ap
propriations Committee. I am pretty 
sure it was a day when we had under 
consideration one of the large war 
budgets of approximately $80,000,000,-
000.. Another Senator remarked to the 
Senator from Michigan, "You know, I 
really understood the last two items 
which we discussed." I recalled what 
the last two items were. One item was 
for $50 for stamps for the office of the 
Sergeant at Arms. The other item rep
resented an increase of $150 for William, 
in the cloakroom. We could very thor
oughly understand those two items, in 
relation to the billions about which we 
were talking. 

So unless we boil them down and un
derstand what these things are costing, 
we are likely not to understand what is 
going on in the way of.. expenditures. 

The second item involves 100 lunch
eons for three grantees each, or 18 per
sons per lunch at $155 for each lunch
eon, or $15,500. If we add up the two 
totals we get $24,.875. 

I continue to read: 
Miscellaneous contractual services for ori

en tatlon ·and service centers: These services 
cover transportation (limousine and taxi 
service) expenses of meeting grantees at the 
various ports of entry and for newspapers, 
publications, and other miscellaneous serv
ices of the orientation and service centers. 
The small increase for 1952 is attributable 
to the increase in program. 

Now let us analyze the cost of fur
nishing our foreign visitors with lunch
eons, which are necessary services, of 
course, or they would not be in the 
budget. As the President would have it 
their absence would permit the spread 
of communism and hazard our defenses. 
In the function designated 1, there will 
be 75 regular luncheons, each for 14 
persons-1 foreign visitor and 13 State 
Department emissaries-at a cost of 
$125 for each luncheon, or $8.93 for each 
meal served. 

In the function designated 2, there 
will be 100 luncheons each for 18 per
sons-3 foreign visitors and 15 State
Department emissaries-at a cost of 
$155 for each luncheon, or $8.61 for each 
meal served .. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I correctly under

stand that there would be 13 State De
partment functionaries for each f oreig11-
er at these luncheons? 
·· Mr. FERGUSON. That is the way the 
list is given in the budget. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does it remind the 
Senator from Michigan of the way in' 
which parents sometimes feel it is neces- j 
sary to take their children to the circus ?iJ 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; I would say 
so. . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Could this be called 
a form of outdoor relief for starving 
members of the State Department? 

Mr. FERGUSON. It may be called re
lief. I know many parents enjoy going 
to the circus enough to take their chil
dren to it. I am inclined to think that 
there are plenty of State Department 
employees who will enjoy going to the 
luncheons. It does remind one of the 
·combination of one elephant and one 
·rabbit. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, in 
order to feed one foreigner it is neces
sary to feed 13 State Department 
officials? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is the way the 
figures are listed. The second group of 
functions covers 100 luncheons each for 
three grantees, for 18 persons-three 
foreign visitors and 15 State Department 
emissaries-at a cost of $155 for each 
luncheon, or $8.61 for each meal served. 
,That represents a little higher percent
·age. It is 15 to 3. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator from 
Michigan certain that he is correct in the 
figures? 
· Mr. FERGUSON. I have looked at the 
figures. I shall be glad to check them 
again after I leave the Chamber. I am 
glad the Senator calls the point to my 

'·attention. Of course we have a large 
State Department. There are almost 
. 28,000 persons employed in the state De
'partment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I know we have a 
large State Department, but it does not 
follow that each member of the State 
Department has to be large. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I do not need to 
ask how many of my constituents, or 
even how many of my fellow Senators, 
enjoy a diet of $8 luncheons. A fair 
question, however, is how it is possible to 
eat $8 worth of food at one sitting. Yet 
that is what the budget data say these 
luncheons will cost, per plate. 
\ The total sum requested, $24,875, for 
serving these simple luncheons as a bul
,wark against communism and for the 
attainment of the objectives of the 
Campaign of Truth, is perhaps insigni:fi
pant in comparison with the total cost 
of running our Government-a drop in 
the budget, as it were. But let us project 
:the cost of this entertainment of visitors 
'.to its effect on individual taxpayers, 
which, as I have said, we must do if we 
are to bring home to the people the true 
meaning of governmental waste. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor yield? 
. Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sena
tor from Dela ware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Do I understand 
correctly that the expense is justified on 
the basis that the State Department de
sires to keep these people from going 
Communist? 
·. Mr. FERGUSON. We do almost 
everything for that purpose, and that is 
one of the purposes of our foreign policy. 
.. ., Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it for the purpose 
of keeping the foreigners from going 
Communist, or keeping the State De-

. partment employees from going Com
munist? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I do not believe I 
am capable of answering that question. 

The Bureau of the Census has re
ported that for the calendar year 1949, 
the average income per average family 
of 3.6 persons was $3,107. They have no 
figures for the year 1950, and hesitate 
to hazard an estimate as to the average 
income per family for 1950, for which 
year we recently completed our tax re
turns and tax payments. But let us say 
that the average family income during 
1950 was $4,200, and that the average 
family was composed of four persons. 
The average cited may be an optimistic 
one, but will serve for this comparison. 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics reported 
that the total annual cost of a city work
er's family 'imdget in 34 large cities 
ranged from $3,453 in New Orleans and 
$3,507 in Mobile, to $3,926 in Washing
ton, D. C., and $3,933 in Milwaukee, as 
shown by an analysis for October 1950. 
So it can be seen that the figure I shall 
use for illustration is adequate. 

Taking the income of $4,200 for the 
average family of four persons, their tax 
for 19!>0, using the short form table on 
page 4 of Form 1040, would have been 
$2,44. 

To meet the cost of these luncheons, 
which add so much to the defense of 
this country and are such a bulwark 
against Communism, and which are set 
at $24,875 in the justifications, would re
quire all the individual income taxes paid 
by approximately 102 family heads . 
While the sum requested for this pur
pose is small in relation to the total 
cost of government, it would use all the 
taxes paid by 102 family heads receiv
ing an average family income of $4,200 
during 1950. 

I suppose the President, the Secretary 
of State, and the Budget Director all 
deem this expenditure of public moneys 
for luncheons costing in excess of $8 per 
person to be inviolate, and not sus
ceptible of reduction by the Congress. 
I hardly believe this view will be shared 
by the American taxpayer. I am very 
certain that the 102 family heads in this 
country who would be called upon to 
bear the burden of this luncheon pro..; 
gram do not subscribe to that view. 

I wish that our fiscal situation were 
such that we could readily afford such 
grandiose gestures of good-will to our 
neighbors-neighbors whose budgets are 
perhaps in better condition than our 
own. I wish that our Government could 
afford to pay for the meals for our own 
Government employees who wish to en
tertain these visiting functionaries. But 
I know, and everyone else knows, that 
we cannot. Yet it is this very spend
thrift habit which keeps our tax rates 
soaring. 

It is not the necessary expenditures for 
defense and other needed purposes that 
alarm us. Rather, it is the very ob
viously water-soaked budget in which an 
appalling number of these items are not 
only countenanced by the President and 
the Bureau of the Budget but which, in 
fact, are stoutly defended as absolutely 
essential. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
esk that the further proceedings inci
dent to the quorum call be dispensed 
with and that the order for the call 
of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 75) authorizing the con
struction, operation, and maintenance 
of a dam and incidental works in the 
main stream of the Colorado River at 
Bridge Canyon, together with ·certain 
appurtenant dams and canals, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
desire to discuss certain of the features 
of Senate bill 75, the central Arizona 
project measures. 

THE BUREAU AND THE PROJECT 

First. In September 1948 the Secretary 
of the Interior transmitted to the Con
gress the report of the Bureau of Recla
mation on the central Arizona project-
House Document 136, Eighty-first Con
gress, first session. In this report-page 
IV-the Secretary frankly admits: 

Assurance of a water supply is an import
ant element of the plan yet to be resolved. 
The showing in the report of the availability 
of a substantial quantity of Colorado River 
water for diversion to central Arizona for 
irrigation and other purposes is based upon 
the assumption that the claims of the State 
of Arizona to this water are valid. It should 
be noted, however, that the State of Cali
fornia has challenged the validity of Ari
zona's claim. If the contentions of Cali
fornia are correct, there wm be no depend
able water supply from the Colorado River 
for this diversion. 

These facts were as well known to the 
Bureau of Reclamation in the year 1944 
as they are today. The Bureau knew 
then that, in the absence of an interstate 
compact cm the subject, the only means 
by which the controversy could be au
thoritatively settled would be by a de
cision of the Supreme Court in an in
terstate suit. Nevertheless, in July 1944 
the Bureau made an agreement with 
Arizona to investigate and report on 
the project and allocated $200,000 of 
taxpayers' money to start financing the 
investigation-Hearings on S. 75, Senate 
committee, page 566. I presume, from 
the elaborate character of the studies 
and reports that have ensued, that the 
total cost to the taxpayers must have 
been well over $1,000,000. I ask to have 
printed at this point in my remarks a 
letter which I have received from the 
Bureau of Reclamation, showing the 
costs of these various investigations. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 6, 1951. 

Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 
Committee on Appropriations, 

United States Sen.ate, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: Reference ls 
made to your letter dated April 3, 1951, where
in you request the total amount of funds 
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expended or .obligated for expenditure in an opinion under which the -Burea· u 
behalf of the Central Arizona project. 

Please be advised that the cost of this proj- claims the right to divert to the repay .. 
ect totals $1,543,759.12, which covers expend- ~ent of irrigation capital cost the en- ~ 
1tures for investigation and planning up to tll'e interest component of power reve- : 
and including February 1951. · nues. The effect is twofold: The Treas-. 

Sincerely yours, ury does not get the interest to offset the 
G. w. LINEWEAVER, interest which it pays on the public debt 

Acting Commissioner. and power is relieved of contributing ~ 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, this : the aid of irrigation to the extent of the 

has been done by the Bureau on the very ~nterest diverted; in other words, power ,? 
dubious foundation of a naked assump-· : 1s actually made interest-free. This so- ' 
tion that Arizona's claims are valid. it. ·, licitor's opinion seems to me, though I 
strikes me that the most unusual proce- · am not a lawyer, to be a pure trick of 
dure followed by the Bureau in this proj- legal sleight of hand. It was promptly 
ect puts the cart before the horse. . so denounced both in Congress and by 
Knowing that, as the Secretary says-- many responsible leaders in the recla
House Document 136, page IV-"The Bu- . mation States. The Congress has never 
reau of Reclamation and the Secretary· · approved it. Bills to correct it and to 
of the Interior cannot authoritatively '- .reaffirm the fixed policy of the Congress 
resolve this conflict," and knowing that . w~re _introduced in the Seventy-ninth, ; 
there was open to Arizona a method of . Eight1~th, and Eighty-first Congresses, '-; 
resolving it, by suit, and knowing that but failed of passage by reason of the ·; 
the existence of a dependable water sup- . determined opposition of the Bureau of 
ply is the first prerequisite of an irri- . R~clama~ion. The Appropriations Com
gation project, the Bureau chose to ex- · : mit~ee~ m two successive years voiced 
pend large amounts of public money on ·~ ~heir disapproval of the Solicitor's opin-
a detailed investigation which took it 10.n-~ouse Conference Report No. 1013, 
4 years to complete. It appears to me E1ght1eth Congress, first session, page 
that in so doing the Bureau laid itself 1~; ~ouse Conference Report No. 2398, 
open to censure. Eightieth Congress, second session, page 

i The financial plan of the project, as 28. ,Also, the recent report ~f the Presi
presented by the Bureau, violates the d_ent ~ Wa:ter Resources Polley Commis
standards of feasibility and financing ~ion likewISe opposes the diversion of the 
prescribed by general law. General mt~rest component to repayment of irri
law-:-Reclamation Project Act of 1939,. . gat1on costs-~olume 1, page 71. 
sections 9a, ·9d-requires that the irri- . ~ The Bu~eau s financial plan for the 
gators repay the capital costs allocated · ~entral Arizona project requires that the 
to irrigation within 40 years, follow- :· .. ·mte~est component of power revenues be 
ing a development period of not more · · applled to the payment of irrigation cap-

1 

than 10 years. As we pointed out here- : . ital cost. In fact, the interest com.; 
tofore, the requirement of a maximum " · ponent would pay practically all the irri
period of 40 years plus the 10-year de- , gation costs--hearings on S. 75 before 

• vel<?pment period, or a total of 50 years, Senate commi~t~, Eig~ty-first Congress, 
is violated, on the face of it, by this proj- page 922. This is, I believe, the first time 
ect, which the proponents themselves that the Bureau has directly asked the 
admit will take at least 73 years to pay ~ongress ~ s~nction the Solicitor's opin
·out, and which we believe will take near- ion. ~n md1rect and evasive proposal 
er to 90 or 100 years, and will not even f?r a ll_ke purpose was made in connec
then pay itself out. The Bureau's plan t1on with the Columbia. Basin account 
calls for 78 years--S. 75, section 3, says f~ature of the 1950 rivers and har.bors 
75 years--and contemplates a develop- bill. The Columbia Basin account 
ment period-:-House Document 136, page amendme_nt was rejected by the Senate. 
166. Assummg a 10-year development I submit that there is no honest way 
period and a 15-year construction pe- to use a single dollar to pay a dollar's 
riod-hearings on s. 75, Senate commit- worth of interest and at the same time 
tee, page 599-those hearings being in to pay a dollar's worth of capital. I re
the _Eighty-first Congress, because no s~ectfully ask the S~nate to rebuke that 
hearmgs were held by the senate com- kind of double-dealmg financial sleight 
mittee in the Eighty-second Congress-- of h~n~. 
and that the "paper" estimates of the Ex1stmg law <Reclamation Project Act 
Bur_eau are actually realized, then the of 1939, sec. 9a) requires that the Bu
proJect w01:1ld not pay out until 100 years rea~ o_f _Reclamation justify the financial 
fro~ the time construction commences. f e~s1b_1lity_ of a reclamation project. The 
It Is open to serious doubt, considering cr_1tenon Is _whether or not the project 
current crop surpluses, that this country will repa~ its reimbursable costs. No 
needs farm products so badly that it law. re~mres or. authorizes the Bureau 
should finance irrigation projects on a to Justify a proJect on the basis of its 
100-year basis. so-called benefit-cost ratio. The data 

General law-Reclamation Project Act su~i:rrttted in the project report as to the 
of 1939, section 9c-has always been ab11Ity of the central Arizona project to 
understood to express the policy of the repay are scanty and lacking in detail. 
Congress that the power features of a The .report does set out with great elab
reclamation project should repay to the oration and argument the Bureau's views 
Treasury t~eir construction cost, plus as to the ~atio between national 'benefits 
3 percent mterest thereon. Congress of the proJect and its costs. Why is this? 
has never .considered that power plants In this and other recent reports the 
should be subsidized by being put on an Bureau has borrowed the benefit-cost
interest-free basis, as is irrigation. ratio practice from the Corps of Engi-
. ~evertheless, so~e years ago the So- neers. The corps is obliged by law to use · 

l1c1tor of the Interior Department issued this method of project justification be- · 

cause it~ projects are nonreimbursable. 
:whY does the Bureau do it? 

~ The answer seems to be that the 
benefit-cost method re~dily lends itself 
in willing hands, to unsound theoriza~ 

. tion as to "paper" national benefits. It 
: also lends itself to the concealment of 
r~al national costs, or as they are some-
times .called, negative values. 

' Let us look at a few of the ways that 
the Bureau figures benefits. The Bu
reau set up a national benefit from irri- ' 
gation of $25,268,000-House Document 
136, page 188. The greater part of this 
national benefit, $18,306,000-House 
Document 136, page 164-is the gross 
va~ue. of the crops raised, due to the 
bmldmg of the project. As to such use 
of ~-ross crop values, the Secretary of 
Agriculture comments-House Docu
ment 136, page 105: 

Frankly, we were unable to determine fromi 
your report whether or not the benefits actu
ally would exceed the costs. In the estimate 
of benefits, gross, rather than net, crop values 
have been used in the calculation of irriga
tion benefits. You will recall that in com
menting upon previous reports prepared by 
the Bureau of Reclamation, we have pointed 
out that this procedure disregards the cost 
of producing the crops. 

Is it not remarkable that all the Bu
reau's experts could have overlooked this 
fact? In other words, they took the 
gross value of the crops and entirely ig
n?red the cost of producing the crops. 
Smee we know that in many instances. 
the Commodity Credit Corporation and 
the Department of Agriculture have had: 
to subsidize crops, it could very well 
mean that some of the crops which are 
proposed to be produced in central Ari
zona will not only have to be paid for 
once by the Federal taxpayers out of 
the $2,000,000,000 cost but the com
modity Credit Corporation and the De
partment of Agriculture will have to sub
sidize new crops pecause of the general 
economic situation. · 

The Secretary of Agriculture is not 
alone in his opinion. The President's 
Water Policy Commission says in its 
recent report-volume 1, page 60: 

Estimates of benefits should add together 
the expected gains to all beneficiaries, begin· 
ning with those most immediately affected 
and going as far as available information 
will allow and similarly deducting costs and 
losses. This is known as the net contribu
tion to national income basis for evaluation. 

At any rate, the $25,000,000 of irriga
tion benefits is more than half of the 
$41,000,000 of total benefits claimed by 
the Bure~u-House Document 136, page 
190. If It were trimmed down to a net 
figure, the benefit cost ratio would likely 
be reduced to less than 1 to 1. 

Even on the preposterous theory that 
gross crop values constitute a national 
benefit, there is one item within the 
Bureau's figure that warrants scrutiny, 
The Bureau first lists the acreage at pres
ent in various crops. Thus it finds that 
there are-213,000 acres in cotton and 40,-
000 acres in vegetables--House Docu
ment 136, page 141. Then it gets out 
its crystal ball and estimates the changes 
in crops that will occur during the next 
75 years. So it finds that there will be 
a decrease of 55,000 acres in cotton and 
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an increase of 40,000 acres in veg~tables
House Document 136, page 164-due to 
the building of the project. .This is the 
:purest nonsense. Both the growing of 
cotton and the growing of vegetables are 
responsive to market demand and prices) 
Cotton today is a notable example. If 
,there is a market demand and an at- : 
tractive price for vegetables, the shift 
to 40,000 more acres of vegetables will 
take place, whether the project is built 
or not. So the increased ·value of vege
tables, in comparis<in with cotton, is not 
a national benefit due to the project. 
That particular item, by the way, hap
pens to be about $7,000,000 of the $18,-
000,000 which the Bureau's expert esti
mators have estimated as the total gain 
in gross crop values due to the existence 
of the project. 
I Perhaps the most entertaining ex
ample of imaginative estimation of na
tional benefits in the Bureau's report is 
its presentation of recreation benefits. 
They are not small. They were used 
originally to support a claim that $34,-
000,000 of the project costs should be 
assigned to recreation and made nonre
'imbursable-Hbuse Document 136, page 
·203, table F-5. Better judgment has 
prevailed and this item is not author
ized in the present version of Senate bill 
-75. Nevertheless it remains as a part of 
~he computation .of benefit-cost ratio, 
and the process of reasoning employed 
is an excellent illustration of what will
ing hands may do by way of converting 
into money figures the wholly intangible 
values of recreation. . 
~i First, an attempt is made to estimate 
the number of people who will, in the 
· i,J.ncertain future, visit Bridge Canyon 
Dam for recreation; then the propor
tions of that number that will come from 
,different parts of the Union; then the 
distance they will travel to see the dam: 
;the number who will stay one night and 
those who will stay longer-appendixes 
to Bureau report, page G-51. Estimates 
are then carefully made as to just what 
it will cost the visitors to travel to the 
dam, and what their ·meals, lodging, and 
incidentals will cost. These figures are 
added up, and the total is $1,717,000, 
which is announced to be the annual na
tional benefit of recreation at Bridge 
Canyon. The theory seems to be that 
the visitors must be presumed to have 
gotten their money's worth. That may 
or may not be. · But the leap by which 
this is made out to be a national benefit 
is a pure feat of gymnastic brilliance. 
Senators may be surprised to know that 
the meal they will buy beside Bridge 
Canyon Dam is a national benefit, 
whereas the one they buy in a Washing
ton restaurant is of interest only to 
themselves. But that is the view of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

A similar bit of nonsense crops up in 
connection with the estimate of fish and 
wildlife benefit, practically all of which is 
derived from fish-appendixes to Bureau 
report, page G-30. Neither the report 
nor the appendixes containing its sub
stantiating material shows how the fish 
benefit was computed. I am informed, 
however, that an inquiry made of the 
Bureau's planning officials elicited this 
information: An estimate was first made 

·of the number of fish which would be in 
the future reservoir, and of the weight 
of each. It was assumed that all the 
fish would be fished out each year. Ac-
1cordingly, the value of the fish, at 50 
·cents a pound, is found to be an annual 
national benefit. No offset is allowed. 
·for the fisherman's labor, his expenses, 
nor his occasional mental suffering and 
frustration. 
· And since the act of August 14, 1946, 
so permits, the annual fish benefit, cap
italized at 3 percent, becomes a non
reimbursable factor in the bill, S. 75. 
It is small, but it sheds a light on the 
Bureau's way of thinking. -~ 

The four items discussed thus far are · 
on the benefit side. Let us turn now 
to the matter of costs, the other side of 
the ledger: The Secretary of Agricul
ture, in his comments on the project re
port says-House Document 136, page 
104: 
· The actual relation of benefits to costs is 
still further obscured by what appears to 
be a failure to use the market value of 
power, in estimating, for evaluation pur
poses, the cost of pumping the water sup
ply. Market value must be used in economic 
evaluation, because the power has alterna
tive uses. 

What the Bureau has done is to set 
up as a cost only the price . of two mills 
per k.ilowatt-hour which it proposes to 
charge the farmers for pumping, in
stead of the market value of 5.17 mills. 
The difference, as I have elsewhere ex
plained, applied to the 1,500,000,000 kilo
watt-hours per year to be used for pump-' 
ing, is a matter of national loss or cost 
in the sum of $4,700,000 per year. 

The plan to divert water from the 
Colorado River to central Arizona could 
not be carried out unless, first, there 
were Hoover Dam, to conserve the flood
waters of the river and make them avail
able for use and unless, second, there 
were Parker Dam, to create the diver
sion pool from which the water is to be 
pumped. Hoover Dam is being paid for 
by the power consumers of Nevada and 
California. Parker Dam was paid for 
.exclusively by the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California. There 
is no pretense in the financial plan of 
the central Arizona project that Arizona 
i's to pay anything for these benefits. 
There is no accounting for the costs of 
the dams as a national cost, yet they 
are as truly ~ part of the benefit-cost 
picture as the cost of Bridge Canyon 
Dam. 

I have shown that there is no un
committed wa~er belonging to the lower 
basin of the Colorado River, and that, 
as a consequence, water can only be 
taken from the river for central Ari
zona by limiting existing projects in the 
basin and rendering idle in whole or in 
part the facilities whch have been con
structed to serve those projects. 

There is, in the Bureau's benefit-cost 
accounting, however, no indication. of 
this national loss. It should, like all 
elements of loss, be shown as a cost. 

Enough has been shown to explain 
why the Secretary of Agriculture say~: 

Frankly, we wer.e unable to determine from 
your report whether or not the benefits ac
tually would exceed the costs. 

And why he says further-House Doc
ument 136, page 104: 

~· In at least the respects mentioned above. 
the benefits and costs used in testing out the 
economic soundness of the project are in 
error. We would suggest, therefore, that 
further and more careful consideration be 
given to the economic evaluation of the pro
posed irrigation project. 

Enough has been said to explain why 
the Secretary of the Army said, in his 
comments on the Bureau's project re
port-House Document 136, page 102: 
· The legal and economic premises upon 
Which the project as a whole is based appear 
to be open to serious question, particularly 
with respect to water rights and to the 
analysis of the economics of the works. 

Enough has been said to show why the 
Director of the Budget said in his letter 
of February 4, 1949-House Document 
136, page 5: 

· From an examination of your report, of 
the comments of the affected States, and of 
the remarks of other interested Federal agen
cies, it is apparent that there are a number 
of important questions and unresolved issues 
connected with the proposed central Ari
zona project. 
· "*The foregoing summary and the project re
port have been reviewed by the President. 
He has instructed me to advise you that au
thorization of the improvement is not in 
accord with his program at this time • • •. 

And enough has been said to explain 
why the very regional director of the 
Bureau of Reclamation who drafted the 
project report, after remarking that 
the project had engineering feasibility, 
said-House Document 136, page 118: 

Financial feasibility of the project ls more 
difficult to determine. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
may be printed at this point in my re
marks the series of letters written by the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
relative to this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The letters are as follows: 
ExECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
. BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 

Washington, D. C., March 2, 1951. 
Hon. JOSEPH c. O'MAHONEY, 

Chairman, Commi ttee on Interior 
and Insulaf Affairs, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR O'MAHONEY: This will 
acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 
January 11, 1951, requesting a report on s. 
75, a bill "Authorizing the construction, op
eration, and maintenance of a dam and in
cidental works in the main stream of the 
Colorado River at Bridge Canyon, together 
with certain appurtenant dams and canals, 
and for other purposes." . 

S. 75 as introduced in this session of Con
gress is understood to provide, except for the 
elimination of Bluff Dam and Reservoir, for 
substantially the same works as contained 
in the project planning report of the Depart
ment of the Interior, published in House 
Document 136, Eighty-first Congress, first 
session. 

You are advised that there h as been no 
change in the relationship of the proposed 
legislation to the program of the President 
as outlined in our let ters to the Secretary 
of the Interior dated February 4 and April 
20, 1949, our letter to you dated February 
11, 1949, and our letter to the Chairman of 
the Public Lands Cammi ttee of the House 
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of Representatives dated April 19, 1950, copies 
of wh_ich have been furnished you. 

In our letter of April 19, 1950, to the 
Chairman of the Public Lands Committee of 
the House of Representatives we drew at
tention to the fact that national policies 
governing Federal participation in water re
sources developments were then under study 
by the President's Water Resources .Policy 
Commission. Since that time the Commis
sion has reported and its recommendations 
are now under review within the executive 
branch. Until we have had an opportunity 
to complete this review, I am unable tQ in
form the committee on the effect which the 
Commission's recommendations might have 
upon the authorization contemplated in 
s. 75. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. LAWTON, 

Director. 

ExECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 

Washington, D. C., April 19, 1950. 
Hon. J. HARDIN PETERsoN, 

Chairman, Committee on Public Lands, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR MR. PETERSON: On February 28, 

1950 you wrote me on behalf of your com
mittee requesting the coµiments of the !Bu
reau of the Budget on S. 75, now before your 
committee for consideration. This bill would 
authorize certain works on the Colorado 
River and in Arizona, commonly referred to 
as the central Arizona project, mainly for 
irrigation and hydroelectric power purposes. 

As you know, the President strongly sup
ports the sound development and use of land 
and water resources, not only in the West, 
but in every part of the Nation. Despite the 
difficult budgetary situation, the President 
has felt it necessary to recommend in recent 
budgets increased amounts for the Bureau 
of Reclamation, Corps of Engineers, and 
other agencies which carry out investment 
programs to conserve and use the waters of 
our river systems for irrigation, flood control, 
navigation, power, and other purposes. For 
example, the appropriation estimates for the 
Bureau of Reclamation submitted in the 
President's 1951 budget are more than twice 
as large as those in the 1947 budget. At the 
same time, the President :J.rmly believes that 
these investment programs must proceed on 
a basis of comprehensive and long-range 
planning, in order to avoid waste and to 
assure lasting benefits at minimum cost. 

It ls against this background that I write 
you now in reference to S. 75. The Budget 
Director has commented on the central Ari
zona project in previous letters: to the Sec
retary of the Interior, on February 4, 1949; 
to the Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, on February 11, 
1949; and to the Secretary of the Interior, on 
April 20, 1949. Copies of those letters are at
tached for convenient reference. Those let
ters raised two main questions about the 
project. 

The :first question raised was whether there 
ls enout;h water in the Colorado River, avail
able for use in Arizona, to satisfy the needs of 
this project on a permanent basis. The Pres
ident has stated many times that he would 
like to see a definitive settlement of the 
rights of the various States to waters of the 
Colorado River system, in order that deci
sions on projects to be developed in the pub
lic interest may be made on a firm basis with 
respect to water rights. The President con
sistently has indicated his unwillingness to 
take any position favorable to authorization 
of the central Arizona project until settle
ment of the water rights controversy has 
been brought about. · 

Senate 75, in its present form, is intended 
to provide one means by which this con
troversy might be settled. I am unable to 

express to the committee at this time any 
views concerning the efficiency of the bill for 
this purpose. 

The second question raised in the previous 
letters of the Budget Director, particularly 
the letter of February 4, 1949, related to the 
economic feasibility of the project as out
lined in the report of the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

S. 75, as passed by the Senate, would au
thorize a project which is different in cer
tain respects from that outlined in the Sec
retary of the Interior's report on the central 
Arizona project. The bill provides for a tun
nel and cc..'flal between Bridge Canyon and 
Cunningham, Wash., and omits authoriza
tion for construction of a dam at the Bluff 
site on the San Juan River. It omits certain 
nonreimbursable cost allocations. Taking 
these changes into account, the comments on 
economic feasibility made in the previous 
letters of the Budget Director still apply to 
the project which would be authorized by 
s. 75. 

Since the Budget Director commented on 
the central Arizona project last year, the 
President has established a Watt:r Resources 
Policy Commission to study existing national 
policies for the development, conservation 
and use of water (and related lend) re
sources, and to recommend improvements in 
those policies which the Commission may 
find to be desirable. The President has asked 
the Commission, among other things, to con
sider the basic policy questions relating to 
the Federal reclamation programs, in order 
that he may be prepared to recommend to 
the Congress definite legislative proposals 
with regard to these matters. A copy of the 
Executive order establishing the Commission 
and a letter from the President to its chair
man is attached for convenient reference. , 

Your attention ts also called to the position 
taken by the President in his budget message 
to the Congress in January, 1950 (p. M 65) 
relative to changes in water-resources legis
lation pending the completion of tbe report 
of the Water Resources Policy Commission. • 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. LAWTON, 

Director. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 

Washington, D. C., April 20, 1949. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE IN

TERIOR. 
MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Conversations 

with the Office of the Under Secretary and 
With Mr. Vernon Northrop confirm the de
livery to you of a copy of a letter addressed 
to me on April 13 by the Honorable CECIL R. 
KING, Member of Congress for the Seven
teenth District of California. In his letter, 
Mr. KING requests that I either transmit di
rectly, or through you, to the Speaker of 
the House, a copy of my letter to you of 
February 4, 1949, relative to the central Ari
zona project. 

In view of the fact that the letter of Feb
ruary 4 is the official notification of action 
by the Bureau of the Budget in accordance 
with the provisions of Executive Order 9384, 
I believe that it should be transmitted by 
you to the Speaker with a recommendation 
for inclusion as a part of House Document 
136, Eighty-first Congress, now in type. 
However, since my letter of February 11, 
1949, address to Senator O'MAHONEY indi
cates a modification of Presidential position, 
I believe that it also should be forwarded to 
the Congress together with a copy of this 
letter. 

The modification of the President's posi
tion is to be found in the last sentence of 
the last paragraph of the February 11 letter 
to Senator O'MAHONET which reads a.a 
tallows: · 

"If the Congress, as a matter of national 
policy, makes a determination that there ts a 

water supply available for the central Ari
zona project, the President will consider all 
factors involved in any legislation to author
ize the project and will .inform the Congress 
of his views respecting the specific provisions 
of this legislation." 

The intent of this language was to in di
cate exactly what it says, namely, that in 
spite of the announced position of opposi
tion contained in my letter of February 4, 
the President would reconsider his position 
if the Congress, by affirmative action, should 
settle the water-rights controversy. 

I shall be grateful if you will forward the 
letters to the Speaker at your earliest con
venience. 

A copy of my letter to Representative KING 
is attached. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK PACE, Jr., 

Director. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 

Washington, D. C., February 11, 1949. 
Hon. JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY, 

Chairman, Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR O'MAHONEY: Members 
of the Congress have raised a question as to 
the interpretation to be placed upon the last 
clause of the last sentence of my letter of 
February 4, 1949 addressed to the Secretary 
of the Interior advising him of the rela
tionship to the program of the President of 
the Central Arizona project. The clause re
ferred to reads as follows: " • • • and that 
he (the President) again recommends that 
measures be taken to bring about prompt 
settlement of the water-rights controversy." 

During the last Congress in connection 
with consideration of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 145 and House Joint Resolution 227, 

. this office advised the Attorney General that 
it would be in accord with the program of 
the President to resolve the water-rights con
troversy by walving immunity of the United 
States to suit and by granting permission 
to the States to bring such actions as they 
might desire, if the Congress felt it to be 
necessary to take such action. This advice 
was transmitted to the Congress by the At
torney General. Similar advice was also 
transmitted by the Secretary of the Interior, 
together with specific suggestions as to a 
form of a resolution whch the Congress 
might consider. 

In order that there may be no misunder
standing of the President's position, I shall ' 
be grateful if you will advise the members of 
your committee that the President has not 
at any time indicated that suit in the Su
preme Court is the only method of resolving 
the water-rights controversy which is ac
ceptable to him. On the contrary, the let
ters addressed to the Congress last year, as 
indicated above, stated specifically that 
enactment of the resolution authorizing suit 
would be acceptable to the President " • • • 
if the Congress feels that it is necessary to 
take such action in order to compose dif
ferences amo:1g the States with reference 
to the waters of the Colorado River • • • ". 

The project report and materials relating 
to the positions of the several States affect
ed are now before your committee for con
sideration. If the Congress, as a matter of 
national policy, makes a determination that 
there is a water supply available for the 
central Arizona project, the President will 
consider all factors involved in any legisla
tion to authorize the project and will inform 
the Congress of his views respecting tbe 
specific provisions of this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK PACE, Jr., 

D i rector. 
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ExE;cUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., February 4, 1949. 

The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR. 

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: In Director Webb's 
lett er of September 16, 1948, concerning your 
report on the central Arizona project, he 
pointed out that the Bureau of the Budget 
had not completed its review and analysis 
but agreed with your suggestion that the 
report should be forwarded to the Congress. 
I am now able to advise you that the Bureau 
of the Budget has completed its study of the 
report and a determination has been made 
of the relationship of the proposed project 
to the program of the President. 

The report proposes the construction of 
the Bridge Canyon Dam and power plant, a. 
pumping plant at Lake Havasu, and an aque
duct from there to Granite Reef Dam in 
central Arizona, together with other ap
purtenant works for the purpose of providing 
supplemental water to irrigation areas in 
central Arizona and hydroelectric power in 
the Arizona-southern California area. The 
total estimated cost of the project as of Janu
ary 1948 is $738,408,000, of which (based on 
existing law) $420,000,000 would be allocated 
to irrigation, $291,000,000 to electric power, 
$18,000,000 to municipal water supply, 
$6,000,000 to :flood control, and about 
$3,000,000 to fish and wildlife. It is proposed 
to install 750,000 kilowatts capacity of power 
generation at Bridge Canyon Dam, with 
about 2 percent additional generation at 
smaller dams on the project. 

The report calls for an ultimate annual 
diversion of 1,200,000 acre-feet of water from 
the Colorado River at Lake Havasu (Parker 
Dam) with a pump lift of 985 feet to the 
Granite Reef Aqueduct through which it 
would be conveyed for a distance of 241 miles 
to the Phoenix area of Arizona as a supple
mental supply of irrigation water. The use 
of such supplemental water would be "(1) 
to replace the overdraft on the ground
water basins, (2) to permit the drainage of 
excess salts out of the area and maintain a 
salt balance, (3) to provide a supplemental 
supply to lands now in production but not 
adequately irrigated, (4) to increase .the 
water supply for the city of Tucson, and (5) 
to maintain irrigation of 73,500 acres of land 
formerly irrigated but now idle for lack of 
water." It is proposed to charge the district 
$4.50 per acre-foot of water. The duty of 
water varies between projects and between 
surface and pumped water. However, di
version demand of surface water at district 
headgate is given as an average of something 
.about 5 acre-feet per acre. The rate for 
power would be (under existing law) 6 .22 
mills. , 

It is the opinion of the Regional Director 
of the Bureau of Reclamation that the "proj
ect has engineering feasibility in the sense 
that there are no physical obstacles * * • 
that could not be overcome." He states, 
however, that "financial feasibility cf the 
project is more difficult to determine" and 
further in his report to the Commissioner 
of Reclamation, he raises the question of 
adequacy of the w2,ter supply for this project. 

It is pointed out in the report that the 
project as proposed is economically infeasi
ble under existing reclamation laws and that 
it is essentially a "rescue" project designed 
to eliminate the threat of a serious disrup
tion of the area's economy. Modifications 
in these laws are therefore proposed in the 
report to extend the repayment period for 
the entire project, including power, to 78 
years and to use one-fifth of the interest 
component on the commercial power in
vestment to aid in the repayment of irri
gation features. 1 

The State of Arizona says that under the 
Colorado River compact, other agreements, • 
and California's self-limitation act, Arizona 
has allocated to its use 3,670,000 acre-feet of 
.water per year. It states that it is now using 

:from the 'niatnstream of the ·colorado and 
its tributaries in Arizona a grand total of 
1,408,000 acre-feet of water per year, thus 
leaving 2,262,000 acre-feet for additional 
consumption which cannot be lawfully used 
elsewhere than in Arizona. It estimates the 
(consumptive) use for the central Arizona 
project at 1,077,000 acre-feet, which together 
with the other planned uses will still leave , 
in the mainstream, according to the State•s· 
estimate, a balance of 619,000 acre-feet ap
.portioned to Arizona for future use and for 
reservoir losses. Arizona bases its case for 

·diversion of water from the Colorado River 
.upon these figures and proposes to use such 
water as a supplemental supply for lands 
now inadequately irrigated. It states further 
that the irrigation of lands in central Ari
zona has been expanded beyond the water
supply of central Arizona and that this is 
resulting in an exhaustion of their under
ground supply with insufficient surface 
stream :flow to maintain production in the 
lands now irrigated. To avoid the danger 
to the entire economy of the State, it con- . 
siders it essential that the central Arizona 
project be expedited. 

The Commissioner of Reclamation states 
that assurance of a water supply is an ex
tremely important element of the plan yet· 
to be resolved; 'tlhat the showing in the report 
of there being a substantial quantity of Col
orado River water for diversion to central 
Arizona for irrigation and other purposes 
is based upon the assumption that claims 
of the State of Arizona to this water are 

·valid. He states that the State of California 
challenges the validity of Arizona's claim 
and that if the contentions of the State of 
California are correct, there will be no de
pendable water supply from the Colorado 
River for this diversion. He further states 
that the Bureau of ·Reclamation and the 
Department of the Interior cannot authori
tatively resolve this conflict between States 
and that it can be resolved only by agree
ment among the States. by court action, or 
by an agency having proper jurisdiction. 

· The comments of the several affected State 
governments and interested Federal agencies 
with respect to his report contain a number 
of objections and reservations with respect 
to the proposed project. Specifically the De
partment of Agriculture questions whether 
the benefits actually exceed costs. It ques
tions, as it has on numerous other occasions 
in commenting on proposed reclamation 

·projects, the use of the gross rather than the 
net crop return method of computing ben
efits. The Department further says: "The 
actual relation of benefits to costs is still 

·further obscured by what appears to be ·a 
failure to use the market value of power in 
.estimating for evaluation purposes the cost 
of pumping the water supply. Market value 
must be used in economic evaluation because 

·the power has alternative uses." Comment
ing further on benefits, the Secretary of Agri

. culture states "* * * while it is necessary 
that benefits exceed costs if a project is to be 
considered economically justified, this alone 
is not sufficient. Sound economics and com
mon sense require: First, the consideration 
of possible alternatives; and second, the 
choice of that alternative yielding the largest 
return on the investment." The comments 
,of the Department of Agriculture go even 
further and state: "At least in the respects 
'mentioned above, the benefits used in testing 
.the economic soundness of the project are in 
error. We would recommend, therefore, that 
-further and more careful consideration be 
given to the economic evaluation of the pro
posed project." 
' The Federal Power Commission points out 
that there is no essential physical relation
ship between the Bridge Canyon power proj
ect and the central Arizona diversion project, 
but that the two are linked together in the 
report because of the need for subsidies from 
electric power income to hel,P finance the ir
I_igation iqmr_oyement_._~t also indicates that 

the burden of the irrigation costs are con
siderable and that the proposed charges for 
electric power consequently approach a level 
where such power cannot be classed as "low 
cost" in this region. The Federal Power Com
mission also suggests that further studies are 
·required before the proper installed capacity 
at Bridge Canyon power plant can be finally 
deter:i;nined and that it could probably be 
considerably more than the 750,000 kilowatts 
proposed. 

The State of Nevada says: "There is a grave 
question regarding the availability of water 
to Arizona to supply the project. • • • 
Studies have been made by California and 
Nevada engineers which show there will be 
little or no water for the central Arizona 
project. * * • Investigations and reports 
should be held up or be only preliminary in 
character where there is a question as to 
availability of water." The State of Nevada 
further says that some engineers have ex
pressed an opinion that the Bridge Canyon 
Dam and Reservoir cannot be utilized prop
erly and to its full extent as a power project 
because of the limited storage behind the 
dam which in a few years would fill with silt 
and power service would depend on natural 
fiuctuating river :flow. They raise questions 
as to whether it would not be desirable to 
construct Glen Canyon, which would provide 
much additional storage capacity at the same 
time as Bridge Canyon. 

The State of Nevada, in commenting on 
the economic justiiication of the project, 
computes the net irrigation construction 
costs on the acreage which will be salvaged 
by the project at $1,469 per acre and ques
tions the justification of such costs in the 
fact of an estimated farm-land value with 
irrigation of $300 per acre. 
- The State of California says that a con
troversy has existed between California and 
Arizona for many years as to their respective 
claims to Colorado River water and that con
ferences held on this subject throughout 
have not brought a solution. The State fur
ther says thnt until there is a final settle
ment of the water rights, the aggregate of 
Arizona and California claims to Colorado 
River water will exceed the amount of water 
available to the lower basin States under 
the Colorado River compact and relevant 
statutes and decisions. It states that as 
long as the present unsettled situation exists, 
each State in the lower basin must, a! neces
sity, interest itself in the others' projects 
which would overlap its claims. Accordingly, 
the State of California submits the follow
ing conclusions: (a) The plan for construc
tion, operation, and maintenance of the pro
posed project is not financially feasible under 
existing Federal Reclamation law and the 
modifications thereof considered in the re
.port; (b) consideration of an authorization 
,for the central Arizona project should be 
withheld until a determination has been 
made of the respective rights of the lower 
bali.n States to the waters of the Colorado 
River system; and (c) extensive and detailed 
studies and investigations should be made by 
the Bureau of Reclamation of local water 
supply and use in order to determine ac
curately the amount of supplemental water 
needed for existing irrigated lands in the 
Salt River and Middle Gila River valleys and 
to formulate plans for additional conserva
tion of local water supplies. 
• With reference to the controversy that ex
ists between the claims of the States of the 
lower basin, it is concluded that the situa
tion has not changed since your interim 
report of July 14, 1947, on the status of your 
investigations of potential water resource 
developments in the Colorado River Basin. 
In the report of the Commissioner of Rec
lamation, approved by you, it is stated "that 
further development of the water resources of 
' the Colorado River Basin, particularly large• 
' scale development, is seriously handicapped, 
if not barred, by lack of a determination ot, 
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the rights of the individual States to utmze 
the waters of the Colorado River system." 

On July 23, 1947, Director Webb replied to 
your letter of July 19, 1947, a~ follows: 

"Acting under authority -of the President's 
directive of July 2, 1946, I . am able to advise 
you that there would be no objection to sub
mission of the proposed interim report to 
the Congress, but that the authorization of 
any of the projects inventoried in your re
port should not be considered to be in accord 
with the program of the . President until a 
determination is made of the rights of the 
individual States to utmze the waters of the 
Colorado River system." 

From an examination of the report, of tlle 
comments of the affected States, and of the 
remarks of other interested Federal agen
cies, it is apparent that there are a number 
of important questions and unresolved issues 
connected with the proposed central Arizona 
project. The provision of adequate water 
supply, if found to be available, is admittedly 
a high-cost venture which is justified in the 
report essentially on the basis of an urgent 
need to eliminate the threat of a serious dis
ruption of the area's economy. Even so, the 
life of certain major parts of the project is 
appreciably less than the recommended 78-
year-pay-out period. The work could be 
authorized only with a modification of exist
ing law or as an exception thereto. FUrther-

. more, there is no assurance that there will 
1 exist the extremely important element of a 
substantlal quantity of Colorado River wa
ter available for diversion to central Arizona. 
for irrigation and other purposes. 

I The foregoing summary and the · projeet 
report have been reviewed by the President. 
He has instructed me to advise you that au
thorization of the improvement is not in ac
cord with his program at this time and that 
he again recommends that measures be taken 
to bring about prompt settlement of the 
water rights controversy. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK P4CE, Jr., 

Director. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I may say at this 
time, Mr. President, lest anyone feel that 
-the picture has changed since those let .. 
ters were written, that only a week ago 
I had the privilege of seeing the Presi
dent of the United States on another 
matter. The President made it very ciear 
to me at that time that be was not par
ticipating in the controversy over the 
Central Arizona project, and that be felt 
the matter should be settled, so far as 
the controversy was concerned, prior to 
the time the project was constructed. I 
merely mention that because it so hap
pens that the able Senator from Arizona, 
in addition to having his duties as a rep .. 
resentative of his State, which he ably 
represents, is also majority leader of the 
Senate of the United States. I do not 
think any impression should thereby be 
given to the Senate that this is an ad
ministration measure. I think the record 
is very clear that the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget on several oc
casions, speaking for the President of the 
United States, indicated that, as I have 
stated, he was . not participating in this 
controversy relative to the Central 
Arizona project and the dispute growing 
out of the Colorado River controversy. 
THE PRJl:~J;:NT JJILL :MA~J:S FULFILLMENT OF TQ 

BUREAU'S F!NANCJAL J'LAN IMPOSSmLE 

The provisions of the bill now under 
consideration destroy this project from 
an engineering and financial standpoint. 

I ref er to page 3 of the bill beginning 
with the last word in line 22: 

Provided, That this authorJ.zation shall 
not include (a) any works, dam, or reservoir 
at tlle Glen Canyon site or any other s.ite in 
the upper Colorado River Basin which would 
flood tbe Glen Canyon eite. 

It is to be noted that this language ex
pressly prohibits any authorization bY 
this bill of any dam in the upper Colo
rado River Basin. The project, as origi
nally designed by the Bureau of Recla
mation, which is to be constructed unde.r 
the bill, provided for the construction ot 
Blutr Dam on tne San Juan River in the 
upper basin. On · page 145 of House 
Document 136, in the Report and Fi_nd
ings of the Secretary of the Interior, 
there appears a list of the features com
prising the Central Arizona project. The 
:first feature there listed is the Blu1I Dam. 
On that page is a description of this dam 
and a statement of its purpose: 

This dam would be constructed on the 
San Juan River at a. point 12 miles down
stream from the town of Bluff, Utah, and 132 
miles upt i-.rcam from the confluence of the 
San Juan and Colorado Rivers. It wouid. be 
built primarily as. an adjunct to the ;Bridge 
Canyon Dam with primary functions of silt 
retention, river regulation, and flood co.nt.rol. 
Bluff Dam would prolong the useful life o! 
the Bridge Canyon Reservoir by retention of 
about 30,000 acre-feet of silt a year. In ad
dition, by regulating the flow of the San 
Juan River, stored water could be released 
in such a. manner as to increase the firm 
energy output of the Bridge Canyon Dani. 

The last sentence of the Secretary of 
Interior is to be particularly noted, for 
he says that Bluff Dam would firm up 
the energy generated at the Bridge Can
yon Dam. That is most important be
cause the whole :financial structure of 
this project is dependent upon the 
amount of commercial i;:ower available 
from the Bridge Canyon Dam for sale in 
the power markets of the Southwest. 
Leaving out of consideration the interest 
lost to the Nation'.s taxpayers, it is in
tended that the sale of the commercial 
power will pay the construction cost of 
this entire project in approximately a. 
century. 

The Bluft' Dam was also made a part 
of the project by the Bureau in order 
to retain a large part of the silt that 
would otherwise :flow into the Bridge. 
Canyon Reservoir. Thus, it had two very. 
import.ant purposes in the project pl.an. 
It would regulate the flow and thus in
crease the firm power for sale at Bridge 
canyon Dam and it would protect . the 
Bridge Canyon Reservoir from silt. 

The report of tbe Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. McFARLAND] from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs under 
date of March 12, 1951, shows what hap
pened to the authorization of tbe Blutr 
Dam. I · quote from page 2! 

The bill also contains what was known as 
the Watkins amendment whi.cll was adopted 
by the committee in the Eighty-first Con
gress, which eliminates from tlle project the 
construction of a dam, designed for silt .con- . 
trol, on the San Juan River at what is known 
as the Blu.tr site. Construction ~f tlle Bluff 
Dam was, in the committee's opinion, made 

. unnecessary in view of abundant evidence 
before 1t that entire problem of silt control 
for tlle ove.r-all project herein authorig;ed 
would bs fully and a.degua.tely solved by the 
construction of -~-<!~!!1 at the Glen _C~y~ 

site, a project strongly favored by the Colo
rado River Basin St.ates, and on which a re
port 1s being prepared by the Bureau of 

' Reclamation for consideration by the com
mittee. 

, This statement by the Senator from 
( Arizona is interesting for what it does 
• not say as much as it is for what it does 
· say. It is to be noted that this statement 

entirely overlooks the fact that the Bluif 
Dam was a part of the project and de ... 
signed by the Bureau in order to store 
water that could be released in such a 
manner as to increase the :firm energy 
output of the Bridge Canyon power plant. 

It has become a matter of considerable 
interest how much the Bluff Dam would 
increase the firm energy output of the 
Bridge Canyon Dam. In the recent 
hearings in the House Interior and In
sular Affairs Committee this year, ques .. 
tions were asked of the representatives of 
the Bureau of Reclamation as to what 
this difference would amount to. The 
answer was that with Bluff Dam elim
inated and the Glen Canyon Dam pro
hibited, the :firm energy would be re.
duced from 4,675,000,000 kilowatt-hours 
per year to 3,500,000,000 kilowatt-hours . 
This is a loss of more than a billion 
kilowatt-hours of firm energy each year. 
The Bureau now expects to market its 
:firm energy at a rate of 5.171 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. By simple multiplication 
this lost power amounts to a loss in rev
enue to the project of over $6,000,000 per 
year. The exact figure is $6,056,000 an
nually. This loss .of revenue will con .. 
tinue as long as Glen Canyon Dam is not 
·in operation. 

In recent testimony before the House 
committee, Bureau witnesses have as
sumed that Glen Canyon Dam will be 
authorized and that it will be in opera
tion 15 years after Bridge Canyon goes 
into operation. On this assumption,. the 
revenues of Bridge Canyon Dam will fall 
short, by over $90,000,000 of fulfilling the 
1.inancial plan of the project. 

The simple fact, then, is that this 
project as designed by the Bureau will 
not pay out its own construction cost 
jn the period ~timated by the Bureau, 
unless either Bluti Dam or Glen Canyon 
Dam is constructed. The terms of this 
bill require that the project pay out in 
'15 years. This is found on page 5, lines 
13 to 21. of the bill. 

This bill cannot serve as an authoriza
tion for either the Bluff Dam or the 
Glen Canyon Dam because the ·one is 
omitted and the other is expressly pro• 
.hibited. Unless one or the other i<> built, 
there is only one remaining alternative, 
and tbr..t is to increase the rate for the 
.sale of commercial power. On that point 
the Bureau officials have testified posi .. 
tively in the recent House bearings. 
They stated that without Bluff Dam or 
Glen Canyon Dam the power rate would 
have to be increased to a point above the 
market value of commercial power. It 
would have to be increased to between 
8 and 9 mills per kilowatt-hour. The 
power could not be sold for such a high 
figure. 

I began by stating that the provisions 
of the bill destroy this project from an 
engineering standpoint. There can be 
no escape from that fact unless the p l'O· 
.,Ponents _of the bill are __ willing to say_ 
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·that Glen Canyon Dam must be in op
eration when the Bridge Canyon Dam 
begins to produce hydroelectric power. 
If they are willing to conced-e that fact, 
then we should be assured that the Glen 
Canyon Dam is at least authorized for 
·construction before this project is au-

. thorized. 
The project as designed by the Bu

reau, which includes Bluff Dam, con
templates full coordination with Hoover 
Dam in the production of hydroelectric 
power. In order to do this, the existing 
Hoover power contracts would have to be 
renegotiated. Hoover power is now being 
sold to Nevada and Californ:ia agencies. 
Stnce Hoover Dam was completed, Ari
zona has had a right to apply for 18 per
cent of that power. Arizona has just 
E~rnrcised that right recently and gen
erators are now being installed to fur
nish that additional power. The effect 
of a coordination of Hoover Dam power 
and Bridge Canyon power is a subject of 
sharp conflict. The Hoover power con
tractor.:; are under no legal obligation to 
. revLe their contracts. They consider 
that it would be disadvantageous for 
them to do so. If Hoover Dam power 
cannot be coordinated with Bridge Can
yon power, then Bridge Canyon power 
output will be reduced by another bil
·lion kilowatt-hours of energy annually. 
The loss of revenue will be $12,000,000 
·annually instead of $6,000,000 annually. 
.This makes the financial plan of this 
.project impossible for a second reason. 
Either reason is sufficient standing alone. 
:· This analysis has demonstrated that 
the Glen Canyon Dam must be in opera
tion as soon as the Bridge Canyon Dam 
begins to produce hydroelectric energy. 
Unless this fact is assured, the project 
cannot produce sufficient commercial 
energy to pay its own capital cost. This 
leaves out of consideration the billions 
of cost borne by the Nation's taxpayers 
in the form of lost interest. This is con
cerned solely with the question whether 
the project can pay its own construction 
cost as a project completely free from any 
obligation to pay interest in any amount. 

There is another factor that requires 
that the Glen Canyon Dam be in opera
tion as soon as the Bridge Canyon Dam 
below it becomes a barrier to the flow of 
the Colorado River. To c.ome back now 
to the problem of silt, we find. the Secre
tary of the Interior has spoken on the 
subject. 
; The Chairman of the House Commit
tee on Public Lands submitted certain · 
questions to Secretary Chapman last 
year regarding this project. He was 
asked this question as question No. 12: 

Without the construction of upstream 
storage for reservoir regulation and sediment 
control, what is the estimated useful life of 
the Bridge Canyon Reservoir and power 
plant? 

; His answer in substance assumes that 
the Glen Canyon Dam will be con
structed, but I quote a few sertences 
from his letter to the Chairman ot the 
House Public Lands Committee in answ~r 
to that question: 

~~ The Bridge Canyon Reservoir is relatively 
small as compared to Lake Mead or the Glen 
Canyon Reservoir. Its useful life as an effec

.!_ive storage reservoir is particularly depend~. 

ent upon its being protected from excessive 
sediment inflow. Sound conservation · prin
ciples demand that not one acre-foot of 
sediment be allowed to flow into Bridge 
Canyon Reservoir Basin which could, as a 
practical and economical matter, be with
held in longer-lived reservoirs or in reser
voirs of little or no other economic value. 

The underlying reason for this state
ment is the startling fact that, without 
upstream storage to receive the silt, 

·Bridge Canyon Dam will be filled with 
silt to the spillway level in 35 to 45 years. 
This is admitted by the Secretary. He 
says in his answer to question 12: 

It is estimated that Bridge Canyon Reser
voir would be essentially filled with sediment 
within 35 to 45 years. 

Yet the payout time, according to the 
proponents of the bill, is to be 73 years. 
We believe that the facts will demon
strate that it will require a century to 
pay out, if, indeed, it ever does pay out. 

Thereafter it would operate, if at all, 
as a run-of-the-river plant with a far 
smaller power production than is in
dispensable to fulfill the financial plan . 
It obv1ously could not pay out the con
struction cost within 75 years. 

If, as the Secretary of Interior states, 
"sound conservation principles demand 
that not one acre-foot of sediment be al
lowed to flow into Bridge Canyon Reser
voir Basin,'' then the Glen Canyon Dam 
must be constructed. This bill prohibits 
its construction as a part of this project. 
It is true that the Bureau of Reclama
tion has recently submitted a project 
which includes Glen Canyon to the af
fected Colorado River Basin States for 
comment. That project provides for the 
ultimate construction of ten dams in 
the upper basi:n, including the Glen 
Canyon Dam. The total cost of the ten 
dams is estimated at $1,139,100,000. The 
Glen Canyon Dam will cost more than 
any of the others. Its contemplated cost 
is $363,900,000 at 1949 prices. It would 
probably be around $400,000,000 at 1951 
prices. 

In the face of our present emergency, 
how can we authorize this central Ari
zona project, at a construction cost of 
almost a billion dollars, that will cost the 
taxpayers of the Nation additional bil
lions, when it is dependent for both eco
nomic and engineering feasibility upon 
another dam that is only in the planning 
stage, particularly when that dam must 
be a completed structure when this proj
ect goes into operation, and more 
particularly when that dam will cost 
nearly four hundred million, and is a 
part of a project that includes nine other 
dams and will cost over a billion? I do 
not mean by what I have said to take the 
position that Glen Canyon Dam will not 
be built. If it is sound as an engineering 
matter, which has not been determined. 
and if it can be soundly financed, as to 
which we have little information, then, 
if and when our national economy will 
permit, it should be built. It is plain, 
however, that there are serious problems 
yet to be solved. It is still plainer that 
each year of delay in the completion of 
Glen Canyon Dam will enhance the ex
tent to which Bridge Canyon power plant · 
will fail to produce the power necessary 

. ~o carry __ out the financial plan . . ~E2.f · 

ponents of s. 75 assert that the project 
will liquidate its capital cost in 75 years. 
From what has been said, it is clear that 
every year of delay in building Glen 
Canyon Dam makes that result progres
sively more impossible. In a word, to 
build Bridge Canyon Dam first is to put 
the cart before the horse . 

<At this point Mr. KNOWLAND yielded 
to Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska for the pur
pose of making a statement on the beef
limitation order of the Office of Price 
Stabilization, which, on request of Mr. 
BUTLER of Nebraska, and by unanimous 
consent, was ordered to be printed at the 
conclusion of Mr. KNOWLAND's speech.) 

CONSTRUCTION COST PER ACRI: 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let us examine 
this project in the terms of its cost. The 
figure submitted by the Bureau of Rec
lamation for January 1951 is $788,265,
. 000. This is the figure submitted by the 
representatives of the Bureau of Recla
mation to the House committee on Feb
ruary 28, 1951, as shown in table I. This 
is the construction cost. 

However, the Bureau says that the 
local water supply is not enough to water 
all the lands in central Arizona, and that 
without the project, 152,000 acres would 
have to go out of production. There 
are 73,000 acres more, that once were 
irrigated, but now are not irrigated, that 
will be returned to i1roduction by this 
project. That is a total of 225,000 acres 
that Arizona and the Bureau of Recla
mation say will be rescued if this project 
is constructed-see table C-5, page C-22, 
Project Planning Report No. 3-8b.4-2, 
December 1947; also page 35 of hearings 
on S. 75 where Senator McFARLAND gives 
this figure as 226,020. 

The construction cost of the irrigation 
features of this project, at January 1951 
prices, according to the Bureau of Rec
lamation, is $450,056,000. It is most ele
mentary arithmetic to divide this $450,-
000,000 of irrigation construction cost by 
the 225,000 acres benefited. The result
ing capital cost is $2,000 per acre. The 
United States Treasury, then, will ad
vance $2,000 for construction cost to each 
acre of the land to be rescued. The 
average market value of that land today 
is less than $300. 

This raises a very serious national 
problem. Last year the President ap- · 
pointed a Water Resources Policy Com
mission. In December that Commission 
reported in a large volume what it 
termed a "water policy for the American 
people." The Commission urged that 
the Congress enact legislation to set 
standards and yardsticks to measure 
what was and what was not a good in
vestment of Federal funds in the Na
tion's rivers. It discussed in the fol
lowing words the matter of construction 
cost per acre benefited; I quote from 
pages 171-172: 

The cost per acre of reclamation projects 
has been tending upward. In connection 
with certain proposed projects it is greatly 
in excess of the value of the land after it 
has been irrigated. Thus, while the cost of 
existing irrigation projects in the Columbia 
Basin averages only $65 per acre, the cost.a of 
projects now under construction will average 
just under $350 and the corresponding cost 
per acre of potential projects is estimated at 
~450. . 
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These costs are increasingly beyond the set up by the Bureau inc:i.udes, it is true, 888.38. Call it $10,000 or $11,000, it is 

repayment abilities of prospective users of a factor of interest on the cost of the the amount of Federal money which 
irrigated lands, even if some additional re- power features. General law requires goes into each acre of Arizona land 
payment is sought through conservancy dis-
tricts embracing commercial communities that the rate charged for power amortize benefited by this project, and each acre 
which will gain indirectly from the projects. the construction cost of power features has a present value not to exceed $300. 
The question naturally arises as to whether and cover interests on such cost. In this It was contended in the Senate last 
there is any reasonable limit to the extent of project, however, the interest will not year by its proponents that this project 
Federal investment. Stated differently, the go back to the Federal Treasury as com- is self-liquidating. A brief examination 
question is whether projects involving rela- pensation for the use of money; it is to discloses that the project as proposed by 
tively high Federal investment per acre be diverted from that purpose, and is to the Bureau intends to return to the 
should be approved. be applied to pay the construction cost Treasury, after a construction period 

Let me repeat some of those ·state- of the irrigation features. The irriga- and 75 years, the construction cost of 
ments, Mr. President. We are advised tion features of this project will cost the project, leaving out of consideration 
by the Commission that the cost of proj- $450,000,000. The farmers who will get entirely this matter of $2,000,000,000 in 
ects now under construction will aver- the water will barely be able to pay for lost interest. The Secretary admits that 
age $350 per acre, and the corresponding the operation and maintenance of the the taxpayers of the Nation will be car
cost per acre of potential projects is esti- irrigation system after it is built. All rying this separate load of lost interest 
mated at $450 per acre. In this project the interest that power would ordinarily while the power revenues and so-called 
we have a construction cost alone of pay back to the Treasury will therefore interest component of the project are 
$2,000 per acre. It is over four times the b3 diverted to irrigation-construction paying off the construction cost of 
average cost of the potential projects as costs. Since 1902, it has been the policy three-fourths of a billion dollars. But 
envisioned by the President's Commis- of Congress not to require interest to in his attempt to keep this interest load 
sion. So the question posed by the be paid on the Federal money which is of $2,000,000,000 as low as he could, the 
Commission, namely, "Is there any rea- used for irrigation purposes. It has been Secretary performed an interesting feat 
sonable limit to the extent of Federal the policy of Congress that a profitable of mathematics. He not only answered 
investment in irrigation projects?" is in power installation should pay interest. the question asked by the chairman of 
these uncertain days acutely pertinent. The small amount of municipal water the Public Lands Committee of the 
With a stupendous national debt, with supply in this project will pay no in- House, but he accompanied his answer 
deficit budgets, with a crushing load of terest. The result then is clear, namely, with his method of computation. An 
taxation on our people, which is about that not 1 cent of interest on any part examination of his method of compu
to increase, there can be only one an- of this project is ever to be returned as tation discloses that he kept reducing 
swer, which is that the cost of the cen- such to tl;te Treasury · of the United the amount of lost interest as he went 
tral Arizona project presently before us States. along through the 83-year period by the 
grossly exceeds any reasonable limit Let us examine this result briefly. amount of all the net revenue from the 
which our people should be required to The situation is that three-quar ~ers of project. When he announced the fig-
bear at this or any other time. a billion dollars would be borrowed from ure of '$2,000,000,000, he had used all 

TOTAL cosT To THE NATION the United States for an 8-year con- the project returns in order to reduce 
1 have mentioned only the construe- struction period and a 75-year repay- it to that sum. The result is that the 

tion cost of the central Arizona project, ment period, and not 1 cent of inter- interest burden of the taxpayer is lower, 
Mr. President; hut that cost is only the est would be paid into the Treasury over but he leaves no revenues with which to 
beginning. What is the real total cost the 83-year period. President Coolidge pay o:ff the project. The figure then is 
of this project to the Nation? once remarked that England should $2,000,000,000 of lost interest, with a 

Last year the House committee on repay its war debt. He expressed it this project unpaid for at the end of 83 
Public Lands submitted to the secretary way: "They hired the money, didn't years. Of course, the project must be 
of the Interior l 7 questions with regard they?" That is the situation here. Ari- paid for, so one has a choice; either leave 
to the central Arizona project. The last zona hires the money for this project the project revenues alone to pay off 

for at least 83 years, but no interest the project, in which event the lost in-
question reads as follows: is to be paid for the use of it. The terest will be nearly $3,000,000,0CO, or 

How much interest on the national debt, Treasury, however, will have to borrow reduce the lost interest by project rev-
occa.sioned by the project, would be borne by d I t th T t th 
the Nation's taxpayers, assuming a 75-year- this money at 2% percent in order to enues an eave o e reasury a e 
repayment period and a reasonable construe- let this project have the use of it for end of 83 years a project unpaid for. 
tion period? 83 years. In addition, the Treasury will In either event, the burden on the tax-

have to borrow the money to pay the payers of the Nation, based on the Sec-
TL.e Secretary answered the question interest. The national debt will be in- retary's own answer, is nearer $3,000,

in a letter to the chairman of the Public creased by that much. The accumu- 000,000 than $2,000,000,000. 
Lands Committee of the House of Repre- la ting interest over the 83-year period Of course, the consideration of a na- . 
sentatives, under date of June 28, 1950. will be over $2,000,000,000. That is how tional burden of $3,000,0CO,OOO for this 
In his answer to the last question he as- the Secretary of the .Interior figured it, one project for a small area within a 
sumed 8 years to be a reasonable con- and that is his answer. This $2,000,- single State should be more than suffi-i 
struction period. Assuming 2 % percent 000,000 in lost interest is an entirely cient to preclude further argument.; 
as the interest rate paid by the United separate item from the construction How.ever, it is only reasonable to go a 
States, his answer was $2,075,000,000- cost. Suppose we add this burden of step further to bring these figures up to 
over $2,000,000,000. What is this figure lost interest, as figured by the Secretary, present prevailing prices, in accordance 
of $2,000,000,000, and how did he arrive to the construction cost of the irriga- with the facts of the situation. This can 
at it? There is nothing complicated or tion features of the project. Then let be done briefly and the subject con- . 
difficult about the answer. us see how much benefit each acre of eluded. l 

He began with the cost of the project, Arizona land gets from this Federal in- In his computations the Secretary 
which at that time was called · $708,- vestment. was using 1947 construction costs, $708,- l 
000,000, at 1947 prices. Parenthetically, Again the ·arithmetic is simple. When 780,000, just as the report of the S.enateJ 
Mr. President, I say again that this year 1 t · d I 1 A" · c 'tt 1 . t . t· t . the irrigation constructfon cost of $450,- n erior an nsu ar u.a1rs ommi ee 1 they testified hat the price e~ ima e was 000,000 is divided by the 225,000 acres does this year. Testimony from the 
up to. $788,000,000.. Ac~ordmg to the ' benefited the result is $2,000 per acre. ~ Interior Department in the House com-! 
fin~nc1al pl~n of thlS proJe~t, not 1 cent .:. We now add $2 000 000 000 of lost in- ·. mittee this year discloses that construe-~ 
of mterest is ever to be paid as such to ~" . ' ' ' . .. . l 
the United states Treasury on any part ~ terest. !'our hundred and fifty m1ll10n tion costs on this project as of January! 
of the cost, either during the assumed dollars is about oi:ie-fourth of. $2,000,- 1951 would be $788,265,000, instead of i 
construction period of 8 years or during 000,000, and four times $2,000 is $8,0~0. $708,780,000. The addition, then, of' 
the 75-year-repayment period. In this So we should add $8,000 to $2,000, g~v- $80,000,000 to the construction cost is a, ' 
project there is one large power dam that ing a total figure of about $10,000 m- substantial one. i 
will produce power .that will be .sold in vested in each acre of Arizona land Furthermore the Secretary used an 

. the commercial market. The power rate , benefited. The exact figure is $10,- · 8-year construction period in making hi! 
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calculations. That would require almost This, · then, is a Federal grant of more wife is expected to reduce her purchases 
$100,000,000 a y.ear to be appropriated by than $600,000 to every 100-acre farm. of beef by something like 20 percent in. 
congress for the construction of this How can the proponents of the project order to permit tne OPS to try out some 
one project in th!s ,one State. The Bu- contend that it is self-liquidating? impractical theory of manipulation of 
reau of Reclamation engineers testified : BEEF-LIMITATION ORDER OF THE OFFICE the cattle industry. 
last year, as shown on page 599 of the OF PRICE STABILIZATION Mr. President, just what are farmers 
hearings on s. 75, that they anticipated and cattlemen supposed to do with the 
a construction period of 15 years, and During the delivery of Mr. KNOWLANn's cattle which the packers are not allowed 
the senator from Arizona. [Mr. McFAR- address, to buy? I wisl;i some responsible leader 
LAND] agreed to that as· "more likely." Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- in this administration would answer that 
This would extend the period of use of dent, I ask unanimous consent that the question. Let us suppose that during 
the money, and woulc'I. thereby increase Senator from California may yield to me this month cattle continue to be shipped 
the national debt by the amount of the at this point, with the understanding to market at the normal rate. The pack
lost interest. that he will not lose his right to the floor, ers purchase cattle for slaughter as usual 

F'urthermore, the Secretary is per- and with the further understanding that until they begin to reach their quota 
mitted, under existing reclamation law, my remarks will appear at the conclu- limits. Then they must tell the farmers 
to allow a 10-year development period. sion of the address being made by the that they are not allowed to buy any 
I h . t th" proJ·ect House Senator from California. more cattle. Just what is the livestock 
n is repor on is ' The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without Document 136, at page 166 (e), he goes man supposed to do with his additional 

into some detail regarding the irrigation objection, it is so ordered. cattle which the packers are not permit-
development contemplated on central Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- ted to buy from him? Again, I wish a 
Arizona lands. It is only realistic to ex- dent, from the most recent order issued responsible leader in the administration 
pect him to allow the development period by the Office of Price Stabilization, it is would answer the question. · 
permitted by law, before any capital re- clear that this administration is not Mr. President, I will tell you the an-

. turns are expected. from this phase of through making experiments with the swer to that question. Those cattle will 
the project. Again, interest will be lost cattle industry. I refer to the order is- go into the black market. There is no 
to the Nation's taxpayers during this sued over the week end limiting packing place else for them to go. If the legiti
period of deferment. Correcting the houses to a slaughter quota for the com- mate packers are not allowed to buy all 
Secretary';;; figures, then, for these three ing month of 80 percent of the weight the cattle that are sent to market for 
items, namely, the increased cost, the of cattle slaughtered during the base pe- sale, it is obvious that those extra cattle 
greater construction period, and the riod; in other words, slightly over 80 will have to go somewhere. 
irrigation development period, we find percent of the same period last year. Old-timers around the stockyards are 
that the actual burden to the Nation's Mr. President, I cannot think of a more already commenting that there are a 
t axpayer is increased from $3,000,000,000 ridiculous order than this one. Farmers t f th b 
to $4,526,255,000. 

have cattle to sell; meat packers have grea many new aces among e uyers. 
t There are many new men in the market 

The money' t 'nen, is hired for a con- customers to serve: and consumers wan b . ttl d t k' th beef: So the OPS announces that the uymg ca e, an a mg em no one 
struction period of 15 years, for a de- quantity of beef to be made available to knows where. In this very brief time 
velopment period of 10 years on the ir:r;i- the general public will be only a little since the OPS started trying to reglJ,late 
gation features, and for 75 years while the cattle industry, already the black 
Power is repaying the proJ·ect construe- over 80 percent of what was available k th d. Th b h t . D last year. mar e as move m. e oys w o go 
tion costs. The total is 100 years. ur- Since the OPS issued its orders estab- their training in black marketing during 
ing all of this long period the taxpayer lishing ceiling prices on meat and cattle the war years--1941 to 1946-are back 
is carrying this enormous debt without on the job. 
a return of interest. The Nation loses a few weeks ago, there has been a good Mr. President, I do not know just how 
l·nterest, .on the borrowed money 1·n the deal of criticism of the cattle industry 

f · th d y t h long it would take to create a shortage 
amount of $4,500,000,000. or opposing e or ers. e , as eac week goes by, it becomes more and mor~ of meat in this country under this type 

Compare such a plan with Hoover clear that the cattlemen know what they of regulation if it continues. Unf ortu
Dam, That project is by law required to are talking about when they say this nately, there is little doubt that such a 
pay, and is paying, 3 percent interest to system of regulations will prevent the shortage is on the way. Already the · 
the Treasury .every year for its repay- housewife from getting the beef she slaughter of cattle in fed~rally inspected 
ment period, including a like amount of wants. In fact, the evidence shows that plants has dropped off sharply from last 
interest during its construction period. the cattle industry has tried desperately year. I have secured figures showing 
It can be stated without reservation that to expand production and to provide in- federally inspected slaughter by months 
Hoover Dam has not cost and will not creased quantities of meat, but it has for the fir3t 4 months of 1951 and 1950. 
cost the taxpayers of this Nation one been hampered and restricted at every In January, before the first freeze order 
dollar. turn by the OPS. · went on, cattle slaughter increased from 

Again, let us recompute the cost per During 1950, the number of cattle in- , 1,103,000 last year to 1,160,000 this year. 
acre of this project. The Nation donates, creased by approximately 4,000,000 head, Immediately after the freeze in Janu
without any possibility of repayment, and the number of cattle on hand on the ary, federally inspected slaughter 
$4,500,000,000 in order to improve ap- first of this year was approximately 84,- dropped rapidly. In February 1951, 52,
proximately 225,000 acres of land in Ari- 200,000. That was near an all-time-rec- ~ 000 fewer head of cattle were slaughtered 
zona. That amounts to a Federal grant ord-high number. Prior to these orders than in February of 1950 . . In March 
of $17,000 for each Arizona acre bene- · it was freely predicted that by the end cattle slaughter declined 117,000 head 
fited. of this year we would have a new record from March of the previous year. In 

The proponents of this project contend in cattle· numbers and that we might April cattle slaughter declined 65,000 
that 725,000 acres will receive benefit even go up to 90,000,000 head within an- head from the same month of the pre
from the project. That is the whole other year or two. Hog numbers last ' vious year. 
irrigated area affected by the project. year likewise increased by.5,000,000 head, These are t:1e figures for federally in-
.We find on the first page of the Senate and sheep numbers by 1,000,000 head. spected slaughter, not total slaughter. 
committee report under date of March -.. Furthermore, there were 4 percent We have no way of knowing how many 
12, 1951, that one of the primary pur- , more cattle on feed in the Corn Belt this ·· cattle were slaughtered under other con
poses of the project is to provide needed .· year than last year. Last year was a ditions. Of course these other slaughter
irrigation water for 725,000 acres. That ~ good production year. · ing facilities provide the principle source 
statement is not in accordance with the .'.%. All the evidence shows that increased for black-market beef. 1 

facts. Admittedly there is enough water supplies of beef were on the way until · Mr. President, as I said at the begin· 
for two-thirds of this land. Assuming, " these orders were issued. ning of my remarks, it appears that the 
for the sake of argument, that all of this :. Now·we are told that instead of being OPS has picked the cattle industry as a. 
area will get some benefit either directly , permitted to sell more beef to consumers, . sort of example for its experiments in the 
or indirectly, what does it cost the Na- cattlemen will not be allowed to sell as · :.1 technique of price control. The Nation's 
tion? The answer is $6,206.89 per acre, .· , much ~s they did l_~st yea,~~'I'he house· 1 ~eat supply has been put · into a test 
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tube in the price-control laboratory, 
while the OPS . officials., stand around 
watching to see how their theories work 
out. 

I would like to have some responsible 
official in the OPS explain how OPS ar
rived at the idea that exactly 80 percent 
of last year's beef production is the cor
rect amount to produce this year. If a 
reduction was considered best for the 
people, then why not 60 or 50 percent 
or even 30 percent of last year's quota 
Who ever heard of lowP,r costs to the 
consumer through a restriction of pro
duction? 

I shall give you my personal answer 
to those questions, Mr. President. We 
have been given new faces in the top
flight officials, but it is my idea that 
back of the front offices of Wilson, 
Johnston, and DiSalle, we shall find 
thousands of the old OPA gang writing 
these foolish quota and similar regula
tions. However, America did not become 
strong through an economy controlled 
by bureaucrats. 

· · I do not believe these price regulations 
will work, Mr. President. In particular, 
;r do not believe the 80-percent slaughter 
quota order will work. I believe the Na
tion's meat supply has fallen into the 
hands of impractical theorists who are 
more interested in the results of their 
experiments than they ·are in providing 
a steady, dependable supply of beef to 
the consumer. · I believe the Congress 
should think . twice or perhaps three 
times before extending the power of the 
·ops to continue to disrupt the produc
tive efficiency and the marketing ma .. 
chinery of the cattle and beef industry. 
1 Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from California for yielding to me. 
;THE INCONSPICUOUS MR. FINLETTER-

ARTICLE BY ALFRED DOUGLAS 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD the stimulat
ing article entitled "The Inconspicuous 
Mr. Finletter," written by Mr. Alfred 
.Douglas, and published in the April is
sue of Harper's magazine. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE INCONSPICUOUS MR. FINLETTER 

(By Albert Douglas) 
The private omce of the Secretary of the 

Air Force, a long room on the fourth floor 
of the Pentagon, is furnished with many 
of the perquisites of high governmental sta
tion, including a separate table for con
ferences. Assembled here on one occasion, 
following a change in occupants of the job, 
were the general omcers of this, the newest 
service. In spite of the fact that on their 
shoulders, together with the stars of rank, 
rests the future of national air power, they 
are aggressively youthful in appearance. The 
most familiar would be Gen. Hoyt S. Van
denberg, chief of staff, thin-lipped and thin
figured, or Lt. Gen. Lauris Norstad, now com
mander of the United States Air Force in 
Europe, whose small bony face is capped with 
a crop of boyish hair. As they left the room, 
one of the others, a brigadier, is said to have 
asked: "What do you think of the new 
boss?" 

"Can't figure him out," was the reply re• 
ported, "but thank God he's a sucker for 
logic." 

This impromptu characterization, though 
the subject of the remark denies that it was 
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made, ts probably tl~e best that circum
stances will allow; for Thomas Knight Fin
letter, master of the Air Force and custodian 
of one of the most powerful strike weapons 
on the face of the earth, is not the most 
dramatic person in Washington, nor does, 
he stimulate descriptive comment. Set be- ,·. 
side the ft.ash and glitter of his omcers, in ~~
fact, Finletter is a bald-headed, medium
sized citizen as American as the First Na· 
tional Bank on the corner and twice as plain. 

4. Introducing to Air Force councils, tn the 
words of Under Secretary of the Air Force 
John A. McCone, "a vast international ex
perience, an 'atmosphere of thoughtfulness, 
an insistence on facts and research, and an 
ability to cooperate and get along with the 
officials of the other two services. He is to
day the Air Force's chief critic and its most 
determined advocate." 

Add to this record the facts that to date he 
has made no enemies and that he appears to 
be able to work calmly and objectively in an 
atmosphere of political high tension. Nomi· 
nally a Democrat, Finletter is rarely seen at 
party conclaves but paradoxically is a whiz 
on Capitol Hill, where his testimony of last 
July before the House Appropriations Com
mittee, on the delicate subject of future 
funds for his service, was so well received 
that Congress appropriated all he asked and 
more besides. 

' "Yes, I know," he says of himself, "no 
points." 

Though it is anomalous that the man 
chosen by the President to run interference 
for the razzle-dazzle Air Force should be so 
untheatrical, Finletter has little "ham" in 
his make-up. But he is not without hu'mor. 
Talking off the record at the Mayflower Hotel 
in January, he was asked a lengthy question 
as to whether Korean refugees might be 
transported to Southeast Asia following the 
end of the Korean campaign, and quickly 
replied: "That is a very interesting question. 
It is also one on which I will yield to no man 
in Washington on lack of information." His 
speech is plain and unadorned, and the bare 
facts of his everyday life are so unspectacu
lar that one of the Secretary's close associates 
cannot remember whether or not he ever 
takes a drink. His posture and general ap
pearance are formal, yet he would be lost 
in a crowd of three. 

Other vitally unimportant statistics: the 
Secretary lives in a rented house in the 
heart of Washington. He arrives at the 
office at 8 :30. He lunches there, usually 
combining sustenance with business, and re
mains at the Pentagon until any hour of 
the night. He works 7 days a week. Any
one who did not know him might make 
the mistake of labeling Finletter a light- . 
weight Government drone who knows just 
enough to do his job and keep out of hot 
water, but the appearance is deceptive. For 
example, he does not look athletic, but 
Maj. Robin Hippensteil, all-Services tennis 
champion in 1949, once took the Secretary 
on in doubles. "Sure, we beat him," Hip
pensteil says, "but not by much. He plays 
a hard brain game. I would rank him one 
of the best doubles players in town." 

Similarly, an Air Force general, after a 
conference with Finletter, found that he had 
swung from one impression to another. 
"That man," he told a colleague, "first told 
me that he knew nothing about my prob
lem, then listened carefully while I ex
plained it to him, and finally asked one ques
tion-which led directly to the solution. 
He's a damn genius." 

The question of whether or not he is a 
.. damn genius" is one that Finletter himself 

. would presumably answer in t}le negative, 
but a list of his acknowledged accomplish-

' ments (since he took omce last April) might 
include the following: 

1. If not inventing, at least promoting 
real understanding of the "joint task con
cept"-the philosophy of judging what has 
to be done for defense in terms of how the 
combination of Army, Navy, and Air Force 
can best do it-which has lifted military 
teamwork a long way above the bitter 
wrangle of the "B-36 investigation" by the 
House Armed Services Committee, a few 
months before Finletter took omce; 

2. Strengthening the principle that the 
strategic air arm have first priority in United 
States military planning by arguing per
suasively to his colleagues and superiors that 
the atomic bomb, plus our ability to deliver 
it, is the grea~est single force for peace in 
the world today; 

3. Building up the total Air Force, with 
the aid of popular support resulting from 
the Korean war, from 48 groups (at the time 
he took office) to somewhere along the road 
toward the 95 "wings" scheduled for some
time in 1952 (a "wing" is equivalent to a 
combat "group," plus its necessary house• 
keeping attachments); 

At the time he took charge of the Air 
Force, however, very little was known about 
finletter in the country at large. He had 
i;;erved the year before as ECA administrator 
in England, and the year before that he had 

. been chairman of the President's Air Policy 
Commission, which described our defense 
against atomic attack as "hopelessly lacking" 
and recommended a 70-group Air Force. In 
1945 he had been consultant to the United 
States delegation at the United Nations Con
ference at San Francisco, and during the war 
he had worked for the State Department as a 
special assistant to the Secretary of State. 

·. Even in the Government, where this much . 
was known, many people had a hard time 
remembering what Finletter looked like when 
pe returned to Washington. "Funny thing 
about Tom," one of his friends remarks, "he 
ls as anonymous as a bug under a rock. It 
,isn't that he objects to notoriety-he just 
doesn't bother about it." . . 

f II 
•' This past November 11, Secretary Finletter 
was 57 years old, though he looks 10 years 
younger. He was born in Philadelphia; his 
father, the late Judge Thomas Dickson Fin-

. •-letter, was presiding judge of a common-
'pleas court for 36 years (his grandfather had 

[, been a common-pleas judge for 20 years). 
.f Young Finletter was as clearly headed for 
· the ·bar as anyone could be. 
;?~ 1 T~o facts of his early life are worth men
~ning. First, he was born smart as paint: a• the age of 17 he was graduated at the top 
ot ~is . class from Philadelphia's Episcopal 
Aca~emy. Second, he lived in France for a 
year. He went there with his mother to 
learn French and grow up, as he describes it 
.today. He also took piano lessons. As a 
result, he speaks French today almost with
out an accent, and he still plays, according 
to his daughter, Margot, a "mean four-hand
ed piano." 

In the fall of 1911, Finletter entered the 
University of Pennsylvania and in due course 
was graduated with top honors. He went 
on to the university's law school. Before we 
entered the war, he left law school halfway 
through to join the first Plattsburg encamp
·ment, the extraordinary volunteer group 
which turned out so many trained Junior 
omcers at a time when the Army needed them 
most. Shipped to France with the Three 
Hundred and Twelfth Field Artillery, he 
emerged a captain. Today, when he dis
cusses it, which he does only under protest, 
the Secretary privately dismisses this period 
·in his life as "my Napoleonic war" and ne
glects to mention having met an attractive 

·volunteer worker at a Paris YWCA canteen. 
She was Margaret Blaine Damrosch, better 

known as Gretchen, daughter of the late 
conductor and granddaughter of President 
Harrison's Secretary of State (later she was 
to write winningly of her childhood in a book 
called From the Top of the Stairs) . Shortly 
after the armistice, Captain Finletter was re
leased from the Army and the two were en· 
gaged. Returning to the States and law 
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school, Flnletter graduated with top honers Herbert Fels, a State Department adviser 
and was editor in chief of the law review; in on international affairs, recalls that Finletter 

; mid-July 1920, back in Paris, they were "threw himself into every task with in
. married. tensity" and was in his element when 

On his return to America, Finletter de- : handed a comple~ assignment. "He ·could 
cided not to practice law in Philadelphia, in ' slice to the heart of any matter with the dis
spite of the advantages his family tradition 1 patch of a sharp knife cutting bread." S::>me 
might have offered. Though he might well , of Finletter's assignments were broad in 

'h ave wound up a judge in his own right _had scope--for example, the obtaining of badly 
he chosen to stay, on talking the matter over needed chrome ore from abroad. We needed 

' with his father and his new wife he decided chrome to make steel, and our supplies were. 
to move to New York, where he thought there dangerously low. The Turks possessed 
would be more opportunity for a bright 24- chrome ore in quantity, but Turkey was 
year-old lawyer. The gamble paid off; he· neutral and constantly threatened with war 
started with the law firm of Cravath & by the watchful Nazis. Finletter was handed 
Henderson and shifted at the age of 32 to the task of buying chrome ore under the 
Coudert Bros., where he has been ever since, noses of the Nazi Embassy in Ankara, ar
except for the periods he has spent in the ranging secret transportation from Turkish 
Government. In 1926 he became a full mines to a seacoast port via a carefully 
Coudert partner. watched railroad, and finding neutral ship-

Why and how Finletter decided to go into ping to haul the load to this country while 
. teaching in his mid-thirties is hard to deter- avoiding German submarines. It 1s to his 
mine, but teach he did, commuting for 10 credit that thousands of tons of chrome ore 
years between his Manhattan office and his did arrive here from Turkey, maintainLTJ.g 
old law school in Philadelphia. One of Fin- . the quality of our steel production. (This 
letter's academic innovations, since widely -::_: past February, at the request of the Turkish 
adopted by other law schools, was to permit .:· · Government, the State Department sent Fin
students to bring into the examination rooms letter on a 2-week tour of im:pection of 
any notes or books they chose. "We're train- Turkey's military preparedness.) 
ing future lawyers how to use books, not to · When Stettinius became Acting Secretary 
memorize them," was his explanation. Not of State early in 1944, there was a general 
content merely with practicing law and shake-up in the Department, and Finletter's 
teaching it he also wrote three texts on the OFEC was absorbed by the Foreign Economic 
general subject of corporation bankruptcy in - Administration. Thereupon Finletter re .. 
his spare time. "I marveled then and I signed. Various reasons have been given for 
marvel now,'' a New York publisher who has his action, but the concensus is that he was 
known him well remarks. "He is a hard unhappy' about the bickering and rivalry in 
worker." the Department and felt sure that the war 

By the -time he was 45 Finletter had ap- was coming to a close. A man who worked in 
parently done pretty much what he set out the Department and knew him well during 
to do-he had become a corporation lawyer this period recalls, "He was a remarkably 
fn a good New York firm, won an enviable good chairman. He was one of the few who 
reputation, and provided comfortably for his would accept responsibility without being 
wife and two daughters. He had a small called to do it. If he took charge of a meet
country house in East Norwich, Long Island, ing, for example, it would never adjourn 
and he could well afford, as he did in 1939, without something getting done. He prob
to take his family abroad in the summer for a ably left the Department for the same reasons 
cycling trip through Germany. In some he went into teaching-he was thinking 
ways the trip was a turning point in his through and beyond his job." 
career and the beginning of his Government The same characteristic caused Finletter to 
service, for anyone who saw Germany at the become an author. Returning to his law 
peak of her prewar power could make a good practice, he wrote in 1945 a book called Can 
guess at her future intentions. · Representative Government Do the Job? in 

Finletter came home convinced that we which he proposed linking the executive and 
would have to do something to stop the legislative leaders of the Government in a 
Nazis. He didn't have long to we.it. In 1939 joint Cabinet. He suggested a sort of parlia.
France called on Coudert Bros., who did mentary compromise in which the President 
considerable foreign business, to prepare and Members of Congress would each serve a 
the legal groundwork for a large order of term of 6 years in office; in any deadlock be
military aircraft in the United States, and tween the Congress and the President, the 
Finletter was handed the job. Even though latter would be empowered to dissolve Con
from th~ start it was hopeless, this assign- gress and the Presidency and call a national 
ment did serve to expose the future Beere- election. "I got the idea from the way Mr. 
tary to some of the difficulties of getting air- Hull worked With congress," Finletter ob
craft production under way. The French serves. Both President Roosevelt and his 
were desperate for planes, and the job was to Secretary of State had been determined that 
expand our production in time to get the lack of cooperation between Congress and 
badly needed aircraft to the French front and the Executive would not prevent United 
stop the German assault. Actually, few of 
the planes ever got there, and this introduc- States acceptance of the United Nations, as 
tion to the perplexing problem of "lead the rift between President Wilson and the 
time" in the building of aircraft was some- Senate resulted in the rejection of the Treaty 
thing Finletter never forgot. of Versailles and the League of Nations. 

In March 1941-9 months before Pearl Arthur Krock, of the New York Times, com-
Harbor-he willingly accepted an offer by mented that the idea was "the most original 
Secretary of State Cordell Hull to be his and ingeniou11 suggestion for the stabllization 
special assistant. The job has never re- of the American Government this correspon
ceived the publicity it might have, and even dent has seen." Other critics, however, like 
today the Secretary merely comments that Finletter's friend Robert Moses, New York's 
it was a "stockpiling" operation-purchas- , outspoken parks commissioner, found the 
ing critical materials from an over the plan stimulating, visionary, and unworkable. 
world which would be needed in a war econ- Perhaps the best explanation for the book is 
omy. Later on it turned out to be a double- that the author had to get it out of his sys. 
edged business, obtaining substances which tem, and though it may have been an intel
would be useful to the Nazis and thus de- lectual exercise, it led him directly to the 
priving them of essential supplies. In 19'13 problem Of representative government for the 
Secretary Hull established the Office of For- .world as a whole. 
elgn Economic Coordination, and Finletter First, he was called as consultant to join 
was appointed, first, Executive Director and, the l;Jnited States delegation to the United 
later, Deputy Director of the new organiza- Nations Conference at San Francisco; Fin
'ti Jn. letter's job there was largely to meet the 

press and represent the American contingent, 
though the post did offer a liberal education 
in the problems of international govern-

: ment. That job done, he returned to his 
1 desk at Coudert Bros. He joined a group 

known as Americans United for World Or
ganization-which merged in 1947 with the 
United World Federalists--and he did con
siderable work, including articles for the At- . 
lantic, to stimulat e interest in the idea of 
preventing aggression by applying interna
tionally the rule of law. In October 1949, he 
testified before the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee in favor of a congressional reso
lution approving in . principle the theory of 
giving the United Nations sufficient, though 
limited, powers to prevent war. To date the 
resolution has not passed Congress but the 
concept has survived. It can be found in a 
document the New York Times described on 
its publication as "one of the most solemn 
reports on the defense of the United States 
ever prepared in time of peace," the Pres
ident's Air Policy Commission report entitled 
"Survival in the Air Age." 

Why the President picked Finletter to 
head the temporary Air Policy Commission 
is something of a mystery, except that he 
was known to be impartial, if not ignorant, 
1n aviation matters, and he was credited 
with tackling and solving complex economic 
and logistical problems in the State Depart
ment. In a letter dated July 18, 1947, the 
President wrote five men expressing his con~ 
cern over "danger that our security may be 
jeopardized * • * by a failure of the 
aircraft industry to keep abreast of modern 
methods" in aviation development; he asked 
them to form a commission to make "an ob~ 
jective survey into national aviation poli
cies and problems." The survey was to in
clude commercial as well as military aspects, 
for 1f Russian rearmament threatened our 
military position in the air, the domestic air
lines at home were also in critical financial 
shape, and the overseas airlines could be 
considered commercial instruments of na• 
tional policy. . 

For almost 4 months, Finletter and his 
four commissioners listened to the testimony 
of 150 witnesses, the leaders of the Nation's 
military and commercial aviation establish
ment. There is probably no more individu
alistic group of men than those who run 
American aviation, and the majority were 
bitter over the drop-off in size of the Air 
Force and the plight of the aircraft indus
try following the war. Flnletter and his 
colleagues listened patiently, toured the Na
tion's air bases and aircraft factories, and 
in December settled down to write the re
port. 

"Survival in the Air Age" made good read
ing for aviation enthusiasts. Painstakingly 
it reviewed every aspect of national avia
tion; in plain nontechnical language the 
commission described what it had found 
and warned that the old safeguards of ar
mies, navies, and oceans were "no longer 
enough" in an atomic age; it submitted that 
1952 was the date beyond which it would be 
"reckless" to assume that other nations 
might not have the atomic bomb in quan
tity, and made long-range recommendations 
for strengthening the forces of the military 
and commercial air arms. It also ca.lied for 
funds for pure research, a reorganization of 
civilian aviation policy, a 70-group Air Force, 
and a modernized air reserve of military 
planes and pilots. The New York '.:'imes re
marked editorially that the report present
ed a "policy so well thought out, so calmly 
presented, so well buttressed by straight 
thinking that it 1s difficult to see where it 
can be attacked except in details." And the 
Times did not go into details. 

Finletter worked hard on the report-in 
fact, he wrote a major portion, the section 
dealing with mmtary requirements, himself. 
The introduction of the rep::>rt stated Pin-
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letter's own conclusions on the necessity for 
establishing the rule of law in the United 
Nations. "We will not be rid of war," he 
wrote, "until the nations give the 
United Nations • the legal and 
physical powers to keep the 
peace." For this view he was to be attacked 
when he later became Secretary. The presi
dent of the Veterans of Foreign Wars com
plained that the World Federalists were 
"making capital" out of Finletter's appoint
ment. Truman replied characteristically: 

"There is no better or more able public 
servant than Finletter * * * he ls bet
ter equipped to be Secretary of the Air Force 
than any man in the United States, and that 
ls the reason I appointed him." 

On May 19, 1948, Paul G. Hoffman, Eco
nomic t;ooperation Administrator, appointed 
Finletter Chief of the agency's Special Mis
sion to the United Kingdom, and shortly 
afterward, with his wife and daughter, Mar
got, Finletter left for London to tackle one 
of the most ambitious assignments in Eu
rope-nothing less than the economic re
vival of Great Britain and the whole sterling 
area. 

Times were bad in England in the spring 
of 1948. At a moment when Americans were 
enjoying an economic boom, the average 
Englishman considered himself lucky to get 
one egg a week, and a single slice of bacon 
with the egg was not only luxurious, but in 
many cases illegal under the rationing sys
tem. The Government was making every 
effort to maintain full employment, control 
inflation, and with the aid of the American 
gift money to close the dollar gap. 

Eight months later, in January of 1949, 
Finletter reported to the Senate Foreign Re
lations Committee that he had spent $1,200,-
000.000 and that England was on her way to 
recovery. Thanks to American aid, British 
exports were on the increase, and the fear of 
collapse-including the threat of actual star
vation-was no longer felt. Furthermore, he 
reported that United States aid to England in 
the second . year could be reduced to $900,-
000,000, and that a dollar balance between 
the two countries at the end of 4 years was 
probable. 

Perhaps just as important as the financial 
results was the manner in which Finletter 
played the part of Santa Claus to a proud 
and desperately dollar-poor nation. The 
British had to accept the American gift 
whether they liked it or not. The fact that 
the aid was offered through Finletter with 
care and courtesy did much to keep our rela
tions with England something more than 
cordial. Sir Stafford Cripps, commenting 
on the achievement, remarked that there 
was a Finletter cult within the British Treas
ury which was prepared apparently to do 
anything he asked. 

In June 1949, feeling that his job was over 
the hump and that England was getting back 
on her feet, Finletter resigned, and after a 
short rest again returned to his law prac
tice. Less than a year later, he was back in 
Government harness as Secretary of the Air 
Force. 

III 

From the moment he entered the Penta
gon, Finletter was under sharp appraisal, for 
there was much at stake in the way he han
dled his job. The interservice brawl, in 
which Navy and marine elements had been 
quarreling publicly with the Air Force over 
money and missions, was only 4 months 
dead, and there were still officers on both 
sides so bitter they were scarcely on speaking 
terms. The critics of strategic air power had 
been baying at it like hounds after a treed 
coon, and at the same time President Tru
man had impounded $735,ooo:ooo which Con
gress had earmarked for a 58-group Air Force. 

The Air Force was then at 48 groups, far 
below the 70-group level for which Finletter 
had argued in Survival in the Air Age, and 

there was no evidence of willingness on the 
part of high officials in the National Military 
Establishment to go for a bigger force. It 
might have been asked whether Finletter 
had not been compromised in accepting the 
apparent policy to hold the Air Force near 
its 48-group strength. 

His answer would be that he made no com
mitment when he took the job to advocate 
an Air Force of any size other than that in 
which he believed, and once in the Pentagon 
he began a series of studies to bring Sur
vival in the Air Age up to date-to find out 
how big an Air Force was now desirable. 
Within 24 hours of taking office, he attended 
an Air Force commanders' meeting in Puerto 
Rico, and for 2 days and nights he listened 
to officers from all over the world talking 
with complete frankness of their own prob
lems and proposals. Back in Washington, 
he spent most of the next 2 months in 
briefings, tl!e Pentagon's question-and-an
swer sessions with charts. 

Gen. Curtis E. LeMay, the cigar-chewing 
chief of the Strategic Air Command, came 
in from Omaha with his staff to tell the 
Secretary what targets they could hit, how 
long it would take to do how much damage, 
and how long an attack could be kep'; up with 
the existing supply of bombs and bombers. 
Lt. Gen. Ennis C. Whitehead, then com
mander of the Continental Air Command, 
and his officers came down from Mitchel 
Air Force Base, N. Y., to tell the Secretary 
how well the United States could be defended 
against air attack. They told him that an 
enemy raid in force would get through, and 
that the best radar and interceptor defense 
money could buy would stop only a relatively 
small part of the invading aircraft. These 
reports were supplemented by those from 
other commands. 

In all of this, Finletter sat and listened and 
asked thousands of questions. From time to 
time he would interrupt to say, "Excuse me, 
General, I'm a little stupid. Would you go 
over that again." Or, "If I get this correctly, 
what you have been saying, General, is 
that * • *" and then sum up in a few 
sentences the substance of a long discussion. 
These briefings did two things: First, they 
acquainted the Secretary and his officers 
with each other; second, they left Finletter 
with a burning conviction that in order to 
keep peace in the world this counrty must 
give first priority to long-range bombers. 

To be sure, this belief had been implicit 
in Survival in the Air Age, in which Fin
letter had forcefully expressed his feeling 
that a strong counteroffensive weapon would 
be the best "deterrent"-a word he still uses 
frequently-to discourage an aggressor from 
a war with the United States. Thus he was 
already identified with a plea for a strong 
Air Force, and when he returned to Washing
ton it remained to be seen how this would 
affect his dealings with the other services. 

By the time Finlatter became Secretary, 
the Air Force-Navy difficulties which centered 
around the B-36 investigation were over. 
The appointment of Admiral Forrest Sher
man as Chief of Naval Operations had 
brought this unhappy period to a close, and 
cooperation between the three services had 
been much improved. But it can be said of 
Finletter that he has consolidated the peace, 
and by his friendly personal relations with 
his co-Secretaries, Frank Pace of the Army 
and Frank Matthews of the Navy, he has done 
much to stimulate an indispensable spirit of 
objectivity. 

"I do not attempt," he said in a speech at 
the UniverFity of Pennsylvania last June, 
"to arrogate to any one service a special 
position of importance in our Defense Es
tablishment. • • • We must not have 

. each servicA carrying out its assignments 
all by itself with a sharp division of responsi· 
billty such as used to characterize the oper
ation of allies. * • • Loyalty to a serv
ice, however important, must be subordi-

nated to the interest of the country." Fin
letter believes that each task which is put 
before the Department of Defense must re
-ceive the coordinated effort of all three arms, 
and though this "joint task concept" is not 
revolutionary it differs greatly :~rom the idea 
of narrow ancl limited loyalty to one service 
merely because one happens to be in it. 

The joint task concept, in Finletter's 
hands, is also applied to matters outside the 
Air Force. He believes that in defending 
the free world the idea must be extended to 
all nations who decide to act together, and 
he argues this vlew persuasively as repre
sentative of the Department of Defense in 
the relatively new senior staff of the Na
tional Security Council, which meets three 
times a week in the old State Department 
Building next door to the White House. 

The place of strategic air power in that 
defense, and in preserving the peace, has 
been debated at length, but Finletter's thesis 
is briefly this. The nations of the free world 
today cannot hope to compete with an enemy 
such as Russia in terms of our outnumbered 
ground forces. Similarly, Russia has no 
great naval power with which to launch a 
major attack by sea. In the air, however, 
Russia is believed to have an air force great 
in numbers and growing fast--and, more im
portant still, an atomic bomb stockpile that 
is also growing. But as long as her stock
pile is substantially less than ours, or at 
least insufficient to mount a major attack 
on the United States, Russia cannot hope to 
be anything but the loser in an all-out war. 
Our strategic bombers, if shP. were to launch 
such an action, would immediately strike 
at the Russian heartland .in such numbers 
and intensity that industrial and military 
Russia would be devastated and demoralized •. 

As long as our Air Force can keep the Rus
sian leaders aware of this awesome possibil
ity, Secretary Finletter will argue devoutly 
that we must maintain and develop long
range bombers with all possible speed and 
efficiency. While this force is operating as · 
an effective "deterrent," he hopes that it will 
be possible for the statesmen of the world to 
keep talking, and through the United Na
tions to work for an equilibrium in which 
peace through agreement might possibly be 
maintained. 

Though a variety of divergent opinions 
will no doubt continue to be voiced, one of 
the main objections to this thesis so far has 
been a moral one, centering on the threat of 
the atomic bomb. On this point Secretary 
Finletter is clear and categorical. "I do not 
believe," he said in the same speech at the 
University of Pennsylvania, "that the moral 
position of the United States will be judged 
by the kind of weapons we have in our ar
senal or the kind of strategy and tactics we 
use. I believe that our moral position wm 
be judged by the vigor with which we push 
our efforts to achieve peace. 

"There is no merit, moral or otherwise, in 
having a defense force which is no good. 
Nor is there the slightest sense in trying to 
make a war a bearable business. But if any
one can say truthfully that we are not doing 
all we should to eliminate war as a human 
institution, then we would have cause to 
worry about our moral position. 

"I have little sympathy with the idea that 
we should not be ready to defend ourselves 
if despite all our efforts to achieve peace we 
are attacked. Indeed I conceive the morality 
to be the opposite. I believe we would be 
faithless to our duty to ourselves and to our 
friends and allies of the free world if we were 
not to have a military force which would 
make it very plain to all that it would be a 
mistake to break the peace." 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 
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The motion was agreed to; and the 

Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SMATHERS in the chair) laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United · States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were ref erred to the 
appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see th~ end of Senate proceedings.) 
EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 

The following favorable report of a 
nomination was submitted: 

By Mr. McMAHON, from the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy: Henry DeWolf 
Smyth, of New Jersey, to be a member of 
the Atomic Energy Commission for a term 
of 5 years expir~ng June 30, 1956 (reap
pointment). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will state the nominations on the 
Executive Calendar. 

POSTMASTER 

The legislative clerk read the nomi
nation of Arthur L. Jennings, to be post
master at Texarlrnna, Ark.-Tex. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

The legislative clerk read the nomi .. 
nation of Noel Malone, of Mississippi, 
to be United States attorney for the 
northern district of Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICJ:i":R. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the President be immediately 
notified of the confirmations of nomina
tions made this day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the President will be im
mediately notified of the confirmations 
of nominations made today. 

RECESS TO THURSDAY 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
in legislative session, I move that the 
Senate stand in recess until next Thurs
day at 12 o'clock noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 
4 o'clock and 51 minutes p. m.> the Sen
ate took ~- recess until Thursday, May 
31, 1951, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate May 29 <legislative day of May 
17), 1951: 
INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUNJ> ANJ) lN'l'ER

N ATlONAL BANg FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

John W. Snyder, of Missouri, to be United 
States Governor of the International Mone
tary Fund, and United States Governor o! 
the Internatlona.l Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development for a term of 5 years. (Re
appolntmen t.) 

UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND 
CULTURAL ORGANIZATION 

Tbe following-named persons to be rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
to the sixth session of the General Confer-

ence of the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Organization: 

Howland H. Sargeant, of Rhode Island. 
George D. Stoddard, of Illinois. 
Mrs. Helen C. Russell, of California. 
Elvin C. Stakman, of Minnesota. 
George F. Zook, of Virginia. 

IN TliE AIR FORCE 

The following-named perwns !or ap
pointment in the United States Air Force, 
in the grades indicated, with dates of rank 
to be determined by the Secretary of the Air 
Force under the p:::ovisions of section 506, 
Public Law 381, Eightieth Congress (Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947), and title II, Public 
Law 365, Eightieth Congress (Army-Na.vy
Public Health Service Medical Officer Pro
curement Act of 1947): 

To be major USAF (medical) 
Archibald G. M. Martin III, 0509520. 

To be captains, USAF (medical) 
Ferdinand Barnum, AOl 718415. 
Earl R. Claiborne, A01906127. 
George C. Jernigan, Jr., 0348598. 
Clair D. Langner. 
Jack R. Robison, A01907216. 
Harry N. Simmonds, 01764996. 
Paul M. Walczak, A01718974. 
Dale H. Weifenbach, A02213529. 
Wesley C. Whitehouse, Jr., AOl 765910. 

To be first lieutenants, USAF (medical) 
George N. Austin, A0396031. 
William S. Gaines, A0971606. 
John W. George, A0680204. 
Billy Grimmer, A02212172. 
Francis Kruse, Jr., A02209668. 
Robert Levine, A0401188. 
Edward c. Mann, A0689322. 
Faul D. Murphy, A02213530. 
Paul V. Nolan, A02213626. 
Willard H. Pennell, A02213393. 
Josiah F. Reed, Jr., A01906403. 
Frederic R. Simmons, A01540386. 
Arthur G. Smith, A01906318. 
Leonard S. Staudinger, A02213452. 
Merton J. Vanderhoof, A02213625. 
Stephen Wartella, Jr., A0977430. 

The following-named persons for appoint
ment in the United States Air Force, in the 
grades indicated, with dates of rank to be 
determined by the Secretary .of the Air Force 
under the provisions or. section 506, Public 
Law 381, Eightieth Congress (Ofilcer Per~ 
sonnel Act of 1947): 

To be first Z.ieutenants 
Gerbard R. Abendhoff, A0767718. 
Bruce H. Abraham, Jr., A0686440. 
Charles J. Adams, A0804642. 
William A. Nden, A0814482. 
Zane S. Amell, A01012838. 
Dot:glas M. Ames, A0590245. 
James w. Babb, A0718499. 
Ralph T. Ballard, Jr., A0761536 . . 
Gabriel P. Bartholomew, A0817875. 
Robert M. Beall, A0720122. 
Carroll H . .Bledsoe, A0938039. 
Ewald C. Braeunig, A0695405. 
John L. Bridges, A0789666. 
Lloyd E. Brunson, A0829155. 
John R . .Burgess, A02081887. 
Welbon D. Burnham, A0784853. 
Richard c. Burriss, A0784854. 
Russell L. Bush, A0802530, 
Jo_hn L. Butz, A0929854. 
John G. Callahan, A02091022. 
Reith L. Christensen, A0783914. 
Kenneth B. Clark, A0756492. 
Richard L. Clay, A0794638. 
Winston H. Clisham, A0748914. 
Victor P. Coletti, A0721975. 
Archie L. Cook, A02070775. 
Paul D. Copher, A0751725. 
Peter Cotellesse, A02087408, 
Donald D. Cross, A0720694. 
Harry T. Cummins, Jr., A0691730. 
Harlan F. Daniel, A0550076. 

B. H. Davidson, _A0523333. 
Joseph P. Davies, Jr., A02093173. 
Charley L. Davis, A02092658. 
Harry w. Deffebach, A0715158. 
E ugene P. DeMartini, A0801804. · 
Irvin H. Derrick, A0718257. 
Glenn E. Dill, Jr .• A0746702. 
Franklin P. Dixon, A0590040. 
Richard C. Dumm, A0558805. 
Robert L. Eck.man, Jr., A0780896. 
Wil11am R. Edgar, A0825810. 
Robert F. Edwards, A0795718. 
Hixon .B. Eldridge, A0726347. 
Frank W. Elliott, Jr., A0825605. 
William O. Ezell, A0797497. 
Luther W. Feagin, A02056081. 
Relf A. Feniey, A0720233. 
Theodore P. Ferrato, A0520622 . 
Ralph F. Findlay, A0771681. 
Bruce B. Fish, A0755908. 
Frank L. Gailer, Jr., A0688813. 
Donald H. Gehri, A0563082. 
Keith L. Gillespie, A0524329. 
Rowley E. Gillingham, A07477C3. 
John F. Gange, A0700.921. 
Granville I. Gore, A0666274. 
Harold W. Grace, Jr., A02068999. 
Edward M. Grey, A0819260. 
Robert E. Gravert, A0538576. 
.Joseph L. Gulinson, A085S610. 
Joseph A. Hagemann, A0806667. 
Keith C. Hanna, A0786105. 
LeRoy B. Hansen, A0556604. 
Warren W. Harding, A0203331L 
Paul R. Hartmann, A021002~9. 
Alvin P. Herrewig, A0776305. 
George J. Homza, AOSB4875. 
Robert W. Hopkins, A08179~6. 
Raymond S. Horey, A06911C-!. 
Thomas P. Hubbard, A0684728. 
Joseph V. Johns, A02062668. 
Arthur H. Jo.hnson, A016993G3. 
Fon E. Johnson, A0695425. 
Robert C. Johnson, A0797137. 
Robert L. Jones, A02068397. 
Byron R. Kalin, A0756608. 
Nelson Kasten, A0722324. 
Walter A. Keils, A0895426. 
Walter G. Kelley, AOS77492. 
Oran R. K.ey, Jr., A0671662. 
Joseph C. Kinlrnad, A0926775. 
Joseph H. Kipping, A0583326. 
Don R. Kohl, A0802580. 
Michael M. Kovach, .A01113792. 
William A. Lafferty, Jr., A0826212. 
Robert F. LaLonde, A02099522. 
Victor J. Loughnan, A0515817. 
Arthur M. Li~n. A0521663, 
George M. Lunsford, A0794262. 
David W. Lykins, A0777733. 
Gerald R. Marshall, A0695195. 
Oren V. Maxwell, A0778878. 
Floyd M. McAllister, A0777738. 
Chauncey L. McDermott, A0772::!91. 
William T. MeDo~ald, A0862722. 
James G. McDonnell, A02101907. 
Robert H. McDonnell, A02072493. 
Joseph F. McKone, A0825932. 
Orville E. Miller, A0767852. 
Clarence H. Mills, A0797876. 
Collins P. Mitchell, A0442216. 
D. P. Morgan, Jr., A02056814. 
James E. Muldoon, Jr., A0799051. 
William J. Murphy, Jr., A0937183. 
George B. Myers, A0753236. 
ArthU!' M. Neal, A0748221. 
Charles D. Owens, A0722144. 
Robert E . . Pace, A02056l53. 
Waldo M. Page, A0707801. 
Henry O. Parman, Jr., A02079905. 
Cut.hbert A. Pattillo, A0826756. 
Charles T. A. Paul, A0753414. 
Walter A. Petkus, A0730742. 
William C. Phillips, A02061256. 
Flet;cher s. Porter, A0860S04. 
Barton S. Puliing, A0410832. 
Harvey B. Roberson, A0669499. 
Howard G. Roberts, A0709653. 
Warren A. Rodewald, A0930250. 
Wilson Rolfe, A0837054. 
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Eric W. Rood, A0752907. 
David w. Saxton, A0866101. 
Jack C. Schwab, A0773829. 
James G. Silliman, A0792353. 
Lloyd D. Smith, A0590459. 
Richard W. Smith, A0590144. 
Andrew W. Smoak, A0800062. 
Orrin W. Snyder III, A0938421. 
William G. Solomon, A0766106. 
William N. Steele, A02059858. 
Walter T. Steves, Jr., A0570399. 
Douglas D. Stewart, A0933521. 
James L. Stewart, A02066061. 
Jimmie Taylor, A0465462. 
Reginald F. Thibodeau, A0828351. 
Howard N. Tomehak, A0707751. 
Armand L. Tremblay, A0756127. 
Leslie B. Van Hoy, A0793868. 
Charles D. Vollmer, A077+591. 
William H. Walding, A0722402. 
Joseph B. Warren, A0668675. 
Audrey H. Watkins, A0823180. 
William F. Welsh, A0881067. 
Fielding F. West, A0734286. 
Raymond E. White, A0818059. 
James M. Whitler, A01701035. 
Morris F. Williams, A0772627. 
Willie G. Williamson, A02068148. 
Richard C. Wilson, A0671324. 
William W. Wilson, A0448075. 
Thomas B. Wood, A02034653. 
William A. Wood, A0693443. 
Clyde w. Younger, Jr., A0711056 

To be second lieutenants 
LeDewey E. Allen, Jr., A0942534. 
Paul C. Arndt, A0877345. 
Jacob C. Baird, A02098450. 
John C. Ball, A0693249. 
James W. Barkwill, A02058394. 
Donald E. Beebe, A0812918. 
Jack R. Benson, A02020704. 
Robert J . Bissell, A0709267. 
Kenneth R. Bland, A02076513. 
Eugene L. Brady, A02066793. 
Albert W. Buesking, A02101606. 
Stuart R. Childs, A0667942. 
Robert W. Clark, Jr., A02076549. 
George D. Cooksey, Jr., A0761041. 
Arthur S. Cooper, A0785761. 
Roderick W. Coward, A08070424. 
Darrell S . Cramer, A0730390. 
Wallace L. Criswell, A0556380. 
Clarence G. Curry, Jr., A0590504. 
Robert W. Daniels, A0663869. 
Samuel A. Darby, Jr., A0772031. 
John Deas, A0834617. 
John F. Disharoon, Jr., A0840356. 
William Djinis, A0873732. 
Walter L. Doerty, Jr., A01908527. 
Joe B. Dougherty, A02017030. 
Henry J. Dunn, Jr., A0841177. 
Nathan B. Durham, Jr., A02093327. 
Burns R. Eastman, A0769405. 
John J. Eddington, A0727704. 
James I. Eden, A0587724. 
James B. F'1gan, A0714685. 
Walter B. Favorite, A0758973. 
Thomas J. Flake, Jr., A0791808. 
Donald S. Floyd, A0827413. 
Albert D. Fowler, A0568180. 
Elwood S. Fraser, Jr., A0707255. 
John T . Gaffey, A0739764. 
Kenneth H. Gallagher, A0756214. 
Robert J. Goebel, A0681645. 
Edmond D. Gray, A0833086. 
Robert G. Hageman, A0691748. 
Ermine L. Hales, A0689045. 
Grover L. Heater, Jr., A01848508. 
Clarence L. Hewitt, III, A0706390. 
John K. Higdon, A01847085. 
William M. Higgins, A0821012. 
Joseph W. Hinerman, A0825170. 
John P. Honaker, Jr., A0802115. 
Anderson B. Honts, Jr., A0817679. 
Gene Hopkins, A'.02080701. 
Alden F. Hughes, Jr., A0190868l. 
Milo F. Hunter, Jr., 02208626. 
Kenneth D. Hurley, A02078997. 
Thomas J. Hutchison, A0859622. 
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Paul G. Jameson. A0729344. 
Dale S. Jeffers, A0809812. 
Marvin W. Johnson, A0685233. 
Melvin E. Johnson, Jr., A02080603. 
Dale N. Jones, A0827212. 
Ralph F. Jones, A0424965. 
Richard W. Jones, A0721007. 
Charles Kaiser, Jr., A0711418. 
William C. Kaufman, A02092289. 
Bertram Kemp, A02057943. 
Eugene C. Kiger, Jr., A0565848. 
Iven C. Kincheloe, Jr ., A01904137. 
Edward E. Lane, A0773165. 
Arthur M. Lilley, A0481919. 
John L. Mansfield, A0842228. 
Reese S. Martin, A0834845. 
Ralph S. Matsen, A02093375. 
Joseph J. McCabe, A0794268. 
Charles G. McCarthy, A0930112. 
Richard M. McClure, A01846838. 
Carlton H. McConnell, A0729772. 
Eugene P. McGlauflin, A0820530. 
Thomas B. Meeker, A0664217. 
Norman F. Merritt, Jr., A0649092. 
William S. Miller, A0799224. 
Joseph P. Minton, A0710999. 
Theodore E. Mock, A02087681. 
Walter S. Moe, Jr., A0777212. 
Wilner P. Moon, A0772222. 
William J. Mulcahy, A0731323. 
David J. Murphy, A0725631. 
Naaman L. Myers, A0789587. 
George H. Normand, A0927371. 
James R. Norris, A0429971. 
Clyde A. Northcott, Jr., A0930213. 
Timothy G. O'Shea, A01559737. 
Henry G. Parrish, Jr., A0670227. 
Floyd A. Peede, Jr., A0820906. 
Jack I. Posner, A0834881. 
Jack B. Price, A0669923. 
George Rhodes, A0581130. 
Paul B. Rice, A0840855. 
Robert 0. Rollman, A0561937. 
Marvin O. Rowland, A01848730. 
Donald F. Rudolph, A0728739. 
Marvin W. Russell, Jr., A0779228. 
Gilmore L. Sanders, A02057418. 
Julius F. Sanks, A02071713. 
Floyd E. Saunders, A0591048. 
George H. Saylor, A0713969. 
Robert E. Schellhous, A0769954. 
Earl C. Schmeling, A0733735. 
Willis G. Shaneyfelt, A01849148. 
John L. Sherburne, A0808748. 
Clayton C. Sherman, A02093788. 
Robert W. Smothers, A0927836. 
Richard H. Spooner, A0701695. 
Ellis E. Stanley, A01846851. 
Philip Steiner, A01854146. 
Wesley T. Stewart, A0715635. 
John H. Strand, Jr., A0730988. 
Carl R. Swartz, A0738498. 
Milton G. Swearengin, A0861727. 
Ralph J. Swofford, A0688982. 
Harry W. Taylor, Jr., A01850152. 
Harvey J. Taylor, A02030078. 
Charles E. Teague, A02059374. 
Hal M. Terry, Jr., A0800968. 
William G. Thomas, A0439742. 
James W. Thompson, Jr., A0427791. 
James E. Tidwell, A02076041. 
Artyv T. Tisdail, A0778618. 
George E. Tormoen, A0743218. 
Joseph M. Tyndall, A0874094. 
John J. Voll, A0705511. 
Ernie A. Walker, A0835728. 
Ivan Ware, A01848706. 
Thomas W. Whitlock, A01908785. 
Johnny T. Williams, A01905387. 
Marshall G. Williams, A0719524. 
Alvin L. Wimer, A0785038. 
Voy A. Winders, A0797756. 
Francis L. Wright, A02093266. 
Henry C. Yawn III, A02068328. 
William H. Young, A0833454. 
The following-named persons for appoint• 

ment in the United States Air Force, in the 
grade indicated, with dates of rank to be 
determined by the Secretary of the Air Force 

under the provisions of section 506, Public 
Law 381, Eightieth Congress (Officer Per
sonnel Act of 1947), and section 301, Public 
Law 625, Eightieth Congress (Women's Armed 
Services Integration Act of 1948) : 

To be second lieutenants 
Marguerite Butler, AL1908804. 
Dolores J. Cleary, AL1908805. 
Marjorie L. Riepma, AL1904020. 
Mary B. Wilkinson, AL1853888. 

The following-named distinguished avia
tion cadets for appointment in the United 
States Air Force, in the grade indicated, with 
dates of rank to be determined by the Sec
retary of the Air Force under the provisions 
of section 506, Public Law 381, Eightieth 
Congress (Officer Personnel Act of 1947): 

To be second lieutenants 
William T. Capers III Otto K. Lahlum 
Robert J. Ford Donald E. Leiffert 
Gene R . Johnson Eugene C. Wicker 

Subject to physical qualification and sub
ject to designation as distinguished mili· 
tary graduates, the following-named dis
tinguished military students of the Senior 
Division, Reserve Officers' Training Corps, 
for appointment in the United States Air 
Force, in the grade of second lieutenant, with 
dates of rank to be determined by the Secre
tary of the Air Force under the provisions of 
section 506, Public Law 381, Eightieth Con
gress {Officer Personnel Act of 1947): 
Earl J. Collins Thomas C. Pinckney. 
David P. Frizell Jr. 
Edwin E . Lee, Jr. 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 29 <legislative day of 
May 17), 1951: 

UNITED STATES ATrORNEY 

Noel Malone, of Mississippi, to be United 
States attorney for the northern district of 
Mississippi. 

POSTMASTER 

ARKANSAS-TEXAS 

Arthur L. Jennings, Texarkana. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, MAY 31, 1951 

<Legislative day of Thursday, May 17. 
1951) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Dr. Clarence W. Cranford, Calvary 
Baptist Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: · 

We thank Thee, O God, for the dream 
that has made America great-the 
dream that on these shores men would 
find a sanctuary of freedom in which 
they could breathe the invigorating air 
of liberty. We thank Thee that here 
we believe m~n is a child of God, and 
not just a creature of the state; that 
here we believe it is the truth that sets 
men free, and therefore men must be 
free to seek the truth. We thank Thee 
for our freedom to acknowledge Thee 
according to the dictates of our con
science. Help us to use this freedom, 
not as a privilege to be abused but as 
a heritage to be preserved and to ·be 
shared with all. We pray in Jesus' 
name. Amen. 
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