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PREFACE

In the spring of 1970 I addressed a formal report to the chief
forester and staff of the United States Forest Service which recommended
a program of original research, writing, and gathering of documentary
evidence that would reveal the history of theForest Service and the
progress of national forest policy. A part of my report called for a fresh
and professionally conducted series of in-depth oral history interviews
with both retired U. S, Forest Service personnel and with persons
currently employed in key positions within the agency.

In February of 1971 the plan had been thoroughly reviewed by
chief and staff and by an ad hoc history committee of the Washington
office of the Forest Service and several cooperative agreements were
written to launch a professional examination of the subject. Among these
was one with the Forest History Society of Santa Cruz, California, which
provided for six in-depth interviews with Edward C. Crafts, former U.S.
Forest Service assistant chief for Program Planning and Legislation and former
director of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation; Frederick W, Grover, former
director of the Division of Land Classification; Verne L. Harper, former
deputy chief for Research; Earl S, Peirce, former chief of the Division of
State Cooperation; Hamilton K. Pyles, former deputy chief for Programs and
Legislation; and J. Herbert Stone, former regional forester for Region 6.

This initial oral history series puts its focus upon the origins and
development of the multiple-use concept. The interviews are not intended
to explore all the possible avenues of information obtained on multiple use
but to determine what gaps in knowledge on the subject might be filled by
going into the memories of six men who had viewed the developing history
from different aspects. Others should now be interviewed, most noteably
former Chief Forester Richard E. McArdle; director of the Division of
Legislative Reporting and Liaison, Reynolds G. Florance; and other key
persons such as associate chief, Arthur W, Greeley, and former director
of the Division of Budget and Finance, Howard E, Marshall.

The program was set up under the newly-created History Office
of the U. S. Forest Service and its chief, Mr. Clifford D. Owsley, I
would like to here acknowledge Mr, Owsley's assistance in planning this
series of interviews, My thanks are also expressed to John R, McGuire,
Gordon D. Fox, Richard F. Droege, Chester A. Shields, and many others
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in the Washington office of the U. S. Forest Service who contributed to

. the planning. Dr. Harold T. Pinkett of the National Archives, Natural
Resources Division, Dean Emeritus George A. Garratt of the Yale School
of Forestry, and Mr. John F. Shanklin, chairman of the Special Projects
Committee of the Forest History Society, made important contributions to

the planning of the program.

Special credit belongs to the members of the Oral History Office
staff of the Forest History Society for their tireless efforts to research
the careers of each man interviewed prior to the making of the interviews
and for their dedication to the highest standards of scholarly procedure in
transcribing, editing, indexing, and publishing the six volumes of which
this is a part. Dr,., Susan Schrepfer was the chief figure in this work and
was ably assisted by Mrs,. Barbara Holman and Miss Claudia Mehl. The
end products are, of course, the sole responsibility of their several
authors--the responents and the interviewers, Each interview series
has been read and corrected by the authors, and whatever errors of fact

may appear here are solely attributable to them.

Elwood R. Maunder
Executive Director
Forest History Society
Santa Cruz, California
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INTRODUCTION

From 1950 to 1962 Edward C. Crafts was one of the most influential
men in the Forest Service. Duringthis twelve-year period he functioned as
the service's liaison with Congress, formulated long-range programs for
the service, and worked in policy and general program development. He
was in charge of many dealings with other agencies and with the White
House. He often functioned as alternate for the chief of the Forest Service
when the latter was unavailable. He was the Forest Service's trouble
shooter, or to use his own words, he was "in charge of snakes." He kept
track of the Forest Service's enemies.

As the Forest Service's key man in legislative affairs during the
1950s and =arly 1960s, Crafts's position with regard to the Multiple Use-
Sustained Yield Act was pivotal. He has an insider's view of the impact
that Forest Service relations with other bureaus had on the history of
multiple use and the service's drive to obtain a congressional mandate to
practice multiple use. He recalls the reaction of some of these other
bureaus to the idea of such a Forest Service mandate. He can discuss
firsthand the decision to go ahead with the act, who agreed and who did
not, and how the wording of the act was determined. He vividly describes
the reaction of the lumbermen and the wilderness enthusiasts to this
piece of legislation. Most directly, however, he remembers the passage
of the act, the struggle to get administrative clearance, and the decision
to force the bill through in one session. Finally, he reacts to the question,
Was the act applied in the manner envisioned by those who formulated it?
Crafts's role as congressional liaison is a vital link in the history of
multiple use. But this was only one aspect of his lengthy career in natural
resource administration.

Edward Crafts joined the Forest Service in the early 1930s.
Assigned to the Intermountain and Southwestern Forest and Range Experiment
Stations, he focused his attention on grazing and watershed resesarch. He
can contribute firsthand information on these uses of the national forests
during the 1930s as well as observations on the impact of the New Deal on
multiple use and on relations between the Forest Service and other branchas
of the federal government during this troubled era.

From 1939 to 1950 Dr. Crafts worked in the Division of Forest
Economics in both California and Washington. A central problem of this
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period was the relationship between Forest Service appropriations and
revenue and its multiple-use policy, He relates his views on the impact
of World War II on the relative priority accordaed the various uses of the
national forests by the service.

Dr. Crafts became assistant chief in 1950. In the course of the
twelva years that followed he was involved with many legislative matters
bearing on multiple use, beyond the 1960 Multiple Use Act mentioned
previously. He helped prevent passage of the Stockmen's Grazing Bill,
facilitated settlement of the controverted Oregon and California Railroad
Lands, and aided in the passage of a multiple use mining act, the Wilder-
ness Bill, and many others. Dr. Crafts's description of how bureau
administrators interact with congressmen is perhaps one of the most
exciting portions of this interview,

In 1962 the Forest Service lost its troubleshooter, Edward Crafts
became director of the newly created, Department of Interior's Bureau of
Outdoor Recreation. In 1969 he retired from federal service but not from
active involvement in forestry and environmental affairs., Since 1969 he
has served as special articles editar for American Forests magazine;
lecturer at the University of California and Colorado State University;
director of the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources and the Forest History
Society; member of the National Camping and Conservation Committees,
Boy Scouts of America; and consultant to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
American Conservation Association, Corps of Engineers, Senate Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, and Natural Resources Council of America.
He is consulting forester for the National Parks and Conservation Associa-
tion and the Environmental Coalition, "

The interview that follows was made with Dr. Crafts in his austere
Washington, D. C., office at 1346 Connecticut Avenue, N,W,, where he
serves as conservation consultant for the Citizens Committee and other
clients. These sessions were held on the fourth, seventh, and ninth of
August, 1971. As the pages that follow show, Ed Crafts is a man of
independent views. As one might guess from his activities as assistant
chief, and as he admits, Crafts was never one to avoid the controversies
that accompanied any position he held. Thus, as exemplified by his stand
on public regulation of private timber practices, Crafts at times made
enemies. Not surprisingly his interview contains clearly enunciated
opinions. He is able to look at both the Forest Service and its enemies
with an objective eye.

*For a more detailed biographical outline of Edward C. Crafts,
see below, pp. 11-12.



The interview was fast-paced. Still in the throes of congressional
activities and anxious to be off on a trip to Europe, the normally impatient
Crafts did not allow the interview to ramble. Rarely was a question
finished before the answer was begun. His experience and capability as
a testifier before congressional committees is obvious in the transcript
that follows.

The rapid-fire style of discussion may also be due to the fact
that Ed Crafts is not new to the discipline of oral history. The present
interview was his fourth, In 1965 he was taped by Amelia Roberts Fry of
the Bancroft Regional Oral History Office on the subject of his activities
in the Forest Service. They discussed, at particular length, relations
between the Forest Service and other federal land departments., In 1969
he was interviewed by David G. McComb of the Lyndon Baines Johnson
Library. In 1969 and in 1970 William Moss of the John F. Kennedy Library
recorded sessions with Crafts. The interview with McComb and those
with Moss cover Crafts's years as director of the Bureau of Qutdoor
Recreation,*

The tapes from this interview were transcribed by Barbara D. Holman.
As interviewer, I then edited the transcript and sent it to Dr. Crafts for
review, With only minor revisions he returned it to the Forest History
Society, where it was given a final typing by Claudia Mehl. An index was
added by the interviewer., Copies of the manuscript, either in manuscript
or microfiche form, can be purchased from the Forest History Society. Use
of the transcript is governed by the copyright laws and a signed contract
between the Forest History Society and Edward C. Crafts,

Susan R. Schrepfer
Santa Cruz, California
June 14, 1972

*Edward C. Crafts, "Congress and the Forest Service, 1907-1962,"
tape-recorded interview in 1965 by Amelia Roberts Fry, Regional Oral History
Office Bancroft Library; tape-recorded interview in 1969 by David G. McComb,
Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential Library, Austin, Texas; tape-recorded
interview in 1969 by William W. Moss, John F. Kennedy Library, Waltham,
Massachusetts, 1972; tape-recorded interview in 1970 by William W. Moss,
John F. Kennedy Library, Waltham, Massachusetts, 1972.



Edward C. Crafts

1910, April 14 Born in Chicago

1928 to 1929 Student, Dartmouth College

1931 Summer assistant, Range research, Intermount-
ain Forest and Range Experiment Station, Ephraim,
Utah

1932 Bachelor of Forestry, University of Michigan

1932 to 1939 Range, watershed, forest management research.

Southwestern Forest and Range Experiment
Station, Flagstaff, Globe, and Tucson, Arizona

1933 to 1934 Studied law for a year, University of Michigan
1936 Masters of Forestry, University of Michigan
1940 to 1944 Forest economics, California Forest and Range

Experiment Station, Berkeley

1942 Doctor of Philosophy, Forest economics
University of Michigan

1944 to 1950 Chief, Division of Forest Economics, United
States Forest Service

1949 U. S. Delegate, Third World Forestry Congress,
Helsinki, Finland.

1950 to 1962 Assistant Chief, United States Forest Service

1962 to 1969 Director , Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation, Depart-

ment of Interior

1968 Honorary Doctor of Science, University of
Michigan
1969 to present Conservation consultant, Citizens Committee

on Natural Resources
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1969 Consultant to the governor of Puerto Rico
Lecturer, Colorado State

1970 Consultant, United States Army Corps of
Engineers
Awards
1960 Distinguished Service Award, United States

Department of Agriculture

1965 Distinguished Service Award, American Institute
of Park Executives

1967 Distinguished Service Award, United States
Department of Interior

1968 Rockefeller Public Service Award, Princeton
University

Professional Memberships

American Forestry Association
American Recreation Society

Forest History Society

Izaak Walton League, former member
National Conference on State Parks
National Parks and Recreation Association
National Parks Association

National Wildlife Federatim

Society of American Foresters, fellow
Sierra Club

Wilderness Society

Social Clubs

Cosmos Club
Phi Kappa Phi
Phi Sigma
Sigma Phi
Sigma Xi

xii



Susan R. Schrepfer graduated from the University of California,
Santa Barbara, in 1963 with an A. B. in history. From 1964 to 1965 she
was teaching assistant in Western Civilization at the University of
California, Riverside, where she took her M. A. in history in 1965.
She was an instructor in United States history at Mount San Antonio
College in Walnut, California, from 1965 to 1966. In 1967 she returned to
the Riverside campus as teaching assistant, where she remained until
spring 1969. At that time she took a position as researcher for the Save
the Redwoods League in San Francisco, From 1970 to the present she has
been a researcher and interviewer with the Forest History Society, Santa
Cruz, California; her special project is the multiple use of forest lands.
Since 1970 she has also functioned as a historical consultant to the
Sierra Club Foundation, In August 1971 she received her doctorate in
American history from the University of California, Riverside. The disser-
tation was entitled "A Conservative Reform: Saving the Redwoods, 1917
to 1940." She has also published in Forest History.
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THE EARLY YEARS

Introductory Remarks

Susan Schrepfer: 1 think we should start with where you were born, when,
and where you grew up. You were born in Chicago?

Edward Crafts: Yes. I was born in Austin, Illinois, on April 14, 1910,
Austin then was a suburb of Chicago but is now part of the city.

Let me say at the start that I can remember my youth accurately.
But when you start getting into questions beginning with my work,
which dates back forty years, some of the facts will slip away. There
will be some details missing and probably some inaccuracies in what
I say. I just hope that whoever may have access to this statement
will bear this in mind as they review it. I'll do the best I can, but
I'm sure, being an oral interview, that it won't be exactly the same
or as well balanced as if T had more time for research and study in its
preparation.

The other thing T would like to say is that the final arrangements
that are worked out for its use and availability will affect my editing
of the interview and degree of frankness and openness, There are some
things that are better left unsaid in everybody's experience, There
are some people who do not subject themselves to being interviewed
just for this reason.

You started out with where was I born. What do you want to
know about my boyhood and youth?

Childhood through College

SS: You grew up in Chicago?



EC: I was born in Austin, and I lived there until T was about ten or twelve
vears old, Then my family moved to the next suburb west, which was
Oak Park. 1 lived in Oak Park, finished grammar school there, went
to high school there, and lived there until I went away to college.
When my father died, my mother continued to live there up until almost
the time she passed away. So I frequently have visited Oak Park, but
I've never actually lived there since graduating from high school,
which was in 1928,

SS: How did you decide to go to Dartmouth?

EC: [Laughter.] I went to Oak Park and River Forest Township High School.
The word township makes it sound small, but it wasn't a small school
in those days. There were 492 in my graduating class. Dartmouth
was a popular place to go among the graduates of that high school at
that time. There were a lot of Dartmouth alumni living in Oak Park.
They recruited pretty heavily. They had dinners and gatherings where
they interviewed prospective candidates for the school and so on. The
local alumni group recommended me. I didn't really know where I wanted
to go. My parents sort of wanted me to go there, although they had
both gone to the University of Michigan and had graduated from there.
My sister was going to Smith, which is, of course, near Dartmouth.

I was accepted at Dartmouth and so decided to go there,

SS: What did you major in?

EC: Nothing. I was only there the freshman year and two months of my
sophomore year, You don't major in your freshman year. At that
time, all Dartmouth offered was liberal arts, so I took a general
liberal arts course in my freshman year. I enjoyed it, but there were
several drawbacks, You had to work very hard, The work was
extremely difficult., Dartmouth at that time was most isolated. You
lived in dormitories and ate in commons, which was fine, but you never
got out of that little village of Hanover., And there were long, cold
winters., I remember one time, over a period of three weeks in the
middle of winter, when the temperature never got above zero, While
I enjoyed the skiing--I learned that during my year at Dartmouth--and
enjoyed the beauty of the area, it got pretty tiresome. Also, it was a
man's school, It was not coeducational, so there was no social life,



A Career in Forestry

During that period I was working summers on a ranch in Wyoming.
Before that, while I was in high school, I spent my summers in northern
Minnesota on Rainy Lake, which is on the Canadian—Minnesota boundary
near what are now the Boundary Waters Canoe Area and the Voyogeurs
National Park. I lived most of the time camping out with a group of
boys on an island in Rainy Lake. That was really my first outdoor
experience. I bved that country and still do.

Then my father, who was general counsel for Armour and
Company, got me a job working on a ranch in southern Wyoming near
Encampment. This was called the Skyline Ranch. It was sort of a
combination of boy's camp and horse-raising ranch. They ran a couple
hundred head of cattle, but mainly they raised horses for the dude
trade down around Rocky Mountain National Park over the line in
Colorado. I worked two or three summers out there as a horse wrangler,

* That's where I got my first western experience, where I grew to like
the West, and where 1 became interested in ranching and grazing.
These experiences were going on during my last years in high school
and my first year in Dartmouth,

I sort of decided when I was in Dartmouth that I wanted to study
forestry. But my father was a lawyer; my grandfather had been a lawyer;
my uncles were lawyers., The whole family on the men's side were
lawyers. My parents naturally wanted me to study law. They didn't
press me, and I didn't think I would like law. I was pretty immature
at the time. I loved the New Hampshire country during the wintertime,
So really there were three outdoor experiences: one in Wyoming and
Colorado, one in Minnesota and southern Canada, and one in northern
New Hampshire, During that time, it was about 1929 or 1930, the
American Forestry Association came out with its issue commemorating
the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Forest Service. This was a very
exhaustive compendium and fascinating to me.,*

I think it's a combination of those outdoor experiences, my
frustrating exposure at Dartmouth, and that issue of American Forests
[American Forests and Forest Life ] magazine that sort of motivated me
to decide to enter forestry. I went back to Dartmouth in the beginning
of my sophomore year, but I was not happy and became impatient about
it, so I told my folks that I wanted to switch to Yale to study forestry.

*
American Forests and Forest Life Vol., 36 (July 1930).




SS:

EC:s

SS:

EC:

My dad came down and the two of us went to Yale in October. We
were very graciously received by Dean Graves, who at that time had
gone back to Yale after being chief of the Forest Service. I remember
we sat on the front porch of his home on a hot October day, and he
served us ice water, which is all he ever served, and he advised me
to go back to Dartmouth, finish my four years, and then, if T still
wanted to study forestry, come down to Yale and take the two-year
graduate program.,

I went back to Dartmouth and thought more about it. Again it
was the impatience of youth. If I had taken Dean Graves's advice, I
probably never would have studied forestry; I probably would have
finished at Hanover [Dartmouth is located at Hanover, New Hampshire ]
and then gone into law or medicine. But at that time, I didn't want to
spend three more years at Dartmouth, so in the middle of the first
semester of my sophomore year I transferred to the University of
Michigan and entered the preforestry curriculum. They had an under-
graduate forestry program as well as a graduate forestry program at
Michigan; whereas, at Yale they had only graduate studies, so I got
into forestry right away, I finished out my undergraduate work at
Michigan and graduated in 1932 in forestry.

In 1931 you worked for the Forest Service?

Yes, that was my first job with the Forest Service. Maybe before we
get into that I ought to finish my educational aspects, that is, if you
want to know them. Do you?

Yes.

When I graduated in 1932, I still had this law thing kicking around in
my mind, and so the following year I gave up forestry completely and
entered law school as a freshman in a three-year curriculum, I lived
in the law quadrangle and took the standard freshman law courses of
contracts, torts, property, pleading, criminal law, and so forth and
successfully completed the first year of law, By that time I decided
that I wanted to get married. I didn't want to keep on going to school
for two more years, so I decided I'd go back into forestry.

I went to work on a regular basis for the Forest Service--I'll go
into that when I get into work--and after a lapse of several years I
decided to get my master's degree, I arranged with Dean Dana
[ University of Michigan], who had been my dean during the under-
graduate period and still was dean there, to give me a half-year's
credit toward my master's in forestry for the full yvear T had spent in



law school. This was a special arrangement and a very gracious
thing for him to do. The law work, incidentally, was much harder
than forestry. I only had to spend one more semester, that is, a
half vear in forestry after the law, to get my master's, which I did
during the spring of 1936. I received my master's in June, 1936,
and returned, following that, to my Forest Service job.

Then after two more vears I decided to study for my Ph.D. and
wanted to switch from grazing work, which I'd been involved in up to
then, to forest economics. I arranged with the school [ University
of Michigan] to accept a project, the study of range and grazing
insurance against drought, for my doctoral dissertation. Thus, much of
my official work could be applied to the dissertation. This was a common
thing in those days. But I had to put in one more year of residence
at Ann Arbor to get my languages and other course work out of the way,
which I did in 1939 and 1940. Then it took me two more years to
complete the dissertation because I could only work on it at nights,

I finally completed the thesis and got my degree in 1942, That completes
the education story. Now where do you want to go?

Forestry Education in the 1930s

SS: When you were at the University of Michigan in the forestry program,
could you describe where the heaviest emphasis was placed in the
curriculum?

EC: That depended partly on your selection of courses, but they had one
professor there who attracted students more than the other professors.
I don't know, looking back, that he was necessarily a better teacher,
but they liked him., He was a strong personality and very stimulating
in class. This was Professor [Donald M, ] Matthews, who taught
forest management, I think the bulk of the students at the time I was
there--largely because of the fact that Matthews was the professor
of forest management--thought they wanted to practice forest manage-
ment. That's what I did, There were a few who specialized in
pathology, very few in economics, and a few in entomology and other
aspects of forestry. But the bulk of them were forest management
majors.

SS: Were there any courses in wildlife, range, and so on?



EC: At that time, T don't believe Michigan offered a course in grazing. They
did offer one in wildlife and one in recreation., They were very super-
ficial courses, As a matter of fact the whole forestry curriculum was--
you see, that was forty-five years ago--very different from present
studies. In the first place, there weren't too many foresters in the
United States to choose from to make up the faculty. I suspect that
the caliber of the faculty was possibly not as good as the caliber today.
On the other hand, most of the faculty members had had more practical,
nonacademic experience than is perhaps the case of many of the faculty
people today.

Also, the student body was not the caliber intellectually that
the student body is today. Forestry was still suffering from the idea
that you had to be a rough, tough, outdoor woodsman to be a forester,
and it attracted this type of individual. The entrance requirements
were less stringent in forestry than they were in some of the other
schools like law or medicine and other long-standing and recognized
professions, Forestry was struggling to become a recognized
profession. The courses were largely memory courses rather than
thinking courses, This was the fundamental difference between the
forestry curriculum and law school curriculum, Forestry was largely
memorizing what you were told, what you had in your notes, and
then repeating it back to the professor or writing it out on examinations.
One of the most fruitful experiences in the forestry curriculum was the
summer camp, which they held one summer in northern Michigan. You
learned a great deal up there.

S8: Would you describe your education in the forestry school as general
or technical ?

EC: The first two years were general, and the last two years were quite
technical.

SS: Do you think it equipped you to make the kind of judgments you have
had to make?

EC: No, but I don't think any curriculum would have. I think the further
you get away from school and the more responsibility you have thrust
on you, the less you use what you were taught in school. This might
not be the case in some highly technical physics and chemistry work,
but in the field of forestry that is true. When you get into the policy
field, which I was in for most of my career, this becomes a matter
of judgment, not of what you learned in school. What you learned in
school you draw on. It lets you communicate in technical terms with
technicians who are subordinates to you and who are still drawing on



SS:

EC:

SS:

their professional work more,

You learn, perhaps, to discipline yourself from your academic
experience, Particularly in your doctoral work, the very struggle that
you go through to get the degree teaches you self-discipline, applica-
tion, concentration, and this sort of thing. But the actual things
that you learned were not, in my case, used very much in my professional
experiences., When I was preparing for my orals, the dean summed it
up. I remember asking what to prepare for. He said, "Everything
you have ever had in any course in the university; everything you were
ever taught before you ever came to the university; and anything else
we think you ought to know regardless of whether you were ever
taught it or not." 1 thought this was a pretty comprehensive definition.
To answer your question, I didn't use very much of what I learned in
school.

Some people have criticized forestry schools for not giving a general
enough education, not equipping people to make multiple-use decisions
or value decisions.

The problem is, if you are going to have an undergraduate curriculum--
and I'm inclined to think you shouldn't because there is just too
much--you can't in four years give a course in liberal arts education

and also give students a professional education, There isn't enough
time or enough room in that year time span. The difficulty with most
foresters by and large has been their own basic intellectual capacity

and the fact that few have mastered the English language. They are

not able to articulate effectively or precisely by either the spoken

word or the written word, and they are not cultured people. That's a
pretty sad commentary but it is true. That is a very broad generalization.

Foresters in general have a very limited knowledge of political
science and sociology, and they think that what's involved in forestry
is trees, The trees are there, but the people who decide what is to
happen to these trees are much more important in the whole scheme of
things than are the trees themselves. Foresters by and large don't
understand this, Most of them don't believe it even if you explain it
to them. They will just not accept it, which I think is a great weakness
in foresters and the profession. 1 thoroughly believe that foresters
ought to be educated in the political, economic, and social realities
of things and then get their technical education. I think the direction
in which universities are going at the present time is probably in that
direction.

One last question on your education. Was the phrase multiple use



ever mentioned ?

EC: Never, The word had not become commonplace. I don't know whether
it had even been coined at that time, I do not recall ever having heard
the term multiple use when I went to school,

SS: Or various uses or coordinated uses or any phrase that might have
been a predecessor to multiple use?

EC: No. The thing that was the predecessor of multiple use was The Use
Book for the Forest Service, which was developed very early in the
history of the Forest Service.* I would guess around 1910. This
advanced the concept of the use of various commodities of the
national forests for the benefit of the people. 1 do not believe the
phrase multiple use appeared there, Idon't know if the phrase
coordinated use or a synonym or semisynonym appeared, I rather
think not. But the idea of use of the various resources of the public
lands that were within national forests was first put in print in_The
Use Book. It reflected the very strong philosophy of Gifford Pinchot.

SS: Then when you went to forestry school vou believed that logging was
the most important use in the forest?

EC: No, I didn't mean to imply that, Do you mean was I under the belief
that tree growing and timber harvesting were the most important uses
of the forests?

SS: Yes,

EC: We were taught in school--and this goes back to the Weeks Act, which
I believe was passed about 1911, before I was in school--that forest
management and watershed management were the two most important
uses in national forests.** Of course, we did not study forestry only
from the standpoint of national forests. We must remember this, We
studied forestry in the abstract or in the broader context of the federal
public lands, the state and local public lands, and the private lands.
But the great emphasis was on the tree aspect. There is no question
about that.

*
The Use Book, Regulations and Instructions for the Use of the
National Forests (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1907).

*%
Weeks Act of 1 March 1911, ch. 186, 36 Stat. 961,

16 U.S.C. sec, 500 (1964).



Specializing in Grazing Research

SS: When you first went to work for the Forest Service, it was in grazing?

EC: Grazing research, The way that came about was one of those peculiar
happenings. [Pause.] I'm trying to reconstruct it in my mind. You
know, events that you don't realize at the time sometimes end up by
shaping vour life, Well, this one did for several years. You see, as
I have said, I had worked on a ranch before ever joining the Forest
Service. I wanted to work out West, and I thought I wanted to get into
grazing work because my interests were stimulated by the ranch work.
I was in forestry school and Michigan did not teach range management,
but Dean Dana knew of my desires to get into grazing work. He wrote
W. R, Chapline, who was chief of the Division of Range Research, and
told him that he had this student who was interested in grazing work,
was doing reasonably well in school , and was interested in a summer
assistant job in the Forest Service in grazing work.

Chapline still lives here in Washington, D,C, He was the great
architect of Forest Service grazing research, and I really don't think
he's ever had the credit for it. He was aggressive, very dedicated,

a tremendously hard worker, and he was very alert in recruiting people.
He responded with interest, Once when he was passing through
Chicago--this happened to be when I was home, spring vacation or
something--he called up and came out to dinner at the house and met
my parents and me, We talked, We liked him and T guess he liked

me and so on.

There followed another incident. My father, through his job
with Armour and Company, occasionally had to come to Washington.
Because of my interest in working with the Forest Service, he called
on the Forest Service, At that time [Robert Young] Stuart was chief
of the service. My father asked to see Stuart and he did. Stuart
was an old-time Forest Service man, whom I never met, and he sort
of turned my father off, My father was not very well impressed with
Stuart. Apparently he was not a very outgoing sort of man; I really
don't know, Subsequently Stuart jumped or fell out of the window at
the Atlantic Building, which is another story. It has never been
settled whether it was accidental or job pressure causing suicide. I
was there when that happened. But, because of my interest in
grazing, he referred my father to Chapline. My father went down and
visited with Chap. Those were the two meetings with Chapline that
led up to his offering me a summer job at what was then the Great
Basin Forest and Range Experiment Station located high in the mountains
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just east from Ephraim on the then Manti National Forest.

This was one of the early sites of grazing research. It started
way back in the days when the sheep were tramping out the high
mountain country of Utah in the summertime. I went there and spent
the summer of 1931 as a flunky, a field assistant, got $70 a month,
lived in a tent, and had a wonderful time. I learned a great deal., I
did grazing research, whatever they wanted me to do, mostly examina-
tion of various kinds of plots, some foot herding of cattle. I worked
from the desert country around Ephraim clear up into the high alpine
country. I did some watershed work because they had some control
areas of small watersheds, shoveled out the bins after floods, and
measured the soil; I took stomach samples of cattle that had been
poisoned by larkspur, milked the dairy cows, this type of work., I
learned a lot and liked it.



SOUTHWESTERN FOREST AND RANGE EXPERIMENT STATION, U, S. FOREST
SERVICE, 1932 to 1939

Grazing Research

SS:

EC:

And so you returned?

Yes. In 1932 I went back West and worked another summer between
the time I got my forestry degree and entering law school. This time
they sent me to the Fort Valley Experiment Station in northern Arizona,
which was about ten miles out of Flagstaff. This was in ponderosa
pine, an entirely different forest and range type from the Great Basin.
It was before there was a southwestern forest and range experiment
station; Fort Valley was even older than Great Basin, which was
started in 1912, Fort Valley was started, I believe, in 1908. The
principal project for Fort Valley involved damage to pine reproduction
caused by cattle and sheep during the summer grazing period.” To put
it in a nutshell, it was very dry country, the animals get thirsty, and
then they nibble off these succulent new leader tips of young pine trees.
The Forest Service was going at this from two directions. It had a
forest management study which was blaming a lot of things on cattle
and sheep. Then it had the grazing people, who were looking at it
from a different set of glasses, who were really trying to prove the
livestock weren't creating much damage and were not killing many
trees, maybe just slowing up their growth a little bit.

I was assigned to the grazing team. I worked under a man by
the name of C. K. Cooperrider, who was a very interesting fellow. He
was a grazing expert and a watershed expert, and he had come out
from central Ohio to northern New Mexico when he was a young man
because he had tuberculosis. A lot of these Forest Service people
forty or fifty years ago were men who had originally come to the
Southwest because of illness and had subsequently gone to work for
the Forest Service because it was outdoor work and healthy work. He
was one of that group. I enjoyed this; it was an interesting experience.
I worked with two other field assistants, one named Gordon Merrick,
who is now dead, and a fellow named Bill Beveridge, who is now
retired and who worked on up and became supervisor of the Prescott;
Bill spent his career out there.

11
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Also, I was exposed to G. A, [Gus] Pearson, who was the first
director of the station and a forest management specialist. I did some
thinning work on the Fort Valley experimental forest under Gus Pearson.
I had a little interesting experience that I have always remembered. 1
thinned these plots as I thought they ought to be thinned, and then
while I was waiting to get a ride back to the station, Gus came along
to look over what I had done because I was brand new and green as
grass. He had with him Quincy Randles, who was the chief of forest
management in the Albuguergue regional office. Here were the two
top timber management men in the region--Pearson the head research
man and Quincy Randles the top administrative man--and they disagreed
thoroughly between themselves as to whether my thinning was done
properly or not.

I thought to myself that if these two experts and veterans—--these
men were in their sixties at that time, and here was T in my twenties--
with all their years of experience and knowledge couldn't agree between
themselves how to thin some saplings, why should I worry? That was
a very disillusioning experience, and it showed to me how imprecise
the practice of forestry was. Forestry really is a judgment matter.
Then it was almost a vocation, not a profession, even though foresters
were trying their best to get public acceptance of forestry as a profes-
sion. Gus and Quincy were poles apart. Nobody could ever reach
a final determination whether livestock really did do a major disservice
and damage to the trees or not. Depending on vour point of view, the
range men thought one way and the silviculturists thought another,
Here was another example of the impreciseness of the practice of the
art of forestry and wild land management. But I liked it nevertheless.
Then I went back to law school.

History of Grazing on the National Forests

SS:

EC:

It was awhile before grazing was accepted as part of the function of
the national forests, wasn't it? It would have been before your time,
but was it fully accepted that grazing should be carried on in the
national forests by the time you joined the service?

I think you're misinformed on that. Let me give you a little of the
history. The national forests were created mostly around 1905.
Before that they had been uncontrolled public lands, and one of the
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reasons they were created was, not to control the timber industry,
but really to control the grazing. That time was the heyday of the
livestock profession in the West, Livestock were ranging on public
lands in excessive numbers, particularly on the summer range, and
uncontrolled. When they set the national forests aside, many of the
ranges were just dust beds.

The early forest ranger's principal job was custodial, which was
patrolling the boundaries for fire and grazing, He had to be able to
ride a horse and shoot as well as his stockmen counterparts. And he
didn't have to know forestry or tree growing. This all came later.
The first job of the Forest Service for the national forests was custodial,
protection of the national forests from fire, trespassing, and overgrazing.

The second big job was range management. This was to patrol
the resources and also to provide a buffer between the big, powerful
rancher and the small homesteader, This was the beginning of the
basis for granting grazing permits on the national forests, which holds
to this day. They are allocated by the Forest Service, They are not
awarded to the highest bidder., If you stop to think about it, timber is
sold under one system, which is sale to the highest bidder. Grazing
is parceled to individual permittees by selection of the Forest Service,
and to this day the method by which the two resources--grass on one
hand and trees on the other--are made available to the user, is
fundamentally different. This goes back to the fact the Forest Service
was trying to help the small rancher and the homesteader, and it
allocated grazing privileges by administrative selection. So grazing
had its heyday in the Forest Service in the late teens and in the
twenties,

Later, timber began to come into the picture. The big push on
timber utilization, and where timber in effect passed grazing as the
primary function of the national forests, came about the time of
World War II. It was in the last thirty years. There was some of
it during World War I, such as the Sitka spruce for airplane purposes
and this sort of thing. That was very specialized, But the big push
on timber was synonymous with World War II,

Was the shooting over by the time you got out there?

They didn't shoot at each other too much. Once in awhile there

would be a flare-up. A lot of times men carried guns, but they'd
shoot competitively for sport, Sometimes we carried rifles in our
pickups, but we didn't carry side arms. There was only one time that
I was shot at, and this was by accident. When I came into the picture
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in the early thirties, the danger was not with the stockmen at all. I
don't mean to leave that impression in any sort of way; that was past,
I would say that ended in the late teens.,

The danger was from the hunters, and it still is. One time I
was working up there at Great Basin, and I was down in the grass
measuring a plant. It was during the fall hunting season, and my
clothes were tan in color. I didn't have a red hat, which I should have
had. The first thing I was aware of was the bullet hitting the fence
post right next to me; then I heard the shot and I looked up at a
fellow across the canyon getting ready to shoot again., He had seen
me move a little and thought T was a deer. I got up and waved and he
stopped. But he got off two shots first.

SS: Was there much pressure from the grazing permittees to have the season
extended?

EC: Yes, to have the season extended and to have numbers increased.
There was then, and there is now,

Wildlife: Competition with Livestock

S5S: Was there much conflict or any awareness of a conflict between the
needs of wildlife and range livestock?

EC: Wildlife in those days pretty largely took care of itself, There wasn't
much active wildlife management, There was a lot of hunting, and
there was a lot of wildlife. They were just beginning to get into
wildlife management in an affirmative way. Also, despite lip service
to the water resources of the national forests, they were just beginning
to get into watershed management in an affirmative way. By an
affirmative way I mean doing positive things to improve watershed
control, to manage the water yield, and to manage wildlife habitat
other than just letting them take care of themselves. The thing that
they were really zeroing in on was grazing. And they were trying to
learn the silvicultural aspects of tree growing.

SS: It was my understanding that during the forties the Forest Service
increased the wildlife herds significantly and this caused conflict,
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I think that is probably right. By that time--you are jumping from the
late twenties and early thirties up to the forties--wildlife habitat
management had become an active part of the managing of various
resources of the national forests, and wildlife responded by increased
numbers, When these animals increase, they are competitive with
domestic livestock. So I would say, yes, that there was always
competition, even on my first job down on the old Tusayan National
Forest, which was not then part of the Kaibab National Forest. There
were very large herds of antelope, and they did eat the same stuff

as the cattle. There were some elk in there, too. By the forties,
wildlife herds really had begun to recover, and in some places there
were excesses of wildlife population.

This was true back in the thirties, as on the north side of the
Grand Canvon on the old Kaibab forest, which is an uplifted island
of summer range where the deer are stuck during the summertime.
They can't get off because there is nothing to eat down below. There
was an overpopulation of deer, mainly coming out of the Grand Canyon
National Park, and in the wintertime they would drop off the high
country into the brush country on the side slopes. There wasn't as
much winter feed as there was summer feed. The deer would starve
to death by the hundreds and thousands because they ran out of winter
feed. This was not so much competition with livestock; it was just
too many deer for the winter feed supply.

Political Influences in the Grazing Service

S8

EG:

To skip back again to 1934 and the Taylor Grazing Act; that act put
the unreserved Public Domain, which was important to grazing, into
the Interior Department. Do you recall having any reaction or
subsequent reactions to that bill?

At the time the bill passed in 1934 T was a junior range examiner. I
practically didn't know anything about it, I was not involved in

policy or legislation at that time. I heard about it and read about it,
but T didn't have any personal exposure. The Taylor Grazing Act didn't
affect the Forest Service directly. Our work wasn't affected by this
sort of thing. In general we thought the Taylor Grazing Act was a very
good step, and I still think it was. But its impact on myself personally
or on the Forest Service management was nil.
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I do recall shortly after the Taylor Grazing Act passed, and I
may have my timing a little wrong here, that C, L. Forsling, who was
director of the Great Basin Experiment Station when I first worked
there--it subsequently became the Intermountain Experiment Station--
had been moved to Washington and promoted to assistant chief of the
Forest Service in charge of all research., He left the Forest Service
to move over to interior to become head of the Grazing Service. He
had me come over there on loan from the Forest Service for a period
of several weeks to make an analysis for him based strictly on my
own views, He didn't want me to consult with anybody. He wanted
to know what I thought of some of the things they were doing and
trying to do in the Grazing Service, particularly with respect to
grazing fees; their fees were very much lower on the Public Domain
than the comparable fees of the Forest Service, So I had that brief
exposure. I might just say as an aside that Forsling did try to raise
grazing fees, and as a result, he lost his job. Senator [Patrick]
McCarran of Nevada forced his resignation,

The Grazing Service, which evolved into the Bureau of Land
Management, until this day has had a very rocky road in so far as
its chiefs or directors are concerned because, being in the Department
of Interior, it has been much more vulnerable to political influence at
the top. It was subject to more pressures than the Forest Service was.
I know this is getting away from the subject, but I want to put it in.
It holds to this day because the next assistant chief of the Forest
Service who took a whirl at the BLM was Boyd Rasmussen., This
happened only in the last year or two. Boyd was director of the
Bureau of Land Management for about five years, and within the last
few months he has been forced out by the Nixon administration. I
don't know whether it was Secretary [Rogers C. B.] Morton or whether
the pressures on this came from the White House, but he has been
forced out of his job and given a place to sit as a special assistant
to the secretary. In other words, he has been kicked upstairs., This
is a shame because it affects the whole image of the Interior Department.,
It also affects the image and morale of the Bureau of Land Management,
Boyd was one of the best directors the Bureau of Land Management ever
had.,

Wouldn't it have been better if the Grazing Service had been put in
agriculture ?

: [Laughter,] That's a moot question. Way back the national forests

were in the Department of Interior under the General Land Office.
Then they were transferred to agriculture, and ever since that transfer
the question comes up constantly whether it would be better for the
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national forests to be moved back to interior and merged in some sort
of way with the other Public Domain lands or whether it would be
better to move the Public Domain lands over to agriculture for merging
with the Forest Service. 1 could talk for several days on that subject,
both ways, and I think it is premature to get into that discussion now.

I'd like to talk about it later. What I am getting at now is whether
there was any awareness of this issue at that time that the Taylor
Grazing Act was passed?

An awareness, ves, but I think the issue was fairly quiet at that
point. It came up again at the time of the first Hoover Commission.

Establishing the Parker Creek Experiment Station

SS:

EC:

After you left range research you went into water research?

No. When I was down in the Southwest, first I was a junior range
examiner, and then they were able to promote me to assistant forest
ecologist. I was in a training assignment really. They would give
me different jobs, For awhile I worked in grazing under [C, K. ]
Cooperrider. Cooperrider also had watershed research under him.
That was just starting. One of the first moves was to prospect for
and find a locality to carry out watershed research, He and I together
prospected the national forests of Arizona for that purpose, and he
finally decided on an area on Parker Creek on the Tonto National
Forest., I remember he and I went there before there was anything
there and climbed that creek to see whether--this was very dry
country--it would be possible to get enough water out of that creek
for people to live there and to develop an experiment station there.
One time I was going up over a ledge and practically ran into a
rattlesnake, but that's beside the point., So I was in watershed work
looking for a site with Cooperrider--1 was a flunky--and he decided
on Parker Creek, which we called it in those days. We called it the
Parker Creek Experiment Station. We first started out with some tents
and then built a few houses., It was called Parker Creek for quite a
number of years. Then the name was changed to Sierra Ancha, and
that is what it is known as today. Most of the people in the Forest
Service never heard of the Parker Creek Experiment Station. First it
was named for the creek or watershed; now it is named for the
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mountains behind it.

Arthur Sampson

SS: Were you acquainted with the work of Arthur Sampson?

EC: Yes, I should have mentioned Sammy when I was talking about the
Great Basin. He started the Great Basin around 1912, I believe.
That was really his living monument. Many of the plots that we
examined and experiments that we carried on were things that were
started by him, and I remember one summer that I was there he came
to visit., I don't know how old he was at that time, but he was a
middle-aged man, very vigorous, and a great believer in physical fitness.
He would stand with the young fellows and throw one of these very
heavy medicine balls around, which greatly impressed me. He was
a very fine gentleman. I have a high regard for him. The same applies
to Mr. [G. A.] Pearson. He was one of the pioneers, too, and I don't
think either Sammy, Pearson, [C. K. ] Cooperrider, or a lot of these
pioneer men have had the credit that they should have.

I might say this, I haven't been back to Great Basin, so I
don't know the condition it is in, but I have been back to Fort Valley
near Flagstaff a number of times; the last time only a month ago.
Fort Valley is dilapidated, run down, and unstaffed; they moved the
offices into town. The Forest Service is letting these early monuments
to research, these early field experiment stations, gradually disappear,
which I think is a mistake. 1 think Great Basin, Fort Valley, and
Wagon Wheel Gap insouth central Colorado should be kept in a condition
sort of as monuments to the way the work first was carried on. I also
think it is very good experience for a man to live under those conditions
out in the area where the experiments are, rather than come in and
live in an apartment in a town of 25,000 people, work in air-conditioned
guarters, in university surroundings, and so forth., I think they miss
something. It is partly the experience, the conditioning process. But
anyway, the Forest Service is doing this, and T want to say I think it
is a mistake, and it's too bad.
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Forest Service Research: Pure or Applied?

SS: In vour years in research who decided what you were going to do
research on?

EC: When I was in grazing research, Chapline was the ultimate boss., At
the field level it was Cooperrider in the Southwest and Forsling up
at Great Basin. Then when I was over in watershed work it was still
Cooperrider; 1T was only in that a very short time. Then I was switched
over to forest management work, which also was at Fort Valley, and
there my immediate boss was Bert Lexen, who subsequently became
assistant chief of forest management research in Washington. He is
now retired and living near Ludington, Michigan. Above him was
Pearson, who was a forest management man and director of the
experiment station. Also, along came Arthur Upson, who succeeded
Pearson as director. He is still living and is in Tucson. There were
various individuals. When I was in forest products research, which
was not until I got to California--partly in California and partly in
Washington--the real boss was a fellow named George Trayer, who
was chief of the Forest Products Research Division here in Washington.

S5: Was any pure research done where you could follow a lead, or was it
administratively directed?

EC: You mean where 1 just followed the lead?

S8S: Yes.

EC: No. It was all administratively directed.

SS: Is it ever anything else in the Forest Service research?

EC: I can't speak for now., In those days, to the best of my knowledge, it
was always administratively directed and planned. They always had
a research plan or a work plan for the totality of range research in the
Southwest, Then they would have more specific project sheets for
each individual experiment, and they had to be updated every vyear with
an annual report. Youweren't turned loose in a laboratory or out in
the woods to just wander around and see what you came up with, It
was very tightly controlled, It was, what they might call now,
empirical research, applied research is the better term. It was
applied research as distinct from what you might call pure research.
I think the Forest Service now with better trained technicians, better
facilities, and more money has gone into pure research to a considerable
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degree,
Do you think the fact that it was applied made it more effective?

I think it was the proper approach at that time. The whole art of land
management had a pretty practical and applied tone. We didn't have
the money or techniques to enjoy the luxury or sophistication of pure
research, It was the proper thing to do in those days in my opinion.

Grazing Surveys in New Mexico and Arizona

SS:

EC:

Do you recall any awareness of multiple use during the thirties?

I can't remember the words., I can't remember when I first began to
hear the words, I think it was around the time of World War II.

But certainly we were trying it in the thirties, The Forest Service
was engaged in multiple use, meaning the grass, the timber, the
water, the wildlife, and so on. It may be the term was used some,
but I can't recall specific instances. 1 think we were moving much
more toward the consciousness of multiple use, but the term was not
a common one in the thirties,

You asked what I was doing in grazing research. This was
certainly applied research or perhaps not even research., Two special
assignments that I had when I was in grazing are maybe worth mentioning.
This is the way things worked in those days; people were loaned around,
You were switched from one job to the other. I was loaned by the
Forest Service for three months to the old Agricultural Adjustment
Administration. This was during the depression. 1 was loaned to
survey the grazing capacity of ranches in eastern New Mexico.
Depending upon the grazing capacity that T would estimate for that
ranch, the owner would be qualified to receive a certain payment
from the federal government to help tide him over the depression
period when he couldn't market his livestock. This was done in
De Baca County in eastern New Mexico, along the Pecos River in
the short-grass plains.

It was a very fruitful and valuable experience to me, my
exposure to the stockmen and to different range types. There was no
really real research. It was grazing surveys. The ranchers would
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test you; they'd come in and pound on your door. I lived in a little
rooming house in the town of Fort Sumner. They'd come around and
pound on vour door at five o'clock in the morning, get vou up, and
say they were ready to go to work. In those days it was illegal to
shoot antelope. A lot of times I would eat lunch at the ranch house,
and the rancher's wife would put on a nice lunch and so on. They
were very hospitable people. Her husband would often say, "My,
isn't this fine mutton we're eating?" And I'd know perfectly well
we were eating antelope. But part of the protocol was that you
weren't suppose to admit this., It was fun,

The other special assignment was a range utilization survey
of all of the ranger districts in Arizona. They were sending a
supposed range expert, which in this case was myself, to each
ranger district on every national forest in the state of Arizona to
form an opinion as to the condition of the ranges and to try to develop
some guidelines or utilization standards for what would be the
proper degree of utilization for the particular range conditions that
were found., We worked on this utilization standards project and
did develop some guidelines, reports, and so on. But the valuable
part of that to me was the exposure I had to every ranger district
and the knowledge that I gained of the national forests in Arizona.
I probably know those forests better than anyplace else in the
country, and it goes back to that experience because I was on
every district with the ranger for several days. These were training
assignments, and they knew it, It was partly to give what I could
contribute and partly to make me more valuable in the organization.
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Multiple Use and the New Deal

SS:

EC:

S5S5:

EC:

Did the legislation of the New Deal have much impact?

I have described the impact the AAA legislation had on me. Then
there were the three Cs. 1 was never assigned to a Civilian
Conservation Corps camp to live, but I was assigned as a supervising
technician to the Civilian Conservation Corps camp located at Mormon
Lake on the Coconino National Forest outside of Flagstaff. I lived

at Fort Valley, but I went down each day and went out with the crew,
These were tree-thinning crews, 1 also did some fire fighting with
the CCC boys out of those camps. Later on, when I was located at
Parker Creek, the labor to construct the houses, the lysimeters, and
some of the research installations was CCC labor, and I was a
technical foreman. 1 supervised the construction of some of these
research installations, which were major installations: concrete
jobs, ditches and conversions, equipment installations, and all that
sort of thing., There was quite a bit of work with the CCCs and this,
of course, was a spin-off of that. Then we surveyed acre-square
timber plots at Coulter's ranch on the Coconino National Forest

using three Cs money.

So would you say that the New Deal legislation furthered the multiple-
use concept?

Yes. There is no question that the New Deal helped put the national
forests in shape. This is the greatest thing that ever happened to

the national forests, Up to that time, as I say, it had been custodial,
protective, and scrimping for people and money. All of a sudden they
got all this money and all this labor, and what did they do? They
built fences, water holes, stock tanks, salt grounds, trails, roads,
recreation improvements, campgrounds, and structures of all sorts,
This is where recreation got its first great boost. They could do a
better job of fire patrol as well as insect and disease control because
they had this tremendous source of unskilled labor available to them.
As I say, it was a milestone in making the transition from custodial
protection to a management function in the national forests. They

put the national forest house in order, and then the service could move
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into management, That is what the CCC did, and it jumped national
forest management ahead a quarter of a century.

How about TVA?

Do you mean the impact of TVA on the national forests? The
Tennessee Valley Authority is localized, It had relatively little
impact on the national forests, except in connection with some of the
dams that were built or the waters that backed up into the national
forests., TVA developed its own forestry organization, It did go into
forestry but not closely connected with the Forest Service.,

I was thinking of it more as an example of a form of multiple use?
I think you're right. It's a multiple-purpose project, The Corps of

Engineers is, too. Reclamation is, too. They don't call it multiple
use; they call it multiple purpose, but it's basically the same thing.

Recreation in the 1930s and 1940s

S5

BC:

SS:

EC:

You mentioned recreation being advanced by the New Deal. What
was the attitude of most of the men in the Forest Service toward
recreation at that time?

They thought it was kind of foolish. That's wrong; I thought you
were going to ask something else, Not the rangers; they thought it
was great, [ thought you were going to ask what was the attitude
of the people who lived on the national forests or on inholdings.
They thought it was kind of foolish because whenever they had any
free time, they wanted to go to town, and they couldn't see why
anvbody would want to come out on the forest for recreation. As far
as the rangers and the men above them and below them were concerned,
they recognized the need, and it helped them control people, helped
provide better facilities, and helped reduce the fire hazard., They
were all for it.

Was there any feeling that recreationists were getting in the way of
what the Forest Service's prime purpose was?

I didn't sense this from the Forest Service people. There was this
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feeling by the users of other forest resources--by the lumbermen and by
the stockmen. They felt the recreationists were getting in their way;
they always have and still do. They give lip service now to recreation,
and they have adjusted to it by now. It is so tremendously important.,
But in those days they thought it was kind of silly and sort of odd.

This was natural. I don't say this in derogatory terms, They were
adjusting to something new,

Do you think the Forest Service was slow or dragged its feet in the
development of recreation, especially during the thirties and forties?

No. Not then. The Forest Service was in the van; it was in the

front lines. There was a former assistant chief of the Forest Service,
Lee [Leon F. ] Kneipp. He was in charge of the Division of Lands. He
came out of Region 3, which was the Southwest, and he had a vision
that nobody in the Forest Service did as to the future of recreation on
the national forests. If one wants to, they can go back and get this
twenty-fifth anniversary issue of American Forests magazine which
came out in 1930. There is an article in it by Lee Kneipp on recreation
on the national forests that could have been written today.* The
Forest Service at that time led the way in recreation on federal lands.
In those days it was way ahead of the Park Service, BLM didn't have
any recreation., The Forest Service was developing facilities,
developing ways of handling people, was way out on the vanguard.

This was during the CCC days and the early forties, but then
when the big push on recreation came, from 1950 on, the Forest
Service slipped behind for a variety of reasons. They slipped behind
because of the pressure on them for timber and because Congress
would give money for other things but not recreation. Those were the
two principal reasons. Also, the Forest Service just didn't happen to
have people with the foresight on recreation that they should have had
who were given responsible policy positions. It was a combination of
those three things. They got way behind, and they have been playing
catch-up ever since about 1955, They are not caught up yet with
their needs, but they certainly are aware of it now and are doing the
best they can.

*
L. F. Kneipp, "Forest Recreation Comes of Age," American
Forests and Forest Life Vol., 36 (July 1930): 415-419,
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Relations between the Forest Service and the Park Service

SS:

B

Were you aware of any rivalry between the Forest Service and the Park
Service in the thirties and forties ?

Not in the thirties, I wasn't knowledgeable then. In the forties, it
was beginning to develop even more, There were problems in the
thirties. I wasn't exposed to them so I didn't think of them. But, for
instance, there was the Olympic National Park controversy; this was
at the time when FDR was president. I believe [Earle H.] Clapp was
associate chief. I think I have my facts right. This was one of the
big fights, the proposal to enlarge the Olympic National Park, and this
was one of the prime reasons why Clapp never got to be chief of the
Forest Service. He crossed FDR on the Olympic National Park.

Consider the national parks of the West: the Olympic, Rainier,
Lassen, Sequoia, Kings Canyon, Yosemite, Grand Canyon. Go right
down the list of the big ones that come to your mind. All of them
were carved out of the national forests. The Forest Service was the
have agency; the National Park Service was the have-not agency. So
they were taking land away from the Forest Service and making it into
national parks. The Forest Service resented this bitterly and fought it,
sometimes in the open, sometimes undercover., Yellowstone was
created prior to the creation of the national forests. Except for
Yellowstone and possibly a few other exceptions, the national parks
were just cut out of the national forests. Most of them in the West
today are surrounded by national forests.

Even after the parks were established, there were continuing
boundary problems. There was an awful flap about Kings Canyon,
which I don't know the details of. There were constant boundary
problems, trades back ard forth between agencies. The Forest
Service felt it was all a one-way street with everything going in the
direction of the parks. They feel that way up to this day. I took part
in one when I was director of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation in
interior. I helped create the North Cascades National Park. It was
carved out of parts of five national forests, but T had recommended
a park be created there when I was still in the Forest Service, after
I had made an inspection over there. It was not a position change on
my part.

The Forest Service should have recognized that there was a
place for the national parks in the American scheme of things and not
tried to be so possessive. It should have cooperated on a more
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statesmanlike plane with interior in the creation of national parks.
That's my view. On the other hand, this was difficult to do because
the National Park Service was very grabby; you couldn't trust them.
We obtained documents we weren't suppose to see from the Park
Service showing they had aims on fifty million acres of national forest
lands. This was in the 1950s and part of the beginning of Mission 66.
So this great distrust between the two agencies existed. This feeling
had its ups and downs; sometimes cooperation was fairly good, and

at other times it was bitter. It fluctuated with personalities--with
secretaries and with heads of the two agencies.

Hasn't there been a division within the National Park Service itself as
to the character of relations with the Forest Service? 1 know in my
research I studied John Merriam who worked closely with Newton
Drury. They felt somewhat differently than some of the Park Service
personnel toward the Forest Service and had a different conception

of what the division between the Forest Service and the Park Service
should be.

You mean these men did?
Yes.

That undoubtedly is true. There were differences of viewpoint among
individuals in the Forest Service and in the Park Service., Newton was
head of the Park Service for awhile. The real troubles with the Park
Service came in the very early days of the Park Service and then again
during the period when Connie Wirth was director. Connie was
ruthless and unscrupulous in his efforts to build the National Park
Service and the national park system into what he thought it ought

to be. And [George] Hartzog, the current director, is following pretty
much the same pattern. During the tenure of these two men there

has been great suspicion between the two agencies, 1 think more so
than when Drury was director,

How about during the period when Secretary Ickes [Secretary of Interior
Harold L. Ickes]was in?

That was one of the worst times. He was very grabby. He wanted the
Forest Service in its entirety. This was one of the big fights, the
move by Ickes to try to transfer the Forest Service into interior, I
just can't go into the details of all that. I don't know them all as I
was not personally involved. I was in the Forest Service at the time.
This was one of the things that Clapp, who was then acting chief of
the Forest Service, prevented and got caught in the process. This is
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the other real reason why he was never made chief of the Forest
Service by [Franklin D.] Roosevelt. Although he functioned as chief
for four years, they denied him the title, This was the last big push
to transfer the Forest Service into interior until right now, with the
administration proposal for a department of natural resources including
Forest Service functions.

Was the Forest Service's development of the recreation program in
any part a reaction to the [interrupted]?

The Forest Service was simply reacting to the needs of the people who
came and wanted to camp and picnic primarily in the national forests.
You must remember that. Even though certain of the most scenic parts
of the national forests were turned into national parks, there were
other equally scenic parts of the national forests that have never been
converted to national parks. Also, a great many of the local people
went to the national forests when they began to turn to cutdoor recrea-
tion, people from the small towns in the West, Now they come from
the large cities as well. Many people are not interested in going into
the national parks; they want a different type of recreation. They
don't like the crowds of the national parks. They don't like to live

in hotels. They don't like the masses of people. They like to get

off by themselves into more rustic surroundings.

So the Forest Service really offers a different type of recreation
than the national parks offer. The Park Service offers primarily some
sort of scenic wonder and then various types of facilities to use
while you are enjoying the scenery. A lot of times the Forest Service
is not a scenery oriented type of recreation., Of course, it also
provides hunting on the national forests, which the national parks
never did. The hunters and sportsmen have always relied on the
national forests for their recreation and never on the national parks.
That is a very fundamental difference.

I have heard that one of the differences between the Forest Service
and the Park Service in transfer cases was that the Park Service
sometimes won because they afforded congressmen with better
accommodations.

I don't know; I can't comment on that, That could be true. Of course,
they had better accommodations to provide through the concessionaire
setups; but the Park Service didn't always win. During the time that

I was assistant chief, as I told you the other day, one of my jobs was
to keep track of snakes. This is one of the things we meant by that
term. I was to watch for people who had designs on the national
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forests, whether they be lumbermen, stockmen, Park Service, or
whoever, and if there was something that the Forest Service didn't
want, try to see that it didn't happen. I spent a lot of my energies
in combating the things that the Park Service was trying to do, and
most of the times successfully.*

Forest Service Relations with Various Government Bureaus

SS:

EC:

Do you think that in any sense the existence or activities of the
Bureau of Reclamation, Bureau of Biological Survey, or any of these
other groups during the the thirties and forties added impetus to the
Forest Service's development of multiple use?

It certainly might have. It certainly helped the Forest Service to

get into the wildlife management field and act in a professional way.
There was a very close relationship between the Biological Survey--
now the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife--and the Forest Service.
There was some interchange of lands. The Wichita Wildlife Refuge
down in Oklahoma used to be part of the national forests. There were
lands that went both ways, and there were good relationships there.
The Biological Survey wasn't empire building in the sense that the
Park Service was. And, of course, they weren't in conflict either
because they were interested in the management of the game, not
land acquisition. They had to use the national forests as a home

for game.

Did you mention the Reclamation Bureau? Not too much of a
relationship here, although a lot of the reclamation sites were within
national forest lands. The two agencies got along fairly well, It
was a limited type of relationship. There weren't too many problems.
The same went for the Corps of Engineers in those days. There were
more problems with the corps in later years than there were in those
days.

*For further discussion by Dr. Crafts of the history of relations
between the U,S. Forest Service and the National Park Service, see
Edward C. Crafts, "Congress and the Forest Service, 1907-1962,"
tape-recorded interview in 1965 by Amelia Roberts Fry, University of
California Bancroft Library Regional Oral History Office, Berkeley.



FOREST ECONOMICS, U, S. FOREST SERVICE, 1939 to 1950

Division of Forest Economics

SS: When vou were with the Division of Forest Economics, from 1939 to
1950, what did your duties in this division include?

EC: I wasn't with that division the whole time. For three vears I was with
the California Experiment Station at Berkeley assigned to economic
studies and later to collection of requirements and supplies data in
forest products for the War Production Board, In 1944 I was transferred
to Washington on the same war projects.

In 1945 or 1946 I was assigned to the Division of Forest
Economics as chief of the division, The work included a number of
things. The principal job was the nationwide forest survey, which
was an inventory of timber supplies of the country, where they were
located, forest types, and so on. We carried on a study of forest
requirements, which is demand for timber products of various types
and sizes. We did some foreign forestry work; the Forest Service
was just getting into foreign forestry. We were doing forest taxation
studies, forest insurance studies, and special studies of various
kinds and descriptions as requested or wanted by the chief or the
staff. I would say that the great bulk of the effort was in the forest
survey field.

Actually, there wasn't a great deal of economics involved in the
traditional sense; it was sort of the economic aspects of forestry, but
I wouldn't really call the forest survey, economics. It is an economic-
related project, but you don't use economic theory very much in the
Forest Service. The Forest Service had a very difficult time getting
appropriations for economic research in those days, and I think appro-
priations for this purpose are still rather limited.

29
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Public Regulation of Private Timber Practices

SS:

EC:

SS:

EC:

SS:

EC:

During this period, the late forties or early fifties, you wrote and
advocated extension of public control of [interrupted ],

What did I write?
You gave several speeches on it,

Are vou talking about regulation or ownership, whether they were
controversial ?

Regulation.

[Laughter. ] You're probably talking about forest regulation. I should
tell you a little history about it. Let me go back a little. There

were four main pushes or program drives of the Forest Service historically.
First, was the creation, management, and getting control of the '
national forests in the West, meaning those created from the Public
Domain. Then probably the second big step forward was the Weeks

Law and the authorization for national forests in the East through the
purchase of private lands. This was still national forest related.

Third, there was the whole forest research program that got its big

push with the McSweeney-McNary forest research act, * Then the

fourth big push--I'm not sure I have these in the right order chrono-
logically--was forest practices, forest protection, and forest fire
prevention and control, all on private lands. Earle Clapp had a

major role in two of these four major Forest Service thrusts., One was
forest research--he is really the father of the forest research branch

of the Forest Service--and the other was that he was the great advo-
cate of regulatory practices to apply to private lands.

Forest regulation meant legal requirements to adhere to certain
levels of acceptable forest practices in the management and cutting
of privately owned forest lands, large or small. This was extremely
controversial, This was the forest regulation push during the days of
his eminence and both before him and after him. Before him was
[F. A, ]Silcox, and after him was [Lyle F.] Watts. There were various
bills, but none of them got very far. The position of the Forest
Service was that there should be state control of forest practices but
with a proviso in a federal statute that if the state didn't adopt forest

*Reforestation and Forest Products Act of 22 May 1928, ch. 678,
45 Stat. 699, 16 U.S.C, sec. 581-581i (1964).
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practices up to a certain standard, then the federal government could
move in, These things never happened, although the fear of federal
regulation had a great deal to do with improvement of forestry on
private lands and the passage of state regulatory laws. In this
respect, the Forest Service's stand and push for regulatory practices
on private lands performed a very great national service in my opinion,
My role in it was relatively meager.

I gathered you incurred some enemies in the process.

Yes, I had enemies all over the place. But when I became assistant
chief of the Forest Service in January, 1950, Lyle Watts was still
chief, and [R. E.] Marsh had just retired. I succeeded Marsh. Prior
to my moving into that position in policy and program development and
following Clapp's leaving the Forest Service, Watts and Marsh
together carried the load for Forest Service policy, including its
position on regulations. Watts knew he wasn't going to be around

very long because he was approaching retirement, and he was looking
for some new spokesman for forest regulation to articulate the Forest
Service's position. When I succeeded Marsh, I was the natural person
to do this because I occupied the program position and helped
formulate policy and articulated policy. So Lyle talked to me and
asked if I would be willing to take this on. I said,yes. My philosophy
was if you weren't willing to do the things that are part of the job, vou
shouldn't take the job., And so I did.

I put the case for forest regulation in my own words and
developed a somewhat new exposition of the subject at that time.
There was one particular talk that got very wide publicity.* This was
one I gave up in New Haven at Yale University in 1951; it was sort
of a panel debate. I was a new person talking in a new way about an
old subject, and this resulted in a lot of publicity and a lot of anguish
on the part of the timber industry, particularly the large private

*Edward C. Crafts, "The Case for Federal Participation in Forest
Regulations," a paper presented before the Yale Forestry Club and the
Yale Conservation Club, 5 December 1951. For a copy of this speech,see
Appendix A, pp. 122-128, For the Forest Service's reaction to the
speech, see Appendix B, p. 129, and for the reaction of the lumber
industry, see Appendices C-G, pp. 130-137. These manuscripts
were located in Box F3 of the National Lumber Manufacturers Association's
papers held by the Forest History Society, Santa Cruz, California.

For the published version of Craft's speech together with counter-
arguments by H,H, Chapman, see "Do We Need Federal Forest Regu-
lations," American Forests 58, no. 5 (May 1952): 26-44,
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landowners. As long as I continued with the Forest Service, I
occupied this position as assistant chief, which was the policy
program position and congressional liaison.

When [Richard E. ] McArdle became chief of the Forest Service,
two years after I had moved into my spot, he ducked the forest .
regulation gquestion. McArdle took over in July about six months
before Eisenhower was elected and assumed office. Ezra Taft Benson
became secretary of agriculture, and it was touch and go whether the
administration would retain McArdle or kick him out and put in their
own man. One reason McArdle had been picked to be chief was
because he had, heretofore in his role in the Forest Service, occupied
noncontroversial positions in research and in state and private
forestry, handing out money for fire, nurseries, and technical
assistance, Everybody likes a person who hands out money. More-
over, he had a likeable personality. So he was picked partly for
these reasons. He decided--it was all discussed in staff, there was
nothing secretive about the strategy--that the Forest Service would
draw in its horns so to speak, back off from some of its fronts, and
concentrate on the national forests and research, allowing regulation
and acquisition to sort of go by the boards., But there was this con-
tinuing suspicion by people in industry that these matters would
blow up again, that the Forest Service really believed these things,
and I was the focal point of suspicion. I know I still believe in them.

I was never popular with forest industry because of my position
on regulation and also because I was an advocate of expanded public
ownership., I think those are probably the two reasons, and they are
both controversial, particularly expansion of the eastern national
forests., Also, I never was popular with the National Park Service
because of numerous controversies with the Forest Service over
jurisdiction of certain areas. So I was not a popular person, but this
didn't bother me particularly because I figured that was part of the
price of the position that I was occupying.

In substance, during this period and because relations were so
precarious for the first two years of the Eisenhower administration,
McArdle avoided the controversial things, and where we had to get
into them, he let me do it, This procedure protected the number one
man; this is the right way to do it. Many organizations do this. We
did it with the full and initial understanding between us of the role
that each of us had.

Did any of these regulatory measures that the Forest Service hoped
to obtain apply to multiple use on private forests?
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EC: No. These were regulatory measures relating only to the growing of
timber, Multiple use didn't enter into it.

SS: They had no watershed purposes?

EC: There might have been something., I don't remember the details of the
various bills, There may have been something on watersheds, but I
think they were 95 percent related to silviculture practices.

SS: How much watershed protection, wildlife protection, and these sorts
of things, are actually extended by private owners?

EC: Wildlife is getting to be more and more prominent. It depends on the
purpose of the ownership of the land. A lot of private land isn't
owned or operated by lumber or pulp companies; on some of that land
the wildlife management objective is of a pretty high caliber. Water-
shed management,I think, is pretty incidental,

SS: Are there any serious complications in some areas as a result of the
lack of care in logging on private lands as far as floods and erosion?

EC: Oh, yes. Two good examples come to mind right off--some of the
problems of the Douglas-fir region of the Northwest, where there are
large, extensive clear cuttings, and some of the problems of the
redwood region of California, where there has been extensive clear
cutting and tremendous erosion on those clear cuttings. Wherever
you practice clear cutting--there has been much in Montana, Wyoming,
Alaska, West Virginia, you name it--wherever there are large areas
of clear cuts on either private or public lands, vou have erosion
problems.

SS: You said that you favored, sometime in your career at least, an
extension of federal ownership?

EC: I did, and I still do. For example, the Forest Service is still acquiring
land. They are acquiring land particularly in the East and to solidify
wilderness areas., When the national forests were laid out in the
East under the Weeks Law--under the authorizing state enabling acts,
which were the requisite counterparts--what usually happened was
that the Forest Service and the National Forest Reservation Commission
would put a boundary around a proposed purchase unit. There would
be very little federal land in there to begin with, Then the Forest
Service would start buying bits and pieces within that boundary. They
would usually buy along the periphery of that boundary, leaving a lot
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of scattered private land toward the middle. The idea was that they
would gradually solidify the federal holdings as they moved toward
the center,

A lot of this land in the East had been cut over; it was tax
delingquent land, and it was in very poor shape. The Forest Service
bought this for a small price, but they protected it and began to restore
it to productivity. A lot of that land is submarginal for private owner-
ship; it was then and still is. The Forest Service is acquiring small
amounts of it still for these original purposes.

But its major acquisitions in recent years have been for recreation
purposes, and it has been acquiring land under the Weeks Act
authority, but the source of funding has been the Land and Water
Conservation Fund. These have been lands that have been acquired
for recreation as a primary purpose. Some of these eastern lands are
very close to high centers of population. Also, they have continued
to acquire lands in the West, trying to solidify the ownership of the
wilderness areas. Finally, they have been going for a continuous
program of land exchange to consolidate wilderness and other needed
areas.

This policy has been [interrupted].
It is still going on; it has been continuous.

Did it begin with the Copeland Report of 1933 or was it simply
accelerated by it? 1 know the report strongly recommended the exten-
sion of federal ownership.

I think it probably was accelerated. I can't give you a definite answer
on that. Acquisition was certainly in the Copeland Report, But there
were reports preceding the Copeland Report and after it, and they all
got into the question of federal ownership and public ownership. The
Forest Service's position on this, I think, has been consistent through
the years, except for the low profile during the McArdle regime. The
acquisition emphasis has changed from time to time, from watershed,
to timber, to recreation. Purpose, speed, funding, and method of
acquisition, all have fluctuated, but the general thrust has remained
the same.

*U. S.,Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, A National
Plan for American Forestry , 1933, S. Doc. 12, 73d Cong., 1lst sess.

Also known as the "Copeland Report, "
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In other words, federal regulation had little bearing on multiple use,
but the extension of Forest Service lands did?

That's correct,

Forest Taxation and Multiple Use

S5

EC:

You mentioned that vou had been involved with forest taxation. I was
going to ask whether you thought some of the taxation laws warranted
for many years against good multiple-use practices on private lands.

I was involved very little in forest taxation. I think thev probably
did. I'm not really knowledgeable,though,in forest tax law. The big
forest taxation inquiry of the Forest Service was nearly over when I
came to the Washington office, and I was never involved with that.
The forest tax work that we did subsequently was mainly keeping
up-to-date with state tax laws, responses to inquiries, and this type
of thing. I am sure,though, that some of the tax laws were disadvan-
tageous in that they didn't give certain subsidies or certain tax
breaks that the forest industries or forest landowners are now getting
to encourage forest practices.

Forest Service Reports

S5S:

These surveys that you mentioned, did any of them have any relation
to the various uses, or were they generally oriented toward the supply
and demand of timber?

EC: Mainly toward timber, Although there was one that was the Range

Report,* which was the counterpart of the Copeland Report. It was
prepared, I think, shortly after the Copeland Report and was oriented

*U.S., Congress, Senate, The Western Range, S. Doc. 199,
74th Cong., 2d sess., 1936.
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entirely toward grazing. The two best documents on grazing the
Forest Service has ever put out were the Range Report and the 1953
annual Report of the Chief of the Forest Service to the secretary of
agriculture, which concentrated entirely on grazing. There were other
special studies. There were a couple of recreation studies; there was
one or two that [Robert] Marshall and I think Russell Lord were involved
in. That makes three, There were one or two on watersheds, but I'm
not sure whether they were on a national scope or regional scope, and
I can't recall the names. I think there were one or two on wildlife,
too, but the main ones were the Capper Report, the Copeland Report,
a joint congressional inquiry report, the Timber Reappraisal Report,
and the Timber Resource Review. There were about nine or ten of
them, and they were all catalogued and listed in the introductory
pages of the Timber Resource Review at the time that was put out. ™
You wouldn't find reference in the T,R.R, to the Range Report or the
recreation reports. The ones named in the T.R.R. were mainly timber
oriented. The Range Report is the best counterpart. This was done
under supervision of Mr. Chapline, whom I mentioned earlier, and
Mr., Clapp. Clapp was really the guiding genius on the Copeland
Report and the grazing report,

Appropriations, Revenue, and Multiple Use

SS:

EEe

In a discussion about the 1960 Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act,
Bernie Orell of Weyerhaeuser pointed out that the only paying aspect
of the national forests had been the timber.** What I am wondering
is whether, during these earlier periods, the fact that the revenue
of the Forest Service came largely from timber affected, in economic
terms, where appropriations were made into the service?

First of all, I would point out that what Bernie had reference to when
you say the only paying aspect is in terms of dollars, He means that

*For a summary of the Timber Resource Review and the listing
of reports, see U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Timber
Resources for America's Future, Forest Resource Report No, 14

(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1958), pp. 1-1009,

**uWhat the People Said," American Forests 69, no. 12
(December 1963): 36-44,
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the income in terms of dollars equaled or exceeded the amount of
money appropriated for these purposes, The act in itself says that
money shall not be the guideline by which the national forests are to
be judged. I feel strongly that money is not the only way in which
you judge whether something pays for itself, How do you put a

value on human life, for example, or on what you get out of a plan

for recreation or on how many floods you've prevented and how many
people you might have killed downstream if there were a flood? 1
think these are paying services of the national forests to which Bernie
had no reference at all. So to me that's a specious statement.

But the question you were leading up to was, Did the income
from the sale of timber influence the size of appropriations the Forest
Service received? The answer unfortunately is,ves. And this was a
great mistake that the Forest Service fell into. Maybe it would have
been pushed into it even if it had resisted. But the Forest Service
found, in the limited thinking that it was encountering from the
appropriations committees on the Hill in those days, the late forties
and early fifties, that Congress was thinking of whether things were
paying for themselves purely in terms of dollars. Therefore, the
Forest Service could plead, "Well, if you appropriate this many million
dollars to us for the management and planting of trees, we'll return
this many million dollars to the treasury." This was a saleable item
and one that anybody from eighth grade on could understand. But it
wasn't the whole picture. But Congress bought this lock, stock, and
barrel, and the Forest Service then found itself locked in because
this did become the pattern for justification of its appropriations.
Consequently, the Forest Service was continually pushed to cut more
and more timber in order to raise more and more revenue in order to
get more and more appropriations. This was and is a vicious cycle
and as wrong as it can be, Earl Loveridge was the principal architect
of this policy, and Watts, McArdle, and CIliff all condoned it. How-
ever, Watts, before he retired, told me he thought it was the greatest
mistake of his career,

SS: Would you say this warranted against the rapid development of multiple-

EC:

use practices?

Yes. It still does. The Forest Service has gotten 90 percent or more
of the increases it has asked for,for timber purposes in recent years;
it has gotten 15 percent, I think, of requested increases for some of
the less popular services like watershed, range, and wildlife. The
Forest Service is completely out of balance right now., Iwon't say it
is spending too much money on timber, It is spending too much on
timber sale preparation and administration and not enough on planting
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and rehabilitation of cutover land, which is still in the field of timber
management, But it is not spending anywhere enough on grazing,
wildlife, watershed, and recreation.

It is just like a teeter-totter that's tipped way heavy on timber.
The right way to balance it is not to reduce the amount on timber; it
is to shift the timber expenditures to planting and rehabilitation and to
increase amounts on the others. This is what the Forest Service tries
to do periodically when it develops these long-range forest programs.
It presents them to the Congress., It's got one on the Hill right now.
They come up with them about every ten yvears just to help get things
in balance, but they never quite do get in balance, It usually helps,
but they never quite make it,

The antitimber people must remember--and I don't classify
myself as such--whenthey criticize the Forest Service, that the
Forest Service is simply an agent of the executive branch, The
Forest Service has its bosses in the executive branch to tell it what
to do, and it has the people that control both the policy and the
purse strings in the Congress who also tell it what to do. The Forest
Service is not a free agent. It doesn't determine the major policies
that it necessarily follows; they are determined for it, The Forest
Service attempts to influence this policy determination, attempts to
guide it; sometimes it's more successful than at other times, but
never is it a free agent.

As for the criticism that has been felt by the Forest Service so
greatly in recent years, particularly on timber, much of it is merited
and much of it isn't merited. The Forest Service has been doing what
Congress made it do, in part by way of appropriated appropriations
and earmarked money for specific purposes. I think a great deal of
the fault rests with the Congress and the higher authorities in the
executive branch. This gets right into the heart of multiple use, which
is the balance between resources,

SS: I want to ask, since you were in this Division of Forest Economics,
whether the fact that local counties get 25 percent of the revenues
from the Forest Service's cut puts any added pressure on the Forest
Service or whether that pressure is nominal?

EC: You mean to cut timber?

SS: To do that more heavily, ves.

EC: Yes, in some cases it did, not too many though.
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Multiple Use During the 1940s

SS: Was there any awareness of the concept of multiple use during the
period from 1944 to 1950 when you were chief of the Division of
Forest Economics ?

EC: I think so. It was beginning to be talked about during World War II, but
the term wasn't used too frequently at that time according to my
recollection, It was a vague term; it wasn't defined. It was a pretty
good catch-all phrase, and people began to use it without a very
clear idea of what they were talking about., It was sort of like being
for God and motherhood and against sin. It began to come into the
jargon of Forest Service officers during those years. I have thought
about it, But I cannot tell you where the term originated or who
originated it or when it originated. I simply don't know, and I doubt
if anybody knows,

SS: Did the war have any impact on the development of multiple use?

EC: Yes, but accidentally. The war, in its demand for forest products,
increased greatly the pressures to cut on the national forests, This
was coupled with the fact that a great deal of private ownerships
with better quality lands had begun to be cutover at about that time.
When this happened, it was necessary for the landowner to wait a
long time for his trees to grow up. There was a time gap until he
had mature timber again. So they began to look to the public lands.
That, coupled with the high demand, put the pressure on them to
increase the timber cut, Also, there was then, and still is, excess
mill capacity in relation to timber supply.

All of this tended to throw the Forest Service more out of balance.
While there was an increased war demand for livestock products, the
increased pressure for timber far outweighed the pressure for more
livestock products. Grazing declined in relative importance. Water-
shed problems increased in importance as more and more timberland
was cutover, Recreation picked up right after the war by leaps and
bounds but not so much during the war. Funds were very scarce during
the war for everything except timber, These things that were happen-
ing began to make the leaders of the Forest Service increasingly
concerned about the imbalance in the Forest Service management and
handling of the various resources on the national forests,

Also, there was one other thing going on that I haven't
mentioned, and that was the creation of primitive areas and wilderness
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areas, which started way before World War II, by administrative
action of the Forest Service. 1 think the first one was the Gila
Primitive Area in New Mexico. I believe it was established in 1924,
During the course of twenty years, the Forest Service built up a system
of T don't know how many millions of acres of primitive and wildemess
areas, These were essentially the same thing, except wilderness
areas had recognition by secretarial regulation, whereas primitive
areas only by Forest Service regulation. But this was a form of
recreation as well as a form of preservation. The principal users of
wilderness areas were recreationists. Of course, grazers used them,
and wildlifers used them, but timber people were out. And the timber
people weren't very happy at seeing all this timber set aside. They
weren't then, and they aren't now.

So this countermovement--if you want to call it that; it wasn't
conceived in those terms, but it amounted to a countermovement--to the
push for timber was developing through the concept and implementation
of a system of primitive and wilderness areas., The Forest Service
pioneered wilderness preservation long before any other agency and
sought special protection for substantial areas of the national forests
for scenic purposes, recreation, and preservation, foreseeing the
day when the use pressures would be such that the nature of the land
would be completely changed. They are trying to preserve some of
these areas so people will always know what they were like originally.

Did you have anything to do with timber contracts or timber sales when
you were with the Division of Forest Economics ?

Yes, though not a great deal. We weren't the administrative body

in economics., When they would draft a timber-sale sample contract
and this sort of thing, we often would review them and comment. We
worked internally on the details of contracts and this sort of thing.
We never dealt with the lumber companies, and we had nothing to do
with the handling of timber sales. It was an advisory in-service
function.

During this period from 1945 to 1950, were there many stipulations
written into the sales contracts?

: T don't know whether there were many. There were some. They are

always changing the contracts.

What I was thinking is that specifically applied to wildlife or
interrupted] ?

I don't recall,
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Third World Forestry Conference, 1949

SS: You were a delegate in 1949 to the Third World Forestry Conference

B

in Helsinki. Was multiple use discussed at this conference at all?

My guess is that it wasn't mentioned. Most of that congress was in
Helsinki, but we also went to other parts of Finland. After the
conference, the U,S, group spent about three weeks touring through
the forests of Germany and France. I think we encountered more of
it in Germany and France than we did in Finland.

You see, Finland is a very heavily oriented timber country; it
is entirely different. You just can't conceive the difference between
forestry in Scandinavia and forestry in this country. Forestry is
refined to a degree of precision there undreamed of here. It is
practiced on small areas. Trees are grown to a small size; they are
grown for wood purposes, and other things are of no consequence,
Timbering in the comprehensive sense was the primary industry of
Finland. Sweden is more diversified, but forestry is still very
important, In Finland it was as if forestry occupied the role that you
would have in this country if you were to combine the steel industry
and the automotive industry, It was that important.

The capitalists of Finland were the heads of the big pulp

companies, the rich people of Finland, and the educational elite of
Finland were foresters. They were like the doctors, the politicians,
the statesmen, and the leaders of this country. They were the national
leaders. Forestry has never occupied such a role in this country, and
it takes some adjusting in your mind and experience to try to under-
stand it, Of course, they are interested in hunting over there; they
go out and hunt and have a good time and eat the meat and so on.
But if vou have to make a choice between a deer and a tree, you pick
the tree. Recreation, no; thev'd recreate on the lakes and so on, but
at that time there was no developed recreation to amount to anything.
As for the multiple-use idea, it just didn't enter their heads.

Now, when you got down into Germany and France, you would
get the hunting estates, the big forested estates owned by the counts
or other estate owners, often surrounding old castles, where the
forest would be criss-crossed with wide trails, and at the point of the
cross they would have a big tower. The nobility would sit in the
tower,and the workmen would drive the game through the forest until
they would have to cross the cleared spaces, cleared just like fire
lines, and from the central tower they could see down every lane like
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spokes of a wheel., Whenever they would see a deer crossing, why,
they'd just shoot him from the tower., If you call that multiple use,

it was game management of a sort. It was sporting, and it was
recreation. You didn't hear much about watershed, except in the Black
Forest., They were practicing it there because it was in the mountains.
Along the coast near Bordeaux in France, the maritime pine forests
were used for recreation. Also, those forests were planted for dune
and wind erosion control. They were reclaimed sand dunes. In France
and Germany you would find some forests where they would grow very
high quality timber by the Crown, Some oak forests in France would
be grown on a rotation of three hundred years,

You found no waste in the forests; there was no slash, no
underbrush, Even though the Scotch pine and Norway spruce would
be clear cut, the forest would be meticulously cared for, like a park.
Everything was picked up or used for firewood, for heating. The
intensity of management throughout the Scandinavian and western
European countries was much greater then than you can find in this
country even today. There is just no comparison., Forestry practices
in this country are very crude and wasteful compared to European
forestry practices. There the key thing--with a few exceptions, such
as the big hunting estates--is the growing of wood for the purpose of
wood.,



ASSISTANT CHIEF, U,S, FOREST SERVICE, 1950 to 1962

Duties as Assistant Chief

SS:

In 1950 you became assistant chief of the Forest Service, Could you
describe your duties during those twelve years?

They were very broad. I was sort of the roving assistant chief. The
formal title of it--1 don't remember the precise words--was program
development, policy formation, and congressional liaison. McArdle
used to say I was in charge of snakes. You can break down the functions.
Take the congressional part first. There were two divisions under me,
the Program Division and the Legislative Division. The Forest Service
functioned at that time under a body of law of about five hundred
statutes, applying in one way or another to Forest Service functions.
Of course, there was the general counsel's office and the secretary's
office. Administrative arrangements changed from year to year. We
didn't have a legal office of our own. We used the Office of the
General Counsel.

But we did have a Legislative Division, and each session of
Congress there were usually about three hundred bills introduced that
in one way or another affected the Forest Service. We monitored all
of the legislation that was introduced. We handled the preparation of
Department of Agriculture position statements on all legislation that
the Congress asked us about, or often, when we wanted to, we volun-
teered positions., We prepared those position statements and testimony
for hearings. Questionable matters went to the chief for the final say,
insofar as the Forest Service was concerned, Of course, they all had
to clear the secretary's office before they would go to the Hill,

This was really a very great responsibility because this was
the way policy was made. I always was very careful and did a lot
of preparation myself, although I had some excellent staff aides.
Reynolds Florance was the chief of the division most of the time,
and he was a marvelous lawyer, a splendid person, and performed a
great service to the Forest Service., The other aide I think about was
a woman, Mrs, Martha Combe, who was my personal staff assistant.
She and Reynolds and I did most of the legislative work. We would
try to get reports and testimony drafted in the subject matter divisions

43
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initially--timber in the timber division, grazing in the grazing division,
and so on. Usually they wouldn't do a very good job; we'd have to do it
over. Most of these bills related to national forests., We had rela-
tively few bills bearing on research or on state and private functions
once we had dropped the regulatory aspects. We had some acquisition
bills,

In addition to these position statements on legislation, the
division was responsible for the preparation of congressional testimony
for Forest Service representatives. And I, personally, was frequently
responsible for giving the testimony and subjecting myself to interro-
gation. We dealt mainly with the Interior Affairs Committee, the
agriculture committees, and the public works committees. Appropria-
tion aspects, which were extremely important, I did not handle. This
was handled under another branch of the Forest Service, I was in on
the chief's discussion of appropriation matters, but the annual
appropriation acts were not my responsibility. Well, that was one
big function we had and probably the most important.

In addition, we were given special program assignments, For
instance, we spent six years working on the Timber Resource Review,
which was a servicewide, major undertaking on the timber situation
in the country. It was very controversial, and we encountered a great
deal of opposition, but we finally got it out. It's a tome a couple
of inches thick, probably the last major survey of this type the service
has made. It should be making another one. We also developed the
ten-year Forest Service development program at that time; this was
our responsibility. I prepared a great many of the chief's annual
reports, which always consisted, not only of the routine or what we
did from year to year, but in different years we focused on different
subjects, One year on acquisition; another year on recreation;
another year on grazing; and that sort of thing. I handled a great
many of the interagency and interdepartmental policy sessions. I
had many dealings with the Park Service, BLM, Interior Department,
Bureau of the Budget, and this sort of thing.

It was my job twice a year to serve as acting chief, a job
which we rotated among the six assistant chiefs, This involved
handling all the routine chief's signatures, knowing nothing was brought
up to the chief unless it first went through the acting chief. The
acting chief's job was to have the judgment to know what to bring up
to the chief and what to handle himself, So it was a very sensitive
assignment., This was a very fine system, I thought, It was a good
experience because it kept all the assistant chiefs involved in the
total functioning of the Forest Service., Another one of my duties was
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to function as advisor to the chief during all the staff sessions which
we had, usually several a week. Many of them were on personnel.

There were countless special problems that would come up, and
most of them would be dumped onto me. I didn't have the routine
functions of running the national forests or running research, My
functions cut across all of the other branches and all of the other
functions of the Forest Service, My functions were servicewide,
just as the chief's functions were servicewide. It was comparable
in many respects to the job that has since been divided between one
assistant chief and the associate chief. There was no associate
chief at that time. At times the Forest Service has had an associate
chief, and at times it has not. During those years, there was no
associate chief. And to a considerable extent, T think it is fair
to say that I performed the functions of associate chief, although
my colleagues of the time might not agree with me. Now they have an
associate chief, They also have an assistant chief in charge of
legislative work. But during my time those functions were combined
into one. That's the best way I can describe it.

Stockmen's Grazing Bill

SS:

Do you recall any pieces of legislation that were particularly important
with development of the different multiple uses?

EC: You are talking about ones dealing particularly with one function. Let

me give you sort of a general answer to that question. I may be
leaving out some things that should be mentioned. 1In the legislative
and congressional field the things you keep from passing or getting
enacted are just as important as the things that do get enacted, and
often they are just as big a battle.

One of the first things I got involved in was one of these negative-
type battles, which was the Stockmen's Grazing Bill of the early 1950s,
which would have given stockmen a property right on the national
forests, allowed them to buy and sell grazing permits, and to incorporate
the value of the public range in the value of the ranch when it was
offered for sale.* This was a long, controversial battle. It was
ultimately defeated., Some heads rolled over that; Congressman
Wesley] D'Ewart Montana ] was defeated for reelection, and Congressman

*Stockmen's Grazing Bill, S,B. 2548, 83d Cong. 2d sess., 1954.
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[Lee] Metcalf [Montana], now Senator Metcalf, came into Congress on
the strength of this controversy. Senator [Frank A. ] Barrett [Wyoming]
lost his position in the Senate during this period partly as a result of
his role. The advocates of the stockmen lost over a period of several
sessions of Congress., The Forest Service experienced some very
difficult times. But we survived, and the bill was defeated.

The battle gave birth to a citizens' committee that has ultimately
evolved into the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources. That was
the origin of this conservation lobbying organization. You see,
the grazing bill battle had an effect on multiple use in retrospect
because it broke the stockmen's hold on the national forests. And
it assured that the Forest Service would really have control of grazing
on the national forests rather than the stockmen. This was a very
important step forward toward the ability to implement and to manipu-
late the management of the various resources on the national forests, ™

Oregon and California Railroad Lands

We had another affair in Oregon that was regional in nature, This
was one that was accomplished with the help of Oregon's Senator
[Guy] Cordon. It may sound small in retrospect, but it wasn't at the
time. We settled the squabble between the Interior Department and
the Agriculture Department over jurisdiction of the controverted O & C
[Oregon and California] lands in southwestern Oregon. These were
lands owned by the Forest Service and intermingled on an alternate
section-by-section basis with railroad grant lands that have revested
to the government and to the Interior Department and were administered
by the Bureau of Land Management, It took an act of Congress to
straighten this overlapping jurisdiction out, There was great contro-
versy there. The counties were greatly concerned because they got
75 percent of the O & C revested land receipts and only 25 percent of
the Forest Service receipts. We finally worked out an exchange. The

*Por another discussion by Dr, Crafts of the Stockmen's
Grazing Bill, see Edward C, Crafts, "Congress and the Forest Service,
1907-1962," tape-recorded interview in 1965 by Amelia Roberts Fry,
University of California Bancroft Library Regional Oral History Office,
Berkeley.
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Forest Service drew its boundaries back, and O & C also drew its
back. As aresult, there was a clear boundary and mutual solidifi-
cation., It sounds simple, but it wasn't, It took about two or three
years to achieve, This was a major accomplishment, and it settled
a festering sore spot between the two departments.,

There was another major matter in Oregon--the termination of the
Klamath Indian Reservation and the turning over of a portion of that
reservation to the Forest Service for the Klamath National Forest, 1
think they have changed the name of it now to the Winema National
Forest, This again was about a two- or three-year struggle that I
telescope here into a few seconds.

I just can't recollect others at the moment; there were so many,
many minor ones. One the average we passed fifty or sixty statutes a
year affecting the Forest Service., Most of those were ones that we
wanted, very few that we didn't want., We would usually prevent about
an equal number each year from getting through. It is much easier to
block a bill than to get one passed. But you see, I have been out of
the Forest Service for ten years, and some of these things slip away.
We are talking back over a twenty-year span.

Multiple Use Mining Act of 1955

SS:

EC:

Was there a bill called the Multiple Surface Uses Incumbant Act?

Oh, yes. I should have mentioned that., It was a major accomplish-
ment. You don't have the name quite right. It was called the Multiple
Use Mining Act of 1955. There was a very great problem with mining
claims on the national forests., On the public domain western national
forests, miners were stealing timber on the basis of their mining
claims because at that time they had rights to the surface resources

of the claims and we couldn't sell the timber. It was just a mixed-
up mess stemming out of those 1872 mining laws., It is interesting
history.

*Multiple Surface Use Act of 23 July 1955, ch. 375, 69 Stat.
367, 30 U.S.C. sec. 601, 611-615 (1964).
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This was a very major accomplishment, which started with the
American Forestry Association. Most people don't know this. The
man who was executive director at the time, Lowell Besley, and
myself got together and decided we ought to try to do something about
this. Besley generated enough interest on the Hill to get the mining
people to sit down and talk., I remember very well that Wesley D'Ewart--
whom I liked and-got along with fine, but who had been our enemy in
the grazing fight--at that time was occupying the position of assistant
secretary of agriculture. He and Forest Service representatives had
a one- or two-day session in the American Forestry Association
offices with some designated leaders of the legislative committee
of the American Mining Congress to try to work out something. The
mining representatives had become convinced that there were some
bad things going on and something should be done.

And so we ultimately were able to work out a draft of legislation
which set up what they called an in-rem procedure whereby there was
a certain time allowed for the claimant to prove up on his claim. If
he didn't do this, the claim would be voided. This tended to clear
the book of all those thousands or millions of old, ancient claims that
nobody knew whether they existed or not, nor where. Also, the
surface rights were given to the secretary of agriculture to regulate,
except as much of the surface as the miner needed to operate his
claim. The patenting requirements, as I recall, were changed some-
what.

As a result, this act was passed through the joint efforts of
the Mining Congress and the Forest Service working together with
the help of the American Forestry Association. So we didn't go to
Congress fighting each other, Otherwise nothing would ever have
happened. This act was about a two-year job. It greatly helped
to clear up the mining problems on the western national forests.
There were other acts passed. There were about thirty-five acts
passed in the recreation field.

S8: Why did the Mining Congress support the act?

EC:

They were afraid that if they didn't go this far, they'd get something
worse, They weren't really being deprived of their rights to the
minerals. This act did not hurt the legitimate miners. It did hurt

the man who was trying to get free timber under the guise of the miner,

In connection with this, there was the famous Al Sarena case,
which involved some mining claims in Oregon., No legislation was
at stake here; this was an investigation. The Senate Interior
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Committee, as I recall, set up a special subcommittee chaired by
Senator Dick Neuberger, who was a great friend of the Forest Service.
This was a classic case of misuse of mining claims for the purpose of
getting out timber, It was located on the Umpqua National Forest.
The problem of the validity of the claim came up, and at times the
hearings on these packed the Senate caucus room. Probably the
highlight of the hearings was when one of the mineral examiners for
the Bureau of Mines testified that he'd thrown the ore samples he'd
taken from the claims into the Rogue River to get rid of them, Interior
and agriculture were in opposite positions on the Al Sarena case.
What it did was to focus attention on the problem, but I can't remember
whether this came before or after this 1955 multiple use act. I don't
remember the sequence, but regardless, it was a great deterrent

for others to misuse mining claims.™

Is it call a multiple use act because it is a question of [interrupted]?

It is called the Multiple Use Mining Act of 1955. I don't remember
how it got its name, but the purpose of it was to permit the use of
national forest subsurface resources and impair or impede in a
minimal way the use of the surface resources. Multiple use in
connection with this act is used in a different way than multiple

use as defined in the 1960 Multiple Use Act, Multiple use in the
Multiple Use Act of 1960 and as the Forest Service normally uses it,
relates only to surface resources and not to subsurface resources.
But in this particular act it related to both subsurface and surface
resources.

Dealing with Congress

SS:

What other thoughts do you have about your work as assistant chief?

*For another discussion by Dr., Crafts of the Al Sarena case, see
Edward C. Crafts, "Congress and the Forest Service, 1907-1962,"
tape-recorded interview in 1965 by Amelia Roberts Fry, University of
California Bancroft Library Regional Oral History Office, Berkeley.
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EC: We averaged during the time I was in this job, fifty to sixty acts a
year, many of them very small and minor, directly oriented to the
Forest Service. There was one, and that is the Forest Service Omnibus
Act of June 20, 1958, which included a number of unrelated provisions.*
It was sort of a housekeeping act, but it was one that the Forest
Service had tried to get for a number of years and hadn't been successful.
Another was finally gotten through in 1962. ** These should be
mentioned as having some particular merit,

I'd also like to say in connection with this legislative work
that one of the jobs, in addition to the substantive aspects that I
have been discussing, was contact work with members of Congress--
the getting to know them, traveling with them on field and inspection
trips--which I did a considerable amount of. I answered their
requests and inquiries concerning their district or their state. You
went up to see them when they wanted you to, in their offices, or
got them off the hook with their constituents whenever you could.

I enjoyed this. At first I was uneasy at it, but I got to enjoy
it, and it seemed to me that you could always get along with these
men--most of them I had a high regard for--if you were completely
honest with them. The trouble with most Forest Service people--and
I don't know about other government agencies--is that Forest Service
people tended to hold back when they were dealing with members of
Congress and weren't completely frank and candid, T always thought
that was a mistake. But I do want to say that the interior and
agriculture committees that I worked with during that twelve-vyear
period were composed of good men, and they did well by the Forest
Service,

I also want to mention one other individual, George Burks, who
was chief of my programming division. 1 have mentioned Reynolds
Florance as chief of the legislative division, Mrs. Combe’, who was
my staff aide, and now George Burks. It was under him that the
T.R.R, [Timber Resource Review] was prepared, that national forest
programs were developed, and that many of the special studies were
prepared., He had a very responsible job, and he was a very fine
worker. He is now retired. All of these people are gone.

*Forest Service Omnibus Act of 20 June 1958, 72 Stat, 216, 217, 16
U.S.C. sec. 556b (1964).

**Forest Service Omnibus Act of 23 October 1962, 76 Stat, 1157,
16 U,S.C. sec. 551 (1964).
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SS: Did the Omnibus Act contain anything that had relevance to multiple
use?

EC: I don't think so. Idon't remember the detailed provisions of it, but
I don't think so.



THE MULTIPLE USE-SUSTAINED YIELD ACT OF 1960

Evolution of the Act

S5S8:

EC:

S5S:

5S¢

I think we might as well go on to the 1960 Multiple Use-Sustained
Yield Act, Now, reading your article, "Saga of a Law," T gather
that the Forest Service was the prime mover in generating the idea of
a multiple use act, ™™

That is correct, Maybe it would help to put in here--for those who
are interested in this--a reference to that article. I can't supply it,
but I think it ought to be referred to because it does give a good bit
of the history of the genesis and the day-by-day efforts that went
into its enactment, as well as the interpretation of both the act and
some of the things that were not in the act. I couldn't possibly repeat
the details of that history here because I wouldn't remember them in
the first place, and, secondly, there is no need to, The article is
available to those who want to take the time to look it up.

I think all of these questions will be premised on that article. My
questions will largely be things that I want to ask you to explore
more fully than you did in the article. So I'll just use a standard

footnote and keep track of the pages that stimulated my questions.
Were there previous multiple use acts pushed by any other groups?

: Not to my knowledge, except this Multiple Use Mining Act of 1955,

which was a different thing entirely,

I've found this, and I can't trace it to any bill. It is part of a letter.
The date is on the top of it; it is 1955, and the names are on it, who
the letter is to and who signed it. There is a reference in there to a
bill that was pushed by wildlife conservationists. I was wondering if

*Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 12 June 1960, 74 Stat.
215, 16 U,.S.C. sec. 528-531 (1964). See Appendix H, p. 138.

ok
Edward C, Crafts, "Saga of a Law," American Forests, Part I,
76, no. 6 (June 1970): 13-54; Part II, 76, no. 7 (July 1970): 22-96,
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you could identify it? I found it in the AFA [American Forestry
Association] papers.”

I have a vague recollection of this, but it is so vague that T can't
elaborate on it. All I can say is, whatever it was, it didn't amount
to anything; it got a little attention and went nowhere, I cannot
recall the specifics of this at all.

I gather from your article that the Timber Resource Review was one of
the primary means that lead ultimately to the formulation of the Multiple
Use Act.

That is right., Of course, this is all in the article, so I'll be repeating,
in a way, what is in the article. The Timber Resource Review was
different from earlier program studies in that it confined itself to an
appraisal of the timber situation and was devoid of recommendations

for a program. Always before the program had been the concluding
section of these overall evaluations. This was done because of the
suspicion that the industry had of regulation and because we were in
the throes of the Eisenhower administration. The Forest Service
decided tactically that this was the best way to do it. So the recom-
mendations part that was eliminated from the Timber Resource Review
really manifested itself in two ways: one was the long-range Forest
Service development program, a ten-year program, and the other was the
Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act.

Really, I think I am putting more emphasis on a connection
between the Timber Resource Review and the Multiple Use Act than
other Forest Service people in comparable spots or than [Richard]
McArdle would do if you were talking to him, But I know what I'm
saying is a reflection of the way my own thinking evolved, and I was
deeply involved in all three of these things--the T.R.R., the long-
range program, and the Multiple Use Act--more than anybody else in
the service, The Timber Resource Review showed in a nutshell that
there was then and would be in the future a shortage of high-quality
softwood saw timber, From that yvou deduce that because there is a
shortage to meet the national needs, there will be pressures on the
national forests to cut more and more high-quality saw timber, The
national forests were the biggest single source of high-quality softwood
saw timber that was left, Therefore, the truth of the deduction was

*Nelson to Bodine, 21 February 1955. Held by the archives of
the Forest History Society, Santa Cruz, California. For a copy of the
relevant portion of this letter, see Appendix I , p. 139.
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inevitable unless we were completely wrong in our predictions of
supply and demand, and we didn't think we were.

In retrospect, through the passage of time, there are those of
us who were involved that take some satisfaction that time has proved
us right. Because all you've got to do is think of the pressures that
the Forest Service has been under to up, up, up the log cut in recent
years. This is just what we thought was going to happen. We were
afraid then that the Forest Service was out of balance one way or the
other., It was out of balance then, and it was getting more so. We
feared that the presswes for timber would be so much that they
would override the proper or balanced use of the other surface resources
on the national forests. We were trying to look ahead, ten, fifteen,
twenty, twenty-five years. As I say, I am repeating what is in the
AFA article,

We felt that we needed a congressional mandate that we could
fall back on that would prevent us from overcutting, overgrazing, or
overusing any of the surface resources of the national forests, We
didn't feel that if the pressures got strong enough or if the president,
whoever he might be, got so inclined, we in the Forest Service were
strong enough to say no and make our views stick. So we wanted a
congressional directive, not just an authorization, to require us to
manage these various resources in balance.

SS: So then, it would be correct to say that the Timber Resource Review
was one of the standard surveys that the Forest Service made every
so many yvears and that the results of this stimulated the service to
think in terms of what pressures it would be under,

EC: Oh, yes. I think there is no question about that.
SS: It wasn't a reaction to pressures of the time?

EC: Tt was more an anticipation of what was going to come. And it did
come,

SS: Would any particularly strong credit be due Ezra Taft Benson?

EC: Benson didn't know anything about it, nothing whatsoever. I might
say in that regard that credit is due one assistant secretary of
agriculture., There were a number of them who supervised the Forest
Service during Benson's tenure as secretary of agriculture. One of the
two that T remember the best was Earl Coke, who was from California,
I think, from the university extension service. When he left the
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government, he went to the Bank of America as vice president for
agricultural affairs. He was a very good administrator, but he wasn't
around very long, and he didn't get to know the Forest Service too
well, T had a high regard for him., Others in the service did not,

Then succeeding him was Irvin Peterson, who had formerly been,
I believe, state secretary of agriculture in Oregon. He was a good
Republican. He--Pete as we called him--had been raised as a boy
in Coos Bay, and he knew the national forests from the time he was
a little boy. Also, he had very close contact with them in his work
in the state. He was very knowledgeable about the western national
forests. Pete is the one who helped us at the secretarial level. He
became firmly convinced of the need for a Forest Service program and
helped us get it cleared. He became firmly convinced of the need
for the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act, and he helped us get that
cleared through the Budget Bureau. He authorized us to send sowie parts
up even without checking with the Bureau of the Budget; it's all in
that article.

I say Benson didn't know anything about it; I think that is a
pretty accurate statement. Benson could have stopped things at any
time, and certainly Pete must have informed him to a small degree, but
Benson, like most secretaries of agriculture, did not have the time to
concentrate on one act or one agency. So it was really Peterson who
paved the way for us within the administration.

You mentioned that some of the people in the service opposed the act
because they didn't wish to take a chance of losing. Now did anybody
in the service oppose the act because they opposed the idea of not
having timber as a primary use?

All of the policy people who were involved in our internal discussions
before we finally decided to go ahead, subscribed to the concept, I
think, with varying degrees of enthusiasm. They couldn't very well
afford not to subscribe to the concept and still stay in the Forest
Service or still occupy their positions in the Forest Service because
it was so basic to what the Forest Service had been trying to do and
should continue to try to do. So they all subscribed to the concept.

There were those,as vou have mentioned and as I mentioned in
the article, who recommended against going ahead fearing that we
would be unsuccessful in the second session of the Congress and
fearing that,if unsuccessful, the adverse legislative history would
work against us. The individual who opposed going ahead with most
vigor was the man who succeeded McArdle as chief, Ed Cliff. He fully
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subscribed in concept, but tactically, in his judgment, he didn't
think it possible to get it done,

SS: What was the impact of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review

EC:

SS:

EC:=

Commission on the Forest Service's multiple-use program ?

That came later. Am I wrong in my dates? The act passed in 1960,
and the Outdoor Recreation Report was finished in 1962.

I thought it was started right when the Timber Resource Review
[interrupted].

I think it was started, but there had been no findings. On the contrary,
the Multiple Use Act helped originate the Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission, Initially one of the opponents of the Multiple Use
Act was Joe Penfold of the Izaak Walton League, who was one of the
private conservation leaders at this time. He is in very poor health at
the moment. Joe was fearful that we were trying to downgrade recrea-
tion, and it would end up by the Multiple Use Act giving the Forest
Service the latitude to upgrade timber and grazing and some of the other
things. Of course, depending on how you interpret it, it does give
administrators great flexibility. This has been one of the weaknesses
of the act and one of the errors of the Forest Service in its administra-
tion under the act.

But Joe finally got convinced that the Multiple Use Act was a
good thing, and he helped us toward the end a great deal; he helped
us get the definitions in the act. Then one day, he came over to the
office, and he said, "Ed, we need a study of recreation comparable to
the Timber Resource Review, Because out of this Timber Resource
Review we have an assessment of the timber situation in this country,
and we're trying to get this Multiple Use Act. But we don't have an
assessment of the recreation resources of the country, and we never
have had." He said, "I'm interested in recreation, and you fellows
are, and you ought to be. Recreation is going to get balanced treat-
ment along with timber on public lands. We need to know as much
about recreation and its supply and demand for the future as you fellows
have reported on timber," So we talked this over and I agreed with him.
I thought he was correct, and then we talked over how to do it.

It was obvious that the Forest Service was not the agency to do
it as we could in timber. We were sort of recognized as the leaders
in timber; we didn't have any real competition. But in recreation
there was the National Park Service. The Park Service would not
accept having the Forest Service do it. The Forest Service wouldn't
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accept having the Park Service do it, Okay, what's the answer? Well,
you can have a joint congressional committee--that's what they have
done in times past for other studies--or you could set up a commission
made up of a mixture of citizens and members of Congress. Joe and

I sat down--I'm not sure we did this all in one day, but we didn't
spend too much time--and roughed out the wording of the act that
created the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. He

then became sponsor of that cause on the Hill, He had good rapport
with many people on the Hill, particularly Congressman [Wayne]
Aspinall,

We backed him up all the way down the line. They never would
have gotten the act if the Forest Service had bucked because ws had
enough weight in either committee, I think, probably to have kept it
from passing. And I think he never would have gotten the act through
if the Park Service had bucked it, But both agencies were interested
in recreation, wanted the study made, and neither wanted the other
to make it., This was the best compromise, so both supported it. I
say the connection between the recreation report and the Multiple
Use Act is that it was the concept that Joe had, with the Forest
Service's concurrence and help, of trying to put recreation on an equal
plane with timber and to have a report on recreation that was the
counterpart of the Timber Resource Review, Most people don't know
that history,

Wilderness and Multiple Use

S8

EC3

There was one thing that I didn't notice that you discussed too much
in your article--maybe there is nothing to discuss--was the connection
between the first wilderness bill and the Multiple Use Act.

I have to think back. The Forest Service was one of the prime sponsors
of that wilderness bill, There had been earlier drafts of the wilderness
bill for several years over about a ten-year period, and the Wilderness
Society had asked for too much and hadn't gotten anywhere, Did the
Wilderness Act™ pass before the Multiple Use Act was passed?

*Wilderness Act of 3 September 1964, 78 Stat, 890, 16 U.S.C.
sec, 1131-1136 (1966).
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After,

I think you are right, Then the word wilderness was mentioned in the
Multiple Use Act.

I don't think so.

: Well, let's take a look.

In the first part of "Saga of a Law" you talk about [ interrupted].

Yes, here it is; I thought so. "The establishment and maintenance of
areas of wilderness are consistent with the purposes and provisions
of this act." That was the first mention of wilderness in a statute, It
preceded the Wilderness Act, and we worked this out with the wilder-
ness people. Otherwise they would have opposed the Multiple Use
Act because we mentioned other resources, They wanted wilderness
mentioned. So we worked this out with them and got their support for
the act., That really is the relationship between them, This was the
way we both helped each other., They got their first mention of
wilderness in the statute, and we got their support for the act,

The fact of the matter is that wilderness is a specialized use
of the national forests. When an area is designated wilderness by a
statute, it tends to contravene the multiple-use concept. You can
rationalize it because wilderness areas have recreation use, life
use, and watershed use, Wilderness areas set up by act of Congress,
in a sense, are at variance with the Multiple Use Act, They are
special situations, and, of course, this has been a weakness, but
the Forest Service supports the Wilderness Act and the wilderness concept
and also supports the Multiple Use Act. So wilderness areas open the
door to a legitimate question. Why shouldn't there be areas designated
for timber, and why shouldn't there be areas designated for various
other things? It leads you into the dominant-use theory in opposition
to the multiple-use theory, Wilderness does have a form of recreation
use; there is also grazing use; and it has wildlife and hunting; and it
has watershed., It has four of the multiple uses. It does not have
timber, and it has a limited type of recreation.

We have, up until the time 1 left the service, always said in
connection with multiple use that for an area to qualify as a multiple-
use area, yvou needed to have three of the five uses, more than two.
Otherwise it is single or dual use, This is not in the statute, and
it's not in the legislative history. But as I said in that article, it is
in a policy talk McArdle gave at the Fifth World Forestry Congress at
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Seattle shortly after this act passed.* It is unfortunate the Forest
Service has paid as little attention to that talk as it has because that
talk was designed specifically by McArdle to fill the gaps in the
statute and in the legislative history. If it had been used as such by
the Forest Service and had become Forest Service policy and under-
standing, as it had been intended to be, it would simplify matters.

But to come back to wilderness, I would like to say we helped
a great deal to develop the Wilderness Act. I testified on various
phases of the Wilderness Act three times. McArdle did several times,
Initially the Park Service was against it. And the first time any
administration ever supported a wilderness act was along in the fifties.
That determination was made at about a 6:00 P,M. conference the
night before the testimony McArdle was going to give at a session over
in the Bureau of the Budget involving the Budget Bureau, Park Service,
and Forest Service. The Park Service--namely, Conrad Wirth--was
opposed to the Wilderness Act at the time. The Forest Service was
advocating it and we won, I think the Park Service was afraid that
most of the parks would be converted to wilderness, and that is just
what the wilderness people are trying to do.

About what year was this?

I don't remember, along about 1958 or 1960. The historians can trace
it because it is the first time there is any administration record of
support--official executive branch support--for a wilderness act, It

is sad the way wilderness advocates now, in recent vears, have

tended to berate the Forest Service for fearing it hasn't gone far enough;
these advocates want more and want de facto wilderness and all this.
Memories are very, very short, They forget that the Forest Service
pioneered the primitive and wilderness area administrative system, They
forget that the Forest Service got the first statutory mention of wilder-
ness ever in the Multiple Use Act, They forget, or they never knew,
the Forest Service was responsible for getting the first administrative
support of wilderness legislation; and they forget that without Forest
Service foresight and pioneering, there might well be no Wilderness

Act or wilderness system today.

Wilderness isn't a multiple-use area?

*Richard E. McArdle, "The Concept of Multiple Use of Forest
and Associated Lands--Its Values and Limitations," in Proceedings:
Fifth World Forestry Congress, 29 August to 10 September 1960, Seattle,
Washington (Seattle: University of Washington, 1962), pp. 143-145,
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No. I'd say it is as I have explained above.
It is?

I'd say it is. I think it is because it's got recreation, grazing,
wildlife, and watershed resources. I think it qualifies.

That is not always the Forest Service's reaction to wilderness areas.
I gather, for example, that the AFA--Kenneth Pomeroy and some of
these people--has maintained that a park, which would be similar to
a wilderness area, is not a multiple-use area.”

The AFA does not speak for the Forest Service., A park does not have
grazing, and it does not have hunting. So it's not similar to a wilder-

ness area,

But it has wildlife, recreation, and watershed.

: It doesn't have utilization of wildlife. It only has the growing of

wildlife, It has recreation of a particular type. Wilderness has its
own recreation of a different type., Wilderness has the grazing and
the livestock; the Park Service does not. Wilderness had hunting and
the utilization of wildlife, and the parks do not,

Fishing?

Fishing the parks have, that's right. They are the same on fishing.
Parks have two uses really--recreation and fishing. They don't
manipulate the water, and they don't much in wilderness areas either.
You see, the water runs off and is used. But the Park Service doesn't
do things to improve the watershed unless, as in Jackson Lake,

there are special situations where they've raised some of the lakes
with reclamation dams. But there is a difference that a lot of people, I
think, don't understand between the resources just being preserved in
the wild and not have anything being done about them and multiple
use, Simple preservation isn't multiple use.

Multiple use requires taking some affirmative action with respect
to enhancing, developing, or managing a resource. It is a management
function., The Park Service has wildlife, but they don't utilize it, and
they don't do much in the way of management, really. That is why
they get overstocking and have to have these special kills, They don't

*nWilderness Bill Probed," American Forests 62, no, 8 (August
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manage the waters; water runs off the parks. They don't manage the
watershed, and, therefore, I don't think parks qualify for multiple
use.

But there are very few people, including Forest Service people,
who today understand multiple use as it was explained and understood
at the time this act passed. This is a most unfortunate thing. The
Forest Service has become very glib in its use of the term and so have
the conservationists, and everybody uses multiple use to mean what-
ever they want it to mean, Now, it wasn't meant to be that way. It
had very specific limitations in meaning, and these are some of the
things that McArdle explained in that speech. This is what people
ought to get hold of. I forget now, but I think there are four or five
criteria you have to meet in multiple use. You have to have, I think,
three uses. There has to be affirmative action. It has to be over an
area of substantial size, usually about as large as a ranger district.
You don't expect to have the three uses and affirmative action on
every acre, but you have to consider a very substantial acreage.
There are some other guidelines that I have forgotten.

To get back to this wilderness act. I understand that one wilderness
bill preceding the Multiple Use Act had a multiple-use clause in it.
When the act was not passed, the Forest Service then pushed a
multiple use act by itself.

I don't recall that, It may be true, but I don't recall it, Certainly
that has nothing to do with our decision to go ahead with the Multiple
Use Act. We didn't lift anything out of the Wilderness Act. The
Multiple Use Bill was drafted by the Forest Service initially and then
changed and rewritten and drafted by a man named Fenton Shepherd of the
Bureau of the Budget.

And there was no previous wilderness bill that the Forest Service came
out in opposition to?

In opposition to? The Forest Service has never opposed a wilderness
act to my recollection. They might have opposed certain drafts before
they got introduced, and I think we did. I know we had problems with
[Howard] Zahniser, thinking he wanted to go too far and wanted too
much. I don't remember the specifics or what the problems were.
Zahny was a wonderful guy. He was one of these dreamers and very
persistent if he had something he wanted, We finally sat down, got
him to sit down, and worked out the bill, As I say, the administration
supported it, I don't remember official opposition by the Forest Service
to any of these early drafts. 1 think it was probably unofficial while
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we were trying to negotiate out an acceptable draft.
I remember reading that one of the earlier drafts provided that a council
would be created that would pass on the areas to be designated as

wilderness.

I don't remember. It might have well been.

Pressure Groups and the Multiple Use Act
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How much of a role in getting the Multiple Use Act through Congress
did some of the wildlife groups play, for example, the National Rifle
Association, the Wildlife Management Institute, the Wildlife Federation,
or the Sport Fishing Institute ?

You mean in getting it through? Well, my memory is a little dim on
that. I'd have to go to that article. But the Wildlife Management
Institute played a very great role in helping, so did the Citizens
Committee on Natural Resources and the American Forestry Association.
I don't think the Wildlife Federation did very much. The Sport Fishing
Institute, nothing.

The National Rifle Association?

I don't think they were involved very much.

How about the Boone and Crockett Club?

No.

How about any irrigation groups or water supply companies?

They stayed out of it,

How about any labor unions ?

They were involved and for it.

Both the CIO and the AFL?
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Yes.
What was their reason?

Public interest, I think, as much as anything else. Generally they
take public-interest stands on conservation issues, This wasn't
hurting anything that they were for., They didn't want any particular
group to get too strong. As I understood it, this was their reason. You
see, there is one additional thing. The grazing people were for it; you
haven't got to them yet. The grazing people were for it because they
were playing second fiddle to the timber people, and they thought it
would help them. Wildlife people were for it--same reason. Recrea-
tionists were for it--same reason. Timber people were for it because
they were afraid recreation was going to get too big for its britches and
hurt timber--reverse reason. But all these commodity users had their
particular axe to grind; none of them wanted the others to get too strong.
So this sort of equalized it.

Would the labor unions have supported it if the lumber interests had
not finally come around and supported it?

Yes. They were not subject to the employers' positions or to the lumber
trade associations at all, In fact, it was rather unusual to find the

two of them on the same side. The labor unions were traditionally
liberal, conservation minded, public-interest minded., Trade associa-
tions that represent what you mean by lumber interests usually
represent the employer, the entrepeneur, the businessman, as distinct
from the working man.

This may be a bad question, but would it be conceivable that the labor
unions would ever use such a natural resource bill, not necessarily
this one, as a tool against the lumber industry?

Tool? How?
Support it as a leverage to gain other advantages.

No, I don't think so. I don't believe this was consequential enough.
I don't think their efforts were quite like that.

Does that sort of thing ever happen with natural resource legislation?
Once in awhile there is some of this. Usually on land exchanges

between agencies., You support this bill, and 1'l11 hel p you with this
one. But I don't recall this trading-off business taking place very
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much or at all, really, between the industrial interests and the com-
modity users on one side and the conservation interests on the other.
They usually go their independent ways for their own reasons. All
these groups have their own interests and believe they are right, 1
just don't believe that sort of horse trading happens in conservation
legislation, at least it was not in my experience.

I just have a tendency to think--from dealing with the redwoods,
where when the lumber industry opposed the Redwood National Park,
the unions went along with the companies' stand--that if it was in
the company's benefit, it would also be to the workers' benefit.

There was a little of that in the redwood park. But that was a special
situation--a small area, a highly dependent working force, and a
one-industry economy. I don't remember that situation being dupli-
cated elsewhere. I don't remember it being duplicated where the
national forests were involved. You see, the national forests were
involved with the redwood park only in a minor way.

How much of a role did the AFA [American Forestry Association] and
the SAF [Society of American Foresters] have in the passage of the
Multiple Use Act?

Well, let me say again with reference to that article that I may say
some things here this morning, talking off the top of my head, that
are at variance or not entirely consistent with what is in that article.
Should that occur, what is said in the article should be interpreted as
controlling because that was done deliberately with adeguate time and
adequate thinking and so on.

To come back to your question on AFA and SAF, The Society of
American Foresters took practically no role, no effective role. 1 don't
remember whether the council passed a resolution endorsing the act
while it was pending or not. My recollection is that it did not. The
society at that time didn't and still doesn't exercise a very aggressive
role in legislative matters. Of course, there was difference of opinion
over the desirability of the act among professional foresters, and most
of them were members of the society. So to some extent it would be
difficult for the society to arrive at a concensus within its membership.
So for these various reasons my impression is, in retrospect, that the
society exercised no consequential role whatsoever.

As far as the American Forestry Association, my recollection is
that it was for the act, I think representatives of the association testi-
fied on behalf of the act. 1 suspect the record would show that., 1
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would also suspect the testimony was rather brief as is characteristic

of the association, It is a tax-exempt organization, and, except in rare
cases like the Multiple Use Mining Act, it normally doesn't get involved
too deeply in the legislative process. So the American Forestry
Association, T would say, exercised a helpful, beneficial, cooperative
role; it really wasn't one of the key parties to the legislation either

on behalf of it or against it,

SS: You mentioned a difference of opinion among the professional foresters.
This was related to the desirability of the bill or the idea of multiple
use?

EC: They are pretty much one and the same thing. There were a great
many foresters who were timber oriented and wanted timber. They are
what we call sawlog foresters, still are. They didn't like the idea of
these other resources being equated by Congress with timber as the
management purpose of the national forests, There were a great many
forest-industry companies who individually were not really in favor
of the bill for the same reason, basically. Those foresters who worked
for companies of that type, I think, would have been pretty careful
before giving vigorous support for something that their employer was
opposed to,

Then there was that group of foresters who simply were conserva-
tive, didn't think ahead, didn't have the foresight, more in the
traditional pattern., This was quite a departure from normal in the
thinking of a great many foresters, for various reasons. I suspect that
half or more of the society membership would have either been
indifferent, neutral, or opposed.

Relations between the Forest Service and the Park Service

SS: You mentioned last week in our discussion that the Forest Service slipped
behind in recreational development from 1940 on. Could you talk about
this?

EC: The Forest Service was on the recreation ball during the days of the
Civilian Conservation Corps when they had this great push for the
construction and development of recreation improvements, They pretty
well got caught up and were leaders. Then during World War II, in
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the early forties, there was a great pressure for timber products from
the national forests and attention to recreation dropped off. It was
hardly receiving top-priority Forest Service attention and funds were
very short. The eminence of timber really had its big acceleration
during World War II, continued after World War 1I, and has continued
pretty well up to the present, One of the reasons for the genesis of
the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act was to put things back in
balance again.

As I think I described the other day, following the Timber Resource
Review and the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act, there were those
outside the Forest Service who felt that recreation was getting left
at the post to some extent. And that was really the idea behind
Mr. [Joe] Penfold's thinking on behalf of a commission to study
recreation. And, of course, out of that came the Outdoor Recreation
Resources Review Commission report and the Bureau of QOutdoor
Recreation, the national recreation areas and seashores, the wild
rivers and national trails system. Also, certain national parks were
created, some of them out of the national forests.

There was a great impact of recreational use on the national
forests when the war was over and people came back, the work
shortened, pay became better, and people had more leisure time. So
there was a recreation impact on the national forests, which the Forest
Service really was not prepared for. They hadn't anticipated it., Even
if they had, the agency wouldn't have been financed for it. They
weren't geared up for it. This is what I meant when I said they got
left at the post, They used to be ahead, then timber caught up and
ran ahead. The Forest Service sort of followed that pattern.

Then when the boom came along on recreation, the Forest Service
didn't take the lead. The Park Service, the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation,
the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, and the President's
Council on Recreation and Natural Beauty took the lead. Outgrowths
were the Land Water Conservation Fund and the numerous special-area
acts, of which the Forest Service was a peripheral beneficiary, but of
which it wasn't the central focal point that it had been with timber. The
service is getting caught up now. It is getting back in balance, although
it is having a hard time, but not within the service: the service has
made its shift in thinking. It's having a hard time getting Congress to
support recreation with money. But that's about the sequence of events
that happened.

During the period of 1958 to 1960, was there a particularly strong
tension between the Park Service and the Forest Service?
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EC: 1 think those were the years that the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review

SS:

Commission was doing its work and making its report. There was
competition, of course, between the Forest Service and the Park Service.
They shared suspicion, curiosity, and concern over what the commis-
sion was going to recommend. They both cooperated to the best of their
ability with the commission, and,I guess, thinking back, there was a
period there for a few years when the Park Service was coming up with
its Mission 66 when relations were tense. There was Operation Outdoors
of the Forest Service and Mission 66 of the Park Service, Mission 66
came first and was a very ambitious plan. It was comparable in the

Park Service to the Long-Range Program of the Forest Service., It was
the proper thing for the Park Service to do. But it did propose trans-
ferring to the jurisdiction of the Park Service substantial areas that

were in the national forests.

So the competition wasn't so much whether both agencies should
provide recreation facilities; it wasn't so much in particular types of
recreation facilities the two agencies provided; it wasn't in the
wilderness field. It was in the land jurisdiction field. The Forest
Service's philosophy was--these were lands entrusted to its care.

It's been administering them for vears. It has recreation competence.
There is no reason, no necessity, for transferring these lands to the
Park Service to get the recreation job done. All we needed was money.
The Park Service's view was that the national parks and monuments are
something different from the national forests, that recreation and
preservation are the primary purposes of units of the national park
system under its 1916 organic act, which gives recreation a priority
that it doesn't enjoy on the national forests.™ And many of these
areas are of sufficient scenic uniqueness, wonder, and grandeur that
justify national park status.

Now on the score of who was going to administer certain areas,
there was very strong competition. It started out during that period
from 1958 to 1962 about. For awhile the top staffs of the two agencies
here in Washington used to meet once a month for dinner, just a
social dinner to get to know each other, to become more friendly, and
so on, It worked all right for awhile. Then the problems got too
difficult, and those monthly meetings were gradually stopped, which I
always thought was too bad. But they were just discontinued.

Do you remember what year?

*
National Park Service Act of 25 August 1916, ch, 408, 39 Stat.
535, 16 U.S.C. sec. 1-18f (1964).
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: Well, I said sometime in the period from 1958 to 1962. They didn't
continue after 1962, I'm sure.

Did this rivalry between the Park Service and the Forest Service have
anything to do with generating the passage of the Multiple Use Act?*

: No. It was unrelated, The Forest Service wanted that act to protect
itself, not against the Park Service, but to protect itself against
congressional pressures and pressures from other groups, industrial
and otherwise, to enhance their particular commodity or noncommodity
interests in the national forests. It wasn't a Park Service-oriented
bill at all.

You mentioned certain transfer cases. Are there any that you recall
being involved with that caused any particular [interrupted]?

¢ Oh, sure, After I left the Forest Service, the North Cascades National
Park was a classic case, There is a long story about that, I don't
know whether you want to go into that. Tt is a little out of order,
chronologically. The Forest Service, of course, was very much
opposed to that, I had felt when I was still in the Forest Service, that
that area ought to be in the National Park Service as a national park.
The Forest Service people knew this. This was an area that the Park
Service had long overlooked, although there had been earlier proposals.
The history of the North Cascades National Park, the genesis of that,
is all written up in the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation's report on the
North Cascades, so there isn't much point in reviewing that now, **
But this was a classic case of jurisdictional controversy. It was a
very good illustration.

The redwoods is another one in which the Forest Service was
involved, not in controversy with the National Park Service, but was
simply trying to retain jurisdiction of lands of the Northern Redwoods
Purchase Unit. The Park Service was not the prime mover on that
because the administration--both interior and agriculture, as well as
the Forest Service and the Park Service as agencies of those two

*For a discussion of this rivalry and the Multiple Use Act, see
"Multiple Use as a Concept of National Forest Management," American
Forests 66, no. 2 (February 1960): 10,

**U.S. , Department of Agriculture, U.,S., Department of Interior,
North Cascades Study Report, by Edward C, Crafts, Arthur W. Greeley,
George B. Hartzog, George B. Hartzog, Jr., George A, Selke, and
Owen S, Stratton (Washington, D.C,: Government Printing Office, 1966).
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departments--was opposed to the transfer of the Northern Redwoods
Purchase Unit, recommended it not be included in the national park
to be used for transfer to private owners as part compensation., But
that was another problem that was an offshoot of a creation of a
national park. If the Forest Service had elected to administer the
purchase unit as a natural area instead of clear cutting for timber
sales, it would not have lost the area.

How about the Ice Age National Park?

No great problem there for the Forest Service.
And the Great Basin national park?

There is no Great Basin national park.

No. The proposal [interrupted],

That was the Wheeler Peak proposal in Nevada. The Park Service lost.
There was controversy there. That is out of Ely, Nevada. It proposed
to include Wheeler Peak in a national park. It would have been the
only national park in the state of Nevada. You see, Nevada and

Idaho are the only two western states without national parks. And
they would like to have them for the tourism aspect. Wheeler Peak,

in my opinion--I was with the Forest Service at that time--didn't
justify national park status.

It was just another western mountain., The only thing unique
about it at all was that it happened to be the highest peak in Nevada,
and it was alleged to have a mountain glacier on it. You can get a lot
of difference of opinion on that. I've been up to that snowfield. It
looked to me more like a little permanent snowfield than it did a glacier.
But I'm not a glacier expert, If it had been a glacier, it would have
been the southernmost glacier in the United States. Those were really
about the two things that justify it., But, anyway, it has been dropped.
It was promoted largely by local chamber of commerce interests in the
town of Ely.

The Oregon Dunes National Seashore ?

Yes, that was on the Siuslaw National Forest on the Oregon coast. 1
was involved in that one when I was in the Forest Service., There was
a lot of controversy and competition between the Forest Service and
the Park Service on that one. The [Maurine Brown and Richard Lewis ]
Neubergers were deeply involved in that, That is one that the Forest
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Service recognized as borderline., It was doing a pretty good job on
the dunes. They are really not forested land at all, They are very
spectacular sand dunes following a stretch along the Oregon coast.
The Forest Service, while its position was opposed to the transfer,
knew internally that transfer made sense, and it was not prepared to
oppose that too strongly, and it never did, The thing just floundered.
I think it is about to be recognized as a national recreation area

under the Forest Service., It deserves such status and probably should
be under the Park Service,

One question about the North Cascades. I have heard that if the
Forest Service had proposed a larger wilderness area in 1959, rather
than a multiple-use program for so much of the North Cascades, that
it would not have solidified the opposition causing them to fight for a
national park, that many of the preservationists would have preferred
to see the North Cascades remain with the Forest Service.

I can't speak for what you refer to as the preservationists. 1 suppose
you mean The Wilderness Society, the Sierra Club, and the North
Cascades Conservation Council, the Federation of Western Qutdoor
Clubs, and the Mazamas, right? The wilderness people want the
most wilderness they can get, period. They are just as selfish as the
stockmen or the lumbermen or any other single-interest user of the
national forests. They are insatiable in their appetite. They would
like to convert the entire national park system and the entire national
forest system into wilderness, or so it seems.

Your question referred to the Glacier Peak Wilderness Area,
which is south of the North Cascades National Park. If they had made
this three or four, five or six times larger and included the area north
to the Canadian boundary in a great big wilderness area, I'm sure this
is what the wilderness groups would have preferred over a national
park. A national park is not the same as a wilderness area. A lot of
people get confused and talk very loosely and erroneously and equate
wilderness areas and national parks. National parks are to, first,
preserve the area and, secondly, to maintain it for the enjoyment of
the people. National parks have roads in them; they have trails.
They have hundreds and hundreds and thousands of visitors who use
them. They have overnight accommodations., They are oriented, not
only for wilderness purposes, but also for mass recreation use. And
the wilderness people don't like that, The wilderness people are
trying to get as much of the national parks converted into wilderness
areas as they possibly can. If they could just shortcut the national
park system entirely and get it all in wilderness under the Forest
Service, that would suit them fine., That is probably why you heard
that argument.



55:

71

I don't know whether it is true or not. I don't think these groups
would ever be satisfied with what the Forest Service did or with the
Park Service either, for that matter, It is a specious argument in my
opinion. And the North Cascades area should not be locked up so
that the only people that can get to it are people who have the time,
the money, the health, and the youth to go in there on horseback or
on foot, thus precluding everybody else from ever seeing the beauty
of those mountains. And that is what would have happened if it had
been wilderness. So I think the Forest Service's plans for it or the
Park Service's plans for it are far superior to having the whole area
made wilderness. It finally ended up in national parks, two recrea-
tion areas, and two wilderness areas.

The great bulk of the people don't utilize wilderness areas.
Many people who are for wilderness never go in one. A lot of people
who live in New York City and have money support the wilderness
philosophy. It's good to have wilderness., As I say, we--I'm speaking
of when I was with the Forest Service--were the ones that first got
any administration to support wilderness legislation, but you can go
too far. You can make it so special and so private that only this very
privileged group are allowed to enjoy the wilderness. This, I think,
is a violation of both the national forest and the national park
concept,

Do you feel that the Park Service, in its drive for territorial expansion,
has violated the original terms of its creation?

: It hasn't violated the basic act; maybe it has bent it a little bit. You

see, it gets to a matter of judgment. The Park Service has this basic
operating act of 1916, but this is not the act under which areas are
made into national parks or recreation areas or monuments or historical
areas or rivers or trails or various other units that are in the national
park system. The Park Service has a great many different kinds of
units in it. The Park Service is different than the Forest Service in
this respect. It takes an act of Congress to establish most of these
areas. They are established by individual acts of Congress; whereas
the national forests are not. The national forests were done adminis-
tratively under general legislation. This is a fundamental distinction.
Therefore, when you speak about, say, the Current River in the Ozarks
in Missouri, it does not violate the national park concept. It does

not because it was an act that established that area as a suitable
national scenic river, by determination of the Congress. Look at

the Lake Mead Recreation Area. It was established by an act of
Congress. It was the first national recreation area to have been
established. The Park Service attempts to administer those areas in
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accord with the individual acts creating them.

The thing is, in the opinion of some people, the Park Service
has tended to lower its standards of what should be in its system, It
has sort of run out of the fantastically unique and scenic wonders. It
is putting in areas now that are more plebian., It is responding to the
need for areas closer to eastern centers of population. Take the
Appalachian Trail, for example, which Congress just created as a
national scenic trail. It is very popular in the East, very heavily
used, and now it has national protection. You put that same trail
with the same scenery and those same mountains in the West, and it
wouldn't get any attention at all, It is oriented to what the country
offers; it is where the people are. Take the Lincoln Homesite in
Indiana. There is nothing very spectacular about that, but is a
valuable historical thing. I tend to think sometimes that the Park
Service has lowered its standards a little too much, But Congress
makes that decision in every single case,

You mentioned in"Saga of a Law," page 18, that it would have helped
the Forest Service to have included a statement in the Multiple Use
Bill to the effect that the national forests are of national significance?*

I don't remember whether 1 said it there. This would have helped us
in some of our problems with the Park Service at the time. Congress
pays a great deal of attention to the term"national significance," and
it has never been defined. The national parks are recognized as being
of national significance. This is one of the arguments for a redwood
national park as distinct from just continuation of the state redwood
parks, the national trails, the national scenic rivers, and the national
monuments,

Of course, the national forests carry the name national, but most
use of the national forests, except one that is on the border of a state,
usually is from within the state. It is mostly nonnational in character.
If the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act had, by act of Congress,
established the national character of the national forests, it would have
helped the Forest Service in offsetting one of the arguments that the
Department of the Interior used when it was trying to transfer jurisdic-
tion of a portion of the national forests, claiming that within the Park
Service it would be of national significance and have national protection.
That is about the only reason.

*Crafts, "Saga of a Law," Part I, p. 18.
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And why wasn't such a phrase included?

I think that we were not aware of the importance of doing it at the
time, I am sure that is the answer. We didn't think of it. We could
have done it, but we became aware of the importance in having it
done after the fact. It was just too late.

Why did Conrad Wirth oppose the Multiple Use Act?

Why did he oppose it? You would have to ask him that, to be sure
you're getting the right answer. But my belief is the Park Service was
fearful that at the last minute some language would be put in the act,
maybe in conference, to preclude any more transfers of land between
agencies. They may have been worried, also, that if general legisla-
tion of this nature passed, one of the things it would do would be to
build up recreation as a Forest Service function and thus make it more
difficult for the Park Service to work out transfers of lands between
agencies. This fear was something that the Park Service anticipated
might happen. Actually, the Forest Service, as I have said, did not
pursue the Multiple Use Act for reasons of protection against the Park
Service at all. But the Park Service, looking at it from its own eyes,
was fearful that the act might have an adverse effect on its interests
or that some very specific prohibitory language might be put in. Those
are the only two reasons that I know.

Did the Rockefeller interests take any stand on the Multiple Use Act?
No, the Rockefeller people really hadn't gotten involved in Forest
Service activities at that time. They didn't become involved until the
Qutdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission study was nearing

completion. Prior to then the Forest Service had no contact with the
Rockefellers, didn't know them. The reverse was true, also.

So then, groups like the Conservation Foundation and the National
[interrupted].

The Conservation Foundation didn't exist at that time.
Okay. How about the National Parks and Recreation Association?
That didn't exist either.

Have the pressures to take over Forest Service land by the Park Service
decreased since the passage of the 1960 act?
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EC: The Multiple Use Act had no effect one way or the other on that subject.
In fact, there have been a number of transfers since then.

Relations between the Forest Service and the Corps of Engineers

SS: Did rivalry between the Forest Service and the army Corps of Engineers
give any added impetus to the Forest Service's development of multiple
use?

EC: No. 1 think that was not a factor at all. As a matter of fact, at the
time there wasn't too much rivalry between the Forest Service and the
corps. The two agencies got along pretty well. The corps administers
about one hundred and sixty reservoirs in connection with its civil
works program. Its total land ownership around these reservoirs is only
about four million acres. That's about the size of maybe two national
forests. So it's very minor. And only a few of these are inside
national forests. There are some that are entirely inside national
forests. There are others that are partly inside national forests.
Specific boundary problems sometimes arose where corps inholdings
occurred--some in Texas, some in Oregon, and others around the
country. But the two agencies, in general, were able to work these
things out. They agreed in some cases to have the Forest Service
administer recreation at corps projects and in others for the corps to
administer recreation on intermingled Forest Service land. In some
cases, they worked it out so that the corps would administer one
side of the lake and the Forest Service the other side,

Both of these agencies were professional agencies in the truest
sense of the word. The corps was not acquisitive for land. It was
pushed into recreation by the very fact that the water was there and
the people came. And I speak with some knowledge because since I
retired I did a four-month job for the corps on its recreation policies
and management and have a fair familiarity with the corps's functions.
I had many dealings with the corps when I was in the Forest Service,
and rivalry is too strong a term, There was, sometimes, conflict of
interest. Moreover, there was a mutuality of respect. There were
a few occasional sore spots, but at the responsible policy level in
the two agencies things were generally worked out, Sometimes the
Forest Service thought the corps did a poor job and vice versa,
Sometimes the Forest Service didn't do too well; sometimes the corps
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didn't, But it was not at all comparable to the situation between the
Park Service and the Forest Service.

When a reservoir is built on national forest land, who builds it?

The corps may build it; the Bureau of Reclamation may build it. They
may be built, sometimes, by local government,

How is it decided who will build it?

An act of Congress is what sets it up for reclamation or corps reservoirs.
Sometimes they are built under the Small Watershed Act, which is
administered by the Soil Conservation Service. Mostly, these things
are determined by the Congress, either by substantive legislation or

by appropriations.

And this causes no rivalry?

There is great rivalry between the Bureau of Reclamation and the corps.
Both of them are in the dam-building business in the seventeen western
states, But there is no great rivalry between the dam-building agencies
and the Forest Service. The Forest Service recognizes the need for
water for flood control, irrigation, domestic or industrial use, and
recreation--multiple-purpose projects. The impact on surface manage-
ment from flooding land is negligible insofar as the total national

forest system is concerned. Probably the use of these areas for
artificial lakes is about as valuable a use as can be developed.

Relations between the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management

SS:

EC:
88:
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Were there any conflicts between the Bureau of Land Management and
the Forest Service that might have contributed to multiple-use
development, for example, the problem of the national grazing lands?
I think you mean the national grasslands.

Yes, I'm sorry.

The national grasslands, of cowse, were in the Department of
Agriculture long before they were assigned to the Forest Service for
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administration. They are the old Bankhead Jones farm—tenant lands that
were acquired during the depression as submarginal, tax-reverted
lands. The government picked them up. They were administered for a
long time within the Department of Agriculture, and then they were
converted to land-utilization districts. The question finally came up
during the Eisenhower administration, "How long should the government
hold onto these lands?" Some of them, under procedures that I now
forget, were returned to private ownership. They were resold, but

it was decided, after swveys, to retain some of them in federal
ownership because it was felt they were submarginal for private use.
These were scattered all up and down the Plains States, clear from
Canada to the gulf.

Up to then the Forest Service hadn't been in the picture, but
then the question arose, "Who is going to administer these lands
that are scheduled for permanent retention?" They were in the
Department of Agriculture, and the Forest Service not only was the
principal land administering agency in the Department of Agriculture,
but also it was in the grazing business. These were mostly grazing
and watershed lands. The Forest Service was the natural repository.

These lands were not, however, typical national forest-type
lands. They weren't mountainous lands; they were plains lands.
They had minimal timber on them. Not too many of them had valuable
recreation use. So the Forest Service was trying to figure out what
in the world to call them. We had a staff meeting one day and came
up with the idea of national grasslands. That is how the name got
established. It was just an administrative choice, a decision of the
chief's staff, but it caught on. I am proud to say "national grasslands"
was my suggestion, as was "Boundary Waters Canoe Area" when we
renamed that area at another time., Then for a long time the Forest
Service administered those national grasslands under different laws
than applied to the national forests. Eventually some legislation was
passed making them subject to the same laws and regulations as the
national forests.

During the time when the question of jurisdiction and permanent
administration of national grasslands was under review, consideration
was given to whether they should be transferred to the Department of
Interior and merged with the public domain lands administered by the
Bureau of Land Management. I know the BLM people were very unhappy
that they hadn't thought about the name national grasslands and
called their whole empire national grasslands. But the Forest Service
got there first and thought about the name first and latched on to it.
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Some people in the Interior Department regretted that it didn't
receive the national grasslands for administration. It would have made
a lot of sense, really. But, here again, it was a question of jurisdic-
tional responsibility, and the Forest Service could do the job just as
well, We had two agencies, both qualified to administer these western
grazing lands. But at that time, the Forest Service was more profes-
sional and less subject to political influence than the Bureau of Land
Management. It had been in business longer. It had somewhat higher
standards. Its grazing lands were in better condition than the BLM
lands, Its grazing fees were higher. There were a lot of reasons.

But there wasn't any real connection between the national
grasslands and the Multiple Use Act. These were two independent
moves of the Forest Service at that time. You can claim--and I think
it is correct--that the national grasslands, in the broad sense, are
multiple-use lands in that they have grazing, wildlife, watershed, and
recreation, But very few have timber.

They are covered by the Multiple Use Act?

Now they are, yes.

Need for the Act

35S

I wanted to discuss the need for the 1960 act. Has timber historically
been the dominant use in terms of the legislation governing the Forest
Service?

+ The 1897 act and perhaps the act of 1891--1 think more the 1897 act--

provided, among other things, that the principal purposes of national
forest establishment and administration were for timber and water, *
They didn't give one purpose priority, but it named just those two,
Later the Weeks Law came into the picture in 1911 for the eastern
national forests with essentially the same objectives. So those were
the purposes of establishment up until the Multiple Use Act,

*

Forest Reserve Act of 4 June 1897, ch. 2, 30 Stat. 34-36, 43,
44, 16 U,S.C, secs. 424, 473-482, 483, 551 (1964). Also known as
the Sundry Civil Appropriations Bill of 4 June 1897,
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But the functions of administration, as I said the other day, were
custodial in the very early days--protection against trespass, fire,
insects, disease, and overgrazing. In the early days, grazing was
the principal use. There was the protective function and the grazing
function. The timber was just sitting there. The watershed function
up until about World War II was principally a protective function, It
was there; the streams originated in the high mountains that were
nearly all national forests. That was where the snow fell and where
the snowbanks were. But the Forest Service didn't do much affirmative
watershed management until the 1930s, until the CCCs came, and
then they built many check dams, erosion control structures, and
stream diversions.

I guess the 1930s would really be the dividing point between
custodial and management functions. It was during the depression
and the time of the CCCs that the Forest Service made the big transi-
tion away from a mainly custodial function. Grazing was very important
in the thirties. Timber was just beginning to be important. Recreation
was important, The service was beginning to take affirmative action
for the control and manipulation of the watershed, using both revegeta-
tion and structures,

Later, during World War II, timber boomed. Timber has been
the preeminent resource function ever since World War II, up to and
including right now. Recreation was slowly beginning to accelerate,
and it has accelerated very rapidly in recent years, particularly
since 1960. Recreation, I think, is now the number two function,
although that is the wrong wording to use. Number two in terms of
appropriated money. You asked about wildlife, Wildlife, of course,
is very important. The wildlife were there; there were protected. But
again the affirmative action for wildlife habitat management started
about in the thirties.

A lot of people don't understand the Multiple Use Act, It doesn't
mean you have got to have all five resource uses on every acre, It
doesn't even mean that you've got to have these five uses on every
district, There are a number of things that it does mean. This is what
people don't understand. It means that on an area of substantial
size--generally defined as about the size of a ranger district--you
will not only find these uses,but you also will find affirmative manage-
ment of the resources on which they depend. The latter means
affirmative action by the Forest Service to enhance these resources,
to protect them, to manage them, and to manipulate them. And you
must have on a designated multiple-use area, such as a ranger district,
three out of the five to qualify as multiple use. So you have to have
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three out of the five on an area about the size of a ranger district,
and the Forest Service has to take affirmative action to enhance those
three,

The equal aspect of the Multiple Use Act only means that when
the Forest Service is developing its plan for administration and
management of a multiple-use area, such as a ranger district, in its
consideration of how to manipulate, how to plan, how to manage, it

will give equal attention to all three. It doesn't mean that it will

come out in the plan that all three will be given equal dollar expenditures,
equal manpower expenditures, or equal effort. On some multiple-use
areas grazing will obviously be much more important than timber and

vice versa. But when you start off at the beginning to make a multiple-
use development plan, then they start out equal. You didn't ask that,

but I wanted to get it in.

Impact of the Act

S8

EC:

SS:
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I was going to ask all of those questions that you answered, so that
is fine. What I had originally been trying to get at was just how much
of a departure the 1960 act represented in terms of the actual
administration of the national forests.

Do you mean if the act had been administered the way it was conceived?
Or do you mean the way it has been administered?

Whether or not the passage of the act really made a difference in the
administration of the national forests. The Forest Service has said
that the act wasn't a departure, but yet they said it was a very signifi-
cant piece of legislation.

It is a piece of defensive legislation, as I think I have explained, to
prevent any particular use from assuming the driver's seat. It was a
protective and defensive action. The act should have resulted in
major changes in administration. It should have resulted in a stop,
look, and listen reassessment of what the Forest Service was doing in
terms of the act and its legislative history,

The act passed in 1960, and I left the Forest Service in 1962.
During that two years the Forest Service was stopping, looking, and
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listening. It was reassessing the balance between the different uses
and developing what purportedly were multiple-use plans.

From 1962 on, I looked at progress under the Multiple Use Act
from outside the service. 1 think what actually happened was the
Forest Service found it very difficult to get hold of the concept in
precise terms. The service forgot the requirements of size of area,
three of five resources, and affirmative management actions. It had
difficulty translating generalities of the language, definitions, and
history into specific working mechanics.,

Also, there was a big change in Forest Service leadership.
People who were running the Forest Service and who understood the
act and its subtleties left about that time. [Richard E.]McArdle left;
I left; [Verne L, ) Harper left; [Earl] Loveridge had left before. There
was a big transition in the top management of the Forest Service. The
new staff who took over to run the Forest Service shortly after the
Multiple Use Act passed were men who had not participated in the
conception nor enactment of the statute and who didn't really know the
legislative history and intent. The one exception was Ed Cliff, who
had nothing to do with enactment of the act. Reynolds Florance, whom
I mentioned, the lawver, remained, and he knew it better than anybody
else. Unfortunately,he was in an advisory position only. He was not
in a decision-making role.

Therefore, the Forest Service put a very superficial and sometimes
erroneous interpretation on the act. The service tended more and more
to use it as a propaganda cloak. Everything fell under multiple use,
and who can argue against multiple use because it is all things to all
people. They used it as a justification for whatever they wanted to do,
instead of applyving some of these rather specific interpretations and
guicelines that I have tried to describe. Many of the multiple-use plans
that resulted were so general that they were meaningless., So the
service lapsed back into the pattern of a general multiple-use plan
that was so general it didn't mean much and depended on administrative
guidelines for specific functional plans--one for timber, one for
recreation, one for grazing, and so on. These functional plans were
competitive with each other.

Such handling finally caught up with the Forest Service, so the
service has been accused, and with some justification, of using the
Multiple Use Act to mean all things and as a propaganda weapon. But
the act was not intended to be a propaganda weapon at all. This was
not one of the purposes of it. The directives in the act have not been
used effectively or successfully to stand up to the timber people. The
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service has tried in some cases, but there are people in the Forest
Service, the functional specialists, who were similar to the commodity
users outside. There are timber management people who are out to
enhance the timber management function of the Forest Service. There
are grazing people who wish to enhance the grazing function. These
men didn't, in their actions, subscribe to the basic philosophy or
concept of the act which they were supposed to administer.

This happens frequently with government officials, particularly
in regulatory agencies. The Forest Service, in this sense, was a regu-
latory agency in that it was regulating the use of these various
resources on the lands entrusted to its care. Frequently regulatory
agencies--like the people who are supposed to reqgulate the electric
utility industry, for example--become the spokesmen or advocates
for the industry they are entrusted to regulate, This seems to be a
disease they catch, And the Forest Service has been subject to some
of this. Really, it is very easy for me to sit here now, being removed
from responsibility, and criticize. The Forest Service has had enough
irresponsible criticism directed against it.

I really think the Forest Service has not done as well as I know
we hoped it would do,and possibly as it could have done, in translating
generalities of the act into specific application; in achieving a proper
balance between uses; and in using the act effectively to overcome
the pressures from the timber people or the other users for excessive
use of the commodities in which they trade. So I have been disappointed
in the implementation of the Multiple Use Act, not only by the Forest
Service, but also by the secretary of agriculture and by the Congress.
Most people, the federal executive and legislative branches, don't
fully understand what the act was supposed to do and still don't. The
Forest Service has done a poor job of getting the concept of the
act understood, even among its own personnel,

Defining Multiple Use in the Act

SS: I reread last night McArdle's speech at the Fifth World Forestry Congress
in 1960, and I get a much clearer view of what multiple use means
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than I do from reading the definition within the act itself. i

McArdle's speech is more specific, We didn't want things too specific
in the act. Hindsight is always pretty good. It would have been far
better if a number of the guidelines that were in McArdle's talk had
been included in the House and Senate committee reports and thus
made part of the legislative history. We should have done that, but
we didn't. It was a real mistake that we made, looking back, because
most people don't even know that talk existed. Most people in the
Forest Service today will draw a complete blank if yvou ask them about
it. Even if they have heard of it, they haven't bothered to read it.

At first we tried policy directives, orders, and everything else
to make that talk as much of the act as any piece of legislative history,
but I am sure we were not successful within the Forest Service in doing
that, Possibly it wouldn't have been well to have those three guide-
lines in the act itself. But they should have been in the committee
reports, and then some of the problems that the Forest Service has
since faced would not have developed, at least not to the degree they
have.

Why wouldn't it have been well to have it in the act, for example, that
multiple use means more than two uses?

Someday we might want to change that and might want to make it mean
four. I don't know,. Probably now if you were passing the act, it
would be in the act. The trend in Congress is to pass less and less
general legislation and become more and more specific in the natural
resource field. Forest Service statutes like the 1891 act, the 1897 act,
the Weeks Law, and even the Multiple Use Act are general statutes
giving wide administrative discretion to the executive branch. The
executive branch likes this because it is given more flexibility to meet
unforeseen situations, and it lets them adjust and adapt to times, and
SO on.

Congress, particularly the interior committees under the influence
of the recent chairmen of those committees, is getting way away from
general legislation into specific legislation. This is why the Land
and Water Conservation Fund is specific; this is why the Park Service

*

Richard E. McArdle, "The Concept of Multiple Use of Forest and
Associated Lands--Its Values and Limitations," in Proceedings: Fifth
World Forestry Congress , 29 August to 10 September 1960, Seattle,

Washington (Seattle: University of Washington, 1962), pp. 143-145,
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legislation is also specific. The Congress spells out minute details
right in the statutes. The agriculture committees, which were the ones
that handled the Multiple Use Act, tend to favor the more general

type of legislation. But still the trend of the times in Congress is to
be less general and to give less latitude to the executive branch. The
Multiple Use Act was about the last piece of general legislation the
Forest Service ever got through.

Discretionary Powers of the Forest Service

SS:

EC:

S5S:

B

Do vou think this tendency toward more specific legislation is
linterrupted]?

Good or bad? Is that what you're driving at? I have mixed feelings
on that., I worked with the Hill for thirty years. [Pause.] I think
probably the trend to have more specific legislation is a good thing
because it is a reflection of change in the country. It is a reflection
of intensified management; greater value of resources in the lands
involved; greater use; and greater population pressures and pressures
on these lands, Congress is supposed to be the policy arm, and if
yvou leave the statutes too general, the executive branch becomes

the policy guide. 1 think probably in some cases specificity has gone
too far., But, in general, I think that the trend toward more specific
legislation is probably a good thing, It tends to make Congress more
of a partner and share responsibility.

Some of the wilderness preservationists have accused the Forest Service
of having too wide a discretionary power, administrative power. Even
Samuel Dana, in Forest and Range Policy, mentioned that the Forest
Service had a great deal of, not only independence with the department,
but a great deal of freedom. *

The Forest Service did have that to a considerable degree, and still

*Samuel T. Dana, Forest and Range Policy (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1956). For a preservationist discussion of the Forest Service's
discretionary powers, see Ian Burton and Robert W, Kates, Readings
in Resource Management and Conservation (Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, 1960), pp. 189-201; and "The Wilderness Bill: Nobody
Wants It But the People," Sierra Club Bulletin 45, no. 3 (March 1960): 2,
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has it to some extent. He was talking about the subject long before
the Nixon administration took over, His book was written long before
then. The Forest Service doesn't have much discretionary freedom
now, They are really tied down by the secretary's office. The
secretary's office has been cutting into Forest Service discretion
during the last several administration.

I remember when Clinton Anderson was secretary of agriculture,
he commented once, "God help the secretary of agriculture who crosses
the Forest Service." You should remember that the Forest Service
had its men scattered in eight hundred to a thousand ranger districts;
it had its roots in towns all over the country. It could develop tremendous
pressures if it wanted to. It had a very fine subterranean lobbying
system, and it took risks, gambled, and men were willing to do it. The
Forest Service formerly had great latitude, but it has lost a great deal
of that latitude.

People criticize that latitude when the Forest Service does not
do what they want it to do. But they feel the latitude is fine when the
Forest Service is using the latitude to agree with them. It cuts both
ways. For example, I don't imagine the preservationists, as you call
them, would have criticized the Forest Service for creating primitive
areas in the national forests. Yet that was purely an administrative
action with no endorsement from the Congress whatsoever. So as I
say, it all depends on who's ox is being gored.

Do you think this trend away from such discretionary power is good?

No, I don't think so because it means that the politicians in the
executive branch are running the Forest Service more and more.
Traditionally that has not been the case. This has been one of the

great strengths of the Forest Service; it has been professional. It

can be overprofessional and lose touch with the people. There may have
been some of that in recent years, but it has been remarkably free of
political pressure, political domination, and political guidance. This
has been one of its great strengths. As it becomes controlled more by
the secretaries of agriculture, Office of Management and Budget, and the
White House, this introduces politics into the picture.

In other words, this discretionary power that the Fore st Service has
had, has meant less political and public involvement?

Not public. Less political involvement because they could ignore the
politicians. In the past they could not make the service do what
they wanted it to do., It did what it thought was best. Unless the
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Forest Service had men who were crooked in positions of responsibility
and would be tools of some particular interest, this freedom was a
good thing., The Forest Service was attempting to read the public
interest, And these were dedicated men. Most of them were men of
rocklike integrity.

There has never been a scandal in the Forest Service of this
nature. There has never been a financial scandal in the Forest Service.
There has never been a public interest scandal in the Forest Service.,
People can criticize the Forest Service and berate and damn them up
one side and down the other, but they have never questioned the
honesty or the integrity of the service. As long as they can retain
integrity and make their voice felt at top levels, it is better for the
service to have independence. Service employees are not running
for office; they are not trying to get reelected; they are not trying to
curry favor in Oregon or Washington so they can get reelected as
senator or congressman from a particular state. You see, they have
that independence.

But when you get an administration such as the Nixon administra-
tion, there can be trouble, For example, the timber industry has close
liaison with people in positions of power in the White House., The
orders come down from the top--do this or do that. That is bad. It
is real bad. This has been one of the great contrasts between the
Department of Agriculture and the Forest Service, on the one hand, and
the various resource agencies of the Department of Interior over the
years, The latter have been politically dominated.

Which gives the public a greater control over resource allocation?

I think the one that I favor does because all the people can speak through
their elected representatives ard through their appropriations committees,
and legislation can be passed. But when you represent this lumber-
man or that preservationist who knows John Doe who happens to be
secretary of agriculture or staff assistant to the president, you're not
getting a cross section of public opinion. You're getting a very
particular special interest zeroing right in at the top. Five years from
now it may be John Smith down in Arizona, who happens to be a big
stockman,who knows the secretary of agriculture.

One time Secretary [Ezra Taft] Benson became secretary of
agriculture, and he was a Mormon. All the Mormons who had ever
had grazing complaints against the Forest Service flooded in on Benson.
I will say this about Benson. He was very much embarrassed by this,
and he didn't respond to it. But this is the way people try to take
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advantage. Complaints that had been settled for ten or fifteen years all
came to light again as soon as Benson became secretary of agriculture
because they would all write him as Brother Benson. As long as he
took no active role in settlement of the complaints, it was all right. But
if he had said to the service, "I want you to do this," or, "I want you
to do that," then the chief would have to do it or quit. But Benson
stood his ground. He was a strong secretary. So as long as the

Forest Service is counselled and advised, but not ordered very often,

I think it is better.

The whole trend in the executive branch is centralization of
power in the Office of Management and Budget and the White House,
with less and less power in the cabinet departments, cabinet officers,
or subcabinet officers, and even less in the bureau chiefs. Things
have changed very rapidly, you understand. This has nothing to do with
multiple use, This is a centralization trend that has happened during
the last several presidencies, but particularly in the last two years.
Nixon has pulled power away from his cabinet officers and centered it
in the White House staff and the Office of Management and Budget.
These are anonymous people, Many of those people who make the
real decisions that control what the Forest Service or other agencies do
are staff members who occupy relatively minor positions in the Office
of Management and Budget. The public never even hears about them.
This isn't good.

If the Forest Service is largely operated onthe basis of wide discretion-
ary powers on the part of what are essentially full career professional
technicians, or whatever you want to call the foresters, how does the
public control the resource allocation questions in multiple-use
situations?

1 gave you one example. The public controls through Congress., It
controls through the biennial and annual elections and by picking a
president. You made one erroneous assumption in your question by
stating that the Forest Service is run largely by foresters. There are
about forty professional disciplines in the Forest Service, and I

would say the foresters represent less than half the professionals in
the service. There is a very wide cosmopolitan group of various kinds
of disciplines that are in the Forest Service, not just foresters.

Also, the service has its own internal administrative devices to
sense public opinion., If you are sympathetic to the Forest Service,
you think such devices are good; if you don't like the Forest Service,
you don't think they are good. I refer to such mechanisms as multiple-
use advisory councils on the national forest level and on a regional
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level. They did have one on the national level, but Secretary
[Clifford M. ] Hardin did not reappoint it so it has been allowed to
lapse. The service has appeal processes--both informal and formal
appeal processes--for people to go through. And a citizen can reach
the secretary of agriculture through the appeal devices. Also, they
have the usual avenue of appeal to representatives in Congress.

So the pressure through the legislature is largely on appropriations
or actual pieces of legislation?

It is both appropriations and legislation. But a lot of it is just day-to-
day relationships. Congressman Doaks calls up and says, "I have

a problem in my district; let's get together and talk about it." So he
and the service representative sit down and talk about it, And a lot

of times they work it out. This is just the daily liaison, which was
one of my jobs when [ was in the Forest Service,

Most of the dozen or so top responsible people in the Forest
Service used to have wide acquaintances on the Hill. They have lost
some of that relationship in recent years. Congressmen and senators
are calling the Forest Service constantly. The Forest Service may get
a hundred letters a day from members of Congress about questions on
behalf of their constituents, This is constantly going back and forth
all the time. This is not unique just to the Forest Service, It is
true with any real estate agency of the federal government which is
administering land and which is involved with people to the extent
the Forest Service is involved.

I'd like to get back in awhile to some of the things you were talking
about--the multiple-use councils, for example--but one further
question on this problem of discretionary powers. In talking to one
avid wilderness enthusiast about multiple use, his feeling was that
the discretionary power that the Forest Service had held, has caused
the service to be more politically oriented and to be more concerned
about its public image and to become a very powerful lobby. You
yourself admitted the Forest Service has become such.

No, you're wrong., Admitting carries the wrong connotation. On
the contrary, I helped to build up Forest Service congressional relations.
I am proud of it. I think it was the thing to do. The term admission
carries a connotation that it was wrong, and I disagree with that
thoroughly. The Forest Service was and is sensitive politically,

and it should be, There's nothing bad about politics. The politicians
represent the people in the states or the districts that they come from.
They have to stand for reelection., If there's anyway to get a reading
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of public opinion, they ought to have a feel for that opinion,

Why shouldn't the Forest Service be sensitive to their views and
have good contacts with members of Congress and be able to work
things out and talk to them?

Any agency that administers land or real estate--and the
Forest Service has about 12 percent of the United States entrusted
to its control--has thousands and thousands of users who do so
for different reasons. Frequently the objectives of different user
groups are in conflict, Therefore, somebody has to make the
decision, and this is the job of the Forest Service after due con-
sideration of differing views,

Recently a new trend has developed in the country. Those
who happen to be displeased with a decision are less and less
willing to accept it and thus abide by the system of government
that we have. So they berate the establishment, the Congress,
and the executive branch, which are exercising the functions
given to them by the Constitution. This is one reason why dis-
contented users have turned to the judicial branch in recent
years. Involvement of the judiciary may or may not be a good
thing. It's too early to tell, In some respects it's probably
good, but it can go to extremes, and it's also time-consuming
and costly, I think the Forest Service was wise in being sensi-
tive politically and was and is wise to let people know about
issues as they occur, to have these advisory councils and appeal
procedures,

I might say that nearly all the quotations you've given
me in the last couple of days are from people who are mainly
wilderness advocates or preservationists. This must be your
focal point of contact, which I think is too bad if that's true
because to carry on an interview of this sort you should have
balanced contacts with all the user groups of the national forests
and not just the wilderness preservation groups.

But when I ask these questions I'm taking another viewpoint;
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they're questions to stimulate a response rather than [interrupted].

I understand that,

advocate a particular philosophy of my own,

I understand.

I will say this much, that the best discussions of multiple use that

at least gave me ideas of questions or tackled the problem really came

from, for example, the Sierra Club Bulletin as opposed to the papers
of the NLMA [National Lumber Manufacturers Association].

Have you ever talked to any of the leaders in the lumber industry?

Yes 1 have.

Have you ever talked to Bernie Orell, for example?

No, I've never met him. But the only wilderness man that I have talked
to was Grant McConnell. I've never talked to any of the others at

all, but [interrupted].

He's pretty reasonable.

But I read all of American Forests , and I really got very little help on

what multiple use actually means, so perhaps some of my questions
tend to come more out of [interrupted].

All right. Let's get to the question.

But in any case it's not a question of personal advocacy but [interrupted].

I understand that, but you would get different questions to ask if you
talked to other people is what I'm trying to say.

Definition of Multiple Use

SS:

I'm sure. It was too bad that I didn't talk to other people, but
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Grant McConnell is in Santa Cruz, so I talked to him. But in any case
this question of discretionary powers I thoughtwas worth discussing.

Now, I want to get back to the actual passage of the act itself,
We were talking before about the definition of multiple use. Did any
of the groups involved in the act want multiple use more closely
defined than it was in the bill?

:+ No, as I recall there wasn't any real issue or question which arose

on that point. The basic question was whether it should be defined at
all, and Penfold was the principal advocate of having a definition in
the act. The definition was drafted really by the Forest Service and
Penfold working together. Reynolds Florance was the chief architect.
As it finally passed, there were some changes in punctuation, but
that's all. Unless you really get into this, it's difficult to conceive
of how carefully the phraseology was chosen. I mean every word was
weighed. The Forest Service hesitated in having it defined because we
feared it might get changed in some disadvantageous way en route
through Congress. It turned out all right. There may have been one

or two minor moves, but I don't remember anything major in the defini-
tion where changes were attempted. It seemed to be generally acceptable.

You mentioned that Clem Miller had advanced a definition that was
unaccepg{able to the Forest Service. You mentioned this in "Saga of
a Law." Do yvou recall what that definition was ?

I don't recall what it was. I think he was stimulated in that by a

man named Bill [William ] Duddleson, who at that time was working for
Clem and who is now with the Conservation Foundation. Bill's a good
friend of mine. He might be able to give you a little insight into that,
but T do not remember the details of what Clem wanted that we didn't,

Was the Multiple Use Bill in any sense a partisan measure ?
Oh, no. Absolutely not. It was introduced by fifty or sixty members

of the House and a number of senators on both sides of the aisle. Tt
was not partisan at all, in any way, shape, or form.

*
Crafts, "Saga of a Law," Part II, p. 32.
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The Regional Forester's Role in Legislation

SS:

EC:

SS:

EC:

How much of a role did the regional foresters play in the legislative
process, particularly in the Multiple Use Act?

Now which are you asking-~the legislative process in general or the
Multiple Use Act in particular?

I guess both.

Well, the regional foresters exercised a role in policy formation within
the Forest Service through the constant interchange between the
Washington office and the regional office by personal contact, phone,
and wire. The regional foresters are in Washington frequently; the
Washington people are in the regions frequently. Then there were

the annual regional foresters' meetings when we all got together for
several days. So they had substantial inputs into the policy positions
that the Forest Service took on almost any question, including
legislation.

They were consulted when we were deciding whether to go ahead
with the Multiple Use Act. I don't remember how they felt about it,
My belief is probably most of them thoughtwe should take the gamble.
None of them raised any question about the concept., Internally they
exercised a policy-advisory role, which was a very important role, They
were sort of the pulse that we had on feelings around the country.
Everything from the lower echelons came up through them to us and
vice versa.

When it came to legislation before the Congress, regional
foresters occasionally would come in and testify. If it was a piece
of legislation of local impact, like the O & C controverted land
legislation that affected just the state of Oregon, the regional forester
would be in on drafting the bill or in our review of it if it had originated
in Congress. We would send him drafts of policy positions and
testimony to comment on. Sometimes we'd ask him to initiate their
preparation. When it came to more general types of legislation, such
as the Multiple Use Act, that affected all regions or several regions,
then their role was usually less specific, but nevertheless it followed
the same pattern of counsel and advice.

The regional foresters would respond to questions about the bill
from people in the regions which they represented, or they would
supply information about the legislation and the Forest Service's position.
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Sometimes people would want to express themselves for or against a
piece of legislation. About all the Forest Service could do in these
situations would be to tell people whom to write to or the mechanics
of how to get themselves scheduled as witnesses and so forth, It
was very rare that the Forest Service would request somebody to
testify or attempt to influence legislation because, you see, this
could get into questions of legality. The Forest Service was very
careful to stay legal on this sort of thing. But serving as a channel
both ways to and from the people really was what the regional
foresters did, plus their own internal policy inputs.

They exercised another role, often a very important one, when
congressional committees would travel. They would handle the
logistics for the committee in their region. If a committee was coming
out to visit certain national forests or look at particular situations, the
regional foresters would work all this out. TUsually there would be one
or two people from the Washington office along, frequently myself,
but when we were in a particular region the responsibility and burden
shifted to the regional forester. There's an awful lot of preparation
for this type of thing, both in the simple things--like hotels, transpor-
tation, appointments, food, communications, press coverage--plus
the more technical aspects of arranging for the rangers to be on hand,
working out the schedule, and showing congressmen the things they
want to see. So these were the ways in which the regions and the
regional foresters individually participated in relationships with the
legislative branch.

If the regional foresters were assigned to one region for any
length of time, they got to know the congressional representation from
the states in their region. When the regional foresters visited
Washington, they would call on these people. Also, there would be
frequent telephone conversations back and forth directly from
congressional members to the regional foresters, and this was
encouraged.,

Really about the only control we exercised on regional foresters
was, they were not free to write a member of Congress and state a
policy position without that letter clearing through the Washington
office, They could write it and sign it, but it had to pass through our
office for approval before transmittal because simetimes the regional
foresters would state a position that might not be fully in accord with
the position of the agency. Then we'd intercept it and work it out with
them, Other types of correspondence they carried on directly.

Did most of the regional foresters favor the Multiple Use Act?
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EC: They all did.
SS: They all did?
EC: Yes.

SS: I read somewhere that J. Herbert Stone favored the use of a phrase
coordinative use.*

EC: If he did, I don't remember., He favored the bill even if he may have
preferred a different phrase.

SS: Would coordinative use mean something different than multiple use?
EC: Not to me it wouldn't.
SS: I was wondering if it was a [interrupted].

EC: No, I don't get the significance of the difference.

Attitude of Lumber Interests

SS: In the 1950s the NLMA opposed the idea of multiple use. Then they
came around, andthey eventually favored the passage of the act, At
least I get this idea from reading the organization's papers. Now what
caused this change?

EC: I think basically you're right, although I think their favoring it at the
end was a very lukewarm feeling. There was very stong division of
opinion within the National. The principal architect of support from
the lumber industry was Bernie Orell, who was a fairly new vice-
president of Weyerhaesuser. He formerly had been state forester of
Oregon or Wash‘mgton."”|r The key meeting on this with the National
was in San Francisco when [Richard E. ] McArdle went out and talked

*nWilderness Needs a Multiple Use Hearing," Sierra Club
Bulletin 45, no. 5 (June 1960): 2.

**Por discussion of Bernie Orell's role in the Multiple Use Act,
see Crafts, "Saga of a Law," Part II, p. 35.
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to them. Orell, of course, was vitally involved in that meeting. At
that meeting the two of them persuaded the policy makers on the
governing board of the National to go along with it, So they did.

I don't believe they were ardent in their support because they
felt they might be losing the preeminent role of timber. Bernie
recognized this, but he also recognized that times were changing,
and that if they didn't support the bill, it was probably going to pass
anyway. If they opposed it and it passed, they would not be in a very
good position. Also, he felt the time might come when recreation
would get so strong that the timber people would be glad to have the
equality with recreation that the Multiple Use Bill gave them.

Is that a possibility?

Yes, of course it's a possibility. In fact, I think it's quite a likeli-
hood. 1 think timber will get progressively less important, and the
nonconsumer uses of the national forests will get progressively more

important, I don't think there's any question about that.

So would you say that without Bernie Orell the situation would have
been very [interrupted].

Without him, I think, the lumber people would have opposed it.

: And without their support could the legislation have passed?

It is very hard to make that type of conjecture. It would have been
more difficult, much more difficult. It was a lot easier to be able to

go before Congress with support and no major focal points of opposition.

I think the bill probably would have passed anyway. I think it might
well have taken longer than it did, but it probably would have passed.

So when the bill did pass it had at least the lukewarm support of the
lumbermen as well as [interrupted].

Support of the designated spokesman for the lumber industry, as well
as the stockmen, the recreationists, wildlifers, the water people--the

whole ball of wax.

That was quite a feat.
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Bureau of the Budget

SS:

BG»

SS:

EC:

I'd like to spend a few minutes talking about the questions I have on
the actual passage of the act. You mentioned that the bill was log-
jammed in the Bureau of the Budget for two years.* Now why did it
just sit there?

Lots of bills sit there that long or longer. Many bills are buried
permanently there, The Bureau of the Budget wasn't very enthusiastic
about it. It had other things to do. Also, they had some question as
to its desirability. Possibly somebody had spoken to them against
the bill, somebody within the executive branch, and that helped to
hold it.

I think that probably, though, it was more apathy, disinterest,
and lack of understanding on the part of the Bureau of the Budget as to
why it was really needed, lack of persuasion. And it was a bill that
came up from an agency to them, rather than from the White House down.
The Bureau of the Budget is always overloaded, and they have to give
priority to things., Matters that don't originate from on high get less
attention than those that do. It was probably all those reasons.

You mentioned in "Saga of a Law" that the Multiple Use Bill, as
first introduced into the legislature, was a product of the Bureau of
the Budget's draft, not of the Forest Service's draft F* How did they
differ?

I don't have the two drafts to compare. A man named Fenton Shepherd
called up when they finally decided to move it, and he was the man

in their Civil Works and Natural Resources Division who was assigned
the responsibility to work on it with the Forest Service. I knew Fenton
so he called me. They had a number of questions about it, minor
questions, as I recall, not major ones. There are a lot of people in
government who feel they have to express things in their own way. It
gives them something to do, or they're just of that nature; they want to
rewrite everything. The Bureau of the Budget tended to do that a little
bit in those days, and Fenton as an individual tended to be that type
of individual. So we agreed on the consequential, substantive things.
He said he'd like to try his hand at shaping it up, so I said go ahead.

*Crafts, "Saga of a Law," Part I, p. 16

**Ibid. , p. 18.
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So they sent back a revised draft, Then we negotiated out some things
between us. The final bill wasn't precisely as he had redrafted it,

but it was basically his redraft with compromises on some things we
wanted changed. Why did they do a rewrite job? I don't know, I
think the impact of the bill would have been just the same with either
draft.

Mining: A Multiple Use?

SS:

EC:

SS:

EC:

S3:

EC:

I do not recall that the BOB made any major, substantive change
except they wanted to get mining included, and we didn't want mining
as one of the multiple uses. Budget insisted because they called it a
legitimate use of the national forests. Naturally it was, but it wasn't
a renewable use of the national forests, and we didn't want mining
or minerals included because to do so would introduce the secretary
of the interior into the policy decisions. We wanted these multiple-
use decisions to be made exclusively in one department, not a
divided responsibility between two departments. So we just left that
part out and sent it up to the Hill. We violated instructions to do
it, but we did. We just left minerals out of the act, and they never
challenged us on it so we got away with it.

Why wasn't wildlife excluded from the bill on the same basis that
mining was ?

It's a renewable resource.
Yes, but on the basis of divided administration.

No, the Interior Department didn't have anything to do with it. The
hunting or harvesting of wildlife was administered by the states. The
management of wildlife habitat is administered by the Forest Service.

Mining is destructive to the landscape. Wouldn't it have been better
if it had been included in a sense of making it a more complete multiple-
use program?

It is a debatable question. This was the way the Bureau of the Budget
felt. But, of course, some timbering is destructive of the landscape,
too, and so is overgrazing, so is uncontrolled erosion. All of these
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things if mismanaged are destructive of the landscape. But the mining
came under a different set of laws, and basically it would have been
divided responsibility. This was what we were trying to avoid. But

you can develop a very good argument for minerals to have been included
and the mining laws to have been changed. Ours was a pragmatic
solution, is what it was, rather than a theoretical solution.

SS: Did the American Mining Congress care one way or the other?

EC: I don't know because mining was never included, but they apparently
didn't mind being left out.

SS: They didn't?

EC: No, no because they were operating under their own body of law. This
didn't override anything, didn't affect their law, didn't change it one
iota., Whether they would have objected to having been included or
not, I don't know., They might very well have.

8S: Would you think it would be better for multiple use in the national
forests if mining were transferred from the interior to agriculture ?

EC: Yes. 1T think this is one of the big problems. Maybe not so much
transferred. That isn't phrased right. The minerals in the national
forests should be disposed of under a leasing provision under the
control of the secretary administering other resources of the national
forests rather than by the mining-patent procedure where the individual
gains fee title to twenty acres inside a public domain land. He also
secures title to the resources on those twenty acres. It would be
better to lease minerals as is done for grazing. That's the way it
should be, and that's been the policy of the Forest Service all along.
That's the way they are disposed of on the eastern national forests
under the Weeks Law, The 1872 mining laws apply only to the public
domain national forests. This is bad, and it has never been corrected.

Industrial Use: A Multiple Use?

SS: Was there any consideration given to including industrial uses as one
of the multiple uses?
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EC: Timber is an industrial use. I don't understand vou.

SS: I was thinking like power lines., I've seen some Forest Service posters
lately that have included as one of the multiple uses industrial uses,
meaning power lines and that sort of thing.

EC: I don't think this should have been mentioned, Power lines are not a
resource, It's a special-use permit. The Forest Service has many
special uses as summer homes, roads, pipelines, and others. No,
this bill covered management of the basic renewable resources
produced from the land. Transmission lines across the national forests
are a different type of use.

SS: T was just wondering if it had been considered.

EC: Yes, the answer is yes. It was considered, but we chose not to include
that type of use. We didn't think it fit the concept. We didn't just
overlook it. We did not forget about it.

Sustained Yield in the Act

SS: Which part of the act, multiple use or sustained yield, was the most
important part when the bill was first conceived or first introduced?

EC: Neither, I would say they were of equal importance then and now.
Multiple use gets the most attention, but the directive in the act
applies to both sustained yield and multiple use. The definition of
sustained vyield is very, very important. So I would say they were of
equal importance at the time and still are or still should be.

SS: The thing that prompted me to ask the question is a historian *by the
name of Smith in The Politics of Conservation [interrupted].

EC: He was a former congressman.

SS: He said that the bill had first stressed sustained yield, but that the

*Prank E. Smith, The Politics of Conservation (New York:
Pantheon Books, 1966), p. 289,
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Democratic conservationists had reversed it, feeling that it would
cause a fight, and emphasized multiple use.

That's absolutely untrue. I don't know where he got that idea. Maybe
in Congress at the time. Smith had nothing to do with getting the act
passed. He didn't serve on any of the committees that handled the
act., I don't know where he got that idea.

That was page 289 from The Politics of Conservation,

Administrative Clearance

EC:

The Forest Service chose to push the bill through both houses in
one session. You mentioned in "Saga of a Law" that you were afraid
that you might lose administrative support.*

We weren't successful in getting it cleared through the Bureau of the
Budget during the first session of whatever Congress it was. So we
didn't get the go-ahead sign within the administration until the
beginning of the second session of Congress. And the way these things
work, when an administration takes a position on a bill, that position
holds during the remainder of the Congress that was in session when
the position was taken. Then if the bill doesn't pass and the same

bill comes up again in the next Congress, the administration's position
is reconsidered regardless of whether it's the same administration
continuing or a new administration. At the beginning of every Congress
nothing carries over. Everything starts over again. Positions on legis-
lative proposals are reevaluated.

We had so much delay and so many problems in getting clearance
from the administration that we did not want to risk going through the
clearance process again. We knew we would be faced with a completely
fresh start within the administration, and we might be faced with a
completely new administration. It was just too uncertain to take that
gamble, At least, that's the way we judged. So we decided to go for
broke and try and get it through in one session. We would much rather
have had two sessions, but that wasn't the way it worked out,

*
Crafts, "Saga of a Law," Part I, p. 17.
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Reaction of Department of Interior

SS:

EC:

SS:

EC:

SS:

BGC:

At this stage did interior attempt to block the bill?

Oh, they were throwing little blocks in it. No major objection, and
I don't think there was any official objection, but they were making
problems for us.

Was there any competition between the House Committee on Agriculture
and the House Committee on Interior?

No, the interior committee didn't get into it at all until the bill got out
of the House Committee on Agriculture, and then Interior Department
people stirred up members of the interior committee a little bit and got
them wondering just what was going on. I think as it went through the
floor, Congressman [Wayne | Aspinall and John Saylor raised some
questions about it and made some legislative history about it. 1 know
we talked to them about it before it came up on the floor and pretty
well allayed their fears. So there was no committee competition at
all until almost time for floor action. Then there was a little interior
committee concern and interest in the bill, but that was pretty well
taken care of. The same thing did not happen on the Senate side at
all. The interior committee on the Senate side didn't show any interest
in the bill,

Was there any feeling within the Forest Service that the passage of
the Multiple Use Act would mean greater ease in getting appropriations,
especially for uses other than [interrupted].

We hoped it would., I don't know as we thought that it would. I guess
you could say we thought that it might help us get a better balance in
appropriations. We hoped it would mean more money for under-funded
things rather than less money for the adequately funded things, but we
didn't go at the bill for purposes of the money.

Equal Priority for the Multiple Uses ?

S8

The phrase "equal priority" didn't appear in the Multiple Use Act.
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That's right.

And I gather that some Forest Service men did not wish to have that
phrase in there.

I think [Edward P. ] Cliff objected to it. He struck it out whenever he
found it in the letters or in the legislative history. I guess he felt

it was too confining and too restrictive. But we put it back in. McArdle
and I put it back in, not in every place he struck it out, but in a

number of places. So you will find it in the legislative history. But

he was the only one who raised a question about it,

And he was an assistant chief at the time?

Yes.

Richard E. McArdle

SSs

EC:

I gather that McArdle was generally the type of man who avoided
controversy whenever possible, 1 could be erroneous in that impression.
Did supporting the Multiple Use Act represent a departure in this
attitude ?

I think vour impression of McArdle is probably a little wrong. He didn't
go out to seek controversy, but he didn't avoid it at all costs, He was

a high-principled man. He would take a position on what he believed

in, and if controversy came, why, let it come. But he had a pleasing
personality. He was an extrovert. People liked him, and he liked
people. He had a way of expressing things in a noncontroversial way.
He didn't balk on the Multiple Use Mining Act. He didn't balk on any
pieces of controversial legislation we handled when he was chief that

I can remember. He handled the Multiple Use Act with the timber people.
That was his doing, and that was certainly highly controversial.

He did play down or change the Forest Service's posture and role
on regulation of private cutting practices. I think he did that for two
reasons, Partly, I guess, it was his belief that maybe about as much
good has been accomplished out of regulation through the fear of it.

The other was a very pragmatic and political view that under the adminis-
tration he was confronted with, of President Eisenhower, Sherman Adams,
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and Ezra Taft Benson, he had about as much chance of getting regulation
as a snowball in hell. So, if he wanted to stay on as chief and do the
best he could for the Forest Service on other matters, he'd better quit
fussing about regulation.

So McArdle and Bernie Orell worked closely together?

Yes, on some things they did.

I'm sorry, with specific reference to the Multiple Use Act.

Yes, on the Multiple Use Act they did.

So it was McArdle's personal [interrupted].

Excuse me. I worked very closely with Bernie, and Bernie worked with
Mac and me, but the key meeting that I referred to out in San Francisco
with the directors of the National Lumber Manufacturers Association
was handled by McArdle, and that was the most significant.

Do you remember the year of that meeting?

The act passed in June of 1960, so it must have been in the spring of
1960,

Was this a public meeting?

No, no! This was a private meeting with the board of directors of the
National Lumber Manufacturers Association.

Wilderness Clause in the Act

SS:

EG:

There was some question as to whether the act should contain a clause
on wilderness, which it finally did, and whether wilderness should be
entered as one of the multiple uses., Was there any fear that the
lumbermen wouldn't support it if such were included?

It wasn't so much a fear of the lumbermen. The Forest Service didn't
want wilderness designated as one of the multiple uses, and I talked
about this in my AFA article. The amendment on wilderness came up
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suddenly, and it's the one thing that we didn't know in advance was
going to arise. The wilderness people pulled a fast one on us. They
were the only group that did, all through the passage of this act. We
worked completely on the up-and-up with all the other interest groups,
and vice versa, including the lumbermen and stockmen. The wilderness
people were the only ones who surprised us, and I think it was rather
unethical., Anyway, at the last minute when the bill was being worked
up by the Senate committee, they proposed an amendment to make
wilderness one of the multiple uses. This was argued back and forth by
the senators. Senator [Hubert] Humphrey straighten it out really and
sort of put [William] Proxmire and a couple of those others in their
places. They really didn't know what they were arguing about., The

Forest Service did not object to wilderness being named. As the language

finally came out, it was acceptable to us, but we would very strongly
have objected to having it named as one of the separable multiple
uses because this would have equated wilderness as a distinct use
from recreation and equal in priority to timber, water, and the rest.
Wilderness is not. Wilderness represents a very small part of the
national forest system, and it basically is a form of recreation use,

Yes. I understood that from the article. I was just wondering
interruptedl.

But it was not the fear of the lumbermen on our part. That was a
straight philosophical confrontation between the Forest Service on the
one side and the wilderness people on the other,

You mean the wilderness people introduced [interrupted].

They sprang it on us in the executive session of the Senate Agriculture
Committee at the mark-up time, when the bill was being marked up and
reported out. Three senators introduced the amendment in the form of a
telegram they'd received from Howard Zahniser. McArdle and I were
there at the invitation of the committee, It was a closed session;
these mark-up sessions always are. We were there to advise the
committee, and three senators produced these identical telegrams--I
think they were signed by Zahniser and Charlie Callison. This is what
I mean by springing it on us; they had not told us they were going to do
this, We didn't have any forewarning from them, although we had
worked with them right along. Mac and I just had to whisper to each
other and decide right then and there what we were going to do without
consulting anybody.
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"Greatest Unit Output" and "Greatest Dollar Return"

SS:

EC:

SS:

EC:

SS:

There was some question as to whether the phrases "greatest unit
output" or "greatest dollar return" should have been put it. Were
these purely monetary phrases? What did they mean?

They're both in there., They were mentioned adversely. It meant we
wouldn't use either one of these measures--such as board feet per

acre or income per acre--as necessarily the combination of uses that
would be controlling. This was to get away from the cost—benefit

ratio being applied to the national forests. This ratio is commonly
applied in flood-control projects both for reclamation and corps projects
and is very commonly used in water projects all over the country. With
the cost—benefit ratio you try to evaluate the costs on one side and

the benefits on the other in dollar terms; with this ratio they try to
convert all the intangibles into terms of dollars.

The Forest Service just plain never subscribed to the cost—benefit
ratio theory because we felt that many of the uses of the national
forests were intangible and that intangible uses cannot be converted
into dollars in any sort of nonarguable way. Depending on a person'a
philosophy and point of view, they can calculate a lot of dollars or
a few dollars., Who can put dollar value on the worth of a sunset or
a value of a night's camping out? It may or may not have anything to
do with how much it cost the man to camp. When you refer to wilderness
areas--it is nearly all intangible--there are certain costs, like people
who get lost in the wilderness or people who lose their lives in the
wilderness. When you get into a cost—benefit ratio on wilderness, all
that would have to be considered. I remember many years ago we spent
$60,000 a year just hunting for lost people in wilderness areas in one
region, Do you wish to consider that cost in deciding whether to make
an area a wilderness area? This was the type of thing we tried to get
away from, and we did get away from it,

Did this represent a departure then in Forest Service [interrupted]?

No, it didn't represent a departure. It represented reaffirmation by
statute of what the Forest Service had been doing. But the service had
been under considerable pressure to start applying the cost—benefit
ratio approach, and we didn't want to do it,

Did some of the Forest Service men oppose putting those phrases in
there ?
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I guess only the watershed people. They were pretty well indoctri-
nated with the cost—benefit ratio approach, but the others were very
glad to get out from under it, Incidentally, this is the only statute
that I know of that has included a disclaimer of the cost—benefit ratio.
It is a very unique phraseology.



MULTIPLE USE IN ACTION ON THE NATIONAL FORESTS

Dominant Use versus Multiple Use

SS: I understand that multiple use means that, first, all uses be given
equal consideration and then at least three uses will be actively
managed on any one area of land.

EC: Also, the area has to be of consequential size. Now, the statute doesn't
say this.

SS: But even if there are three uses, wouldn't one generally be dominant?

EC: It very likely might be. Probably would be. In the actual administra-
tion and management in some cases one use and some cases another
use, Sometimes it might change. An area might be predominantly
valuable for timber for awhile, and then later recreation might come
along and be the dominant use; or it might switch from timber to grass
or vice versa, But in respect to your question you should get into an
interpretation of what constitutes dominance, whether by dominance
one were talking about the most money coming into the treasury, the
most Forest Service people assigned to the job, the most people being
supported by that use, or some other vardstick. What does one mean
by dominance? You see, it's a very difficult question.

Your question is very difficult to answer because to answer it
you and I have to have the same definition in our minds of what consti-
tutes being dominant, and that's never been defined, So the dominant-
use theory is much more vague than multiple use because multiple use
is defined by statute with legislative history and interpretation to
refine it, "Dominant" never has been, and it can be construed in as
many different ways as there are people who choose to use the word,

SS: Is the Public Land Law Review Commission much of a threat to the

Multiple Use Act or the administration of multiple use by the National
Forest Service ?

106
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You mean the commission's report? The report itself isn't, If it is
converted into legislative language and enacted, it could be. Tt all
depends on what Corgress passes.

I assume you don't think that dominant use would be better than multiple
use.

You're asking such general questions I can't adequately respond, 1
would have to see what is proposed for enactment or what was enacted
and how matters are defined to say whether, in my judgment, they would
be better or not. But I'm inclined to think not., We didn't select
dominant use at the time. We thought about this for several years
very carefully with some of the most experienced minds in the service,
and I think the choice of multiple use and sustained yield was not a
mistake., In some ways, dominant use and multiple use are almost the
same thing., Take a working circle or ranger district and you decide in
this segment the principal or dominant use is going to be timber, and
on this other segment the principal use is going to be recreation.

I suppose that's what we do when we designate a wilderness area.
This is an application of dominant use within the framework of multiple
use., It's also what Congress does when it designates by statute a
national recreation area. The dominant or paramount use in those cases
is a form of recreation. So these are departures from multiple use, if
of sufficient si ze, because timber or recreation is given first priority by
statute, But I think it would be unwise to compartmentalize the entire
national forest system by saying these acres are for timber, these are
for grazing, and these other acres are primarily for something else. This
really would destroy the degree of flexibility that administrators need.

Technology of Multiple Use

S8:

EC:

Do you think that multiple use has been advanced by technological
advances? It seems to me that good multiple use hinges upon technology,
the knowledge of how to make these uses compatible, For example, I
read where they're learning to log so that watershed can actually be
improved. I just wonder if they have the technology yet to practice
multiple use successfully.

I think T touched on that before when I said one of the difficulties in
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its application has been that the Forest Service has not been very
successful in translating the generalities of the statute into the
mechanics of application. I think gradually the technology is being
improved in all fields. I don't think it's as much a technological
problem as it is a management problem. By that I mean applying the
various technologies that are available, although I haven't kept up on
this closely in recent years.

Multiple-Use Decisions and Reviews

SS:

EC:

SS:

EC:

Who actually makes the multiple-use decisions? 1Is it the regional
forester?

That's a good question. I believe the way it is now, the multiple-use
plan either has to be approved by the regional forester or his designee
or by the chief., When I was in the service, it used to be the chief or
acting chief. Then the individual functional plans within the framework
of the multiple-use plan also had to be approved by the chief, 1

think they've since been delegated to the regional forester.

But, you see, they not only have the general multiple-use plan
and the subsidiary functional plans, like the timber management plan,
they also have detailed operational plans, which are usually approved
and implemented by the actual officer on the ground, which is usually
the district ranger. Lots of times they aren't even approved by the
forest supervisor. This is one area where the things fall between the
chairs, The things that happen on the ground are frequently approved
at the lowest level even though the principles in philosophy and theory
are approved at the higher levels, Sometimes there's a great gap in
application between what is intended policywise and what actually
happens operationalwise.

Would the same apply to the decision as to whether a hearing should
be held on a multiple-use plan or a decision to convert an area to
wilderness?

If you're talking about a hearing by the national forest multiple-use
council, that decision would be made by the forest supervisor, If
you're talking about the regional council, it would be made by the
regional forester, It would vary depending upon which group you're
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talking about.

And the Forest Service just makes that decision on the basis of each
situation?

That's right. I think they have some guidelines in the manual to guide
forest officers: under certain conditions you will do this, other
conditions don't qualify, and this sort of thing. But I'm not familiar
with the details of how these matters work.

After the passage of the Multiple Use Act, they set up advisory
councils. Have these functioned successfully?

That depends on who you talk to. The Forest Service thinks that in
general they have, They take a great deal of time, effort, preparation,
and cost the government a lot of money. People who are pleased with
decisions think they function successfully. People who are displeased
think they have not.

What type of review procedure do they have after a multiple-use decision

is made?

There's available always an appeal procedure. A person who has a
contractual relationship with the Forest Service can always appeal
through a very long, technical, quasi-judicial procedure, which costs
a lot of money and of which the government pays most of the cost,
particularly if the appellant wins. First, the hearing goes through all
the various steps of the Forest Service; then it goes before the secre-
tary of agriculture and through the hearing examiners of the department.
It is very much quasi-judicial. Everything is on the record; there is
cross-examination by lawyers, and so on. This avenue is open and
sometimes followed by lumbermen, by stockmen, and others who may
have a good bit at stake. Then there's the informal review procedure
which is much cheaper, less formal, and stops at the chief's level,
One can follow either avenue he wishes.

Are you familiar with court cases where the Multiple Use Act was
linterrupted]?

None of those came up, up to the time I left the Forest Service. That
has all happened since 1 left the Forest Service.
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Forest Service and Public Opinion

SS:

EGC:

Do you think that the role of the Forest Service is to act more as a
leader in public opinion, to help educate the public--I know they
develop a lot of educational programs to explain multiple use to the
public--or more to follow what the public wishes to have done with
its resources?

You mean which is the role of the Forest Service or which should be the
role?

SS: Which should be, and which is.

EC:

Actually, neither with respect to the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act.
The idea was to get this act to help in the administration of the national
forests in their day-to-day operations. This is really what should be
the principal purpose of the act and the principal function of the Forest
Service. The idea of propagandizing or educating, which is the same
thing depending upon your point of view, is something the Forest
Service has taken unto itself. I think the principal objectives of the
act were to help protect the national forests against single-interest
groups and to give the administrators latitude to administer in what
they thought was the public interest.



POST 1960 DEVELOPMENTS REIATIVE TO MULTIPLE USE

Multiple-Use Advisory Committee

S8:

EC:

SS:

EGC:

You made brief mention earlier in our interview of the multiple-use
advisory committee to the chief. This was established after 1960 ?

Whether they had one before 1960 or later, I'm not sure. I think not.
They started after 1960 and during McArdle's regime.

How do they function, and is it still [ interrupted]?

I mentioned this earlier. Actually, it is the secretary's multiple-use
board; it isn't the chief's. Appointments have to be made by the
secretary, and Secretary Clifford Hardin did not reappoint the board,

so it lapsed under the present administration. But they did tunction
quite successfully from the time they first were created until the present
administration came into power a couple of years ago. They met
usually twice a year. Members were outstanding citizens--men and
women of national reputation and nationally known--of diverse
interests, diverse backgrounds., They would meet sometimes in
Washington, sometimes in the field,

They would raise issues, and the Forest Service would raise
issues and seek advice and policy guidance. It was very helpful. It
was helpful for the Forest Service to get the reaction and the judgment
of these people who think somewhat differently and were not close to
the everyday problems. And it was helpful to these people to receive
an interpretation, translation, and understanding of what the Forest
Service was trying to do. Usually these people would be headquartered
pretty well around the country. In picking them you would try to avoid
a concentration of one discipline or one locality.

Outdoor Recreation Resources Review

SS:

I'd like to ask about the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review., Was
multiple use considered in that report?

111
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I had nothing to do with the preparation of that report except in an
advisory capacity to the secretary of agriculture, but I got to know
the report pretty well later on when I was director of the Bureau of
Outdoor Recreation. My recollection is that multiple use did not enter
into consideration of the commission in any consequential way. I'm sure
it was talked about, but I believe it was not entered into in any major
way. I'm just trying to think over in my mind the fifty or fifty-five
major recommendations of the commission. I don’t believe multiple use
was involved. I could be wrong, but I think not. You see this
recreation report was not a multiple-use oriented approach. This was a
single-purpose approach. The recreation commission was for the purpose
of studying recreation, not for a balance, and it put the emphasis on
providing adeguate recreation on the land and facilities for the
recreation needs of the people. It as single-interest, single-purpose,
oriented just like the Timber Rescurce Review was oriented toward
timber. So multiple use was not the function.

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation

a5

By

How about the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation?

Same thing. The Bureau of Cutdoor Recreation was a single-purpose
bureau.* I was its director, and, of course, 1'd been exposed to
multiple use in all my recent years in the Forest Service, so I thought
that I understood it well. I would say that while the bureau’s purpose
was the advancement of recreation of variocus kinds and sorts, some of
the things it did enhanced the Forest Service’s implementation of
multiple use.

For example, the Land and Water Conservation Fund supplied moneys
to the Forest Service to acquire primary recreation lands in the
eastern United States. This tended to enhance the recreational value of
the eastern national forest and helped build up one of the uses that

¥For discussion by Crafts of the educational-recruitment needs of the

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, see Department of the Interior, News Release,
13 March 1963. For a copy, see Appendix J, pp. 140-147.
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needed to be built up. The bureau pioneered the first successful
legislation on national recreation areas, creating a new type of
recreation-conservation system. And several of the national recrea-
tion areas, under the laws creating them, were assigned to the

Forest Service for administration., Within limits this could be
construed as a type of multiple use. Certainly over a big enough area
it was, The national trails system and the national scenic rivers
system came out of the legislation which the bureau originated. Both
wild rivers and national trails helped enhance recreation on the
national forests and therefore were conducive to promoting multiple use
through getting a balance between uses.

High-Timber Yield Bill

SS: In 1969 you testified for the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources
before the subcommittee on forests of the House Committee on
Agriculture on the bill to establish a high-yield timber fund.* What
would the impact of this bill have been on multiple use in the national
forests ?

EC: You could go back and read the testimony, which pretty well covers
that question. But as I remember the bill, it would have established
timber as the number-one priority use in the national forests, and as
such it would be the antithesis of what we were trying to do under the
Multiple Use Bill. So it would have destroyed the Multiple Use-
Sustained Yield Bill and the equal consideration being given to the
various resources, It was a reversal of position by the timber people
and an effort to again become number one.

SS: Now was it in any sense a reaction to the Multiple Use Act?

EC: That's a good question. I wasn't close enough to the genesis of that
high-timber yield bill to be sure that I can give you the right answer.
I think in part it probably was because I think the lumber people were
getting kind of tired of the Multiple Use Act being thrown in their

*UJ.S., Congress, Senate, hearings before Senate and House
banking committees, on S. Doc. 1832, 91lst Cong., lst sess,, 1969.
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faces as the reason why the Forest Service wouldn't do this or that
about timber,

I think it also was a reflection of the facts of life, particularly
in the West, that private timberland owners were very short of timber
and wanted more and more national forest timber put on the market and
also wanted the allowable cut upped more and more to increase their
supplies. The more timber that's thrown on the market the more there
is to bid for, the less the competition, so the more chance you have to
get some, and the more chance you have to get it at a lower price.
Many companies didn't have their own timber to rely on. They just
plain needed timber, I think it was probably a combination of those
two factors, probably the second being the most important,

National Environmental Policy Act, 1969

S8S:

EC:

What was the impact of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 on
Forest Service multiple-use practices, if any?*

I wouldn't know because I wasn't in the Forest Service at that time,
and I have not been involved, You should really ask someone who is
active in the Forest Service at the present time. I do know that the
requirement of that act--I think it's Section 102--to file these
environmental statements with the Council on Economic Quality has
put a great burden on the Forest Service as well as on many, many
government agencies, There's a tremendous extra workload imposed
on the executive agencies by that act. The consequence has been,
as so often happens when you get into something like that, that the
agencies develop a format for a routine, standardized analysis and
approach, and they just sort of crank them out. The environmental
statements sort of lose their significance because they are so
massive in number,

*National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, ch. 55, 83 Stat.
8525
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Bitterroot National Forest Controversy

SS:

EC:

SS:

EC:

Have you been involved at all in or know anything about the
Bitterroot multiple-use controversy ?*

I'm indirectly involved. I know a little about it, mostly what I've
read and what I've learned from talking to people.

Do you agree, in general, with the conclusions of the study made by
the Montana School of Forestry condemning the Forest Service
practices to a certain degree ?

I haven't seen the Bitterroot myself since all this fuss has arisen, and
therefore I'm very reluctant to express an opinion. I can only express
what I suspect rather than know, If I were to see it, I might change
my mind, probably would in one way or another,

First of all, the Forest Service made its own study of the
Bitterroot when the controversy began to heat up, and it is a very
careful, very exhaustive study. And while it's an in-house study and
therefore immediately subject to suspicion because the agency is
inspecting itself, it's done primarily by the research branch of the
Forest Service, which is an independent branch and which functions
independently, Whether the people believe it or not, I know it does.
That report was very critical of the Forest Service's own operations
and made numerous recommendations. I would be inclined to suspect
that the Forest Service report was a pretty solid and fair analysis.
Most people involved in the Bitterroot tend to overlook the Forest
Service report or play it down, or they even just plain don't know
about it, although it's published in attractive form with a colored
cover and put up very nicely.

The one by the professors--and I know Arnold W, Bolle--was,
I think, quite questionable in some of its conclusions. Let me say
this, to put it in a nutshell. The fact is pretty well overlooked, that
of the whole Bitterroot National Forest, this controversy centers on
one and a half percent of it, a very small portion of the Bitterroot.
However, the board does not point that out, and nobody who's
criticizing the Forest Service points that out.

Secondly, I suspect that on that one and a half percent the
Forest Service has probably cut too much, that the cutover areas have

*uCritics Wonder If Smokey's Still Guarding the Forests," San
Francisco Chronicle, 9 May 1971,
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been too large, that the terracing hasn't been satisfactory, that
there's been accelerated erosion and all the bad things that are
associated with poor clear cutting, even though it's in the type of
timber that silviculturally may need even-age management., So I
suspect a lot of what they're saying is true. As a matter of fact,

the Forest Service's own report recognizes that matters got out of
hand, But by the same token, it's been blown up out of all proportion
when you consider how little it constitutes of the Bitterroot and how
little the Bitterroot in turn constitutes of the region and how much the
region constitutes of the entire national forest system. Such
proportions are very conveniently forgotten by critics of the Forest
Service.

Also, there's a personality factor involved here. The former
supervisor of the Bitterroot, Mr. [ Guy M.] Brandborg, whom I don't
know, is the father of Stewart Brandborg, who is the executive
director of The Wilderness Society, The father left the Forest Service
a number of years ago under conditions with which I'm not familiar,
but I'm told the relationship was not too happy. And at the time when
he was supervisor, the Bitterroot was an inactive forest, in that the
resources were not being utilized. Times had not yet caught up with
the Bitterroot, I do know that since his retirement, Mr. Brandborg,
Sr., has been critical of the Forest Service in this area, and he was
involved in stirring up Senator [ Lee ] Metcalf, who in turn stirred up
the University of Montana to have this study undertaken.

So to some extent this was a loaded study with the results sort
of predetermined. The professors that made the study would claim
my assertion is derogatory to their reputation and so on. And if I'm
correct, of course, it is. I can't vouch for the verity of what I'm
saying, but I think there's probably some degree of truth in it, This,
I think, is not known by the general public, It certainly is known by
the Forest Service, but it's not known by the general public, or those
that do know about it don't talk about it.
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Consolidation of the Federal Natural Resources Bureaus

SS:

EC:»

Do you think that a very broad multiple-use program would be facili-
tated by the creation of some type of bureau of conservation? There's
been movements over the years to consolidate, to have the BLM
[Bureau of Land Management] and the National Park Service and the
U.S. Forest Service and several other agencies brought together.

This is a very big question. It's been argued over, and fought over,

and thought over by better men than I am--by the first*Hoover commission,
the second Hoover commission, the Ashe commission; argued by
secretaries of agriculture and presidents and so on down the line. And
it's impossible in this discussion that we're having here to get into

this subject in any depth.

But I will express my own feelings regarding the present proposals
to abolish the Department of Agriculture and distribute its agencies
among four new departments, one of which would be a department of
natural resources, which would be the present Department of the Interior
renamed and reconstituted., As long as there's a Department of
Agriculture, I think, the Forest Service should stay there, However,

I cannot conceive that the Department of Agriculture will actually be
abolished, There are too strong agricultural interests around the
country and in the Congress to permit this to happen. But if it ever
should happen, and the Forest Service must go someplace, then a
department of natural resources is probably its natural home. But even
if that were to happen, I would not be in favor of combining the Forest
Service with the Park Service, I'm sure the Park Service wouldn't want
to be combined with the Forest Service, nor would the Bureau of Land
Management.,

Most people, when they're talking about this subject, tend to
forget that the Forest Service is made up of three coequal component
parts. When discussing reorganization, people have in mind the
national forests. They think it makes sense to fit them with the
national parks and/or the Taylor grazing lands. They overlook completely
the state and private forestry responsibilities of the Forest Service and
the research responsibilities of the Forest Service. The Forest Service

*T'he Ashe Commission was set up early in the Nixon administration
to study possible need for change in the bureaucratic structure of federal
government., For discussion of the commission, see R, L. Ashe, "How
the White House Got Its New Management Tools," Nation's Business
Vol. 58 (August 1970): 44-46,
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has one of the largest agricultural research organizations in the country
and has an integral tie with the Agricultural Research Service of the
Department of Agriculture. It has a completely separate network of
regional directors in experiment stations wholly independent of the
national forests and the regional foresters. The only place these two
branches come together is in the chief himself,

You cannot consider the national forests as synonymous with the
Forest Service. Most of the Johnny-come-latelies in the conservation
field tend to focus their attention on the national forests because they
have become controversial. If special interests want more wilderness
or more timber or more something else, they think about the national
forests, and they forget about other coequal branches of the service.

I think that if the Forest Service were to be transferred to a
department of natural resources, it should go as an entity and be
retained as the Forest Service as a three-pronged bureau with three
coequal branches. That organizational approach has been a basic
strength of the Forest Service and has resulted in a great deal of the
progress that has been made by the Forest Service and forestry in the
United States. The Forest Service's responsibility has been much
broader than just federal land and should never be forgotten when
considering reorganization.

This is another reason why I object so strongly to the present
proposal of the Nixon administration to set up the Forest Service in
a department of natural resources., If you read the language in the
recommended bill, it would transfer the functions of the Forest Service.
The bill doesn't say it will transfer the Forest Service. Transferring
functions are one thing; transferring an agency is something else, What
probably would happen under the language of the bill, as the administra-
tion has proposed it, is that the functions of the Forest Service and of
the Soil Conservation Service, for that matter, would be transferred.
Then new agencies would be created. There would be reshuffling and
regrouping of functions as the secretary, whoever he might be, might
want to have.

Therefore, the U.S. Forest Service and probably the National Park
Service and the Bureau of Land Management and the Soil Conservation
Service could all disappear as organizational units, Those organizations
that the nation has known and lived with over the years and that, in my
opinion, have accomplished a great deal of good, could disappear, and
a completely new and reconstituted, reshuffled group of agencies would
emerge. I think this would be very disruptive, and a great deal of value
would be lost. That is why I'm opposed to it.
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Another reason I don't want the Forest Service to move from
agriculture is because of the professionalism and the protection the
Forest Service has been given historically over the years. Chiefs of
the natural resource agencies in the Department of the Interior come and
go as the political winds blow, I'm one example. Boyd Rasmussen,
another assistant chief of the Forest Service, who was probably the best
director the Bureau of Land Management has ever had, is another example.
He's recently been kicked out of that job and moved to a staff job in
interior., C. L. Forsling, who back in the forties was an assistant chief
of the Forest Service, was the first head of the Grazing Service. He
was kicked out. John Gottschalk, recently head of the Bureau of Sports,
Fisheries, and Wildlife was moved.

There is no stability of tenure in the career jobs in the Interior
Department historically. They are political jobs, and this affects the
morale, affects the professionalism, affects the independence of
judgment, and affects adversely the performance of the agency.

There has never been a chief of the Forest Service that has been
fired for political reasons. There has never been a chief of the Forest
Service who came in wholly from the outside and who was wholly
inexperienced with the Forest Service, This is a very, very unique
record. It dates back to 1905. It could happen someday, but I hope
it doesn't.

Still another reason is that growing trees for timber, the manipu-
lation of plant cover for water purposes, the manipulation of plant
cover for wildlife and game management, and the manipulation of plant
cover for grazing are all plant sciences. They are agricultural sciences
basically involving soil, water, and vegetation. The expertise for such
activity rests in the Department of Agriculture. It certainly doesn't
rest in the Department of Interior.

Is there any historical reason why interior has been so subject to
political pressures?

Most of the lands interior administers lie in the West. Most of the
secretaries of interior have come from the West. Most of the members

of the Senate and House interior affairs committees are from the West,
There's your answer, The national forests mostly are in the West., The
secretaries of agriculture are mostly from the Midwest--the Plains States
or farm belt. The membership of the agricultural committees for the
House and Senate are mostly from the Midwest or the Deep South, So
this western location of interior functions and the western origins of

the secretaries of interior and concerned congressmen make the agencies
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more vulnerable to pressure. The membership of the agricultural
committees of the Congress and the backgrounds of the secretaries of
agriculture have made them much more independent of western pressures.
Very good and very practical reasons.

Future of the Forest Service

SS: Do you think that the Multiple Use Act has and will continue to make
the Forest Service able to withstand the pressures that it's going to
have placed upon it for its resources ?

EC: Who can tell? I couldn't predict that. The Forest Service is in trouble
right now, deep trouble, It's in trouble partly because of itself ,
partly because of the administration that's in power, and partly because
of the conservationists. A very large factor is attributed to the vocal
conservationists who have traditionally been friends of the Forest
Service and have now become the enemies. And I think the Forest
Service is pretty close to being shot down by whatever you want to
call them--the wilderness, wildlife, preservation, environmentalist
groups--who are really going to kill the goose that lays the golden
egg.

Whether the Forest Service can survive as an agency is question-
able right now, It certainly won't survive as an agency if this
reorganization bill goes through. Mostly conservation groups want it
to go through as a means of getting rid of the Forest Service, There
are a great many of these people who want to destroy the Forest Service.
I don't know where they think they'll get something better. But,
anyway, that's what they want to do. I think the Multiple Use-Sustained
Yield Act was probably a relatively minor factor in the whole scheme
of things.

The Forest Service is in very precarious times. It's been slow
to be responsive; it's been stubborn; it's been obtuse; it has lacked
perception; it has lacked foresightedness; and it has many faults. But
it has a history of accomplishment that is unmatched by any other
agency in conservation. It has a history of performance and very broad
responsibility, It's a large agency if that's any merit., It may not
be of merit; it may be of demerit. The Forest Service is old, big, and
rich and has resisted change. It's the largest agency in the entire
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Department of Agriculture in terms of manpower and money. It has
tremendous responsibility. It has high standards. As I said, it has
never had a scandal. I think Congress will look pretty hard before
it destroys the Forest Service.

But there are many, many, many vocal activists in conservation
who want it destroyed. It's partly they want to bring the big dog down.
Since the Forest Service is Mr. Big, they're after Mr. Big. And it's
a stimulating thing. If they can stir up a controversy with the Forest
Service--if they're hired employees working for some organization, and
they yap and vip at the heels of the Forest Service--maybe they'll
ingratiate themselves with their bosses or think they will, This has
been typical of trade association employees over the years, but now
has extended to include employees of conservation groups as well,

I'm worried about the Forest Service. There are going to be some
major changes very shortly. There have been major departures of key
people just within the last few months. CIliff isn't going to continue
as chief very much longer. Who will succeed him is very crucial, and
whether the Forest Service continues in the Department of Agriculture
is crucial. Those two things are probably the most crucial questions
facing the Forest Service right now,

I wouldn't be a bit surprised to see the Forest Service transferred,
even though the Department of Agriculture continues. 1 think that
would be a tragedy. I wouldn't be at all surprised to see these things
happen, and the Forest Service shot down. I think that's about it.

I thank vou for your patience.

EC: Well, you're very welcome.
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P “THE CASE POR FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN FORZST REGULATION 1/

b 4
LADIES AND GENTLEMEN: g

I apprsclata ths opportunity to mast with you hers this evening, and to participsts
en bshalfd of ths Forest Jsrvice in this panel discussicn of forast regulaticns, I
shall try to axplain to you the positicn of ths Forsat Ssrvice in this matter,

In the brief tinms availedls, I want to touch on four itera:
(1) The philosophical barrisr to forest ragulation;

(2) why =023 form of ragulaticn of forest practicsa en
privats lands is neadsd
(3) What doas tha Fo arvice maan when 1t advocates

rast
forsst regulaticn; an

S
and

(4) Why 13 Pedsral participation in Forest ragulaticen nﬁcv_*ary?

-

Scae of tho visws I shall espouse prebably will bs in the minority., Howsvar, I
taliova they ara scundly c».,si;od, 373 in ths inlerest of ths datlen al largs, ard
in ths leagz run, tizs will provs thenm correci.

o

wvar the yoars forsst razulatlon has besn a controvsrsial issus, During ths past

ds, howsver, the area of disagrssront hss narrowsd., Tho issus today largely
esatars z‘u,,ﬂ k’at“.r ard to what extant ths Fedsral CGovormront should participaie
in publis rogulatory moasures in forastry rathor than tho forrsr is3us of whsther
any public r: ,¥¢abi.1 of Iorealry on privals lands is dssiradbls,

The Fhllosezhical Barrisr to Forast Rsculaticn

e Sxmila

One of Lihs greatest barriaers to forsst rezulaticn, beith in ths past and tedzy, &
that much coppositicn 13 based on philosephice2l, piycholozlceal, and exzotional grounda
rathar than en cbtac lva roascning. I think propena ntﬁ of regulation have r

thalr casa ]:rg*l" cn tha forsal sltuaticn in this ceuntry, end have given ina
filclent sitantion *o philosophnical barrisrs,

Eowsvar 4t pay bs sugar-coated, rogulatien 4s an impalrooant of individual freeden,
Cuy Mation waa car:s;"d in raveluticn 2zainst rystricticas ea individual litortiss,
and no ons--Ataricans lsast of all--liks to bs ¢old what to do, That is sizmply
fuzan naturs, '

Thore was a graat deal of irdividual 1literty in ths Unlted Statzs as cur yeung Nation
prosreassd t’;ﬂﬁd‘ its initial porded of soittlamsnt end doveleopzoent, Like a“l
nzbicna, howevar, et population pressurss 7?0", as tachnolorical dave J:h in
g%“*’e in Qlozsr n-*:ﬁfiiy to each othar, and a3 the Maticals comars i:Jln'“? e

¢8 rnatural roscurces, thore must bs more and more rostricticns en i“g.vidwxl astien
in tha fntorest of soch sty abt largs,

é/ Yepar prasanted by Edward C. Craflts, Asslstinnt Cnlaf, Forest Servics, U_bA, 83
panal dizcussicn on forsst regulaticn, tefors tha ¥ale Forasatry Cub ard thao Yals

Ca@va:v;ticn Club, Yals Undvsraity, MNow Haven, Conn,, Doec. 5, 1951,
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Anarchy offars ths maximum of individual freadom, Accaptancs of governmant, - aay
fora of governmsnt, - as a naocassary instituticn of mankind 4s accsptancs of tha
rasd for regulaticn of ths individual for ths bensfit of seoclety. Thersaltar,
mattors of regulaticn relate only to degrss. For sxampls, ths phrase "Fras enter-
prise™ actually rspras enis a considsrable dasgrss of razulatlen, although 1% ds
often clted a3 epitomizing just the oppoaita.

Wran facts ars against thsm or logic falls, onpenents of forast regulatieon ofisn
resort to ridicule, cr inaccurats and dsrezatory uze of uapopular terms such 23
®totalitarisn," "socialistic," and Manti-dizocratic? 4n an effort to dlscredit the
propoz2al. This is a customary mansuver in debats, and is evidsnce of emotlonal
re3istance,

When uz3d correctly, such terzs are not dsseripiiva of ths propesals for foroat
rogulaticn, "Totalitarian" applies %o a highly contraliz=d governnant ccntrollsd
by cns political party with no reprezentaticn of cihar pz?%ias parcdttad, Fercsb
rezulation doss not affazct in any woy our damocratice goverrient and two-party
¢ystom in which th2 psoples retain supreme powsr through psricdically renswed
reprezentaticon and delaszatsd sul hority.

ranagerant of asssatial roans for
and and tirdar qualifly as esacatial;
private tizbsr land sufficlenily
a 7. Thus, forest ragulaticn deas
but enscurazes thy cepitalistic
h is ‘ut{“3t,4 Lo lnulvidn,ls.

"Soelalism” siznifies governmant o._saﬁsh,p an
production and distridbutican of geods, Forast
bud regulaticn of privats forestry aims to kos
productiva eo govarncont owmarship 1& nst nac
not prewots thas ssclzligation of priv to tiab
sya*ﬁﬂ in which cwnership of land and natur

e:v;-««;‘

In 1644 Fortuns Magazine, which i3 a apckazzza not for govermmanit, not for labor,
bud f@? businssa panazsmant «- the group that t?zﬁi»itnally Cppons govorisnd,
contrela rost vigo?caslv -- gtateds

®2nterprise must zﬁx@ up its mind
program walch takos inte ascound
-=In priazipls A:Jric:nﬂ have a
valuas of fewsr rogulatiens and tk
-=Abo7y a cortain laval tha. rﬂuic*WJ
fonetien of ths centrol v ars willing
ezt reglatica is to kssp thy bshavier 3 ?
teo saveraly ths walfers of cthar individuslg,e—-Tha rz:i 1 that thars
e a ccmplste and unlvyrsal ccordinaticn of individual e é?ti?l :
-=-d8 nore ofton assertzd than zarisunly arpuzd. Tha fawt is that tka
individual, left to his own dovicos, will in scxma clrsuusdances do f’@\;:
to his fellcu citizens, Ths govern:zent rmust intervens ca bahalf of the
cercanity a3 & wholy,~="

hat it pust coenform to a planned
o ‘Aﬂr““'~3.
5,

A ths ""1..\‘t"" 1

e 1
f'\,‘ﬁ »3 9\4'
i by GRLC3%,

;;r@ﬂ;a af 2072 A=

I give you this rathsr long quotatica bocauss it testiflias to ths changs in proe-
gresslvs thinldng within ths last dacads erong cne of ths most consarvatdve grouns

in cur comtry.

(n ths lagal =i h3 constituticnality

by tha v:;air¢*fn Sw*w =3 Court in a dse¢

Unitsd States, According to the Maw Yorl

®orivate cwnsrs of t‘: Hatient's roaswadls ugcl T23curcss 4o nol have
a "ﬂ &3 thoy gsa fit," Sald the Washington

.

of forest raozulatica has bassn establizhsd
1slcn uphaid by ths Suprzms Ceurt of tiw
4

2

. A
A 3 o
i w33 ta3d

‘iu?" t‘h\ :m.‘mvk M.rj 3'44.3)1-...“‘
195 Uil

qualificd liberty to use and destroy tha
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Court, the "great unvritten compact —-- betwsan the dead, ths living, and ths
unbc“n —— requirss that ws laavs to ths unborn sooet thing mors than dabts and
daplated natural rescurcss, Surely, whars natural rezourcss can bs ubilizad and
at ths sams time perpetuszted for futurs g:reraticns vha! has bsan callsd 'censti-
tuticnsl morality'! requires that wa do so.,”

The spacific and widespread endorssment of forsst ra,ulatica by many organi ations
and grecups 15 furthsr GViuﬁ 1c3 that -— at lozat for tha racord -~ tha philozophical

barrier to ferost rogulation psr ss has tesen largaly overcoma., Tha Society of
Azsrican Foresters, Aﬁerican rcreﬂtr} Associaticn, the C,I1.0., tha Amsrican Farn
Burezu Fedsraticn, the Lawysra'! Culld, the Izaak Vallen Lasgus, and numercus cthar

groups at cona tima or anothar have enmcrsvd ths principle of public rsgulatien,
Evan tho Wast Coast Lumborman's Associatica and ths Western Fins Asscecistion supe
ported tha Washington law when 1t was bafore tha Suprems Court of that Stats,

Tha Xaticnsl Iurber Manufacturers'! Associaticn, ons of ths prims oppenants of
foresd rexzulation in the past, no longsr oppesas it cht*i&ut, but has iszusd a
fsnco-sdraddiing policy statexant, .
the Amsrican Pulp and Papar, Auzsriecan
' Asscciaticens, haaz advecatsad State
esirabls by paopla of the State. Tha
tats tn considor fovest regulstion,
mizss ths r?:;* ity in scxa vtafss.

its Porsst Industries Council, repressnting
Pulpiood, and Hational Teshar Van facturer
forest ragu)aticn when dasmed nscass
Council of State Govermrments has urzzd ea*
end tho Aszoclatien of State Fersaters r
a lat®ar group could hardly do cthorwis
totes alrecady have regulatory laws of va

o Cv
‘l s O

1 g soris on t?sir stqtabs bﬂ oks,

Ttas, I fe3l that a great step forward has bzsn made in the last decada, Thﬂv%4*’
Araricans now p”avty ar;:ly recognize thy pudlic intorsst stoks dn tha indivii
forent {n .b,isa They recognizs that a proper functien of gevarnzent is

latisn t 2 to it that an individual dows not dastroy er leava in unpr Lductiu

(=% iiti&a rcﬁwhgbés natur “l rgscurcas on lands which he may o dn foe sizple,

Qoxmrey, a formidable psychologleal barrler still exdsts whon ons procssds Erri tt@
¢aastion of public forest rogulaticn in gensral to Fodsral paz ti@j?!blbﬁ in sugi
ragulstion,

¥hy Perest Bamulatien Is Neoeded

PP

Dospils the goneral accoptancs that forsat rszulatica 4s dosirebls p rincipls,
Jsh us LF"*’*J briefly eLJ it i3 nosdsd.: The nsed for forsst ragulstion h"n;:
on thrse polnbsy

(1) Ths lNatieon noeds forsst rescurces end forest preduchs;

(2) The crﬁdificn of ths Naticn's private forast land to zupply its ;

share of those rasources and products is wisatlslastory; ard

(3) Hsasures ct thon regulaticon will not by thomzelvss assure
ths lavel of p uﬁnrt*v4ty oa privats forest lands requirzd to
maat the Natleon'as naad for forsad roscurces zad nryoduzsis,
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In the tims available, I must dispenss with No, 1, I think you all recczmizs 4t
and eccept 4t. The indiapensability — and I uza thal word advisedly -- of forast
resourcas and products to tha Hation's wsll—being end sscurity is manifest to all
of us.

As to tha sacond point, ths condition of tha Naticn's privats forest land, hars are
caly a fow of the most basic facts, Three-fourths of our forest land is in private
ovmsrahip, Therefore, if forsst resourcss and preducts ar® gszsntial to ths nabticnal
walfars, tha hsalthy conditlen of privats forost lands is likswise essential to tha
Hatlen, Tha latest surveys show =- and practically all authorities agrza cn ths
basic figures —- that tha drain of sawtizbsr trass substantially excesds growth,
This is partially explainad by thas largs arsas of old-growth in tho Wast, whare
thers is 1littls appreciable nat b.ca+ﬁ. But thass arecas alcns are not sulliclentd
when thay coms into productivity to bring growth and drain into balancs, Alsa,

cur pressnt lavals of drain ars at a substantlially lower lsval than tha Natien may
nead in ths fudure. Thus, ws have a situation in which wa ars graduzlly uwsierg up
cur capital growing stock of tha larger and batisy tross,

Do net lat ths naar balance bstwsen growth end drain of 2l trees,.exall as wsll
23 large, decoive you. The smallar tra2es includsd in such a czleulstien aro
gultable for firswood and pul*”*od but net for manufacturs into luxbsr., And sven
bare the total figurea conceal a daficdt ef dvd‘?&dlu goltwooda which is largsly
offset by & surplus of less degirabla hardwoods,

On privats forest land two-thirda of ths Cugti’i i3 poor or worze;
2crss -~ or 12 porcsnt of our privats cummarclal forest arsa == 1s poorly stocked
cr nonproductivs,

Thozs who arzue that all is w2ll becausa ths gep btelwsen growth and draln 2ppoars
to ba closing are practicing sslf-dsceptden, Thna " lc-irw of tha gap" thaory is
:t aa.~&.ain estimataos,
Ths earlier sstinatss

baasd on t?3*" dﬁTLV‘d from ceoparing past and rece
Such coxparisons have littls *3?@ina fer soveral roasc
Wﬁra it ulu rora than guasses; cvor-all corpariscns co
and kird of timbder; groewth is bound to step up a3 mature
replaced by young growih; and tho lsvel at tui 5%&;“@3 1; ba ac:iav&d 15
ig&arud. Growth and draln would ba in balanes ev:n if.thay wars both zavo,

23 ghow & daficit of
ha fulurs llkowise

nd maldng gansrous
vtizhar growth may still

;ls at t“;; ti;s or tgi¢§

Tha siznificant facts are that (1) tba 08y recn

growth in ralaticn to draln and, (2) tho bs ftr«e
ghow & elgnifl ia*:z daficlit, Ltztirg <D to
allowanca for pressnt trends and i¢;°cf5d prac ti 3,,
nasi to b2 gisppaod up 7< :*"'“: abyvs prospaciive 1
1645 lavals, Likew rowth and dradn of all tr
lerzy == a2 to bo in t ancs, growth will nsed to ind

stinated future lsvels,
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cc&trol, alo forast r;J:;reH individual tschnl al advice and asrviss,
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)
Substential progress has bean made in racent years, particularly by the larger
forast cunars and opsrators, but relatively tha progross has bsen much lezs
emong the million of farmers and small forost proparty holdara, Thad ia whars
the basic problems lie,

Induziry can't do tha jJob itself, It controls cnly aboul ens-fourth of ths privats
forest lznd and includes lsss than cns porcent of ths uvAJ. Ths 4 or 5 miilien
snall non-industrial ownars, farmaors, small town businessmon, abzasntes ecity folk,
suzmer rocreationists, and cthars, 2ra not going to au»zit to diraszticn by tho
enall frastion of industrial cwners, whoss gulding motivs is profit for themselvas,

Thesa who eay lat public forests, ccopsrative alds and sarvicss, and private
initiativs do ths wholes job are besing unrealistic, Pubdblic forasts ccoupy largaly
ths poorsr lands, Thay will navar te sufficiently largs nor preductive to mss

the Halicn's nsads by thamselves; and thay should not ba axywudzd to ths point
whara they can, After a h2lf contury of public forests and allzr 25 yoars of ths
Claria-iizdary law, which i3 tha bag*c authority for gudblic cse*wéa,ivs aids and
gervicea, wa st ill have an unsatlasfaclory forest situaticn, Tha outlsclk for two
dacadag hencs is continued Lnua.“nce of growth and drain dasplto progressive traanda,

Publie forszts and cooperstive alda and sorvicss hava vc* dena tha Job by theo-

geslvas in tha past end I balleve thoy cannct do g2 in ths future, Ths many greurs,
organisaticns, ard States that ars con record favoring public rozulaticn hold thi
peng viow, Oh%:rwiae, why should thay faver it?) Thls vilcwpoint is tﬁa con-
goazus of inforred J “”wanu in ths Caited States today,

In gcoma instancss plsas for delzsy in regulstica in order %0 give cilar matheds rore
tins my bo bazed not on a sincera baliaf thet cthor measuros will do the Jeb, bud
s

ea a dazire to procrastinate and evads tha issus,

2 of dallars a yeap
3ible by centrast or
ch ujﬁ,ic 3., JYou

£ privata

There 43 std)ll enothsr factor. The pudblic is aronding ﬁmllie:;
in cocparalivs alds and ssrvicsa, I udaratand it iu nod pos
chlarwis? $0 a3tablish a covanant runninz with ths land fﬂ? 5
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who are paging ths b*ll s?:ul” £ psateez:& Aﬁ 8L way
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Ths Forast Ssrvies beliaves public ferest regulatio:

is cnly cns of a sgardss of forsstry —oasuras n,v°ﬁz

in productive conditicn and to result in forest grow

Forast rogulaticn is not 8 panazea, It i3 nct a suls 3 for oiher forssiry

ceasures, It is a complemsnisry maszurs of coordinats i
to

oarailp and public coopa”auive alds and esrvices
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e forest repulation ccu*fnpla.cd by the Foreat Ssrvice doss nod involvs volura
¢ ares ruﬂulw:icn or “’”iﬁ4d yield, In othar words, thi-conirsl exorolissd
Cwwld ned toll a man u. 9, whan, or how much he covld cut,

Tre Poras) Sorvics bollsvas uﬁ\” tr~*e shzuld bs Stats foroal
ednistarad by tha State. Bul it als >¢1L,33, &nﬂ
thos thos Shata laws zhould ba i) mn ths frazawors
preagribad by Foderal statubte, It baligves thay £
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ths Fedaral standards should ba matchod with Pederal funds made avallabls to the
State., It bslieves the Federal Government sheould hava aubhority to stsp in and
adiinistar regulation mesting the standards if tha Statas fail to do 2o within a
reascnable tima, Should this happren, and tha Staiss subssquantly enact Stats sta-
tutss msating ths standards, the Fedsral Governmsnt weuld in dus cowrss step cut,

The Porsst Servics 12 scmetimes reprossnted as tave?ing stredizht Fedsral regulatlon
withcout State acticn., This is not trus.

The Perest Servics balleves ths over-all basic framewsork as expressad in tho Fedsral
statuts should bs in gensral terms to provids whars émpLinh 3 for adacuats re-
stockddnz, to prohibit premature or wastsful cutiing in young siends, to rezarve

for growth and skbsacuynt cutting sufficient growing atock of thrifty trees to kesp
the land as productive 23 practicabls, to prevent undsalrabla lezzing matheds that
will cause sveidabla damaza to young growth, to regulata grasing and prevent
unreascnzble dazage to tras 3?fiih to prevent c193$ cutting excapt whare silvi-
culturally desiradls, and to previds for rmathods of p; stecting lands against firs,
insects, and dissass. It be iuvﬁS that the State statute, in additicn to masting
thoss standards of forsst practica, should slso provids for admind qtratlcn Ly a
single Statas agency, employmznt of coopatent tac%;*cal FJYJCﬁxul d for advico

and t&c&nical 233lstancs of forest ocroraticns, It balisves that aj* forent rules

of ferest practicas should ba establishzd for dipfzr; txﬂ of ths country; that
thare ahculd bs authorlty to excespt certain arsaa, that erca edvisory beards

should bo eatablished to halp formulate doairsbls rulss of practics; and thab work-
ing plana for individual forest propartios ray ba approved in llcu of ths ab:
e

rules of forsst practice. This is ths regulatica that tha Fersst Servics

It has bzon allezsd that the Ferast Servics would favor a provisicn Ia ths Fedaral
statuts that would periadt the Fedaral Covernmant to withhsld any conperativs foresiry
esalstancs being rendersd by it to a Stata unless tha Stata ezne2ats reogulatery
logislation maciing Pedaral standards., This i3 not ths positicn of tha Porast
Sarvice, and it would not favor such ecticn,

How I want to a3k you to do something. At your 1o icvr“ & d
taica the trcubla gzootizs to exaning < eritiealliy bul

tory propesals that the Forast Sorvics stands for, Y@u oW o

tha f:?@'uf? ;rcfs;sicx whlch you ars about to entar to do s¢ Do notb

then a ﬁa bacauss ycu nay P;?31ﬂ3133 ba pailcs:ﬁl cally onnossd 3

1t a threusgh ¢na by one and try.as you do 30 to ¢ iv

alte ‘wuifts which in ﬁn azorenats will eaccooplish with i ovar-all
cbiietive of bringing our forest land to ‘Jascnwgly prod 8 cendition end
s;:,.uuirg dsd Jr*era,ﬁon, If you do this, I think yeu will find thers i3 1itils
in tizze preposals that ths t:&fczaioﬂzl forestsr or oxport in public aduinis-

tratica can cquatruct*vaﬁy eriticize,

¥hy Is Fadapal Particination Macnazary

Bay I say first that Federal participation in fﬂ?@éu~ agalation i3 tho official
czlticn of tha Department of Agriculture, has bsz ¢0”*@3 by ths four mcst
ant sacretarlos of Agriculturas, by five Chiofs c* tﬁa Foroat %1V1y3§ welud-
g two of your most eminent 2lurnl - Gifford Pinchicht and Honry uOlvﬂ Graves,

h9 pressnt Sscretary of tha Interior, and by tha late Prazddont Roossvelt,
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There are two reasons for Fedaral participaticn: (1) Naticnal intaerssts; are
involved, end (2) the States thomsslvas will naot do tha jod,

Az to tho first point, I think we all racognizo that Zorasd r@acurcaa zre a basle
National ressurce. Fire, insacts, and dissass do nol respact Stads linss, MNedther
do rivers, whess haadwaters arise on forsst lands, Forast products eater indo
intsrstats commorce, Tha amount, kind, and prica ‘to the sastera conaws=sr, Naticnal
gscurity is not a Stats racacn:ibiliby, yob adsquate forast rascurcas and products
ars sazzntial to National sscurity, And, a%ain ths Fzdaral Covernwent is invest-
ing so0 ich in cooperativa aids and ide szand prozre=s that sash citizsn has a
ste%s in what happena to all forast resourcss. Tha Govornmant would be derelict in
ite pocition of public trust 1f it did nol sask to protect that public investmsnt.

Seme 15 States now have laws almad at ths eontrol of dastructive forsst practicss,

I do not wish to balittls ths provr,av that has bsan mads, but the standards of nona
of thzes acts measura up to ths standards viauzlir:d by thas Pedsral Covernmant. Caly
aboud half of those involva any con 419 at all, foresmant whara compulsicn is
imvolved or epplication whara tha law i volgr;zmy hz3 ned toan nobabla, A Fedaral
statuts would strongthon reslstance of State offlciale to luocal prassurss.

Eost of ths State lawa hava bosn
ezo99 that one reasen for this 3c: 3

Fedoral law., I think it not d=probable that sorms of the organlzaticns and greups
which have embracsd public ra'uljticn ; bliely in ths last dscads "*d then havs
pluzpsd for Stats regulatica have done so in tho btalisf thad guch ectlon would de

hal

en evonus of sacape and e maang of forsstalling Federsl rﬂroic;;atiaﬁ.

Cu-d sinco 1940, end sams State officials will
t ti 71ty has b3an tha doaire to aveld 2

If thozs who profess to support ths prinziple of public regulaticen do so whols-

- @
heartedly, 1 have dif;i”uifj vaderstanding wuv ti:y objacth to Federal participatien
of tha tyr» I have j"3u cutlinzd, Tha st*n od f£or the Bsaic Pedaral

statule are not savers; ths Fadoral Covernnern participata in tho cosis;
ths Stalss would have fu’? adndais trsuilﬁ raapen 3ibi?i%y undar thesa standards;
end ths Fedsral Covernmant would stop in cnly whore szems difficulty srows in &
Stete, If public regulaiblcn 43 really nasded and tha States are conpetent to do
tho Jcb, what 1s the logical or factural odlssticn to such & propcsal?

iusion i3 that the position of thoas who profess adhsrenca ¢

Hy con: I o pudlic
rezlabicn and poan Stats regulation without Fodoral participation is explained
by cns or more of the follewing: (1) They give lip sarvics ealy end sesk Siate
rogulation as an avenus of escapo, (2) Thsy are confronted with philesopnical
Cand p'"c‘NICWiﬁ*’ barrisrs in thinkinz cf Fedaral rezulstien wihleh provants thsir
recogniticn of tha Natienal F)Jttﬂsitil ty dnvolvad. (3) “:cy ers rovealing thsir
c%ﬂ lack of confidenss in corpotoncs of the Ctatss to do th jsb; Bazauss in a
ccurotent Sta tq trs enly Pedsral articipaticn after J?Cful 0¢ tio State
zt& uts would bts finaneial; or (&g Thay 1ack falth in zw? ovn doxoeratic aysten

¢! ??;J?Sanﬁiulw g*varnnsnt wharein the legislatlva arm exprassss $ha w1 of
tho uoonla and corves as a chack to prevent excasslvely resirieiive edudnistiratlu

¢f regulatory or othsr laws by ths exscutive branch,




- 129 Appendix B

c

r
C y
0
P UNITED STATES DEPARTIENT OF AGRICULTUZR
Y Forast Servics
Washington 25, D. C.
SUPERVISICN
Prograns . , January 10, 1952

Ragloral Foresters
ersi Directors

Dear Sir:

Lest Dacenber the Forest Servics was asked by Yale Univaralty to participatse in a
pansl discussion of forest regulation, I asked Crafts to reprsseat us on this
panal.

Attachsd 13 a copy of tha statement which hs prepared and praosented at that discus-
sion. I did not sse it before it was given but have read it asince, end it has a0
impresssd mo as baing a clear and psrsuasive statement of Forest Sarvice positien
that I want all of our people to have it,

Enough coplss ere being made avallabls with this lettsr for you to supply all of your
tschnical psracnnel, I would like to ask that sach of thonm read this paper and thinl
e>out 4t, It may be publishzd later in cne of the forestry journals, but it answers
80 wall the argumants that are somatings dirscted at our position that I wanted to
got 1t into the hands of all Forest Service psrscmnal, ‘

Very truly yours,

/s/ lyls P. Viatts

LYLE P. WATT3, Chief

Fnelosurs
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NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION - 1313 EIGHTEEHTH STREET, M. W. . WASHINGTON §, DL

30 -¥ -8
March 5, 1952

To: Fold=ratad Associaticons and RL¥A Cornittns on
Forast Conssrvation

SudbJect:  FOITST SERVICE POSITICH OF FCHIST RICULATICH

Attachsd for vour inforration is & c:gy of a pagper
propared by Edward G, Cratia, Assistant Chisf of tks United States
Forasst Sarvics, at a 53331 digcusalon on forsat ragulation bvalors
ths Yals Foreatr; Clud et Yals univ Pﬁiu], Docembar 5, 1551, Since
coples of this papsr wore tranamitted to raglonzl forsaters and
directors by Chiasf Forastisy watts, whO stated tl:at Crafts rapre-
eantad tho Forest Borvics on thas pansl and daseribed ths pajar a3
baing "a cloar and poravazivse statsmant of Forsst Sarvics poaition”,
the papsr takes on conszlderable significance. It dsgarvas your
caraful siudy.

FATIOuAL IJQﬁAé%%ED?‘ ACTURERS ACSCOIATION

Attachiont
3877
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FATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

- 1313 EIGHTE LHI” STREET, H. W.- WASHINGT(N 6 D.C

72 « FC - 13

April 8, 1552

Tos Members, Forest Conservation Comittes !
Copy to: Federated Associations
Members, NIMA Board of Directors

Attached are copiles of letters rclating to the add dress of Dr.
Edward C., Crafts before the Yale Forestry Club at Yale University,
which was sent you with our letter of larch §, 30-FC-8, Since it is
not practicable tc schedule a zeeting of the Forest Conservation
Committee at this time, you are urged to reread Dr. Crafis address
and make such recommendations as you think appropriate to Clyde Mart
(Chairman, NIMA Committee on Forest Conservation), ¢/o Wayerhaeuser
Timber Ccmpany, Tacomg Building, Tacoma, Washington, and send a copy
to tnis office, so that he may make a report and reccmnendations te
the NLIA Board of Directors meeting in Saint Louis on lMay 10.-

Your prempt cocoperation will be appreciated.

NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

Attachments
39 <1
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AMERICAN FCRE3T PRCDUCTS CCRPCRATICH
1 Montgcmery Street
San Francisco
offics of ths President Zone Ly

March 21, 1952

M. Harpy T. Kendall
National Lumber Manufacturars Association
Washington 6, D.C.

Dear Harrys

This refers to a circular sant out by ths NLMA arch S cn tha subjzct of Forsst
Service Pesition on Forest Regulation, to which was attached latter from Chief
Forestsr, Lyle Watts, tc Regional Feresters and Directors dated Janua*f 10 endorse
irng and caznonuing an address by Edward C, Crafts, Assistant Chief ol ths Forest
Service, at Iale University Descember 5, 1951,

Since Watts placed so much emphasis on Crafts! address &3 fully setting forth his
views and those of the U.S, Forest Service, I read Craftst! address, wnich was also
enclecasd, very carefully and it struck ma as being a well preg ~1red and presentsd
expose of the policy of the Forest Service no% cnly toward 0"“ industry and ths
associations composing it btut of the wno’e program of foreat regulations and pri=-
parily as to who should do ths regulating with tha conclusion that this of nscess-
ity must be dons by the U,S. Forest Service.

Sirce I can only agres in part with Crafts! conclusions and disagres radiecally
with much of his philescophy and conclusions, I have written a statement of my
impressions and enclose a copy for your review, MNow, I am not laborin g nd:: any
philezophical, psycholezical and emoticnal reactions nor am I thinking in teras of
what might bs the mest rexunerative thing for e to do and certainly I am not bzing
influeonced by what might be ths easiest appro:ch frem the angle of gattiing along

with that alle-powerful Forest Service with whem, because of thair ﬂa:o*o;v, wa nust
try to 1ive in peace, bubt I am rather motivated in expreseing myself by a deep
conviction that men who tq*nx as Crafts ars leading 13 gtraight into a toti 2litarien
goverraent and ultimately socialism with the final result that the kind of frecdca
which existed when I was firut introduced into this world is about to beccma
extinct so long as men occupying his high position pursus a philescpky such a3 ha
brings out upon a class of younz Yale students seeking guidance for their futur

thiuuinv ard action,

Because I think Crafta is a dangerous man in-the pesition ha occuples I en passing
on to you my thoughts and reaction to his speech, It may be that others in our
organization may have reacstions different from mire, in which eveni T wculd
certainly like to knav them, As a matter of fact, I will eppreciate your cwn ra-
acticn 1f you find timas to express yourself,

¥ara rezards,
Sincerely yours,

Wod:P ¥alter S, Johnson
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This refars to an address by Edward C, Crwfts, Assiztant Chief of the Uni»ﬂd
States Forsat Servics bafors Yale Forzatry Club at Yals University, Deceamber 5,
1951, which address w23 endorsed by Lyls F, Watts, Chisf Fores tar, and ccamendsd
to wids publicity among all Forest Service Personnal, Crafis finds barrisrs to
foreat regulations ars for philesophical, p3ychologleal and emotional grounds, Ha
recites thas nacesaity of restraining liberty as populations increass to protact
gcciety at largs and reminds uz anarchy is unrestrained libarty whils "iress enterw
prise” reprassnts considarable regulation, Then hs Jumps into the form of argu~
ment he ccaplains of as being often used by oppensnts of forest rsgulations, nanee-
1y ridicule of such opponanta, He says this is a custozary mansuvsr in dabste
ard is evidencs of emotional reaistances It would szem he 13 referring to himaslf
as w2ll as those h2 attacks, UNaxt has tells us "Totalitarian®™ appliss to hig
centralizad govermment controlled by ons politieal party with no rapr eseﬂtaticn of
other partlies permitted.This statesment just aboubt dascribas what the exacutivas
branch of our government has given us thess last twenty yearas,

Next Crafts discusses socialism and assures us forest rezulation doss not
permit 1Y, but rather encourages tha capitalistic system in wnich cvms rghip of
land and natural wealth is entrusted to iP&iV{Auﬁlua Ths phrass "enitrus tad to
individuals® bothars me a lot for it implisea that scmebody is concading scmething
to scmeons that a‘r ady ovns it. Tha ird‘vigual, whather hs ¢wms part or all of
8 farm, an industry, a businsss, a house or an opportunity has, if we are to
balieva history, proven to ba the best cwnsr end my nvic;xcn i3 that all of cur
lands ard natural resocurces would better ssrve the peﬂnl in private hands, Wher
the governmen!t owms the timber a monopoly exists Just es dangerous as whers ownad
by a parscn or a small group, The individual left to his coim devices will scae~
times do damagas to his fellcew citizens znd so will a govermment, Where a citizen
is involvad ths government should intervene dbut whare govarment is involved there
is go maans of relief short of an Act of Congress that tskes years and a foriuns
to eccenplish,

Raasocnabls ragulation by states is the prcper approach to ragulations and ths
Fed2ral Forest Ssrvies orgsnization should join wholehzartedly with our luzber
industry to get ell states not yet doing so to start such progracs of regulaticen

2P

&3 w2 hava here in California.

Ths g*aat umiritten compact between the dead, the living nnd tn3 unborn that
wa leave tha unborn scmething more than debt3 eand dopleted natural resourcas is
subscribaed to wholsheartzdly by most of us in the luiber i“»ystry, but what aboud
our Fadaral govermment!s extravagance which is leaving for the unborn a dedt
8o astroncumlcal as to be beyond Fuman 1 comprahension, and whose ouly approach %o
the ccnservation of our natural resources is ons of monopoly. The National Lumber
Vanufecturers Association has always encouraged its members to taks the initiative
in forest conservation movements, If it has objectad to Fedsral rezulation it i3
for ths sams reason I oppess fedaral rsgulation, namely bscausa I baliava the

tates should do the rcgulating by way of praventing the Fedaral Goverrment froa
monepelizing us, . Crafts should be spocific whsn he says tha N.L.M.A. has
i3sved a fence-atraddling policy statement,

Crafts adnits that grewith will step up a3 old grewth is cut., This beirnz z¢

3
hs and ths For:cst Service should malke available its past old gxcﬂth forsats to ithe
luntar overators on a selective cutting baszis and thus add to the grewth facter
by way ol gatting drain and growth in balance ‘J'o bservations ura t“ at the

pudlio ccap:rat;xe aids rendered by thz U.». ~or‘ t Servics ere don2 half~hsarted-
1y and alwzys with a control string attached,
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Crafts is right in saying industry eannot do th2 jecb itself because there ara
too many small owners of timber growing land who wil’ not sutmit to regulation by
industrial cwners whose guiding motive is profit to themselves, but does he mean
to cbject to operators making a profit? Surely profit i3 necessary even if for no
other reascn than to furnish tax scurces for our extravagant govermment,

If the Forest Servica balievss as Crafis says, thea there snould be stats
ferast regulations administered by the states, then why does h2 go on to say such
etate laws ghould ba in turn regulatzd by Fedoral Statute? Dcas he think ths
Congreszman of the Atlantic Seaboa rd are better qualified to prsserve Califarnia
forests than ths elected lawmakers of our state, or is it bacauss he just cannot
endure to ses the Forest Service lose its monopolistic controls?

Crafts is indulging in mind-reading when ha accusas lumbermsn of seeking state
regulations in praferencs to Federal Regulations as an avenue of escaps, He has
no basis for such a statexzent, nor 1s i} true. ¥Who can be mora concernad aboutb

future forests than the cperators who dopsnd upon thea for thair futurs existencs?

r in ths hands of the
d bf he Statza, They sought
a balance and check on poubr,
build,, for it was dom to

The foundars of our nition facrsd plﬁ:t
Fedzral Govornuent that could be as well a
to provent totalitarien goverrment and to e!t\b
end let us do nothing to d2stroy what thay trisd
preosorve froodem,

Q:""K"i‘t

| PN
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LR 3
WESTERN PINE ASSOCIATION

Yeon Building - Portlard 4, Oragon

M¥arch 23, 1952

Mr. Walter S, Jchnson
Anerican Forest Products Corp.
#1 Montgcnery St,

San Francisco, Calif,

Dazax» Waltor:

I have read with a greal deal of interest your lestter of
Karch 213t to Hmlﬁy *nn4v11 and your attachsd mesmorandum cormenting on
Edward 0, Crafis! address before tha Yals Forestry Group abt Yals
University.

I, of caarsm, an entirely in acscord with your views as to
ths Feresd Service philoaophy as c:prn-_.d by Mr, Crafts ard also
bolieva that scasthing should ba ¢ ong, if pcssibls, to counteract
this type of rathar inaidicus p;o‘a*nrdﬂ.

It sszm3 to Ernie Kolbs and I that probably ths mest effsctivs
way to get some govarnmantal reaction to *his philosophy would be to
get on? or two members in Congreas to plage Mr. Crafts! addraszs on
record for printirg in tha Con;re:s;u 2l Racord and et tho szms time
ccrment unon 1t, It seoms to us that sonsons in tha NI, with possidly
sams halp from AFPI, could act as ghost writer for & selacted sesnater
and congressaan who would handie tﬂlJ be. Niba Fuller would probably
ba ths man to designate the senator ard congress:mon to handle it,

If yoa feel that this is the approach, would you lzt Harry
Kendall know,

Bast personal wishos,

Very sincsrely yours,

: S.V. Fullamay, Jr.
SVF Secratary-llanager
c v’



136 Appendix G

g2

i

April 2, 1952

¥r, Waltsr S. Johnson, Preaident
Amarican Forest Products Ccrporation
1 Montgcaery Street

San Francisco 4, Califernia

Dear Walter:

I was not at all surprised to receive your letter of larch 21, which T read with
great interest, and also tne accompanying statement on tne address of Edward C.-
Crafts,

I read this statement of !'r. Crafts over two wenks ago, and since then I have been
warning everybody on the lational staff, and every lumberman I could talk to that
hidden in this address was the old-iime progran of talking over everything -- not
enly the individuals, but the states a3 well,

ceed, T have bzen tcld by cur people that we are
ith tne fﬂrnffry department, T was inclined to

bealieva this, b“t tuls uellef was certainly jar 7 the Crafts statement, which
was 80 wholeheartedly subscribed to Ly }r. Watis,

o
@

2
(Q »

Teday and tomerrow in Nqshln cton !r, Veach and one or two staff representatives will
be meeting with the Forest Service on tns cxo:ac* 0o a tirher survey, and later on
g

this month a large group of us is pﬂin' to meet with the Forest Serviece group to

discuss the southern situation. This latvﬂr has been greatly azgravated by the pass-
< (SR=] L

ing of stumpags into the hands of praper and rulp pecple, and the over-cutting of

young trees for pulp wood in mary localities,

ation is that before we make any move to answer !ir, Crafts, we refer thils
ter to ths Association!s Forestry Conmittes witn instructions for thea to
a recoaunendaticn of procedure at the May meeting of the Board of Directors,

¥y sugge
whole nat
bring in

Tnere are so many facets to this forestry situation, I need not tell you that the
o]

nuzber of lumbzrmen who are under positive obligations to the Forest Service is in-
creasing every year,

I kncw you have read Mr, Hagenstein's testinony on the access road congressicnal

hearing, I thougnt h2 made a wonderful statement, at tc my surprise it has caussd

some very adverse caanent simply on the ground toat ir. Hagenstein prcposed the

Foreat Sarvice sell more of it3s timber in large blocks so as to permit the purcharer
s

:

to cut the stumpage under a long-time plan, This seemad a very logical statsment,
He dldn't by any means propose tnat all the stumpage be sold on thnis bazis, but he
did warn the Forest Service of something T have bewh conscious of for a long tims,
nanely, selling a large part of the stunpage in small lots to ll operators wno
ara not abls to make the maximum uss aof tha log, is not p”azti nD tha efficient
forest utilization the Service is constantly preaching and other couﬂtriﬂ*, such as
those of northern Europe, have foursd absolu L?l necessary to follew, This simple
stzt~nent of selling large lots raised socme protss s an exhibition of the fact
that the National is deminated bv tha big operator d the little f2llow hausn't a
chance,
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Mr., Walter S, Johnson April 2, 1952
Paga 25

In any evant, whether i, Martin's ccomittes brings you a recommerdation or whether
it dcesn't, this matter will be discussed by ths Board of Dirscters, and, if
poasible, an agreusent reached as to what wa should do,

Like you, I don't think we should lat this Crafts statement stand without some reply.
It is full of nolzs and can be easily and successfully attacked,

HTK 1AW

cc Mesars., Hillnnn Lueddemann
John 3. Veach
S. V. Fullaway, Jr.
Charles Gray
Henry Zahr
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‘Appendix H

from United States Code, 1970 edition

§ 526 TITLE 186.—CONSERVATION

§528. Development and administration of renew?ble
surface resources for multiple use and sustained
yield of products and services; Congressional dec-
laration of policy and purpose.

It is the policy of the Congress that the national
forests are established and shall be administered for
outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and
wildlife and fish purposes. The purposes of sections
528 to 531 of this title are declared to be supple-
mental to, but not in derogation of, the purposes for
which the national forests were established as set
forth in section 475 of this title. Nothing herein
shall be construed as affecting the jurisdiction or
responsibilities of the several States with respect to
wildlife and fish on the national forests. Nothing
herein shall be construed so as to affect the use or
administration of the mineral resources of national
forest lands or to affect the use or administration of
Federal lands not within national forests. (Pub. L.
86-517, § 1, June 12, 1960, 74 Stat. 215.)

SHORT TITLE
Sections 528 to 531 of this title are popularly known a3
the Multliple-Use Sustalned-Yield Act of 19860.
SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS

This section 1s referred to in sections 529, 530, 631, of
this title.

§529. Same; authorization; consideration to relative
values of resources; areas of wilderness.

The Secretary of Agriculturgé is authorized and
directed to develcp and administer the renewabls
surface resources of the natlonal forests for multiple
use and sustained yleld of the sgveral products and
services obtalned therefrom. In the administration

_of the national forests due consideration shall be
given to the relative values of the varlous resources
in particular areas. The establishment and malinte-
nance of areas of wilderness are consistent with the
purposes and provisions of sections 528 to 531 of this
title. (Pub. L. 86-517, § 2, June 12, 1960, 74 Btat.
215.)

Page 3828

.

SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS

This section 13 referred to in sections 528, 530, 631 of
this..title.

5530. Same; cooperation with State and local govern-
mental agencies and.others.

In the effectuation of sections 528 to 531 of this
title the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to co-
operate with interested State and local governmen-
tal agencies and others in the development and
management of the national forests. (Pub. L. 86—
517, §3, June 12, 1960, 74 Stat. 215.) -

SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS

This section is referred to in sections 528, 528, 531 of
this title.

§531. Same; definitions. _

As used in sections 528 to 531 of this title the fol-
lowing terms shall have the following meanings:

(a) “Multiple use” means: The management of all
the various renewable surface resources of the na-
tional forests so that they are utilized in the com-
bination that will best meet the needs of the Ameri-
can people; making the most judicious use of the
land for some or all of these resources or related
services over areas large enough to provide sufficient
latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform
to changing needs and conditions; that some land
will be used for less than all of the resources; anc
harmonious and coordinated management of the
various resources, each with the other, without im-
pairment of the productivity of the land, with con-
sideration being given to the relative values of the
various resources, and not necessarily the combina-
tion of uses that will give the greatest dollar return
or the greatest unit output. ’ 3

(b) *""Sustalned yield of the several products and
services” means the achievement and maintenance
in perpetuity of a high-level annual or regular pe-
riodic output of the various renewable resources of
the natlonal forests without impairment of the pro-
ductivity of the land. (Pub, L. 86-517, §4, June
12, 1960, 74 Stat. 215.)
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Nelson to Bodine February 21, 1955

Re. Conference with McArdle and Mason, February 17, 1955

[® gm
Mnlw’odtﬂro&( tulh(ﬁbtnio
fail in trying to dictate how the Forest
the question of wilderness areas. Ha i :
Service was more or less pushed intd'this heawin
will and indicated that he viould ot permit unyes
of timber to be tied up in wilderness areas,
§ would judge ghat the Forest Serviee miy
mm,rwu&umz. :

5) S .....l.‘u W“.«l OF o

Mekrdie atated it B For

propriation matters were uudcrnl’ rom the
A wwmog the Sub-Committee on Interior

urm the Forest hn&e& u the Interior dermw‘ 4
that thuu rothing dﬁ‘ﬂmmﬁ.f

could ‘Ikc .om
out to the dem &t th
Forest Service appropri

which hag baéen termed by

‘uueuti ih .»-cm, ra
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For Release to PM's, MARCH 13, 1963

REMARKS OF EDWARD C. CRAFTS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION, DEPARTMENT
OF THE INTERIOR, BEFCORE A PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY FORESTRY CONVOCATION,
UNIVERSITY PARK, PENNSYLVANIA, MARCH 13, 1963

Your Director, Pete Fletcher, and I have been friends for quite a few years
so I know he will excuse my reference to a most interesting letter I received
from him several months ago. In writing me about this Forestry Convocation he
explained that almost all of the sophomores, juniors, and seniors of the School
of Forestry are required to attend. And, furthermore, that you receive no
academic credit for doing so.

This means that you are here this morning as a captive audience. It also
means that talks such as mine and others that you hear during these convocations
are not rated too highly by your faculty. If they were, you might get some credit
for attendance,

In a way, this gives me a comfortable feeling because I know you won't walk
out on me., At the same time, perhaps my remarks can be made sufficiently inter-
esting so that you may feel they are worthwhile regardless of credit.

In a more serious vein, I welcome more than most of you know this opportunity
to talk to a group of forestry students. I am a forester myself out of Dartmouth
and Michigan about 30 years ago. Ever since getting involved in this new venture
of outdoor recreation, I have been looking forward to a chance to talk to a group
of forestry students and incidentally through them to your collective faculties
throughout the country.

I did have a chance to attend a meeting of the Council of Forestry School
Executives last fall, but had to forego it because of conflicts. Since then,
I have been privileged to spend a day or two on the campuses of both Syracuse and
Utah State Universities. Both of these occasions, however, were in the nature of
either conferences on particular subjects or brief meetings with individual faculty
members. At neither time did I have an opportunity to talk to a group of students.
There would have been another chance at Yale last week except that that occasion
likewise had to be cancelled because of a conflict.

Therefore, some the things that I intend to say this morning have been stored
up for some time,

The primary subject that I would like to discuss is professional education
in recreation,
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I had not been very long with the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation when it
became apparent that there was a great need for professionsalization in recrestion
aspecially among resource-oriented graduates. It seems to me that in a growing
field such as this, we have one of our greatest educational needs. As & corollsry
one of our greatest deficiencies exists here at the moment.

For some time I have been advocating the desirability of a national conference
ot higher education in recreation and had hoped that one might be held this yeear.
This was one of the items discussed a few months ago at our conference at Syracuse
with the deans of three Forestry or Natural Resource schools, and with recreation
leaders in several walks of 1life, Out of this came a decision to hold a conference
on recreation research at Ann Arbor this coming May sponsored jointly by the
University of Michigan and the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation.

It was also felt that the subject was too big to cover both research and
education in a single conference, I think it not unlikely at Ann Arbor, however,
that a decision may be made by the organizing committee *c sponsor a somewhat
similar conference within a year on recreation education.

First, just a word about the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and its functions.
I have no way of knowing how well informed you are on this. I assume you know
that several years ago the Congress created an Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
Commission made up of certain Members of Congress and citizens appointed by the
President. That Commission a little over a year ago completed its task in a
report that has been widely received and highly applauded called "Outdoor Recrea-
tion for America." Following this major report, there have been issued a series
of about 20 supplemental repcrts on a variety of subjects studied by the Commis-
gsion. One of the major recommendations was the creation of a Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation in the Department of the Interior to be charged with several functions.

These include the promotion of coordination among the 20-odd Federal agencies
engaged in some form of outdoor recreation, the stimulation of and provision for
technical assistance to State governments in this field, the conduct and sponsor-
ship of research, the carrying out of a long-range planning and surveys of
outdoor recreation needs and resources, and the development of outdoor recreation
programs.

Our orientation is that of a small policy, planning and coordinating agency.
We recognize the pivotal role of State and local governments and the primary
contribution made by private enterprise. We are not a land managing agency. But
we are distinctly more than an advisory agency and through the medium of a
Presidential Cabinet-level Recreation Advisory Council and other mechanisms such
as budget, legislative and program review, we are in a position to exercise a
great deal of influence on the recreation policies of the Federsl Government.

During the past year, we have operated with a small budget of something over
$1 million. We have about 100 people on our payrolil, most of whom are in Washing-
ton. We have the nucleus cf five field offices. The approach of the Outdoor
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Recreation Resources Review Commission and our own approach has been a bipartisan,
professional career approach., My sincere hope is that outdoor recreation, like
forestry, may become established professionally in the Federal Government as a
non-pelitical, bipartisan career activity.

I would hope that the main report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
Commission is required reading for all students in the School of Forestry. I it
is not, it should be. Unfortunately, but understandably, the Commission did not
include a report or study on educational needs in recreation among its numerous
supplemental appendices. But let me describe briefly to you from the very
practical standpoint of the administrator of the newest conservation bureau in
the Federal Government what we are faced with in trying to staff adequately.

As I said, we have about 100 people. Probably in .about another year, we
will double this 100 and then level off. We have had to staff from the top down
because we started a new organization from scratch. This doesn't happen very
cften in the field of public conservation, We did not have a nucleus of employees
to promote from within as is the traditional pattern in firmly established

agencies such as the National Park Service, Forest Service, and the Bureau of
Land Menagement.

I am a forester and a number of recreation professionals have questioned the
propriety of a forester to head the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. This, I think,
should give foresters some pause for thought.

The Associate Director is a geographer, One of the Assistant Directors is
a forester, and the second Assistant Director is a fish and wildlife biologist.
Our chief administrative officer is a public accountant.

We have key personnel whose primary disciplines and experience have been in
public administration, in landscape architecture, in law, in journalism, in biocl-
ogy, physical education, economics, and so on. We are currently seeking personnel
with orientations in sociology, psychology, and mathematics. We have had to
assemble our key personnel from a variety of basic disciplines for the simple
reason that there does not exist an available pool of educated and qualified
recreation professionals with the kind of background and training that is needed.

There has been no lack of applicants--perhaps six or seven hundred in all.
But most of these have been people we didn't want for one reason or another.

Perhaps I should remind you that the use of land resources for recreation
has expanded tremendously since World War II, that recreational use of these
resources more and more frequently is becoming the primary use, that the recrea-
tion business has a major economic impact on many States and on the Nation, and
that this is a relatively new development.
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We foresee a tripling of outdoor recreation needs in the next 40 years.
Currently, some $20 billion are spent annually by consumers of recreation in all
of the multitudinous outdoor recreation activities. The hard core of activities
are driving for pleasure, walking and water-based recreation. Winter sports are
coming up rapidly. The more traditional activities such as picnicking, camping,
fishing and hunting while likewise increasing, are not at the top insofar as
the number of recreation experiences go. Ninety percent of our population takes
part each year,

When T was a student at the University of Michigan, one course was given in
the Forestry School on recreation administration., I shall never forget one day
when Dean Sam Dana, my long time friend, substituted for the regular professor,
and said that teaching the course that day was indeed a recreational experience.
He was contrasting it to forest management with the possible inference that it
was an easy course and the subject was somewhat lighthearted and frivolous.

This was the concept in those days.

This particular course was a favorite pipe course for students in difficulty
and enjoyed a reputation as did another course, "The History of Roman Band
Instruments" as being a favorite of athletes with scholastic problems. The
situation has changed drastically since those days.

There is nothing frivolous about the pursuit of recreation at the present
time. It is therapy of the finest type. It is an answer in part to the increased
leisure time available to most citizens. The wise use of this leisure time is
the object of sober thought by more and more persons.

I commend to you Walter Kerr's book on the "Decline of Pleasure," and a
recent 20th Century Fund book, "Of Time, Work and Leisure." There are moral,
physical, and spiritual attributes of recreation that are becoming increasingly
recognized. No longer do we consider recreationists to be slackers in the shade.

To help meet this sociclogical need, there is no question in my mind but
what we need educated professionals. There is likewise no question that if the
demand is such and the needs made sufficiently clear, the Universities will
respond in adopting their curricula accordingly.

I do not feel that recreation organizations should have to depend indefinitely
on the assembly of a diverse group of disciplines such as I enumerated before,
Some of this will and should continue. But I also feel that we need to have a
recreation discipline in itself much more clearly defined and broadly oriented
than now exists., I think that higher-level education with a recreation orienta-

tion is going through the birthing pains of professionalism much as forestry did
50 years ago.

I cannot tell you what the demand is or may be in numbers of persons. The
American Recreation Society estimates about 25,000 full-time workers at the
present time in activity-type recreation. But this takes little or no account
of resource-oriented recreation. There are now about 20,000 foresters in the
United States and a fair share of these have some responsibility in recreation.
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0 , .
P “THE CASE POR FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN FORZST REGULATION 1/

b 4
LADIES AND GENTLEMEN: g

I apprsclata ths opportunity to mast with you hers this evening, and to participsts
en bshalfd of ths Forest Jsrvice in this panel discussicn of forast regulaticns, I
shall try to axplain to you the positicn of ths Forsat Ssrvice in this matter,

In the brief tinms availedls, I want to touch on four itera:
(1) The philosophical barrisr to forest ragulation;

(2) why =023 form of ragulaticn of forest practicsa en
privats lands is neadsd
(3) What doas tha Fo arvice maan when 1t advocates

rast
forsst regulaticn; an

S
and

(4) Why 13 Pedsral participation in Forest ragulaticen nﬁcv_*ary?

-

Scae of tho visws I shall espouse prebably will bs in the minority., Howsvar, I
taliova they ara scundly c».,si;od, 373 in ths inlerest of ths datlen al largs, ard
in ths leagz run, tizs will provs thenm correci.

o

wvar the yoars forsst razulatlon has besn a controvsrsial issus, During ths past

ds, howsver, the area of disagrssront hss narrowsd., Tho issus today largely
esatars z‘u,,ﬂ k’at“.r ard to what extant ths Fedsral CGovormront should participaie
in publis rogulatory moasures in forastry rathor than tho forrsr is3us of whsther
any public r: ,¥¢abi.1 of Iorealry on privals lands is dssiradbls,

The Fhllosezhical Barrisr to Forast Rsculaticn

e Sxmila

One of Lihs greatest barriaers to forsst rezulaticn, beith in ths past and tedzy, &
that much coppositicn 13 based on philosephice2l, piycholozlceal, and exzotional grounda
rathar than en cbtac lva roascning. I think propena ntﬁ of regulation have r

thalr casa ]:rg*l" cn tha forsal sltuaticn in this ceuntry, end have given ina
filclent sitantion *o philosophnical barrisrs,

Eowsvar 4t pay bs sugar-coated, rogulatien 4s an impalrooant of individual freeden,
Cuy Mation waa car:s;"d in raveluticn 2zainst rystricticas ea individual litortiss,
and no ons--Ataricans lsast of all--liks to bs ¢old what to do, That is sizmply
fuzan naturs, '

Thore was a graat deal of irdividual 1literty in ths Unlted Statzs as cur yeung Nation
prosreassd t’;ﬂﬁd‘ its initial porded of soittlamsnt end doveleopzoent, Like a“l
nzbicna, howevar, et population pressurss 7?0", as tachnolorical dave J:h in
g%“*’e in Qlozsr n-*:ﬁfiiy to each othar, and a3 the Maticals comars i:Jln'“? e

¢8 rnatural roscurces, thore must bs more and more rostricticns en i“g.vidwxl astien
in tha fntorest of soch sty abt largs,

é/ Yepar prasanted by Edward C. Craflts, Asslstinnt Cnlaf, Forest Servics, U_bA, 83
panal dizcussicn on forsst regulaticn, tefors tha ¥ale Forasatry Cub ard thao Yals

Ca@va:v;ticn Club, Yals Undvsraity, MNow Haven, Conn,, Doec. 5, 1951,
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Anarchy offars ths maximum of individual freadom, Accaptancs of governmant, - aay
fora of governmsnt, - as a naocassary instituticn of mankind 4s accsptancs of tha
rasd for regulaticn of ths individual for ths bensfit of seoclety. Thersaltar,
mattors of regulaticn relate only to degrss. For sxampls, ths phrase "Fras enter-
prise™ actually rspras enis a considsrable dasgrss of razulatlen, although 1% ds
often clted a3 epitomizing just the oppoaita.

Wran facts ars against thsm or logic falls, onpenents of forast regulatieon ofisn
resort to ridicule, cr inaccurats and dsrezatory uze of uapopular terms such 23
®totalitarisn," "socialistic," and Manti-dizocratic? 4n an effort to dlscredit the
propoz2al. This is a customary mansuver in debats, and is evidsnce of emotlonal
re3istance,

When uz3d correctly, such terzs are not dsseripiiva of ths propesals for foroat
rogulaticn, "Totalitarian" applies %o a highly contraliz=d governnant ccntrollsd
by cns political party with no reprezentaticn of cihar pz?%ias parcdttad, Fercsb
rezulation doss not affazct in any woy our damocratice goverrient and two-party
¢ystom in which th2 psoples retain supreme powsr through psricdically renswed
reprezentaticon and delaszatsd sul hority.

ranagerant of asssatial roans for
and and tirdar qualifly as esacatial;
private tizbsr land sufficlenily
a 7. Thus, forest ragulaticn deas
but enscurazes thy cepitalistic
h is ‘ut{“3t,4 Lo lnulvidn,ls.

"Soelalism” siznifies governmant o._saﬁsh,p an
production and distridbutican of geods, Forast
bud regulaticn of privats forestry aims to kos
productiva eo govarncont owmarship 1& nst nac
not prewots thas ssclzligation of priv to tiab
sya*ﬁﬂ in which cwnership of land and natur

e:v;-««;‘

In 1644 Fortuns Magazine, which i3 a apckazzza not for govermmanit, not for labor,
bud f@? businssa panazsmant «- the group that t?zﬁi»itnally Cppons govorisnd,
contrela rost vigo?caslv -- gtateds

®2nterprise must zﬁx@ up its mind
program walch takos inte ascound
-=In priazipls A:Jric:nﬂ have a
valuas of fewsr rogulatiens and tk
-=Abo7y a cortain laval tha. rﬂuic*WJ
fonetien of ths centrol v ars willing
ezt reglatica is to kssp thy bshavier 3 ?
teo saveraly ths walfers of cthar individuslg,e—-Tha rz:i 1 that thars
e a ccmplste and unlvyrsal ccordinaticn of individual e é?ti?l :
-=-d8 nore ofton assertzd than zarisunly arpuzd. Tha fawt is that tka
individual, left to his own dovicos, will in scxma clrsuusdances do f’@\;:
to his fellcu citizens, Ths govern:zent rmust intervens ca bahalf of the
cercanity a3 & wholy,~="

hat it pust coenform to a planned
o ‘Aﬂr““'~3.
5,

A ths ""1..\‘t"" 1

e 1
f'\,‘ﬁ »3 9\4'
i by GRLC3%,

;;r@ﬂ;a af 2072 A=

I give you this rathsr long quotatica bocauss it testiflias to ths changs in proe-
gresslvs thinldng within ths last dacads erong cne of ths most consarvatdve grouns

in cur comtry.

(n ths lagal =i h3 constituticnality

by tha v:;air¢*fn Sw*w =3 Court in a dse¢

Unitsd States, According to the Maw Yorl

®orivate cwnsrs of t‘: Hatient's roaswadls ugcl T23curcss 4o nol have
a "ﬂ &3 thoy gsa fit," Sald the Washington

.

of forest raozulatica has bassn establizhsd
1slcn uphaid by ths Suprzms Ceurt of tiw
4

2

. A
A 3 o
i w33 ta3d

‘iu?" t‘h\ :m.‘mvk M.rj 3'44.3)1-...“‘
195 Uil

qualificd liberty to use and destroy tha
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Court, the "great unvritten compact —-- betwsan the dead, ths living, and ths
unbc“n —— requirss that ws laavs to ths unborn sooet thing mors than dabts and
daplated natural rescurcss, Surely, whars natural rezourcss can bs ubilizad and
at ths sams time perpetuszted for futurs g:reraticns vha! has bsan callsd 'censti-
tuticnsl morality'! requires that wa do so.,”

The spacific and widespread endorssment of forsst ra,ulatica by many organi ations
and grecups 15 furthsr GViuﬁ 1c3 that -— at lozat for tha racord -~ tha philozophical

barrier to ferost rogulation psr ss has tesen largaly overcoma., Tha Society of
Azsrican Foresters, Aﬁerican rcreﬂtr} Associaticn, the C,I1.0., tha Amsrican Farn
Burezu Fedsraticn, the Lawysra'! Culld, the Izaak Vallen Lasgus, and numercus cthar

groups at cona tima or anothar have enmcrsvd ths principle of public rsgulatien,
Evan tho Wast Coast Lumborman's Associatica and ths Western Fins Asscecistion supe
ported tha Washington law when 1t was bafore tha Suprems Court of that Stats,

Tha Xaticnsl Iurber Manufacturers'! Associaticn, ons of ths prims oppenants of
foresd rexzulation in the past, no longsr oppesas it cht*i&ut, but has iszusd a
fsnco-sdraddiing policy statexant, .
the Amsrican Pulp and Papar, Auzsriecan
' Asscciaticens, haaz advecatsad State
esirabls by paopla of the State. Tha
tats tn considor fovest regulstion,
mizss ths r?:;* ity in scxa vtafss.

its Porsst Industries Council, repressnting
Pulpiood, and Hational Teshar Van facturer
forest ragu)aticn when dasmed nscass
Council of State Govermrments has urzzd ea*
end tho Aszoclatien of State Fersaters r
a lat®ar group could hardly do cthorwis
totes alrecady have regulatory laws of va

o Cv
‘l s O

1 g soris on t?sir stqtabs bﬂ oks,

Ttas, I fe3l that a great step forward has bzsn made in the last decada, Thﬂv%4*’
Araricans now p”avty ar;:ly recognize thy pudlic intorsst stoks dn tha indivii
forent {n .b,isa They recognizs that a proper functien of gevarnzent is

latisn t 2 to it that an individual dows not dastroy er leava in unpr Lductiu

(=% iiti&a rcﬁwhgbés natur “l rgscurcas on lands which he may o dn foe sizple,

Qoxmrey, a formidable psychologleal barrler still exdsts whon ons procssds Erri tt@
¢aastion of public forest rogulaticn in gensral to Fodsral paz ti@j?!blbﬁ in sugi
ragulstion,

¥hy Perest Bamulatien Is Neoeded

PP

Dospils the goneral accoptancs that forsat rszulatica 4s dosirebls p rincipls,
Jsh us LF"*’*J briefly eLJ it i3 nosdsd.: The nsed for forsst ragulstion h"n;:
on thrse polnbsy

(1) Ths lNatieon noeds forsst rescurces end forest preduchs;

(2) The crﬁdificn of ths Naticn's private forast land to zupply its ;

share of those rasources and products is wisatlslastory; ard

(3) Hsasures ct thon regulaticon will not by thomzelvss assure
ths lavel of p uﬁnrt*v4ty oa privats forest lands requirzd to
maat the Natleon'as naad for forsad roscurces zad nryoduzsis,
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In the tims available, I must dispenss with No, 1, I think you all recczmizs 4t
and eccept 4t. The indiapensability — and I uza thal word advisedly -- of forast
resourcas and products to tha Hation's wsll—being end sscurity is manifest to all
of us.

As to tha sacond point, ths condition of tha Naticn's privats forest land, hars are
caly a fow of the most basic facts, Three-fourths of our forest land is in private
ovmsrahip, Therefore, if forsst resourcss and preducts ar® gszsntial to ths nabticnal
walfars, tha hsalthy conditlen of privats forost lands is likswise essential to tha
Hatlen, Tha latest surveys show =- and practically all authorities agrza cn ths
basic figures —- that tha drain of sawtizbsr trass substantially excesds growth,
This is partially explainad by thas largs arsas of old-growth in tho Wast, whare
thers is 1littls appreciable nat b.ca+ﬁ. But thass arecas alcns are not sulliclentd
when thay coms into productivity to bring growth and drain into balancs, Alsa,

cur pressnt lavals of drain ars at a substantlially lower lsval than tha Natien may
nead in ths fudure. Thus, ws have a situation in which wa ars graduzlly uwsierg up
cur capital growing stock of tha larger and batisy tross,

Do net lat ths naar balance bstwsen growth end drain of 2l trees,.exall as wsll
23 large, decoive you. The smallar tra2es includsd in such a czleulstien aro
gultable for firswood and pul*”*od but net for manufacturs into luxbsr., And sven
bare the total figurea conceal a daficdt ef dvd‘?&dlu goltwooda which is largsly
offset by & surplus of less degirabla hardwoods,

On privats forest land two-thirda of ths Cugti’i i3 poor or worze;
2crss -~ or 12 porcsnt of our privats cummarclal forest arsa == 1s poorly stocked
cr nonproductivs,

Thozs who arzue that all is w2ll becausa ths gep btelwsen growth and draln 2ppoars
to ba closing are practicing sslf-dsceptden, Thna " lc-irw of tha gap" thaory is
:t aa.~&.ain estimataos,
Ths earlier sstinatss

baasd on t?3*" dﬁTLV‘d from ceoparing past and rece
Such coxparisons have littls *3?@ina fer soveral roasc
Wﬁra it ulu rora than guasses; cvor-all corpariscns co
and kird of timbder; groewth is bound to step up a3 mature
replaced by young growih; and tho lsvel at tui 5%&;“@3 1; ba ac:iav&d 15
ig&arud. Growth and draln would ba in balanes ev:n if.thay wars both zavo,

23 ghow & daficit of
ha fulurs llkowise

nd maldng gansrous
vtizhar growth may still

;ls at t“;; ti;s or tgi¢§

Tha siznificant facts are that (1) tba 08y recn

growth in ralaticn to draln and, (2) tho bs ftr«e
ghow & elgnifl ia*:z daficlit, Ltztirg <D to
allowanca for pressnt trends and i¢;°cf5d prac ti 3,,
nasi to b2 gisppaod up 7< :*"'“: abyvs prospaciive 1
1645 lavals, Likew rowth and dradn of all tr
lerzy == a2 to bo in t ancs, growth will nsed to ind

stinated future lsvels,
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43 to tha third point,
bacauce cthar forastry xaa:u :
extonsive system of pudblic fo *3kts wan natﬁcnﬂl arﬂ ai
cn an extansiva S?Jﬁeﬂ of public coopsrative ailds and e

n ﬁa te preductivity

0. Thls couniry has an
s %3 &2 also eibarik:d
rvicos to private cumars =
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1RMW»;.bﬁu8, 12 you plszsa, to gst n“ﬂr ite cu 13? to practice forsatry. Thoos
cocparative alds and sorvlicos inelude emong olhor poosuras fire, dnzzch ord dlosszs
cc&trol, alo forast r;J:;reH individual tschnl al advice and asrviss,

b A . t
wtratden, and plantdng alds,
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)
Substential progress has bean made in racent years, particularly by the larger
forast cunars and opsrators, but relatively tha progross has bsen much lezs
emong the million of farmers and small forost proparty holdara, Thad ia whars
the basic problems lie,

Induziry can't do tha jJob itself, It controls cnly aboul ens-fourth of ths privats
forest lznd and includes lsss than cns porcent of ths uvAJ. Ths 4 or 5 miilien
snall non-industrial ownars, farmaors, small town businessmon, abzasntes ecity folk,
suzmer rocreationists, and cthars, 2ra not going to au»zit to diraszticn by tho
enall frastion of industrial cwners, whoss gulding motivs is profit for themselvas,

Thesa who eay lat public forests, ccopsrative alds and sarvicss, and private
initiativs do ths wholes job are besing unrealistic, Pubdblic forasts ccoupy largaly
ths poorsr lands, Thay will navar te sufficiently largs nor preductive to mss

the Halicn's nsads by thamselves; and thay should not ba axywudzd to ths point
whara they can, After a h2lf contury of public forests and allzr 25 yoars of ths
Claria-iizdary law, which i3 tha bag*c authority for gudblic cse*wéa,ivs aids and
gervicea, wa st ill have an unsatlasfaclory forest situaticn, Tha outlsclk for two
dacadag hencs is continued Lnua.“nce of growth and drain dasplto progressive traanda,

Publie forszts and cooperstive alda and sorvicss hava vc* dena tha Job by theo-

geslvas in tha past end I balleve thoy cannct do g2 in ths future, Ths many greurs,
organisaticns, ard States that ars con record favoring public rozulaticn hold thi
peng viow, Oh%:rwiae, why should thay faver it?) Thls vilcwpoint is tﬁa con-
goazus of inforred J “”wanu in ths Caited States today,

In gcoma instancss plsas for delzsy in regulstica in order %0 give cilar matheds rore
tins my bo bazed not on a sincera baliaf thet cthor measuros will do the Jeb, bud
s

ea a dazire to procrastinate and evads tha issus,

2 of dallars a yeap
3ible by centrast or
ch ujﬁ,ic 3., JYou

£ privata

There 43 std)ll enothsr factor. The pudblic is aronding ﬁmllie:;
in cocparalivs alds and ssrvicsa, I udaratand it iu nod pos
chlarwis? $0 a3tablish a covanant runninz with ths land fﬂ? 5
z
03

who are paging ths b*ll s?:ul” £ psateez:& Aﬁ 8L way
individual canno® tske full advantaza of put
tum rFlght around efd destrey his tidher rs:
Touy s tacpaysr, have & stela in thal,
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Ths Forast Ssrvies beliaves public ferest regulatio:

is cnly cns of a sgardss of forsstry —oasuras n,v°ﬁz

in productive conditicn and to result in forest grow

Forast rogulaticn is not 8 panazea, It i3 nct a suls 3 for oiher forssiry

ceasures, It is a complemsnisry maszurs of coordinats i
to

oarailp and public coopa”auive alds and esrvices
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ecual to cup ?;aivdzé noad;
b #
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e forest repulation ccu*fnpla.cd by the Foreat Ssrvice doss nod involvs volura
¢ ares ruﬂulw:icn or “’”iﬁ4d yield, In othar words, thi-conirsl exorolissd
Cwwld ned toll a man u. 9, whan, or how much he covld cut,

Tre Poras) Sorvics bollsvas uﬁ\” tr~*e shzuld bs Stats foroal
ednistarad by tha State. Bul it als >¢1L,33, &nﬂ
thos thos Shata laws zhould ba i) mn ths frazawors
preagribad by Foderal statubte, It baligves thay £
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ths Fedaral standards should ba matchod with Pederal funds made avallabls to the
State., It bslieves the Federal Government sheould hava aubhority to stsp in and
adiinistar regulation mesting the standards if tha Statas fail to do 2o within a
reascnable tima, Should this happren, and tha Staiss subssquantly enact Stats sta-
tutss msating ths standards, the Fedsral Governmsnt weuld in dus cowrss step cut,

The Porsst Servics 12 scmetimes reprossnted as tave?ing stredizht Fedsral regulatlon
withcout State acticn., This is not trus.

The Perest Servics balleves ths over-all basic framewsork as expressad in tho Fedsral
statuts should bs in gensral terms to provids whars émpLinh 3 for adacuats re-
stockddnz, to prohibit premature or wastsful cutiing in young siends, to rezarve

for growth and skbsacuynt cutting sufficient growing atock of thrifty trees to kesp
the land as productive 23 practicabls, to prevent undsalrabla lezzing matheds that
will cause sveidabla damaza to young growth, to regulata grasing and prevent
unreascnzble dazage to tras 3?fiih to prevent c193$ cutting excapt whare silvi-
culturally desiradls, and to previds for rmathods of p; stecting lands against firs,
insects, and dissass. It be iuvﬁS that the State statute, in additicn to masting
thoss standards of forsst practica, should slso provids for admind qtratlcn Ly a
single Statas agency, employmznt of coopatent tac%;*cal FJYJCﬁxul d for advico

and t&c&nical 233lstancs of forest ocroraticns, It balisves that aj* forent rules

of ferest practicas should ba establishzd for dipfzr; txﬂ of ths country; that
thare ahculd bs authorlty to excespt certain arsaa, that erca edvisory beards

should bo eatablished to halp formulate doairsbls rulss of practics; and thab work-
ing plana for individual forest propartios ray ba approved in llcu of ths ab:
e

rules of forsst practice. This is ths regulatica that tha Fersst Servics

It has bzon allezsd that the Ferast Servics would favor a provisicn Ia ths Fedaral
statuts that would periadt the Fedaral Covernmant to withhsld any conperativs foresiry
esalstancs being rendersd by it to a Stata unless tha Stata ezne2ats reogulatery
logislation maciing Pedaral standards., This i3 not ths positicn of tha Porast
Sarvice, and it would not favor such ecticn,

How I want to a3k you to do something. At your 1o icvr“ & d
taica the trcubla gzootizs to exaning < eritiealliy bul

tory propesals that the Forast Sorvics stands for, Y@u oW o

tha f:?@'uf? ;rcfs;sicx whlch you ars about to entar to do s¢ Do notb

then a ﬁa bacauss ycu nay P;?31ﬂ3133 ba pailcs:ﬁl cally onnossd 3

1t a threusgh ¢na by one and try.as you do 30 to ¢ iv

alte ‘wuifts which in ﬁn azorenats will eaccooplish with i ovar-all
cbiietive of bringing our forest land to ‘Jascnwgly prod 8 cendition end
s;:,.uuirg dsd Jr*era,ﬁon, If you do this, I think yeu will find thers i3 1itils
in tizze preposals that ths t:&fczaioﬂzl forestsr or oxport in public aduinis-

tratica can cquatruct*vaﬁy eriticize,

¥hy Is Fadapal Particination Macnazary

Bay I say first that Federal participation in fﬂ?@éu~ agalation i3 tho official
czlticn of tha Department of Agriculture, has bsz ¢0”*@3 by ths four mcst
ant sacretarlos of Agriculturas, by five Chiofs c* tﬁa Foroat %1V1y3§ welud-
g two of your most eminent 2lurnl - Gifford Pinchicht and Honry uOlvﬂ Graves,

h9 pressnt Sscretary of tha Interior, and by tha late Prazddont Roossvelt,
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There are two reasons for Fedaral participaticn: (1) Naticnal intaerssts; are
involved, end (2) the States thomsslvas will naot do tha jod,

Az to tho first point, I think we all racognizo that Zorasd r@acurcaa zre a basle
National ressurce. Fire, insacts, and dissass do nol respact Stads linss, MNedther
do rivers, whess haadwaters arise on forsst lands, Forast products eater indo
intsrstats commorce, Tha amount, kind, and prica ‘to the sastera conaws=sr, Naticnal
gscurity is not a Stats racacn:ibiliby, yob adsquate forast rascurcas and products
ars sazzntial to National sscurity, And, a%ain ths Fzdaral Covernwent is invest-
ing so0 ich in cooperativa aids and ide szand prozre=s that sash citizsn has a
ste%s in what happena to all forast resourcss. Tha Govornmant would be derelict in
ite pocition of public trust 1f it did nol sask to protect that public investmsnt.

Seme 15 States now have laws almad at ths eontrol of dastructive forsst practicss,

I do not wish to balittls ths provr,av that has bsan mads, but the standards of nona
of thzes acts measura up to ths standards viauzlir:d by thas Pedsral Covernmant. Caly
aboud half of those involva any con 419 at all, foresmant whara compulsicn is
imvolved or epplication whara tha law i volgr;zmy hz3 ned toan nobabla, A Fedaral
statuts would strongthon reslstance of State offlciale to luocal prassurss.

Eost of ths State lawa hava bosn
ezo99 that one reasen for this 3c: 3

Fedoral law., I think it not d=probable that sorms of the organlzaticns and greups
which have embracsd public ra'uljticn ; bliely in ths last dscads "*d then havs
pluzpsd for Stats regulatica have done so in tho btalisf thad guch ectlon would de

hal

en evonus of sacape and e maang of forsstalling Federsl rﬂroic;;atiaﬁ.

Cu-d sinco 1940, end sams State officials will
t ti 71ty has b3an tha doaire to aveld 2

If thozs who profess to support ths prinziple of public regulaticen do so whols-

- @
heartedly, 1 have dif;i”uifj vaderstanding wuv ti:y objacth to Federal participatien
of tha tyr» I have j"3u cutlinzd, Tha st*n od f£or the Bsaic Pedaral

statule are not savers; ths Fadoral Covernnern participata in tho cosis;
ths Stalss would have fu’? adndais trsuilﬁ raapen 3ibi?i%y undar thesa standards;
end ths Fedsral Covernmant would stop in cnly whore szems difficulty srows in &
Stete, If public regulaiblcn 43 really nasded and tha States are conpetent to do
tho Jcb, what 1s the logical or factural odlssticn to such & propcsal?

iusion i3 that the position of thoas who profess adhsrenca ¢

Hy con: I o pudlic
rezlabicn and poan Stats regulation without Fodoral participation is explained
by cns or more of the follewing: (1) They give lip sarvics ealy end sesk Siate
rogulation as an avenus of escapo, (2) Thsy are confronted with philesopnical
Cand p'"c‘NICWiﬁ*’ barrisrs in thinkinz cf Fedaral rezulstien wihleh provants thsir
recogniticn of tha Natienal F)Jttﬂsitil ty dnvolvad. (3) “:cy ers rovealing thsir
c%ﬂ lack of confidenss in corpotoncs of the Ctatss to do th jsb; Bazauss in a
ccurotent Sta tq trs enly Pedsral articipaticn after J?Cful 0¢ tio State
zt& uts would bts finaneial; or (&g Thay 1ack falth in zw? ovn doxoeratic aysten

¢! ??;J?Sanﬁiulw g*varnnsnt wharein the legislatlva arm exprassss $ha w1 of
tho uoonla and corves as a chack to prevent excasslvely resirieiive edudnistiratlu

¢f regulatory or othsr laws by ths exscutive branch,
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P UNITED STATES DEPARTIENT OF AGRICULTUZR
Y Forast Servics
Washington 25, D. C.
SUPERVISICN
Prograns . , January 10, 1952

Ragloral Foresters
ersi Directors

Dear Sir:

Lest Dacenber the Forest Servics was asked by Yale Univaralty to participatse in a
pansl discussion of forest regulation, I asked Crafts to reprsseat us on this
panal.

Attachsd 13 a copy of tha statement which hs prepared and praosented at that discus-
sion. I did not sse it before it was given but have read it asince, end it has a0
impresssd mo as baing a clear and psrsuasive statement of Forest Sarvice positien
that I want all of our people to have it,

Enough coplss ere being made avallabls with this lettsr for you to supply all of your
tschnical psracnnel, I would like to ask that sach of thonm read this paper and thinl
e>out 4t, It may be publishzd later in cne of the forestry journals, but it answers
80 wall the argumants that are somatings dirscted at our position that I wanted to
got 1t into the hands of all Forest Service psrscmnal, ‘

Very truly yours,

/s/ lyls P. Viatts

LYLE P. WATT3, Chief

Fnelosurs
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NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION - 1313 EIGHTEEHTH STREET, M. W. . WASHINGTON §, DL

30 -¥ -8
March 5, 1952

To: Fold=ratad Associaticons and RL¥A Cornittns on
Forast Conssrvation

SudbJect:  FOITST SERVICE POSITICH OF FCHIST RICULATICH

Attachsd for vour inforration is & c:gy of a pagper
propared by Edward G, Cratia, Assistant Chisf of tks United States
Forasst Sarvics, at a 53331 digcusalon on forsat ragulation bvalors
ths Yals Foreatr; Clud et Yals univ Pﬁiu], Docembar 5, 1551, Since
coples of this papsr wore tranamitted to raglonzl forsaters and
directors by Chiasf Forastisy watts, whO stated tl:at Crafts rapre-
eantad tho Forest Borvics on thas pansl and daseribed ths pajar a3
baing "a cloar and poravazivse statsmant of Forsst Sarvics poaition”,
the papsr takes on conszlderable significance. It dsgarvas your
caraful siudy.

FATIOuAL IJQﬁAé%%ED?‘ ACTURERS ACSCOIATION

Attachiont
3877
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FATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

- 1313 EIGHTE LHI” STREET, H. W.- WASHINGT(N 6 D.C

72 « FC - 13

April 8, 1552

Tos Members, Forest Conservation Comittes !
Copy to: Federated Associations
Members, NIMA Board of Directors

Attached are copiles of letters rclating to the add dress of Dr.
Edward C., Crafts before the Yale Forestry Club at Yale University,
which was sent you with our letter of larch §, 30-FC-8, Since it is
not practicable tc schedule a zeeting of the Forest Conservation
Committee at this time, you are urged to reread Dr. Crafis address
and make such recommendations as you think appropriate to Clyde Mart
(Chairman, NIMA Committee on Forest Conservation), ¢/o Wayerhaeuser
Timber Ccmpany, Tacomg Building, Tacoma, Washington, and send a copy
to tnis office, so that he may make a report and reccmnendations te
the NLIA Board of Directors meeting in Saint Louis on lMay 10.-

Your prempt cocoperation will be appreciated.

NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

Attachments
39 <1
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AMERICAN FCRE3T PRCDUCTS CCRPCRATICH
1 Montgcmery Street
San Francisco
offics of ths President Zone Ly

March 21, 1952

M. Harpy T. Kendall
National Lumber Manufacturars Association
Washington 6, D.C.

Dear Harrys

This refers to a circular sant out by ths NLMA arch S cn tha subjzct of Forsst
Service Pesition on Forest Regulation, to which was attached latter from Chief
Forestsr, Lyle Watts, tc Regional Feresters and Directors dated Janua*f 10 endorse
irng and caznonuing an address by Edward C, Crafts, Assistant Chief ol ths Forest
Service, at Iale University Descember 5, 1951,

Since Watts placed so much emphasis on Crafts! address &3 fully setting forth his
views and those of the U.S, Forest Service, I read Craftst! address, wnich was also
enclecasd, very carefully and it struck ma as being a well preg ~1red and presentsd
expose of the policy of the Forest Service no% cnly toward 0"“ industry and ths
associations composing it btut of the wno’e program of foreat regulations and pri=-
parily as to who should do ths regulating with tha conclusion that this of nscess-
ity must be dons by the U,S. Forest Service.

Sirce I can only agres in part with Crafts! conclusions and disagres radiecally
with much of his philescophy and conclusions, I have written a statement of my
impressions and enclose a copy for your review, MNow, I am not laborin g nd:: any
philezophical, psycholezical and emoticnal reactions nor am I thinking in teras of
what might bs the mest rexunerative thing for e to do and certainly I am not bzing
influeonced by what might be ths easiest appro:ch frem the angle of gattiing along

with that alle-powerful Forest Service with whem, because of thair ﬂa:o*o;v, wa nust
try to 1ive in peace, bubt I am rather motivated in expreseing myself by a deep
conviction that men who tq*nx as Crafts ars leading 13 gtraight into a toti 2litarien
goverraent and ultimately socialism with the final result that the kind of frecdca
which existed when I was firut introduced into this world is about to beccma
extinct so long as men occupying his high position pursus a philescpky such a3 ha
brings out upon a class of younz Yale students seeking guidance for their futur

thiuuinv ard action,

Because I think Crafta is a dangerous man in-the pesition ha occuples I en passing
on to you my thoughts and reaction to his speech, It may be that others in our
organization may have reacstions different from mire, in which eveni T wculd
certainly like to knav them, As a matter of fact, I will eppreciate your cwn ra-
acticn 1f you find timas to express yourself,

¥ara rezards,
Sincerely yours,

Wod:P ¥alter S, Johnson
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This refars to an address by Edward C, Crwfts, Assiztant Chief of the Uni»ﬂd
States Forsat Servics bafors Yale Forzatry Club at Yals University, Deceamber 5,
1951, which address w23 endorsed by Lyls F, Watts, Chisf Fores tar, and ccamendsd
to wids publicity among all Forest Service Personnal, Crafis finds barrisrs to
foreat regulations ars for philesophical, p3ychologleal and emotional grounds, Ha
recites thas nacesaity of restraining liberty as populations increass to protact
gcciety at largs and reminds uz anarchy is unrestrained libarty whils "iress enterw
prise” reprassnts considarable regulation, Then hs Jumps into the form of argu~
ment he ccaplains of as being often used by oppensnts of forest rsgulations, nanee-
1y ridicule of such opponanta, He says this is a custozary mansuvsr in dabste
ard is evidencs of emotional reaistances It would szem he 13 referring to himaslf
as w2ll as those h2 attacks, UNaxt has tells us "Totalitarian®™ appliss to hig
centralizad govermment controlled by ons politieal party with no rapr eseﬂtaticn of
other partlies permitted.This statesment just aboubt dascribas what the exacutivas
branch of our government has given us thess last twenty yearas,

Next Crafts discusses socialism and assures us forest rezulation doss not
permit 1Y, but rather encourages tha capitalistic system in wnich cvms rghip of
land and natural wealth is entrusted to iP&iV{Auﬁlua Ths phrass "enitrus tad to
individuals® bothars me a lot for it implisea that scmebody is concading scmething
to scmeons that a‘r ady ovns it. Tha ird‘vigual, whather hs ¢wms part or all of
8 farm, an industry, a businsss, a house or an opportunity has, if we are to
balieva history, proven to ba the best cwnsr end my nvic;xcn i3 that all of cur
lands ard natural resocurces would better ssrve the peﬂnl in private hands, Wher
the governmen!t owms the timber a monopoly exists Just es dangerous as whers ownad
by a parscn or a small group, The individual left to his coim devices will scae~
times do damagas to his fellcew citizens znd so will a govermment, Where a citizen
is involvad ths government should intervene dbut whare govarment is involved there
is go maans of relief short of an Act of Congress that tskes years and a foriuns
to eccenplish,

Raasocnabls ragulation by states is the prcper approach to ragulations and ths
Fed2ral Forest Ssrvies orgsnization should join wholehzartedly with our luzber
industry to get ell states not yet doing so to start such progracs of regulaticen

2P

&3 w2 hava here in California.

Ths g*aat umiritten compact between the dead, the living nnd tn3 unborn that
wa leave tha unborn scmething more than debt3 eand dopleted natural resourcas is
subscribaed to wholsheartzdly by most of us in the luiber i“»ystry, but what aboud
our Fadaral govermment!s extravagance which is leaving for the unborn a dedt
8o astroncumlcal as to be beyond Fuman 1 comprahension, and whose ouly approach %o
the ccnservation of our natural resources is ons of monopoly. The National Lumber
Vanufecturers Association has always encouraged its members to taks the initiative
in forest conservation movements, If it has objectad to Fedsral rezulation it i3
for ths sams reason I oppess fedaral rsgulation, namely bscausa I baliava the

tates should do the rcgulating by way of praventing the Fedaral Goverrment froa
monepelizing us, . Crafts should be spocific whsn he says tha N.L.M.A. has
i3sved a fence-atraddling policy statement,

Crafts adnits that grewith will step up a3 old grewth is cut., This beirnz z¢

3
hs and ths For:cst Service should malke available its past old gxcﬂth forsats to ithe
luntar overators on a selective cutting baszis and thus add to the grewth facter
by way ol gatting drain and growth in balance ‘J'o bservations ura t“ at the

pudlio ccap:rat;xe aids rendered by thz U.». ~or‘ t Servics ere don2 half~hsarted-
1y and alwzys with a control string attached,
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Crafts is right in saying industry eannot do th2 jecb itself because there ara
too many small owners of timber growing land who wil’ not sutmit to regulation by
industrial cwners whose guiding motive is profit to themselves, but does he mean
to cbject to operators making a profit? Surely profit i3 necessary even if for no
other reascn than to furnish tax scurces for our extravagant govermment,

If the Forest Servica balievss as Crafis says, thea there snould be stats
ferast regulations administered by the states, then why does h2 go on to say such
etate laws ghould ba in turn regulatzd by Fedoral Statute? Dcas he think ths
Congreszman of the Atlantic Seaboa rd are better qualified to prsserve Califarnia
forests than ths elected lawmakers of our state, or is it bacauss he just cannot
endure to ses the Forest Service lose its monopolistic controls?

Crafts is indulging in mind-reading when ha accusas lumbermsn of seeking state
regulations in praferencs to Federal Regulations as an avenue of escaps, He has
no basis for such a statexzent, nor 1s i} true. ¥Who can be mora concernad aboutb

future forests than the cperators who dopsnd upon thea for thair futurs existencs?

r in ths hands of the
d bf he Statza, They sought
a balance and check on poubr,
build,, for it was dom to

The foundars of our nition facrsd plﬁ:t
Fedzral Govornuent that could be as well a
to provent totalitarien goverrment and to e!t\b
end let us do nothing to d2stroy what thay trisd
preosorve froodem,

Q:""K"i‘t

| PN
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LR 3
WESTERN PINE ASSOCIATION

Yeon Building - Portlard 4, Oragon

M¥arch 23, 1952

Mr. Walter S, Jchnson
Anerican Forest Products Corp.
#1 Montgcnery St,

San Francisco, Calif,

Dazax» Waltor:

I have read with a greal deal of interest your lestter of
Karch 213t to Hmlﬁy *nn4v11 and your attachsd mesmorandum cormenting on
Edward 0, Crafis! address before tha Yals Forestry Group abt Yals
University.

I, of caarsm, an entirely in acscord with your views as to
ths Feresd Service philoaophy as c:prn-_.d by Mr, Crafts ard also
bolieva that scasthing should ba ¢ ong, if pcssibls, to counteract
this type of rathar inaidicus p;o‘a*nrdﬂ.

It sszm3 to Ernie Kolbs and I that probably ths mest effsctivs
way to get some govarnmantal reaction to *his philosophy would be to
get on? or two members in Congreas to plage Mr. Crafts! addraszs on
record for printirg in tha Con;re:s;u 2l Racord and et tho szms time
ccrment unon 1t, It seoms to us that sonsons in tha NI, with possidly
sams halp from AFPI, could act as ghost writer for & selacted sesnater
and congressaan who would handie tﬂlJ be. Niba Fuller would probably
ba ths man to designate the senator ard congress:mon to handle it,

If yoa feel that this is the approach, would you lzt Harry
Kendall know,

Bast personal wishos,

Very sincsrely yours,

: S.V. Fullamay, Jr.
SVF Secratary-llanager
c v’
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April 2, 1952

¥r, Waltsr S. Johnson, Preaident
Amarican Forest Products Ccrporation
1 Montgcaery Street

San Francisco 4, Califernia

Dear Walter:

I was not at all surprised to receive your letter of larch 21, which T read with
great interest, and also tne accompanying statement on tne address of Edward C.-
Crafts,

I read this statement of !'r. Crafts over two wenks ago, and since then I have been
warning everybody on the lational staff, and every lumberman I could talk to that
hidden in this address was the old-iime progran of talking over everything -- not
enly the individuals, but the states a3 well,

ceed, T have bzen tcld by cur people that we are
ith tne fﬂrnffry department, T was inclined to

bealieva this, b“t tuls uellef was certainly jar 7 the Crafts statement, which
was 80 wholeheartedly subscribed to Ly }r. Watis,

o
@

2
(Q »

Teday and tomerrow in Nqshln cton !r, Veach and one or two staff representatives will
be meeting with the Forest Service on tns cxo:ac* 0o a tirher survey, and later on
g

this month a large group of us is pﬂin' to meet with the Forest Serviece group to

discuss the southern situation. This latvﬂr has been greatly azgravated by the pass-
< (SR=] L

ing of stumpags into the hands of praper and rulp pecple, and the over-cutting of

young trees for pulp wood in mary localities,

ation is that before we make any move to answer !ir, Crafts, we refer thils
ter to ths Association!s Forestry Conmittes witn instructions for thea to
a recoaunendaticn of procedure at the May meeting of the Board of Directors,

¥y sugge
whole nat
bring in

Tnere are so many facets to this forestry situation, I need not tell you that the
o]

nuzber of lumbzrmen who are under positive obligations to the Forest Service is in-
creasing every year,

I kncw you have read Mr, Hagenstein's testinony on the access road congressicnal

hearing, I thougnt h2 made a wonderful statement, at tc my surprise it has caussd

some very adverse caanent simply on the ground toat ir. Hagenstein prcposed the

Foreat Sarvice sell more of it3s timber in large blocks so as to permit the purcharer
s

:

to cut the stumpage under a long-time plan, This seemad a very logical statsment,
He dldn't by any means propose tnat all the stumpage be sold on thnis bazis, but he
did warn the Forest Service of something T have bewh conscious of for a long tims,
nanely, selling a large part of the stunpage in small lots to ll operators wno
ara not abls to make the maximum uss aof tha log, is not p”azti nD tha efficient
forest utilization the Service is constantly preaching and other couﬂtriﬂ*, such as
those of northern Europe, have foursd absolu L?l necessary to follew, This simple
stzt~nent of selling large lots raised socme protss s an exhibition of the fact
that the National is deminated bv tha big operator d the little f2llow hausn't a
chance,
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Mr., Walter S, Johnson April 2, 1952
Paga 25

In any evant, whether i, Martin's ccomittes brings you a recommerdation or whether
it dcesn't, this matter will be discussed by ths Board of Dirscters, and, if
poasible, an agreusent reached as to what wa should do,

Like you, I don't think we should lat this Crafts statement stand without some reply.
It is full of nolzs and can be easily and successfully attacked,

HTK 1AW

cc Mesars., Hillnnn Lueddemann
John 3. Veach
S. V. Fullaway, Jr.
Charles Gray
Henry Zahr
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‘Appendix H

from United States Code, 1970 edition

§ 526 TITLE 186.—CONSERVATION

§528. Development and administration of renew?ble
surface resources for multiple use and sustained
yield of products and services; Congressional dec-
laration of policy and purpose.

It is the policy of the Congress that the national
forests are established and shall be administered for
outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and
wildlife and fish purposes. The purposes of sections
528 to 531 of this title are declared to be supple-
mental to, but not in derogation of, the purposes for
which the national forests were established as set
forth in section 475 of this title. Nothing herein
shall be construed as affecting the jurisdiction or
responsibilities of the several States with respect to
wildlife and fish on the national forests. Nothing
herein shall be construed so as to affect the use or
administration of the mineral resources of national
forest lands or to affect the use or administration of
Federal lands not within national forests. (Pub. L.
86-517, § 1, June 12, 1960, 74 Stat. 215.)

SHORT TITLE
Sections 528 to 531 of this title are popularly known a3
the Multliple-Use Sustalned-Yield Act of 19860.
SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS

This section 1s referred to in sections 529, 530, 631, of
this title.

§529. Same; authorization; consideration to relative
values of resources; areas of wilderness.

The Secretary of Agriculturgé is authorized and
directed to develcp and administer the renewabls
surface resources of the natlonal forests for multiple
use and sustained yleld of the sgveral products and
services obtalned therefrom. In the administration

_of the national forests due consideration shall be
given to the relative values of the varlous resources
in particular areas. The establishment and malinte-
nance of areas of wilderness are consistent with the
purposes and provisions of sections 528 to 531 of this
title. (Pub. L. 86-517, § 2, June 12, 1960, 74 Btat.
215.)

Page 3828

.

SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS

This section 13 referred to in sections 528, 530, 631 of
this..title.

5530. Same; cooperation with State and local govern-
mental agencies and.others.

In the effectuation of sections 528 to 531 of this
title the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to co-
operate with interested State and local governmen-
tal agencies and others in the development and
management of the national forests. (Pub. L. 86—
517, §3, June 12, 1960, 74 Stat. 215.) -

SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS

This section is referred to in sections 528, 528, 531 of
this title.

§531. Same; definitions. _

As used in sections 528 to 531 of this title the fol-
lowing terms shall have the following meanings:

(a) “Multiple use” means: The management of all
the various renewable surface resources of the na-
tional forests so that they are utilized in the com-
bination that will best meet the needs of the Ameri-
can people; making the most judicious use of the
land for some or all of these resources or related
services over areas large enough to provide sufficient
latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform
to changing needs and conditions; that some land
will be used for less than all of the resources; anc
harmonious and coordinated management of the
various resources, each with the other, without im-
pairment of the productivity of the land, with con-
sideration being given to the relative values of the
various resources, and not necessarily the combina-
tion of uses that will give the greatest dollar return
or the greatest unit output. ’ 3

(b) *""Sustalned yield of the several products and
services” means the achievement and maintenance
in perpetuity of a high-level annual or regular pe-
riodic output of the various renewable resources of
the natlonal forests without impairment of the pro-
ductivity of the land. (Pub, L. 86-517, §4, June
12, 1960, 74 Stat. 215.)
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Nelson to Bodine February 21, 1955

Re. Conference with McArdle and Mason, February 17, 1955

[® gm
Mnlw’odtﬂro&( tulh(ﬁbtnio
fail in trying to dictate how the Forest
the question of wilderness areas. Ha i :
Service was more or less pushed intd'this heawin
will and indicated that he viould ot permit unyes
of timber to be tied up in wilderness areas,
§ would judge ghat the Forest Serviee miy
mm,rwu&umz. :

5) S .....l.‘u W“.«l OF o

Mekrdie atated it B For

propriation matters were uudcrnl’ rom the
A wwmog the Sub-Committee on Interior

urm the Forest hn&e& u the Interior dermw‘ 4
that thuu rothing dﬁ‘ﬂmmﬁ.f

could ‘Ikc .om
out to the dem &t th
Forest Service appropri
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T A R A T SRR T SR Ry s I A

For Release to PM's, MARCH 13, 1963

REMARKS OF EDWARD C. CRAFTS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION, DEPARTMENT
OF THE INTERIOR, BEFCORE A PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY FORESTRY CONVOCATION,
UNIVERSITY PARK, PENNSYLVANIA, MARCH 13, 1963

Your Director, Pete Fletcher, and I have been friends for quite a few years
so I know he will excuse my reference to a most interesting letter I received
from him several months ago. In writing me about this Forestry Convocation he
explained that almost all of the sophomores, juniors, and seniors of the School
of Forestry are required to attend. And, furthermore, that you receive no
academic credit for doing so.

This means that you are here this morning as a captive audience. It also
means that talks such as mine and others that you hear during these convocations
are not rated too highly by your faculty. If they were, you might get some credit
for attendance,

In a way, this gives me a comfortable feeling because I know you won't walk
out on me., At the same time, perhaps my remarks can be made sufficiently inter-
esting so that you may feel they are worthwhile regardless of credit.

In a more serious vein, I welcome more than most of you know this opportunity
to talk to a group of forestry students. I am a forester myself out of Dartmouth
and Michigan about 30 years ago. Ever since getting involved in this new venture
of outdoor recreation, I have been looking forward to a chance to talk to a group
of forestry students and incidentally through them to your collective faculties
throughout the country.

I did have a chance to attend a meeting of the Council of Forestry School
Executives last fall, but had to forego it because of conflicts. Since then,
I have been privileged to spend a day or two on the campuses of both Syracuse and
Utah State Universities. Both of these occasions, however, were in the nature of
either conferences on particular subjects or brief meetings with individual faculty
members. At neither time did I have an opportunity to talk to a group of students.
There would have been another chance at Yale last week except that that occasion
likewise had to be cancelled because of a conflict.

Therefore, some the things that I intend to say this morning have been stored
up for some time,

The primary subject that I would like to discuss is professional education
in recreation,
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I had not been very long with the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation when it
became apparent that there was a great need for professionsalization in recrestion
aspecially among resource-oriented graduates. It seems to me that in a growing
field such as this, we have one of our greatest educational needs. As & corollsry
one of our greatest deficiencies exists here at the moment.

For some time I have been advocating the desirability of a national conference
ot higher education in recreation and had hoped that one might be held this yeear.
This was one of the items discussed a few months ago at our conference at Syracuse
with the deans of three Forestry or Natural Resource schools, and with recreation
leaders in several walks of 1life, Out of this came a decision to hold a conference
on recreation research at Ann Arbor this coming May sponsored jointly by the
University of Michigan and the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation.

It was also felt that the subject was too big to cover both research and
education in a single conference, I think it not unlikely at Ann Arbor, however,
that a decision may be made by the organizing committee *c sponsor a somewhat
similar conference within a year on recreation education.

First, just a word about the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and its functions.
I have no way of knowing how well informed you are on this. I assume you know
that several years ago the Congress created an Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
Commission made up of certain Members of Congress and citizens appointed by the
President. That Commission a little over a year ago completed its task in a
report that has been widely received and highly applauded called "Outdoor Recrea-
tion for America." Following this major report, there have been issued a series
of about 20 supplemental repcrts on a variety of subjects studied by the Commis-
gsion. One of the major recommendations was the creation of a Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation in the Department of the Interior to be charged with several functions.

These include the promotion of coordination among the 20-odd Federal agencies
engaged in some form of outdoor recreation, the stimulation of and provision for
technical assistance to State governments in this field, the conduct and sponsor-
ship of research, the carrying out of a long-range planning and surveys of
outdoor recreation needs and resources, and the development of outdoor recreation
programs.

Our orientation is that of a small policy, planning and coordinating agency.
We recognize the pivotal role of State and local governments and the primary
contribution made by private enterprise. We are not a land managing agency. But
we are distinctly more than an advisory agency and through the medium of a
Presidential Cabinet-level Recreation Advisory Council and other mechanisms such
as budget, legislative and program review, we are in a position to exercise a
great deal of influence on the recreation policies of the Federsl Government.

During the past year, we have operated with a small budget of something over
$1 million. We have about 100 people on our payrolil, most of whom are in Washing-
ton. We have the nucleus cf five field offices. The approach of the Outdoor
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Recreation Resources Review Commission and our own approach has been a bipartisan,
professional career approach., My sincere hope is that outdoor recreation, like
forestry, may become established professionally in the Federal Government as a
non-pelitical, bipartisan career activity.

I would hope that the main report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
Commission is required reading for all students in the School of Forestry. I it
is not, it should be. Unfortunately, but understandably, the Commission did not
include a report or study on educational needs in recreation among its numerous
supplemental appendices. But let me describe briefly to you from the very
practical standpoint of the administrator of the newest conservation bureau in
the Federal Government what we are faced with in trying to staff adequately.

As I said, we have about 100 people. Probably in .about another year, we
will double this 100 and then level off. We have had to staff from the top down
because we started a new organization from scratch. This doesn't happen very
cften in the field of public conservation, We did not have a nucleus of employees
to promote from within as is the traditional pattern in firmly established

agencies such as the National Park Service, Forest Service, and the Bureau of
Land Menagement.

I am a forester and a number of recreation professionals have questioned the
propriety of a forester to head the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. This, I think,
should give foresters some pause for thought.

The Associate Director is a geographer, One of the Assistant Directors is
a forester, and the second Assistant Director is a fish and wildlife biologist.
Our chief administrative officer is a public accountant.

We have key personnel whose primary disciplines and experience have been in
public administration, in landscape architecture, in law, in journalism, in biocl-
ogy, physical education, economics, and so on. We are currently seeking personnel
with orientations in sociology, psychology, and mathematics. We have had to
assemble our key personnel from a variety of basic disciplines for the simple
reason that there does not exist an available pool of educated and qualified
recreation professionals with the kind of background and training that is needed.

There has been no lack of applicants--perhaps six or seven hundred in all.
But most of these have been people we didn't want for one reason or another.

Perhaps I should remind you that the use of land resources for recreation
has expanded tremendously since World War II, that recreational use of these
resources more and more frequently is becoming the primary use, that the recrea-
tion business has a major economic impact on many States and on the Nation, and
that this is a relatively new development.
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We foresee a tripling of outdoor recreation needs in the next 40 years.
Currently, some $20 billion are spent annually by consumers of recreation in all
of the multitudinous outdoor recreation activities. The hard core of activities
are driving for pleasure, walking and water-based recreation. Winter sports are
coming up rapidly. The more traditional activities such as picnicking, camping,
fishing and hunting while likewise increasing, are not at the top insofar as
the number of recreation experiences go. Ninety percent of our population takes
part each year,

When T was a student at the University of Michigan, one course was given in
the Forestry School on recreation administration., I shall never forget one day
when Dean Sam Dana, my long time friend, substituted for the regular professor,
and said that teaching the course that day was indeed a recreational experience.
He was contrasting it to forest management with the possible inference that it
was an easy course and the subject was somewhat lighthearted and frivolous.

This was the concept in those days.

This particular course was a favorite pipe course for students in difficulty
and enjoyed a reputation as did another course, "The History of Roman Band
Instruments" as being a favorite of athletes with scholastic problems. The
situation has changed drastically since those days.

There is nothing frivolous about the pursuit of recreation at the present
time. It is therapy of the finest type. It is an answer in part to the increased
leisure time available to most citizens. The wise use of this leisure time is
the object of sober thought by more and more persons.

I commend to you Walter Kerr's book on the "Decline of Pleasure," and a
recent 20th Century Fund book, "Of Time, Work and Leisure." There are moral,
physical, and spiritual attributes of recreation that are becoming increasingly
recognized. No longer do we consider recreationists to be slackers in the shade.

To help meet this sociclogical need, there is no question in my mind but
what we need educated professionals. There is likewise no question that if the
demand is such and the needs made sufficiently clear, the Universities will
respond in adopting their curricula accordingly.

I do not feel that recreation organizations should have to depend indefinitely
on the assembly of a diverse group of disciplines such as I enumerated before,
Some of this will and should continue. But I also feel that we need to have a
recreation discipline in itself much more clearly defined and broadly oriented
than now exists., I think that higher-level education with a recreation orienta-

tion is going through the birthing pains of professionalism much as forestry did
50 years ago.

I cannot tell you what the demand is or may be in numbers of persons. The
American Recreation Society estimates about 25,000 full-time workers at the
present time in activity-type recreation. But this takes little or no account
of resource-oriented recreation. There are now about 20,000 foresters in the
United States and a fair share of these have some responsibility in recreation.
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The same is true of the landscape architects and the other disciplines I mentione
particularly numerous biologists engaged in fish and wildlife activities,

It has become more and more apparent to me in recent months that higher
level recreation education is going down two largely separate and divergent
avenues, One is activity or pecople-oriented; the other is resource-oriented.
The completeness of the divergence is, I think, unfortunate. Some remedy is
needed, ILet me explain what I mean,

There are numerous recreation organizations knowledgeable in the field of
astivity-oriented recreation such as the National Recreation Association,
American Association for Health, Physical Education and Recreation, and the

American Recreation Society, to say nothing of the various park groups and
associations,

Figures available from these groups indicate that about 75 institutions of
nigher learning offer degrees in recreation and graduate about 500 students a
year, including a fair portion of Masters and Doctoral candidates.

This is the activity-oriented group. These curricula are found most
freqguently in the Colleges of Physical Education of which recreaticn is often
a divigion or a unit. Sometimes these curricula are found in the Departments
of Sociology or Liberal Arts. Frequently they originated as a tacked-on appendage
to some ma jor department.

There is here at Pennsylvania State, a curriculum in recreation education
wihich includes a park and recreation administration coption. This work is headed
by Professor Fred Coombs, one of the most eminent professors in the field.
Graduates through this avenue are frequently instructors in municipal playgrounds,

at city parks, active in hospital recreation, playground management, camp coun-
selors, take part in community theaters, in dance activities, and so on. They
£111 a very real need. This is what is commonly meant by the recreation profes-
sicnal, They are primarily oriented to the individual, but normally have little
knowledge of the land or water resources.

On the other hand, we have the resource manager who comes mostly from schools
o»f landscape architecture or forestry, whose primary interest is management of
the resource, and who is not normally oriented toward the individual human being
ezcept as he exerts an impact on the resource. Frequently these schools,
particularly the forestry schools, give a course or two in recreation. A few
have or are develcping recreation curricula or options. There may be one or two
which give degrees in recreation. To my knowledge, Syracuse University, the
University of Michigan, Utah State and Pennsylvania State, are among those

f'orestry or natural-resource schools which are moving most aggressively in this
field.

I have been privileged to see sample curricula that are being developed at
two of these institutions.
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Too often the same university will offer curricula or courses in activity-
oriented recreation such as in a college of physical education and also resource-
oriented recreation in a school of forestry with neither students nor the
professors really knowledgeable about what is going on in the other department.
This is a rather frequent occurrence.

I know of one Big Ten university which has appointed a coordinatcr of
research on recreation, This professor happens to be in a Depariment of Agricul-
tural Economics of the College of Agriculture., Yet recreation research in that
university is being carried on not only in the Department of Agricultural
Economics, but in the School of Education, Department of Rural Sociology, School
of Commerce, Department of Horticulture, Department of Wildlife Management, and
the University Extension Division.

What I am trying to say in a nutshell is that apparently there is consider-
able and well developed instruction in activity-oriented recreation. There is
Just beginning to be substantial instruction in resource-oriented recreation.
Frequently these two approaches are occurring at the same institutions; and I
have been surprised at the numerous occasions where the two groups of students
and professors are not closely integrated nor really knowledgeable of what the
other is doing. A National Conference on Recreation Education would do much
to bring the two groups together and help remedy the situation.

Some of you interested in Federal work may wonder whether Civil Service
examinations are given for recreation. From time to time, announcements are
nade of examinations for "recreation specialists" but up to now these covered
entirely activity-oriented recreation., To quote from one official announcement,
the ma jor areas of specification include "arts and crafts, dramatics and theater,
general, music, radio and television, roving leadership, social activities and
sports." There is no recognition here of the resource oriented recreation needs.

There is, of course, the general Federal Service Entrance examination for
the lower grades from which the Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation could draw candi-
dates, as well as the special registers for foresters, biologists, landscape
architects, and so on. If our demand is sufficient--and we are considering
these matters now with the Civil Service Commission--I believe it may be possible
to arrange for a special examination to meet the particular needs of the Federal
CGovernment for recreation specialists with some resource orientation. This could
cover needs not only of our small Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation, but also the
much larger needs for recreation specialists of major land-managing Bureaus such
as the National Park Service, Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management,

On the matter of accreditation, there is some activity underway at the
present time by the American Recreation Society. I do not know too much about
it because I think it is Just in its preliminary stages. But I believe that
again the orientation is primarily toward activity-oriented recreation.
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Numerous studies of education needs are made from time to time and as the
arises. It is possible that scme Foundation or University or even a Federal
bureau may undertake a thorough analysis of many of the problems that I am
cutlining here this morning.

For instance, I am thinking of something parallel to "The Education of
Businessmen' by the Committee for Economic Development, various reports on career
development in Federal agencies, studies of the need for specialists in public
sdminiztration, or the "Survey of Federal Programs in Higher Education." Perhaps
some of you have seen the report of the Committee on Foreign Affairs Personnel
called "Personnel for the New Diplomacy" which discusses personnel needs and
qualifications primarily for work in the State Department in the diplomatic field.,

Possibly I have not been very constructive this morning, but let me offer a
few ideas.

First, I wish it were possible for a university to provide correlated
instruction in both activity-oriented¢ recreation and resource-oriented recreation,
and to develop joint curricula in order to give students a better balance., I
think it highly important that the faculties in these two major branches beccme
better known to each other and mix more effectively.

The trouble with most professionals who come out of the resource schocls and
who get into the recreation field is that their interest is primarily in managing
the resource for the sake of the resource, rather than for the sake of the people.

The trouble with the activity-oriented recreationist is that in most cases,
he knows little or nothing about resources.

If I were drafting a curriculum for a recreation specialty, I would think
it highly important for students to have exposure to political science, economics,
psychology, and sociology even at the sacrifice of some instruction in biologically
oriented subjects. This idea comes hard, I know, for foresters with traditional--
and tc my mind--excessive preoccupation with biological subjects. But if we were
to develop a prescription for a Civil Service Register for a recreation specialist
to meet our needs in the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, we certainly would include
certain requirements in these other fields.

May I also say to forestry students and to forestry school Deans that I
think they face a very real problem and challenge in shaping their curricula to
the needs of today and the future under the growing impact of higher population.

Te put it bluntly, foresters with only traditional training are too much
oriented to trees. I heard one economist say once that the forester's philosophy
was "Hurrah for Trees." 1In a sense the very connotation of forestry unfortunately
carries that meaning. As forest land is used more and more for recreation and
water, preoccupation with silviculture, timber growing and forest management
vecomes relatively less important.
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I think in the field of politics, business, and government, that policy
decisions affecting forest lands and other land used for recreation, are commonly
made by lawyers, economists, businessmen, legislators, and not too frequently by
foresters, This, again, is a reflection of educational emphasis on technocracy
rather than on people and policy. The practice of political science by a forester
is rare indeed.

In my Jjudgment, foresiry educators and forestry organizations urgently need
to broaden their concepts if they are to serve effectively in supplying profes-
sionals who in the years ahead will be determining the policy of our Government
and our businesses in the development and administration of land, including the
supplying of outdoor recreation for an ever-growing population.

I have probably talked too long and said too much.. But I have at least
unburdened myself of an accumulation of thoughts and impressions that have been
growing in my mind, particularly in the last year since I have been Director of
the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation.

I do hope that some nourishment may be found in these thoughts by students
and educators upon whom public officials must rely to supply our professional
rneeds. The calibre of our personnel in turn largely determines the quality of
administration and our service to the public.

X X X
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The same is true of the landscape architects and the other disciplines I mentione
particularly numerous biologists engaged in fish and wildlife activities,

It has become more and more apparent to me in recent months that higher
level recreation education is going down two largely separate and divergent
avenues, One is activity or pecople-oriented; the other is resource-oriented.
The completeness of the divergence is, I think, unfortunate. Some remedy is
needed, ILet me explain what I mean,

There are numerous recreation organizations knowledgeable in the field of
astivity-oriented recreation such as the National Recreation Association,
American Association for Health, Physical Education and Recreation, and the

American Recreation Society, to say nothing of the various park groups and
associations,

Figures available from these groups indicate that about 75 institutions of
nigher learning offer degrees in recreation and graduate about 500 students a
year, including a fair portion of Masters and Doctoral candidates.

This is the activity-oriented group. These curricula are found most
freqguently in the Colleges of Physical Education of which recreaticn is often
a divigion or a unit. Sometimes these curricula are found in the Departments
of Sociology or Liberal Arts. Frequently they originated as a tacked-on appendage
to some ma jor department.

There is here at Pennsylvania State, a curriculum in recreation education
wihich includes a park and recreation administration coption. This work is headed
by Professor Fred Coombs, one of the most eminent professors in the field.
Graduates through this avenue are frequently instructors in municipal playgrounds,

at city parks, active in hospital recreation, playground management, camp coun-
selors, take part in community theaters, in dance activities, and so on. They
£111 a very real need. This is what is commonly meant by the recreation profes-
sicnal, They are primarily oriented to the individual, but normally have little
knowledge of the land or water resources.

On the other hand, we have the resource manager who comes mostly from schools
o»f landscape architecture or forestry, whose primary interest is management of
the resource, and who is not normally oriented toward the individual human being
ezcept as he exerts an impact on the resource. Frequently these schools,
particularly the forestry schools, give a course or two in recreation. A few
have or are develcping recreation curricula or options. There may be one or two
which give degrees in recreation. To my knowledge, Syracuse University, the
University of Michigan, Utah State and Pennsylvania State, are among those

f'orestry or natural-resource schools which are moving most aggressively in this
field.

I have been privileged to see sample curricula that are being developed at
two of these institutions.
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Too often the same university will offer curricula or courses in activity-
oriented recreation such as in a college of physical education and also resource-
oriented recreation in a school of forestry with neither students nor the
professors really knowledgeable about what is going on in the other department.
This is a rather frequent occurrence.

I know of one Big Ten university which has appointed a coordinatcr of
research on recreation, This professor happens to be in a Depariment of Agricul-
tural Economics of the College of Agriculture., Yet recreation research in that
university is being carried on not only in the Department of Agricultural
Economics, but in the School of Education, Department of Rural Sociology, School
of Commerce, Department of Horticulture, Department of Wildlife Management, and
the University Extension Division.

What I am trying to say in a nutshell is that apparently there is consider-
able and well developed instruction in activity-oriented recreation. There is
Just beginning to be substantial instruction in resource-oriented recreation.
Frequently these two approaches are occurring at the same institutions; and I
have been surprised at the numerous occasions where the two groups of students
and professors are not closely integrated nor really knowledgeable of what the
other is doing. A National Conference on Recreation Education would do much
to bring the two groups together and help remedy the situation.

Some of you interested in Federal work may wonder whether Civil Service
examinations are given for recreation. From time to time, announcements are
nade of examinations for "recreation specialists" but up to now these covered
entirely activity-oriented recreation., To quote from one official announcement,
the ma jor areas of specification include "arts and crafts, dramatics and theater,
general, music, radio and television, roving leadership, social activities and
sports." There is no recognition here of the resource oriented recreation needs.

There is, of course, the general Federal Service Entrance examination for
the lower grades from which the Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation could draw candi-
dates, as well as the special registers for foresters, biologists, landscape
architects, and so on. If our demand is sufficient--and we are considering
these matters now with the Civil Service Commission--I believe it may be possible
to arrange for a special examination to meet the particular needs of the Federal
CGovernment for recreation specialists with some resource orientation. This could
cover needs not only of our small Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation, but also the
much larger needs for recreation specialists of major land-managing Bureaus such
as the National Park Service, Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management,

On the matter of accreditation, there is some activity underway at the
present time by the American Recreation Society. I do not know too much about
it because I think it is Just in its preliminary stages. But I believe that
again the orientation is primarily toward activity-oriented recreation.
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Numerous studies of education needs are made from time to time and as the
arises. It is possible that scme Foundation or University or even a Federal
bureau may undertake a thorough analysis of many of the problems that I am
cutlining here this morning.

For instance, I am thinking of something parallel to "The Education of
Businessmen' by the Committee for Economic Development, various reports on career
development in Federal agencies, studies of the need for specialists in public
sdminiztration, or the "Survey of Federal Programs in Higher Education." Perhaps
some of you have seen the report of the Committee on Foreign Affairs Personnel
called "Personnel for the New Diplomacy" which discusses personnel needs and
qualifications primarily for work in the State Department in the diplomatic field.,

Possibly I have not been very constructive this morning, but let me offer a
few ideas.

First, I wish it were possible for a university to provide correlated
instruction in both activity-oriented¢ recreation and resource-oriented recreation,
and to develop joint curricula in order to give students a better balance., I
think it highly important that the faculties in these two major branches beccme
better known to each other and mix more effectively.

The trouble with most professionals who come out of the resource schocls and
who get into the recreation field is that their interest is primarily in managing
the resource for the sake of the resource, rather than for the sake of the people.

The trouble with the activity-oriented recreationist is that in most cases,
he knows little or nothing about resources.

If I were drafting a curriculum for a recreation specialty, I would think
it highly important for students to have exposure to political science, economics,
psychology, and sociology even at the sacrifice of some instruction in biologically
oriented subjects. This idea comes hard, I know, for foresters with traditional--
and tc my mind--excessive preoccupation with biological subjects. But if we were
to develop a prescription for a Civil Service Register for a recreation specialist
to meet our needs in the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, we certainly would include
certain requirements in these other fields.

May I also say to forestry students and to forestry school Deans that I
think they face a very real problem and challenge in shaping their curricula to
the needs of today and the future under the growing impact of higher population.

Te put it bluntly, foresters with only traditional training are too much
oriented to trees. I heard one economist say once that the forester's philosophy
was "Hurrah for Trees." 1In a sense the very connotation of forestry unfortunately
carries that meaning. As forest land is used more and more for recreation and
water, preoccupation with silviculture, timber growing and forest management
vecomes relatively less important.
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I think in the field of politics, business, and government, that policy
decisions affecting forest lands and other land used for recreation, are commonly
made by lawyers, economists, businessmen, legislators, and not too frequently by
foresters, This, again, is a reflection of educational emphasis on technocracy
rather than on people and policy. The practice of political science by a forester
is rare indeed.

In my Jjudgment, foresiry educators and forestry organizations urgently need
to broaden their concepts if they are to serve effectively in supplying profes-
sionals who in the years ahead will be determining the policy of our Government
and our businesses in the development and administration of land, including the
supplying of outdoor recreation for an ever-growing population.

I have probably talked too long and said too much.. But I have at least
unburdened myself of an accumulation of thoughts and impressions that have been
growing in my mind, particularly in the last year since I have been Director of
the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation.

I do hope that some nourishment may be found in these thoughts by students
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vania, 13 March 1963.

Crafts, Edward C. "Congress and the Forest Service, 1907-1962."

Tape-recorded interview in 1965 by Amelia Roberts Fry. Regional
Oral History Office Bancroft Library.

. "Brinkmanship in Our Forests." American Forests 75, no. 8
(August 1969): 19-52.

This article is based on testimony by Crafts before subcommittee
on forests of the House Committee on Agriculture on a bill to
establish a High-Yield Timber Fund.

. Tape-recorded interview in 1969 by David G. McComb.
Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential Library, Austin, Texas.

. Tape-recorded interview in 1969 by William W. Moss. John
F. Kennedy Library, Waltham, Massachusetts. 1972.

. Tape-recorded interview in 1970 by William W. Moss. John
F. Kennedy Library, Waltham, Massachusetts. 1972,
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with the Department of Interior.
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. "Saga of a Law." American Forests. Part1,76, no. 6
(June 1970): 13-54. Part II,76, no. 7 (July 1970): 29-35.

Excellent legislative chronicle of the passage of the 1960
Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act.



SELECTED READINGS ON MULTIPLE USE

The following is a list of selected readings on the history of
multiple use of the national forests. It was compiled by Barbara Holman,
a graduate of Sacramento State College with a major in history, and
Susan Schrepfer, who received her doctorate in history from the University
of California, Riverside.

The listing was compiled in the course of the research prepara-
tory to interviews made by the Forest History Society in cooperative
agreement with the United States Forest Service on the subject of multiple
use of the national forests. The interviewees selected for the project
were Edward C, Crafts, Frederick W. Grover, Verne L. Harper, Earl S.
Peirce, Hamilton K, Pyles, and J. Herbert Stone, This bibliography is
not exhaustive, It is limited by time and the need to shape research
according to the interviewee's backgrounds. It is hoped, however, that
it might offer a brief introduction to any scholar brave enough to embark
upon a study of multiple use.
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UNPUBLISHED MATERIAL

GOVERNMENTAL AND NONGOVERNMENTAL

Unpublished material relevant to the history of multiple use was
found in archival collections of the Forest History Society, Santa Cruz,
California. These collections include the papers of the American
Forestry Association, the National Lumber Manufacturers' Association,

and the Society of American Foresters.

Also consulted was Record Group 95 (U. S. Forest Service), in the
Federal Records Center in San Francisco, California, and in the National
Archives in Washington, D, C, Outstanding material found in these

collections are listed below,

Pyles, Hamilton K. "Training Needs to Make Multiple Use Work.,"
Speech delivered at meeting of regional foresters and station direc=-
tors, U, S, Forest Service, 29 February to 4 March 1960,

Stone, J. Herbert, "Multiple Use--What is It? How is it Applied in
Region 6?" Speech delivered at Symposium, Green River Community
College, Auburn, Washington, 17 October 1960, A copy of this speech
is to be placed in the Appendix of the typed transcript of the interview
with J, Herbert Stone conducted by Elwood R, Maunder in October
1971, Forest History Society, Santa Cruz, California.

Twight, Ben W, "The Tenacity of Value Commitment: The Forest Service
and the Olympic National Park." Ph. D, dissertation, University of

Washington, 15 November 1971.

. In this dissertation the author asserts that the U. S. Forest Service's
primary commitment has been to the concept of timber as a crop to be
harvested, As a result of this commitment, the service failed to
respond adeqdately to the values and expectations of recreation=-
oriented groups with regard to the Olympic National Forest,

U. S. Department of Agriculture. Forest Service. "Recreation Uses on
the National Forests: A Study of their Extent and Character With a
Discussion of Public Policies and Recommendations as to Methods
of Development and Administration, 1917," by Frank A, Waugh. Typed.
Forest History Society Library, Santa Cruz, California.

Here is a very interesting early report with numerous photographs .
with identification,

"
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. "A Report on Forest, Watershed, Range, and Related Resource
Conditions and Management, Pacific Northwest Region, 1937," by
Earl S. Peirce and Earl W, Loveridge. General Integrating Inspection
Report. Typed. National Archives, Record Group 95, Records of the
Office of the Chief. '

. "A Report on Forest,” Watershed, and Related Resource Condi-
tions and Management, Northeastern Region, 1938," by Christopher
M. Granger and Earl S, Peirce. General Integrating Inspection
Report, Typed, National Archives, Record Group 95, Records of the
Office of the Chief.

. "A Primer for Water Management on Cleveland National

Forest," by Hamilton K, Pyles., May 1948, Typed. Copy in the
Office of the Forest Supervisor, Cleveland National Forest, San
Diego, California.

. "Plan for Management of the Southern California Forests,"
by Clare Hendee and Stephen N. Wyckoff, 1953. Typed. The
original study is held in the Ofiffice of the Forest Supervisor,
Cleveland National Forest, San Diego, California,

Hamilton Pyles participated in the formulating of this plan.

. "A Report on Forest, Watershed, and Related Resource
Conditions and Management, Forest Products Laboratory, 1954," by
Edward C, Crafts and Verne L.Harper., General Integrating Inspection

. Report., Typed. National Archives, Record Group 95, Records of the
Office of the Chief,

. "Pacific Northwest Region, 1958," by J. Herbert Stone.
General Integrating Inspection Report. Typed. Record Group 95,
Records of the Office of the Chief.

. "A Report on Forest, Watershed, and Related Resource
Conditions and Management, Eastern Region and Northwest Forest
Experiment Station, 1958," by VerneL. Harper and Russell B.
McKennan, Typed General Integrating Inspection Report. National
Archives, Record Group 95, Records of the Office of the Chief.

Hamilton Pyles was regional forester of the Eastern Region at the
time this report was made, '
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. "A Report on Forest, Watershed, and Related Resource
Conditions and Management, Northwest Region and Pacific North-
west Forest and Range Experiment Station, 1858, by Edward P, Cliff
and Russell B, McKennen. Typed General Integrating Inspection
Report. National Archives, Record Group 95, Records o the Office

- of the Chief.

Attached to this report is a memorandum written by J. Herbert Stone.

. "A Servicewide Plan to Gear Multiple Use Management of
the National Forests to the Nation's Mounting Needs." 1960,
Typed. Archives Branch of the Federal Records Center, San
Francisco, California, Record Group 95.

. "Forest Service-National Park Service Relationships." Office
Memorandum by Richard E., McArdle, 12 February 1960, Washington,
D, C. Archives Branch of the Federal Records Center, San Francisco,
California, Record Group SS5.

"Guide for the preparation of a Ranger District Multiple=Use
Management Plan, [1960]. Typed. Archives Branch of the Federal
Records Center, San Francisco, California, Record Group 95,

. "Multiple Use Practices, Problems, and Opportunities in
Southern Forests.," By A, W. Greeley. At the Georgia Forests
Research Council-Georgia Forestry Association Conference on
Multiple Use of the Southern Forests, at Calloway Gardens, Pine

* Mountain, George, 5 November 1969. Mimeographed,

U. S. Department of Interior. National Park Service, "Primary Use vs.
Multiple Use," by Howard Stagner. At Visitor Services Conference,

' Williamsburg, Virginia, 30 November 1959, Typed. Archives Branch
of the Federal Records Center, San Francisco, California, Record
Group 95,

. Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. "News Release." Remarks by
Edward C. Crafts before a Pennsylvania State University Forestry
Convocation, University Park, Pennsylvania, 13 March 1963, A
copy is to be placed in the Appendix of the typed transcript of the
interview with Edward C. Crafts conducted by Susan R. Schrepfer

in August 1971, Forest History Society, Santa Cruz, California.

Wilson, Carl N. "Decision Making and Multiple Use Management in the
United States Forest Service." M.A. thesis, University of Montana,
1967,



GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS

One Third of the Nation's Land: A Report to the President and to the
Congress by the Public Land Law Review Commission. Washington,

D, C,: Government Printing Office. 1970.

U. S. Congress. Senate. A National Plan for American Forestry.
S. Doc. 12, 73rd Cong., lst sess,., 1933. Also known as the

'Copeland Report. "

U. S. Department of Agriculture. Forest Service. The Use Book.
Washington, D, C.: Government Printing Office, 1907,

. Future Land Use in the U. S, Circular No, 159. Washington,
D, C.: Government Printing Office, 1909.

. "Forest Grazing Control Aids Tree Growth." Yearbook of
Agriculture, 1926, Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,
1926,

. Forest Qutings by Thirty Foresters, Edited by Russell Lord.
Washington, D, C,: Government Printing Office, 1940,

V. L., Harper was one of the foresters who worked on this project.

"Projects of Many Uses: Other Federal Forests," by F. W.
Grover. In Trees: The Yearbook of Agriculture, 1949. Washington,
. D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1949,

LY

. U. S. Forest Service Manual. Washington, D. C.:
Government Printing Office, 1958.

National Forest Program for the Shawnee Hills of Southern
Illinois. Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office., 1963,

F. W, Grover participated in this study.

. Cooperative Forest Fire Control: The History of its Origins and
Development Under the Weeks and Clarke-McNary Acts, Compiled by
Earl S, Peirce and revised by William J. Stahl, Washington, D. C.:

Government Printing Office, 1964,
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. A National Forestry Research Program. Miscellaneous
Publication No. 965, Washington, D. C.: Government Printing
Office, May 1964.

U. S. Department of Commerce, Study of Public Land Timber Policy,
4 vols, By George Banzhaf and Company. Washington, D, C.:
Government Printing Office, 1969.

U. S. Department of Interior., Bureau of Land Management. Man and
the Forest: A Conference on Multiple Use Management of Forest
Lands. Denver, Colorado, 17-19 April 1967. Denver, Colorado:
U. S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 1967,

U. S., Statutes at Large, Vol. 74, "Multiple Use-Sustained Yield
Act of 1960," 12 June 1960, p. 215. U. S. Code, Title 16,
Sec, 528 (1970).




BOOKS - NONGOVERNMENTAL PUBLICATIONS

Forest Policy Statement: Florida Section., Society of American Foresters,
1968.

V. L. Harper wrote this statement.

"Multiple-Use Forestry in the Changing West." Proceedings: Societv
of American Foresters Meeting, Salt Lake City, Utah, 1958,

ultiple Use of Forest Lands: Proceedings of the Fifth World Forestry
Congress., Seattle, Washington, 1560. University of Washington,
September 1962, Three volumes,

V. L. Harper was chairman of the Executive Committee,

Pyles, Hamilton K. "What's Ahead for Qur Public Lands?" A Summary
Review of the Activities and Final Report of the Public Land Law
Review Commission. Washington, D. C,: Natural Resources Council

of America, 1970.

Reed, Waller. "Forest: Pressure for Multiple Use of Forest Land." 1In
the Western Forestry and Conservation Association, Proceedings of
the 46th Annual Western Forestry Conference. Portland, Oregon,

7-9 December 1955, 65-66.

Roberts, Paul H, Hoof Prints on the Forest Range: The Early Years of the
National Forest Range Administration. San Antonio, Texas: The

Naylor Company, 1963.

Smith, Frank E. ed. Conservation in the United States, A Documentary
History: Land and Water 1900-1970. New York: Chelsea House

Publishers, 1971.

Stone, J. Herbert. "A First Look at the Resources of the Northwest, "
In the Western Forestry and Conservation Association, Proceedings
of the 42nd Annual Conference. Portland, Oregon, 195l.

\
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PERIODICALS AND NEWSPAPERS

All issues of American Forests from 1920 to 1960 were carefully
surveyed for articles, editorials, and news items bearing on the
development of multiple use in the national forests. The Journal of
Forestry and Living Wilderness were explored for these same years on an
intermittent basis. The Sierra Club Bulletin from the early sixties
provided provocative information. The most outstanding articles from
these and other magazines are listed below,

Albright, Horace M. "Highest Use vs. Multiple Use." Sierra Club
Bulletin 45, no. 4 (April-May 1960): 3-7.

Albright discusses the history of relations between the National Park
Service and the U. S. Forest Service, focusing on the controversy
over the extension of the park service into forest service lands.

Antrei, Albert. "A Western Phenomenon, The Origin and Development of
Watershed Research: Manti, Utah, 1889." American West 8, no. 2
(March 1971): 42-59,

"A Program for American Forestry." American Forests 65, no. 7 (July
1959): 17-25.

Forest protection, improvement of the national timber crop, forest
research, and multiple-use management of forest resources are
explored in this article.

"Bulletin Board." Sierra Club Bulletin 45, no. 4 (April-May 1960): 15.

This is a short paragraph on passage of the multiple-use bill.

Butler, Ovid, "Forest Situation Exposed: Exhaustive Report by Forest
Service to Congress Lays Forest Troubles to Private Ownership of
Land. Huge Program of Public Ownership is Proposed." American
Forests 39, no. 5 (May 1933): 204-236.

This article discusses "A National Plan for American Forestry"
otherwise known as the Copeland Report. According to the article
the report reveals "a critical breakdown of forest land management."
There is only brief mention of recreation, range, wildlife, and
watershed.

Callison, Charles H. "The 86th Congress and Conservation." Sierra
Club Bulletin, no. 5 (June 1960): 8.
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Chapman, H. H. "Recreation as a Federal Land Use." American Forests
31, no. 378 (June 1925): 349-380,

Author recognizes the importance of recreation to the national
forests and discusses the question of how much forest land should

be preserved from cutting.

Clawson, Marion. "A Public Land Review." American Forests., PartlI
71, no. 3 (March 1965);: 11-57, Part II 71, no. 4 (April 1965): 34-63.
Part III 71, no. 5 (May 1965): 51-95, Part IV 71, no. 6 (June 1965):
20-59. PartV 71, no. 7 (July 1965): 26-63., Part VI 71, no. 8
(August 1965): 12-61.

This series of articles by economist Marion Clawson of Resources
for the Future highlights some problems likely to be encountered by
the Public Land Law Review Commission in its Review of the public
lands and administration and management in the United States.
Clawson explores taxation of public lands, user payment, manage-
ment problems, land exchanges, reorganization of federal resource
agencies, and the future of public lands.

Cliff, Edward P. "Changes in the Status of Wildlife and Its Habit in the
Northwest." The University of Washington Forest Club Quarterly

. "The National Forests Serve." Journal of Forestry 53, no. 2
(February 1955): 112-115.

Cliff discusses briefly the development of The Use Book and of the
various multiple uses.,

. "The Role of Forest Recreation in Forest Land Management."
Journal of Forestry 59, no. 7 (July 1961): 491-492,

Competition for forest lands intensifies, especially for wild lands.
According to Cliff, the growing need for recreation offers a challenge
to the profession of forestry. Foresters must be sensitive to social
as well as economic values.

"Communities and Commodities." American Forests 69, no. 1 (January
1963): 11,

This article concerns the four-point program of the lumbering
industry and multiple use.
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"Conference Advances New Ideals in Forestry." American Forests 36,
no. 6 (June 1930): 336-360.

This article reports the proceedings of a meeting of the American
Forestry Association. The menace of stream and lake pollution

was discussed as was the importance of forest recreation and
wildlife, The association also put on record its opposition "to every
bill in Congress for admission to the National Park system of areas
which fail to meet completely the accepted National Park standards."

"Congratulations, Mr. Benson." American Forests 65, no. 4 (April 1959): 11.

Ezra Taft Benson proposes a program to provide more timber, water,
recreation, wildlife, and other renewable natural resources. The
writer of this editorial exclaims this is a "working model for
balanced use on forest land."

Connaughton, Charles A. "Watershed Management--More than Mere
Protection." Journal of Forestry 37, no. 4 (April 1939): 341-342,

This article discusses the importance of watershed management as
restorative, protective and improvement,

. "Yield of Water as an Element in Multiple Use of Wild Land."
Journal of Forestry 41, no. 9 (September 1943): 641-644.

. "The Triumphant Years." American Forests 61, no., 10
(October 1955): 20-95.

This is the story of Region 8, the southern region.

. "What is Multiple Use?" American Forests 65, no. 7
(July 1959): 30-61.

Connaughton clarifies the term multiple use.

"The Forestry Profession and Land Use Pressures." Journal
of Forestry 5, no. 3 (March 1960): 233.

This article discusses land management problems and the pressures
brought on by the users of the various uses.

"Conservation in Congress." American Forests 47, no. 4 (April 1941):

The recommendations of the Joint Congressional Committee on
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forestry included: "More intensified management of timber, forage,
wildlife, recreation and watershed resources on national forests."
However, timber management and protection were the prime
considerations of the committee with little consideration of the
multiple uses.

"Crafts Discusses Multiple Use Bill." Sierra Club Bulletin 45, no. 5
(June 1960): 3.

Edward Crafts discusses various questions on the multiple-use bill
put to him by the Board of Directors of the Sierra Club.

“Crafts, Edward C. "Brinkmanship in Our Forests." American Forests
75, no. 8 (August 1969): 19-52,

This article is based on testimony by Crafts before Subcommittee
on Forests of the House Committee on Agriculture on a bill to
establish a High Yield Timber Fund.
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. "Multiple Use Bills Receive Hearings." American Forests 66,
no. 4 (April 1960): 9-10.
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This article discusses the June 1960 passage of the multiple use bill,
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fallen into the clutches of the timber lobby."

Shaw, Charles L. "Foresters Soften Multiple-Use Position." Forest
Industries 98, no. 13 (December 1971): 25.
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van Dresser explores the merits of St, Marks National Wildlife
Refuge in Florida as an area that provides recreational pastime for

visitors.

Von Ciriacy-Wantrup. "Multiple and Optimum Use of Wildlife Under
Different Economic Conditions." Journal of Forestry 36, no. 7
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76, 77-9, 81, 85, 94, 97,107
education in, 6
grazing fees, 16
grazing insurance, 5
grazing surveys, 20-1
Multiple Use Act (1960), 103
research, 9-12, 20-1
Stockmen's Grazing Bill, 45-6
The Western Range, 35-6

see also range management,
Grazing Service

Grazing Service, U,S,., 16, 119

Great Basin Forest and Range
Experiment Station, 9, 11, 14,
16, 18-9

Great Basin, proposed national
park, 69

Greeley, Arthur W., vi, 68n
Hagenstein, W. D., 136
Hardin, Clifford M., 87-8

Harper, Verne L., vi, 80
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Hartzog, George B., 26, 68n
Hartzog, Jr., George B., 68n
High-Timber Yield Bill (1969),113
homesteaders, 13

Hoover commission, first and
second, 117

Humphrey, Hubert, 103
hunting, 14, 27, 60, 143
European, 41-2

see also wildlife conservation
organizations

Ice Age National Park, 69
Ickes, Harold 1., 26
Idaho, 69

Illinois, 1-2

Indiana, 72

industrial use, 97-8
insect control, 22, 128

Interior, U.S. Department of, xii,

15-6 44, 46-9, 68-9, 72, 76-7,

85, 96-7, 1i2n, 117-9, 140

Multiple Use Act (1960), 100
political influences upon, 16

see also Grazing Service,
General Land Office, Park
Service, Land Management
Bureau



Intermountain Experiment Station,
16

Izaak Walton League, xii, 56, 124
Jackson Lake, 60

Johnson, Walter S., 132, 136-7
Kaibab National Forest, 15
Kates, Robert W., 83n

Kendall, Harry T., 132, 135
Kerr, Wa.lter, 143

Kings Canyon National Park, 25
Klamath National Forest, 47
Kneipp, Leon F., 23

Kolbe, Ernie, 135

labor unions, 62-3, 124

Lake Mead Recreation Area, 71

Land and Water Conservation
Fund, 34, 66, 82, 112

Land Management, U.S. Bureau
of, 16, 44, 46-7, 75-7, 142,
145

departmental reorganization,
117-8

political influences upon, 16

recreation, 24

see also Grazing Service

Iands, USFS, Division of, 24

land-utilization districts, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, 76

Lassen National Park, 25

Lawyers' Guild, 124

Legislative Division, U,S, Forest
Service, 43-51

Lexen, Bert, 19
Lincoln Homesite, 72

livestock, see grazing and range
management

Loveridge, Earl, 37, 80
Lueddemann, Hillman, 137

lumber industry, 13, 24, 28, 33,
35, 39-40, 63, 89, 102-3

attitude toward Multiple Use
Act, 65, 93-4, 113-4

public regulation of private
forestry, 122-37

see also public regulation of
private timber practices

Management and Budget, U,S,.
Office of, 86

Manti National Forest, 10
Marsh, R.E., 31
Marshall, Robert, 36
Marshall, Howard E., vi
Martin, Clyde, 131, 137

Matthews, Donald M., 5



Maunder, Elwood R., vi-vii
Mazamas, 70

McArdle, Richard E., vi, 32, 34,

37, 43, 53, 55, 58-9, 61, BO-2,

93, 101-3, 111, 139
McCarren, Senator Patrick, 16
McConnell, Grant, 89-90
McGuire, John R., vi
McSweeney-McNary forest

research act. see Reforesta-

tion and Forest Products Act

(1928)

Merrian, John C., 26
Merrick, Gordon, 11
Metcalf, lee, 46, 116

Michigan, University of, 2, 4-6,
140-1, 143 -4

Miller, Clem, 90
Mines, U,S, Bureau of, 49
mining
American Mining Congress,
48, 97
mining laws, 47-9, 97

Multiple Surface Use Act,
47-9, 52, 65, 101

Multiple Use Act of 1960, 96-7

Minnesota, 3

Mission 66, 26, 67
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Missouri, 71

Montana, 33, 45-6

Montana School of Forestry, 116
Mormons, 85-6

Morton, Rogers C.B., 16

Multiple Surface Use Act (1955),

47-9, 82, 65, 101

multiple use, 46, 51, 56, 65, 68n,

70, 74, 77, 82, 87, 88-9,
112-4, 138-9

Bitterroot National Forest con-
troversy, 115-6

cost-benefit ratio, 104-5

decisions and reviews, 108-10

definition of, 58-9, 61, 78-82,
89-90, 100-1, 106-7, 138

departmental reorganization for,
117-20

early use of the word, 8, 20

federal regulation, 35

Forest Service, U.S., appropria-
tions for, 37, 39, 79

forest taxation, 35

in forestry education, 7-8

in the 1940s, 39

legislation, 45, 52-106

multiple-use advisory councils,
86-7, 111

multiple-use plans, 80-1, 108

New Deal legislation, 22-3

on private lands, 32-3, 35

technology for, 107-8

Third World Forestry Conference,
4]1-2

wilderness, 58-60

see also range management,
recreation, timber manage-
ment, watershed management,

wildlife management, Multiple

Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960



Multiple Use Mining Act, see
Multiple Surface Use Act

Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act
(1960), 36, 49, 52-106, 109-10,
120, 138-9

High-Timber Yield Bill, 113

National Conference on State
Parks, xii

National Environmental Policy Act
(1969), 114

National Forest Reservation
Commission, 33

national forests, 8, 12-4, 17,
22-5, 27-8, 30, 32, 37;
39-40, 44, 46, 49-50, 54-5,
58, 61, 64-8, 70-2, 74-7,
79, 92,97, 103-4, 113-4,
116-8, 138

see also Forest Service, names
of individual national forests

national grasslands, 75-7
National Lumber Manufacturers
Association, 3ln, 89, 93,

102, 124, 130-2, 135

national monuments, 67, 71-2

National Park Service, see
Park Service

National Park Service Act
(1816}, 67, 71
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national parks, 25-7, 60-1, 66-7,
69-71, 117

see also Park Service

National Parks and Recreation
Association, xii, 73

National Plan for American Forestry,
34n, 35-6

National Rifle Association, 62
national trails system, 71-2, 113

Nation's Business, 117n

natural resources, proposed U.S.
department of, 27, 117-20

Nelson to Bodine (correspondence),
53, 139

Neuberger, Maurine Brown, 69
Neuberger, Richard Lewis, 49, 69
Nevada, 16, 69

New Deal, 20, 22-3

New Hampshire, 3-4

New Mexico, 11, 20-1, 40

New York, 71

New York Times, 123

Nixon, Richard and administration,
16, 84, 117n-8

North Cascades Conservation
Council, 70



North Cascades National Park,
25, 68, 70-1

North Cascades Study Report, 68n

Northern Redwoods Purchase Unit,
68-9

O&C Railroad Lands, see Oregon
and California Railroad Lands

Of Time, Work and Leisure, 143

Office of General Counsel, U.,S.,
43

Office of Management and
Budget, U.S,, 86

Ohio, 11
Oklahoma, 28
Olympic National Park, 25

Omnibus Act (1958 & 1962),
50-1

Oregon, 46-8, 55, 69-70, 74,
85, 93, 135, 139

Oregon and California Railroad
Lands, 46-7, 91

Oregon Dunes National Seashore,
69-70

Orell, Bernie, 36-7, 89, 93-4,
102

QOutdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission, 56-7,
66-7, 73, 111-2, 142

QOutdoor Recreation, U,S, Bureau
of, 25, 66, 68, 112-3, 140-2,
145
Owsley, Clifford D., vi
Ozark Mountains, 71
Park Service, National, 24, 32,
44, 56-7, 59-60, 70-3, 82,
142, 145
departmental reorganization,
117-8

Mission 66, 26, 67

relations with Forest Service,
25-8, 66-73, 75

see also national parks,
national monuments, wild and
scenic rivers system,

national trails system

Parker Creek Experiment Station,
16, 22

Pearson, G.A., 12, 18-19

Peirce, Earl 8., vi

Penfold, Joe, 56-7, 66, 90
Pennsylvania State, 144
Pennsylvania State University, 140
Peterson, Irvin, 55

Phi Kappa Phi, xii

Pinchot, Gifford, 8, 127

Pinkett, Harold T., vii
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Plains States, 76, 119

see also names of individual
states

Politics of Conservation,98-9

Pomeroy, Kenneth, 60
ponderosa pine, 1l
Prescott National Forest, 1l

preservation, 40, 67, 70, 83,
87-9, 94, 103, 112-21

see also Qutdoor Recreation
Bureau, Park Service,
recreation, wilderness areas,
Wilderness Act, wildlife
conservation organizations,
conservation organizations,
names of individual conser-
vation groups

President's Council on Recreation
and Natural Beauty, 66

primitive areas, U,S, Forest
Service, 39-40, 59

Princeton University, xii

Program Division, U,S, Forest
Service, 43

Proxmire, William, 103
Public Domain, 15, 17, 30, 47, 97

Public Land Law Review Commis-
sion, 106-7

public regulation of private timber
practices, 30-2, 35, 53, 122~
37

pulp and paper industry, 136

Pyles, Hamilton K., vi

Rainier National Park, 25
Rainy lLake, 3
Randles, Quincy, 12

range management, 5, 12-6, 20-1,
39, 44, 48, 54, 96, 119, 138

education in, 6, 9

Forest Service, U,S, appropria-
tions for, 37-8

research, 9-12, 20-1

Stockmen's Grazing Bill, 45-6

The Western Range, 35-6

Range Research, U,S, Forest
Service, Division of, 9

Rasmussen, Boyd, 16, 119

Readings in Resource Management
and Conservation, 83n

Reclamation, U,.S. Bureau of, 23,
28; 75; 104

recreation, 23-4, 27, 34, 36, 40,
44, 54, 56-8, 60, 65-7, 75-8,
94, 104, 107, 112, 138-47

Civilian Conservation Corps, 22

education in, 6

Forest Service, U.S. appropria-
tions for, 38-9



in Europe, 41-2
wilderness, 103

see also wilderness areas

Redwood National Park, 64,
68-9, 72

redwood region (California), 33

redwoods, California state
parks, 72

Reforestation and Forest
Products Act (1928), 30n

Republican party, 139

research, see timber management,
Range Research Division,
Forest Service, range manage-
ment

Rockefeller, family, 73

Rocky Mountain National Park, 3

Roosevelt, Franklin D., 25, 27,
127

Sampson, Arthur, 18

San Francisco Chronicle, 115n

Sarena, Al, case of, 48-9
Save-theRedwoods League, viii
Scandinavian forestry, 41-2
Selke, George A., 68n

Sequoia National Park, 25
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Shanklin, John F., vii

Shepherd, Fenton, 61, 95

Shields, Chester, vi

Sierra Ancha Experiment Station, 17
Sierra Club, xii, xiii, 70

Sierra Club Bulletin, 83n, 89

Sigma Phi, xii
Sigma Xi, xii
Sileox, F. A, , 30

silvicultural practices, see timber
management

single use, see dominant use
Sitka spruce, 13

Siuslaw National Forest, 69
Skyline Ranch, 3

Small Watershed Act, 75
Smith, Frank E., 98-9
socialism, 123, 133

Society of American Foresters,
xii, 64-5, 124

Soil Conservation Service, 75, 118
South, 119, 136
Southwest Forest and Range Experi-

ment Station, U,S, Forest
Service, 11



Southwestern Forest and Range
Experiment Station, 11-21

Southwestern Region (Region 3),
U.S. Forest Service, 11-22, 24

Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, U.S.
Bureau of, 28, 119

Sport Fishing Institute, 62
sportsmen, see hunting,
wildlife conservation organiza-

tions

state regulation of private forest
practices, 124, 126-8

see also public regulation
of private timber practices

stockmen, see grazing
Stockmen's Grazing Bill, 45-6
Stone, J. Herbert, vi, 93
Stratton, Owen S., 68n
Stuart, Robert Young, 9

Sundry Civil Appropriations Bill
(1897), 77, 82

sustained yield, 98-9, 107, 138
Swedish forestry, 41

Syracuse University, 140, 144
tax delinquent lands, 34

see also forest taxation
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Taylor Grazing Act, 15-7
Taylor grazing lands, 117
Tennessee Valley Authority, 23
Texas, 74

Third World Forestry Conference,
Helsinki (1949), xi, 41-2

Three Sisters wilderness area
proposal, 139

timber management, 11-2 14, 19,
30, 33, 39, 54, 57-8, 77-9, 81,
96, 107, 119, 136, 138, 145

allowable cut, 114

Civilian Conservation Corps, 22

clear cutting, 33, 42, 116

education in, 5, 8, 20

European, 42

Forest Service, U,S, appropria-
tions for, 37-8

forest survey, 29

timber operators, see lumber
industry

Timber Reappraisal Report, 36

Timber Resource Review, 36, 44,
50, 53-4, 56-7, 66, 112

Timber Resources for America's
Future, 36

Tonto National Forest, 17
totalitarianism, 123, 133
Trayer, George, 19

Tusayan National Forest, 15
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TVA, see Tennessee Valley Authority
Umpgua National Forest, 49

United States. For all federal
departments and bureaus, see
under the names of the subject
with which they deal: e.g.,
Forest Service, United States

Upson, Arthur, 19

U.S. Congress, 24, 27-8n, 32,
34n, 35n, 37-8, 43-50, 54-5,
57-8, 62, 65-6, 71-2, 75,
81-8, 90-2, 94, 99-100, 103,
107, 113, 117, 119-21, 134-5,
138-9

see also names of individual
legislation

U.S. Constitution, 88

U.S. Supreme Court, 123-4
Utah, 10

Utah State colleges, 140, 144
Veach, John B., 136-7
Voyogeurs National Park, 3

Wagon Wheel Gap Experiment
Station, 18

‘War Production Board, 29

Washington, state of, 59, 82n,
85, 93

watershed management, 10, 14, 17,
20, 23, 33, 39, 42, 58, 60-1,
75-8, 94, 96, 104-7, 119, 138,
144 '
education in, 8
erosion from clear cutting, 33
Forest Service, U,S, ,appropria-

tions for, 37-9

Watts,; Iyle F., 30-1, 37, 129-30
132-3, 136

Weeks Act of 1911, 8n, 30, 33-4,
71y 82; 97

West Coast Lumberman's Associa-
tion, 124

West Virginia, 33
Western Pine Association, 124, 135

Weyerhaeuser Lumber Company, 36,
93, 131

Wheeler Peak, proposed national
park, 69

White House, the, 85-6
Wichita Wildlife Refuge, 28

wild and scenic rivers system,
71-2, 113

Wilderness Act (1964), 57-9, 61-2,
83

wilderness areas, U.S. Forest
Service, 33-4, 39-40, 57, 58-60,
63, 70-1, 102-4, 107, 138-9

wilderness organizations, see
conservation organizations
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Wilderness Society, The, xii, 57,
70, 116

wildlife conservation organizations,
52, 63, 120-1

see also hunting, preservation,
conservation organizations,
names of individual organiza-
tions
Wil dlife Federation, 62
wildlife management, 14-5, 20-1
28, 33, 40, 52, 58, 60, 63,
67, 77-8, 119, 138-9
education in, 5-6
Forest Service, U,S,, appropria-
tions for, 37-8
Wildlife Management Institute, 62
Winema National Forest, 47
Wirth, Conrad, 26, 59, 73
World War I, 13

World War II, 13, 20, 29, 39-40,
65-6, 78, 142

Wyoming, 3, 33, 46

Yale University, vii, 3-4, 31,
122n, 129-30, 132-3, 135, 140

Yellowstone National Park, 25
Yosemite National Park, 25

Zahniser, Howard, 61, 103
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